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INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

The University of Michigan Research Team from the Worker Health
Program and Labor Studies Center, Institute for Research on Labor,
Employment and the Economy has been studying various Benefit
Delivery Models specifically in the areas of EAP, W/L and Wellness
programs for the last 5 years. This document is a compilation of
information procured during the various phases of this research project.

This document is offered in the guise of “One Stop Shopping” an earlier
phrase coined by Leslie Faught, President of Working Solutions back in
1990. The hope is that profesionalss can turn to the pages which most fit
their current needs; and students can be introduced to the larger picture
of what has evolved over the last 50 years in each of these three fields.

First a heartfelt thank you to the many professionals over the years who
have given of their heartfell time and honesty in exploring the various
models of Benefit service delivery. Another Thank You is offered to all
the researchers and content experts who have suffered through our
tedious questions in order to unravel the complexities of providing
support in a variety of formats to workers in the workplace.

Finally and most importantly a huge Thank You to our Funders who
had the belief and confidence in us to provide the financial support for
this project: Value Options, Chestnut Global Partners and ComPsych.

Sincerely,

The Michigan Team
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A Brief History of EAP, Work-Life and Wellness

Employee Assistance Programs

Early EAP services initially. arose out of a need for a stable and skilled workforce during WWIL.
The severe shortage of male workers in New York City prompted some corporations to recruit
workers from the Bowery district, resulting in the hiring of numerous alcoholics. Corporate
medical directors postulated that it might be more cost effective to rehabilitate problem drinkers
than to have a revolving door employment policy (Trice, Harrison & Schronbrunn, 1981). This
corporate approach led to the emergence of Occupational Alcoholism Programs (OAPs). These
workplace-based programs grew in acceptance and number throughout the 1950s and 1960s.

The U.S. federal government promoted OAPs through legislation such as the Hughes Act of
1970, which required all federal agencies and military installations to have an OAP and it’s
amendment in 1972 to include drug abuse. In the early 1970s, the U.S. government established
the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) with the mission of
promoting the growth and diffusion of EAPs throughout the United States. Also emerging at this
time was the Association for Labor—Management Administrator and Consultants on Alcoholism
(ALMACA). During the mid 1970s, private EAP consulting firms such as Human Affairs
International and Personnel Performance Consultants began to offer an alternative option for the

delivery of EAP services from an internal model to an external model.

During the 1980s, EAPs became more popular in North America, At this point in time, the mix
of services offered by EAPs expanded to feature more comprehensive elements. The drug-free
workplace legislation was passed in 1988 in the U.S. This event spurred further growth of EAPs
as they offered expertise and guidance to employers regarding the management of employees
with substance abuse problems. In 1985, it was reported that approximately 68% of EAPs were
provided through internal programs. By 1988, this number of internal EAPs had decreased to
58% (Blum & Roman, 1988). Data from 1994, estimates the number of internal EAP programs
in the U.S. to be less than 20% (French et al., 1997). Unfortunately, there is no more recent
empirical data that has addressed the question of the prevalence of different models of EAPs.
Another trend that began in the late 1980s was the expansion of EAP services to family members
(Burden, 1987; Jankorski, 1988).




In the 1990s, EAPs became a standard component of employee benefits at the majority of large
companies. EAPs responded to this growth by broadening their services to address issues such
as work-life balance, elder care, workplace violence, and supporting company-wide changes,
such as mergers and downsizing. In the early 1990s managed mental health care also made its
entrance into the health care arena, with EAP being a source of referral into these counselor

networks.

The EAP field has been nurtured over the years by the support of its two major professional
organizations, the Employee Assistance Professionals Association (EAPA; which evolved from
ALMACA) and the Employee Assistance Society of North America (EASNA; which has a strong
Canadian influence). Today, the number of members in these two associations exceeds 5,000

people and is growing worldwide.

Work-Life Programs

Although there are reports of On-Site Child Care Programs during the Civil War and over 3,000
Child Care Centers during World War II (Friedman, 1990), Work/Family Programs themselves
trace their development to the Great Society policies of President Lyndon Johnson. During the
1960s, the U.S. Federal Government sponsored the formation of county-based “child care
coordinating councils” (4-Cs). These programs were specifically designed to coordinate
childcare resources for preschool children so that Head Start Centers would be in close physical
proximity to targeted children. The 4-Cs spawned the formation of childcare resource and
referral programs that emerged in the corporate sector during the early 1980s. The creation of
these employer sponsored child-care resource and referral services is credited with the
beginnings of the Work/Family and later the Work-life industry (Burud, 1984). By 1983, several
private companies began administering referral networks for large multi-site employers. This
field grew throughout the early 1990s and eventually evolved into offering services focusing on
helping today’s workers deal with the multiple demands of careers, care of their children, and

care of their aging parents.

Today, the Work-life Field continues to evolve in two main areas: First, programmatic focus on
supporting workers to balance the demands of both their work and personal life; and second,
consultation to corporations on how to provide a family friendly supportive environment aimed

at increasing creativity and productivity in the workplace (Gornick, 2002).




Wellness

Wellness programs began in the 1970s as worksite-based offerings that focused on physical
fitness centers and related health activities. One of the first fitness-oriented books, Kenneth
Cooper’s Aerobics (1968), had a major influence on this movement. The healthy living focus led
to the spread of corporate fitness centers and then to modern, state-of-the-art corporate fitness
facilities. Many of these now offer a range of occupational, physical therapy, rehabilitative, and
alternative medical services. Another major development occurred when Erfurt, Foote and
Heirich (1990) began conducting cardiovascular-oriented blood pressure screenings of
employees in the auto industry. They were among the first to promote annual health screenings
and to coordinate linkages between wellness programs and EAPs. The U.S. government,
through the Department of Health and Human Services, has also played a major role in the

spread of wellness and health promotion programs through it series of “Healthy People” reports.

Together, these developments and influences set the stage for today’s portfolio of comprehensive
health maﬁagement services, including fitness centers, health screenings, health risk appraisals,
educational activities, behavior change programs, and high-risk interventions. The focus of
health and wellness programs is expanding toward a total population approach including high-
risk individuals, low-risk individuals and the chronically ill. Increasingly, health and wellness
programs disease management, demand management (self-care), disability management, EAPs,
work-life will become integrated with a variety of health and productivity programs including
initiatives, health care coverage and other key employee benefit programs. Health and
productivity initiatives are becoming a major corporate strategy to improve employee health and

to engage employees at a high level of workplace functioning.

R



Current Trends in the EAP, Work/Life

& Wellness Industries
Introduction

The following is a brief overview of current trends in the EAP, Work/Life and Wellness Fields.
These are three dynamic industries with parallel histories, “cultures,” issues and pressures.
Purchasers must sort through a myriad of factors in order to make sound decisions about delivery
models, which fit their own corporate culture. There are many key issues driving purchaser
decisions in all three of these areas, although Wellness and/or Health and Productivity are the
currently on the minds of many due to Health Care Reform issues in the United States as well as
global spiraling health care costs. Many studies are showing the poor worker health is directly
correlated to lower productivity and visa versa. In the work/life field, there is tremendous
competition for top talent and studies have shown that companies with effective work/life
programs are able to recruit and retain talented employees. In the EAP field, there are also a
growing ngmber of studies that substance abuse and mental health conditions such as depression
have an adverse impact on workplace and employee productivity. Understanding these trends

and issues will help participants consider the pros and cons of program integration.

R

EAP Trends/Issues
Courtesy of Dave Sharar, Chestnut Global Partners

(2010)
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1. There is a shift to centralized telephone/internet counseling as a replacement (not
supplement) to face-to-face. This is primarily being done as way to reduce expenses. The
telephonic approach is a low dose model being used and is the most popular method of
cost reduction. Some EAP’s are promoting the use of internet counseling but it is not
clear how it is being used or whether there is any triaging of individuals who may benefit
from it. There are many claims as to the effectiveness of these newer approaches but
there is no evidence base for it use.

2. Significant overlap between EAP networks and general practice counselors/therapists are
occurring in a way which encourages largely duplicate existing mental health benefits. The use
of EAP core technology is being diminished and there is an increase in the blurring of the lines
between EAP practice and clinical practice. This is resulting in the loss of true assessment and
referrals to appropriate services. In some cases mental health clinicians are simply using the
“EAP label” as a funding source for their clinical work.

3. Lack of focus and attention on scientific study using rigorous methodologies to
demonstrate business value and outcomes. EAP vendors are the most “guilty” of this by
consistently taking experience from one group i.¢., time saved, and applying the result
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across the board to all members using the service. There is a huge need to be on the same
page with data definitions so that the outcome measures accurately report and guide what
is practiced in the field '

EAPs have become "consumed" or "buried" into larger health plan benefits and “wellness
initiatives” to the point where the workplace focus is diluted or absent. As an industry we
are not able to articulate the differences between EAP and other types of employee
benefit programs that resonate with purchasers. The current major debate in the EA field
amongst both practitioners and researchers is whether there is a “benign neglect” of EAPs
proper place in the employee benefit portfolio. Some argue that the industry should press
forward into the health arena whereas others view that as a loss of focus on the
workplace. Others submit that both are appropriate areas of focus.

Quality is largely invisible to the employer/purchaser and the field has no agreed upon
performance standards/operational definitions. Due to the capitation rate funding
environment as well as the “being buried” issue, there is a loss of focus on important
performance metrics and a shift toward more marketing metrics such basic penetration
rates. Key measurements such as management and supervisory consultations, referral
rates by different constituents, and so on are getting lost. But hope is on the way because
a new EAPA Research Foundation is in the works to encourage some serious research on
the whole issue of metrics in the EAP field.

More recently there has been concerning data being published that supports the notions
that many EAPs are no longer capturing the more “high risk” or severe clients. A
specific example of this trend is seen the earlier pilot studies involving the use of the tool
(SBIRT) a Brief Screening Intervention Tool for screening unhealthy use of alcohol.
BIG — Brief Intervention Group was initiated in 2009 by a group out of George
Washington University in an attempt to disseminate this information and support the
universal use of this tool in the EAP Field by the Fall 2011,

Work/Life Trends/Issues
Courtesy of Mary Ellen Gornick, Workplace Options
(2009)

Utilization - demand for high utilization is at an all time high. Lots of different ways of
looking at utilization - no real definition in place that is agreed upon as an industry - as
financial resources are squeezed more pressure is on use it or lose it. Companies want
the benefit to be used especially the telephone consultation piece - not looking for just
web visits, looking for more substantial examples of how the service is helping. The real
push on utilization is coming from companies that have stand along programs with high
utilization respectively for EAP and WL and are now moving to integrated programs.
With integration there is the expectation that the combining will add to the overall
utilization i.e. 1+1 = 3. This is putting more pressure on the EAP to promote and track
utilization for “telephone consultations regarding WL.”
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. Focus on broadening basic core WL i.e., dependent care (adult and child) and daily living

with legal and financial. This includes specific “add ons” like enhanced elder care
services such as geriatric care management, coaching or back up care. The broadening is
also to focus on wellness resources as well as education (career planning - advancement
etc.).

. Interest in the "crossover" of referrals between EAP and WL - this is a level of

integration that requires more cross-functional learning, procedures, etc. Historically, we
have found that both W/L and EAPs occasionally refer clients to the other department.
When we asked why so few referrals, respondents reported; differences in historical
development of programs, needing different skill sets etc. But when we asked in a more
qualitative fashion, most respondents said it was a “Turf” problem.

. The pursuit of "equity benefits" is a global challenge. In our typical American centric

view of all things - the thinking is how to duplicate what we do with WL in the US -
globally. The challenge globally is: what is the best way to provide services based upon
the local nuances, delivery systems, cultures, laws and customs.

. Along with utilization there continues to be a real emphasis on the value that the end user

places on the services - interest in outcomes are at an all time high. Not necessarily using
the info to do outcome studies or ROI - at this point it is important to have the data to
support the program and resources.

Health & Wellness Industry Trends
Michael D. Mulvihill, MSW, Strategic Wellness Consultant

(2010)

. Population Health Focus: US wellness programs began in the 60°s and 70s as corporate

based fitness centers primarily used by relatively healthy employees. In the 80’s
programs were developed for “high risk conditions™ such as smoking, obesity, high blood
pressure, high cholesterol, and stress generally referred to as health management.
Similarly, disease management programs were rapidly expanding to assist in the
management of chronic conditions such as heart disease, diabetes, asthma, and COPD.
Today programs are being developed for all risk and disease conditions along with
programs to keep healthy individuals healthy, thus a population health approach.

. Engagement: As wellness programs expand there is a need to increase the number of

participants in order to justify the cost of the programs. Many employers groups are
offering incentives including cash and increased benefits to entice employees to
participate. There is controversy regarding the use of incentives and effective they are for
the long run. Social networking is currently being “tested” as another engagement
strategy in which “social incentives” are thought to be more powerful and more effective
than financial incentives. There is a need to better understand “the consumer” and
provide compelling “messaging” to reach them and help them understand the value of
improved health and participation in programs.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research that examines the evolution of family-friendly employee benefits is scarce. In this
University of Michigan study benefits managers from 28 firms ranked in 1993 as family-friendly
were interviewed with a semi-structured questionnaire. The inquiries focused on how employee
assistance programs, work- life programs, and wellness programs have undergone reorganization
over the past fifteen years, and the forces driving change. Using empirical theory, six themes
evolved from the aggregate data: (1) factors which contribute to increased resiliency of family-
friendly benefits during fiscal stress; (2) external factors which pressure firms to choose between
targeted and standardized benefits; (3) changes in delivery models due to the internationalization
of business operations; (4) effect of pressure to provide cost-benefit rationale for these programs;
(5) Contributing factors which influence decisions to out-source services or provide them
internally, and (6) corporate culture effect on the degree of integration of EAP, work-life and
wellness programs. Twenty-five hypotheses related to those themes were identified by the
research team; and then discussed in terms of future recommendations both to practice and
further research. Factors such as fiscal health, globalization, web-based technology, employee
demands, labor unions, involvement in professional associations, and corporate culture appear to
affect decision-making. Finally, it was noted that there exists a certain tension between corporate
policies toward family-friendly benefits, which fit the welfare capitalism model, and the
approach to family-friendly benefits taken by administrators, better fit a stakeholder theoretical
model of delivery of services.

Key Findings

@ Resiliency of EAP, Work/Life and Wellness Services despite economic downturn and
other sociological and external factors

@ Impact of Globalization on Delivery Models of EAP, W/L and Wellness Programs:
increase in diversity of Service Models dependent on cultural and diversity issues

@ Impact of Key Stakeholders: Unions and Professional Associations have positive
association with the presence and delivery models of EAP, Work/Life and Wellness
Programs

@ Identification of two distinct models of integration of EAP, Work/Life and Wellness
Programs: Administrative and Functional. There is an increasing trend towards
Administrative Integration of these services: collaboration in the administration of
overseeing these three programs, There is less evidence of functional integration in which
programs and services actually collaborate in the delivery of these services.-

@ Increase in the delivery of “Targeted” Programs versus a Standardarized “One Size Fits
All” Model of Delivery of these Programs

@ Decrease in emphasis of solely ROI justification for these programs. Some movement
towards identifying these programs as a “Public Good” that needs to be offered in the
workplace as a means of supporting increasingly more productive global market




Summary Thoughts and Implications for Research and Theory

Interviews from EAP, work-life, and wellness benefit administrators employed in 28 specific
corporations yielded six recurring “themes” regarding changes in the administration and
provision of family-friendly benefits. These six themes are mentioned above in the opening of
this Executive Summary.

What was interesting about the overall data collected was that no single pattern of growth and
adaptation was visible from the histories of this sample. Rather, it was impressive in talking with
these administrators, the breadth and depth of developing services that both matched their
corporate culture, but also changed over time as the culture of the organization adapted to events
in the marketplace.

The larger picture emerging from the data revealed tension between the corporate and the benefit
administration levels. At the corporate level, an expectation exists that family-friendly benefits
would show tangible, positive effects on employee productivity. Thus from a corporate
perspective, family-friendly benefits are perceived as a contemporary version of welfare
capitalism, a patriarchal system from the early 20th century, which provided services to
_employees in order to secure increased productivity. Today in Corporate America once such
enefits are established, however, benefit administrators consider family-friendly benefits as a
_quasi-public good, where only a weak expression of the productivity rationale was observed.

At the administrative level, the benefits take on a revised meaning and purpose that is less
calculating and manipulative than the term “welfare capitalism” would suggest. Instead, it was
bserved that “stakeholder” thinking and behavior dominates among the professionals assigned
0 administer family-friendly benefits. Stakeholder theory offers an alternative model to welfare
apitalism by challenging the normative view that corporate ownership should strive to increase
esidual claims on profit and control of the enterprise. Stakeholders, defined as any actor with an
interest in the firm — customers, employees, suppliers, and so forth — all have a role in shaping
orporate policy. It is a model of decision-making that transcends ownership rights, and is rooted
n social ethics, Stakeholder-oriented behavior seeks to strengthen the commitment of non-owner
takeholders, often at a cost to owners. Theoretically, this approach increases the survival rate of
he enterprise by establishing a supportive network that can respond effectively to unexpected
ontingencies.

hus the resounding message from this round of research on the topic of Delivery Models of
AP, Work/Life and Wellness programs captured a shift in ideological thinking on the part of

> administrators of the program. One wonders if this is one of the key reasons for the resiliency
the existence of these programs in key “family- friendly” companies over time. More research
Needed to explore this avenue especially in the struggle within all three fields to substantiate

r effectiveness with positive Cost Benefit Analysis of each program. The Michigan Research
encourages researchers in these fields to explore this notion further as it relates to many

ent projects attempting to find the right “measurement tool” to support the existence of these
rams,
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life and wellness programs changed in the
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friendly” 15 years earlier? Harsh economic conditions

have threatened discretionary benefits that positively
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in light of the economic and sociological changes that
had occurred in the interim. EAPs provide counseling

for substance abuse and other mental health issues;
Patricia A. Herlihy, Ph.D., RN

Rocky Mountain Research work-life encompasses programs that help employees

balance the demands of family and work; while wellness
programs aim at improving employees’ overall physical
health with the goal of decreasing health-care costs. The
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] - benefits plans involving some mix of EAP, work-life and
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A logical extension to this scholarship is to ask how such programs, once adopted,
are shaped by factors both within and external to the organization. Changing
conditions, especially fiscal stress, may lead to the adulteration or elimination of
benefits (Kelly et al. 2008). Firms adopt family-friendly policies when attracting
or retaining committed staff (Csiernik 2005; Davis and Kalleberg; Osterman 1995).
Thus, it follows that these benefits may be reduced or terminated as firms down-
size. A plausible, alternative scenario is that the noneconomic factors supporting
family-friendly benefits protect these programs when companies hit hard times.
The study’s findings are based on ethnographic data collected via telephone
interviews from 28 companies designated as family-friendly in 1993 (Herlihy 1997).
The survey instrument was designed to compare recent practices and policies of
EAP, work-life and wellness programs with the responses from a 1993 Boston
University study that surveyed firms ranked most family-friendly by Working
Mother magazine. The authors inquired about the status of the benefits, changes
in the scope and structure of the benefits, internal and external factors influencing
these changes, and an explanation of the strategic choices made by management

in response to those factors.

SAMPLE AND METHOD

The data are based on semi-structured telephone interviews of EAP, work-life
and wellness professionals employed by those organizations ranked most family-
friendly 15 years earlier. In 1993, a Boston University team surveyed 79 of these
100 exemplars. Only 30 organizations existed at the time of the authors’ 2008 study.
Mergers, reorganizations and bankruptcies explain most of the attrition. One firm
refused to participate while another did not complete all three phases. In all, the
authors interviewed 47 benefits administrators from 28 of the original corpora-
tions. Respondents agreed to participate with the understanding that all comments
would remain anonymous. Table 1 summarizes the comparisons between the 1993
sample and the remaining companies available for the 2008 study.

Respondents were asked a common set of questions, and were encouraged
to elaborate, Deviations from the questionnaire were allowed, provided that the
testimony was relevant to the provision of family-friendly benefits. One advantage
of the informal approach is that respondents are permitted to give qualitative
input. For this research, the semi-structured interviews made it possible to gather
ethnographic detail on the idiosyncratic histories of benefits, internal and external
factors shaping benefits policy, and the decision-making processes. The authors
especially sought a fuller understanding of the non-economic factors that shaped
courses of action. Directors or account managers of all three programs were
approached individually or collectively, depending on the company’s wishes. The
interviews ranged from 30 to 60 minutes.

The data were examined for evidence of common themes. Each member of the
research team independently sorted and reviewed the data for factors shaping
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TABLE 1 Sample Comparisons Bketv‘ve‘e‘n 1993 and 2008 $tudy

ik s Sl af
Top 100 famity-friendly companies (Working Mother). | Approached same 79 Companies from
were apprbached - : : 1993 Boston University. Study

Only Eompani'es with 1,000 or more employees were | 29 of 79 of original companies researchers were

approached. . . unable to locate

All 100 companies approached were based in the 20 of 79 original companies had merged 3x or more
United States times, thus deemed inappropriate for comparison

79 of 100 companies completed the entire interview Remaining 30 companies weré approached: One
process. N=79 - : declined and another didn't finish the entire process.

N=28

the content and administration of family-friendly benefits. The research team
convened to identify patterns of decision-making within firms and pressures
external to firms that reportedly affected the provision of these benefits. The
authors reached a consensus on six main themes, which are discussed in the
following sections.

THEME 1: FAMILY-FRIENDLY BENEFITS RESILIENCY

M‘any respondents expressed concern for the continuance of family-friendly
benefits; layoffs were frequently mentioned as a triggering event. However, all
firms retained some semblance of the benefits programs from 15 years earlier.
Program resiliency suggests that personnel find value in, and grow accus-
tomed to, these benefits, and that employee expectétions for benefit longevity
constrain top-level managers or new owners from diluting or terminating these
programs. Respondents described several competing factors that both threat-
ened and supported family-friendly benefits.

Two factors were identified as a threat. The first threat revolved around
fiscal stress due to an erosion of profitably caused by a loss of market share or
declining business climate. Here the experience was not uniform as some firms
were affected by the broad downturn in the economy, while others were more
strongly affected by the shock of 9/11, Hurricane Katrina and other disasters.
For the latter, the crises presented an opportunity to showcase the value of EAP,
work-life and, to a lesser extent, wellness programs. Still, despite this visibility,
several firms negatively affected by 9/11 or Katrina resumed fiscal restructuring
once the crisis period passed. Respondents described a loss of support for
family-friendly benefits a year or two after these catastrophic events.

The second threat to benefits policy was leadership volatility caused by CEO
turnover, mergers and acquisitions. Occasionally a new CEO would strive to
preserve family-friendly benefits. Two of the 28 firms that grew through acqui-
sitions adopted the “best practices” of the consumed entities, resulting in an
incremental upgrade in benefits. More often a merger or acquisition threatened
family-friendly programs, as new corporate leaders demanded a re-evaluation
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of benefits policies, which frequently resulted in the downgrading of some of
those services.

Nonetheless, every firm that experienced a CEO turnover, merger or acquisition
retained core elements of their benefits programs. Incoming CEOs would frequently
demand quantifiable evidence of program effectiveness, and HR departments
would comply, but programs were never fully abandoned. Instead, respondents

described benefits as reshaped by a new CEO, usually with the objective of

cutting costs. A major reason for benefits continuation was pressure by internal

stakeholders to sustain benefits. Benefits administrators, at times in concert with -

supportive mid-level managers, lobbied to preserve programs, and new CEOs
acquiesced to secure employee cooperation.

Another factor that helped sustain and shape family-friendly policy was the
relationship between program administrators and professional associations, such
as the Employee Assistance Professionals Association (EAPA), Alliance for Work
Life Progress (AWLP) at WorldatWork and International Health and Productivity
Management (IHPM). Professional associations give benefits administrators a forum
to interact with peers and share information on the latest ideas for improving

_cost-effectiveness of these programs. The authors observed that active membership
in professional associations roughly correlated with corporate program emphasis.
In addition, the researchers found employers that had a large global presence
frequently participated in both international and local organizations based in the
host countries.

Another explanation for program continuity is the desire to protect corporate
image. Becoming recognized as a leader in providing progressive employment
policy creates an indefinable amount of goodwill that helps to lure talent and
build loyalty among employees. In one instance, benefits expanded after a
misstatement by a new CEO, which triggered intense national negative publicity
and a demand from employees for better services. In that context, benefit
administrators secured large funds to upgrade the work-life program.

Benefits stability was especially strong where workforces were unionized. For
those firms with labor unions (46 percent of sample), respondents report-near
universal support for family-friendly programs by labor leaders. The codifica-
tion of family-friendly benefits into a labor agreement stabilizes benefits during
times of fiscal stress or CEO transitions. Collective bargaining also affects the
introduction and modification of benefits. In numerous cases, new benefits
were initially negotiated with unions, which later served as a blueprint for the
non-union workforce.

A fifth factor that has aided program longevity is Web-based technology. One
option during a financial downturn, or when a new management team demands
that a program demonstrates cost-effectiveness, is to find a less expensive
method of delivering services. Consistent with Sharar and Hertenstein (2006),
Web-based and telephonic services were perceived as appropriate media for
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general information dissemination and less intensive types of counseling, and
were adopted by some firms. Respondents indicated that Web-based tech-
nology reduced benefits cost and provided a solution to fiscal stress that falls
short of program elimination (Murphy et al. 2009). Several respondents did
however express concern that Web-based technology might lead to benefits
being viewed as superficial commodities.

Resiliency Theme: Key Findings

1 Family-friendly benefits utilization rates are countercyclical in relation to the
fiscal health of the firm, which aids in the short-term survival of benefits.
Family-friendly benefits are more vulnerable to program cutbacks in cases of
a protracted retrenchment.

I New CEOs and owners hesitate to dramatically alter or terminate family-friendly
benefits because these benefits become valued by personnel. Sustaining bene-
fits helps ensure employee cooperation during leadership transitions.

1 Benefits administrators with active relationships with EAP, work-life and well-
ness professional associations tend to be early adopters of innovations and
_have stronger program resiliency.

¥ Family-friendly programs were more stable and had greater longevity in situ-
ations where the labor force has greater power, either because of skill levels
or labor unions.

§ Firms under fiscal stress are more likely to adopt Web-based benefits applica-
tions. Web-based services potentially increase access and utilization; however
an over-reliance on Web-based technology may lower the quality of services.

THEME 2: TARGETED VERSUS STANDARDIZED BENEFITS

Numerous respondents indicated that family-friendly benefits are becoming
more targeted in application. In some cases, targeting is caused by the need to
recruit and retain highly skilled employees. Some examples include: tailoring
programs for military families; parents with disabled children and dependent
elders; and gay and lesbian families. Firms with a significant international
presence modified family-friendly programs in response to cultural, ethnic and
religious contexts. All these forms of targeting were motivated by a perceived
need to expand or diversify family-friendly policies.

An alternative form of targeting is motivated by a desire to achieve a higher
return on investment (ROI). Several respondents reported moving to a less-
expensive, Web-based model for general inquiries, and being more selective
when administering intensive “high-touch” counseling. A wellness program, for
instance, might offer general health advice through the Web, and supplement
this service with one-on-one training for employees with high-risk physical
conditions such as diabetes, obesity and cardiac issues. Targeting of the first
type, creatively meeting the unique needs of populations, was more frequent
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with growing firms or those with international operations. Targeting of the
latter type, a reach for cost-effective programming, was likely under conditions
of fiscal stress or when ROI criteria were imposed by management. Either form
of targeting provides fertile ground for family-friendly benefits innovation.

One constraint on the targeting strategy intended to lower service cost was
the presence of labor unions. Two explanations were given. First, unions typi-
cally demand equal access to benefits for members, and thus oppose plans
that allow management to select benefits recipients. Once benefits are codi-
fied, labor unions will educate members in order to promote high utilization;
any rule or procedure that restricts access is counter to this goal. Second,
family-friendly benefits are always part of a larger negotiation package, and
any proposal to shift from “high touch” to “low touch” might be perceived as
a concession. In such cases, substantive changes to the benefits will require
bilateral negotiation. In this way, the institutional role of organized labor
imposes standards and on-going stability for family-friendly benefits.

Finally, Davidson and Herlihy (1999) found responses that hinted of an asso-
ciation between corporate culture and the degree of benefits standardization,
which was consistent with findings of the original Boston University study.
Companies that operate based on a command-and-control model, such as
that found in the military; are more likely to standardize benefits programs. A
uniform application of benefits implies fairness and clarity of policy. Companies
featuring less hierarchy, or firms that rely on unsupervised employee coopera-
tion, are willing to allow family-friendly benefits to vary among employees. A
flexible application of benefits recognizes unique individual contexts or group
characteristics, and may be consistent with pluralistic management models.

Standardized benefits are a disappearing entity due to the promotion of

“flexibility” in the workplace, which is a prevalent issue in the benefits world.
But there was one of the 28 companies that had very standardized models
throughout all three branches of service. The respondent called it a “one-size-
fits-all” approach. As suspected and mentioned earlier, this was entirely related
to the long-standing corporate culture of this particular company.

Targeted Versus Standard Programs: Key Findings

1 Growing companies innovate with family-friendly programs that address diverse
family arrangements, obligations, social norms and culture.

1 Companies under pressure to develop cost-effective programs, either because
of fiscal stress or new management, will innovate by using technology to more
efficiently inform and service employees.

1 The presence of labor unions will standardize and stabilize benefits.

1 Benefits policy is shaped by corporate culture. Command-and-control opera-
tions favor standardized benefits; decentralized operations favor variation in
benefits application. '
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THEME 3: GLOBALIZATION OF FAMILY-FRIENDLY PROGRAMS

Over the intervening 15 years, many firms expanded family-friendly bene-
fits to their international operations. In some circumstances, there was a
deliberate corporate strategy of extending benefits to a growing segment of
non-Western countries in Asia and the Middle East. Respondents indicated
that U.S.-based programming was insufficiently equipped to serve the needs
of non-Western families.

Firms used two strategies to fill this void. The most common was to contract with
nation-based firms to create a hybrid benefits package that was consistent with
overall corporate compadny policy, yet sensitive to religious, ethnic identities and
cultures of the host country. An alternative approach, adopted by one firm, was
to empower constituency groups from various cultures by allowing employees to
provide input for refining a generic benefits program. The intent behind asking for
employee input was policy acceptance and higher utilization rates. Both methods
required contractors from a host nation to administer the benefits.

In general, respondents in companies that were expanding their global operations
sought to refine family-friendly benefits through the assistance of professionals
from the host country and by participating in local associations of that country.

Globalization: Key Findings
I International firms are more likely to diversify family-friendly benefits in response

to the cultural, religious and ethnic contexts of the various host countries.

I The policy to adopt culturally diverse benefits can come from corporate leader-
ship, or occasionally, from the international employees themselves.

1 The most common method for cultural diversification is to outsource family-

friendly benefits administration to a nation-based provider.

THEME 4: COST-BENEFIT JUSTIFICATION
Verifying a financial return to the firm was increasingly necessary in order to
protect or acquire program resources. An acceptable method for assessing the
ROI of family-friendly programs would aid administrators in making the case for
growing benefits (Sharar and Hertenstein). Such an endeavor is complicated.
Measurement is a serious obstacle to establishing an ROI methodology. The
“investment” component is relatively easy to compute by totaling costs; assessing
the “return” is problematic because the returns from family-friendly programs
accrue at the firm, family and social levels. Personnel-related statistics, such as
absenteeism, tardiness, and turnover, can be quantified and analyzed. Far more
difficult is measuring the value of the benefit on personnel and society. How
does one, for instance, quantify the positive effects of EAP counseling on family
well-being? What about effects that emerge over a longer time horizon, such as
the three-to-five year time period required for a reduction in cardio-vascular
disease attributable to an effective wellness program? Or the generational returns
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to society when a work-life program enables single mothers to spend time with
their children?

At issue is whether the return from a program is narrowly restricted to include
corporate interests or whether the return should factor in the improvement in
the lives of affected personnel. The distinction and choice have implications.
Measuring returns, while never easy, is comparatively straightforward when
returns are to the business only. Absenteeism, tardiness and turnover incur
quantifiable costs. Likewise, changes in employee productivity are measurable.
A firm that desires to test ROI can calculate the administration of family-friendly”
benefits across work units to assess whether the benefits reduce costs or increase
productivity. Innovations, such as Web-based applications, can be similarly tested
using experimental methods to refine benefits.

However, this approach would clearly understate program returns because
it fails to quantify the value of the benefits to employees and their families.
Res;ﬁondents that expressed discomfort with the ROI criteria sent down by top
management were sensitive to this limitation. Benefits administrators witness
how family-friendly programs improve the lives of employees and families, and
know that such outcomes are not captured by standard ROI formulas. Likewise,
programmatic shifts from one-on-one counseling to less expensive Web-based
advice have negative implications for benefits quality that will escape detection
in most evaluations. A worthy, challenging assignment for family-friendly prac-
titioners is to develop an evaluation method that reaches beyond a typical ROI
approach in order to incorporate changes in the value of benefits to affected
employees and families.

Measurement Issues: Key Findings

1 The development of an accepted methodology for assessing ROI would further
the growth of family-friendly benefits.

I In computing ROI, the return to the firm is easier to quantify and evaluate using
experimental methods than are returns to employees and families.

I There is often tension between top corporate management and benefits admin-
istrators over ROI criteria. Corporate managers favor ROI criteria that assess
returns to the firm, measuring changes in factors such as absenteeism, tardi-
ness and turnover. Benefits administrators prefer an ROI model that includes a
broader set of criteria, one that includes returns to employees and families.

1 Moving beyond standard ROI models to capture the effect of family-friendly
benefits on firms, employees and families will include an inherently subjective
component to the valuation of benefits.

THEME 5: OUTSOURCING VERSUS IN-HOUSE
A fifth strategic dimension was whether employees of the firm administered the
family-friendly benefits (in-house program) or whether the firm hired contractors
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(outsourcing) to deliver services. Related was the issue of whether a contract was

with one provider or multiple providers. A few firms adopted a mix of contracted
and in-house capacity, which was referred to as a hybrid model.

Most firms contract for all or some of their family-friendly benefits. Nonetheless,
satisfaction with vendors varied greatly. Numerous respondents indicated that they
had to shop among vendors to either find a good fit with corporate culture or to
control costs. Aside from cost and quality, choosing to outsource involved several
considerations. Listed high as a reason to outsource was access to Web-based

services or some other service specialty. A few respondents also perceived
contracting as advantageous for shielding the company from liability for breeches
in client confidentiality. Firms that chose in-house programs frequently cited the
need to be responsive to particular needs of employees who deal with sensitive
materials and are in highly stressful situations that might affect public safety.
Firms that opted for a mix of outsourced and in-house programs blended these
considerations. For instance, one firm with extensive international operations
had in-house programs for domestic sites, yet contracted with benefits providers
specializing in the culture of the appropriate nation for international offices.
Another kept the most intensive aspect of its EAP benefit, psychological counseling,

as an in-house program for certain specified employees while contracting with
a vendor for less-intensive, Web-based service for other employees. These firms
were attempting to optimize benefits by combining the strengths of in-house and
contracted operations.

A preference for outsourcing was affected by the department home for the
benefits. While EAP, work-life and wellness share a common purpose of enabling
employees through intervention and accommodation, the three benefit types
achieve this goal in different ways. As such, the three programs are not always
administered through the same corporate department. When there was a split, it
was more common for EAP and wellness to be paired in the same department,
reflecting perhaps a shared emphasis on mental and physical health. Table 2
represents the various models of partnering that were reported by the respondents.
Note: 25 percent claimed that all three services were collaborative partners,

TABLE 2 Various Combinations of Collaborative Models

Reported Collaborative Efforts Percentages based on responses of 47 interviews*

18%

62%

23%

15%

25%

NB:* (1) Slightly higher level of Internal EAPs in this sample (2) Some companies reported different alliances dependent on who in that company
was being interviewed

36 WorldatWork Journal




Outsourcing of services was more likely when multiple departments were respon-
sible for various family-friendly benefits. Respondents indicated that it is easier to
consolidate the three benefits as in-house functions, or contract the programs to one
vendor when the benefits are administered from the same department.

Outsourcing Versus In-house: Key Findings

I Companies that place a priority on Web-based technology for the delivery of
‘family-friendly benefits are more likely to outsource.

! Companies that place a priority on benefits quality and security will more likely -
provide benefits with internal staff.

I Companies that try to optimize benefits through a mix of internal and external
providers will select the most familiar or intensive aspects of a service for internal
delivery, and contract the less familiar and less intensive service aspects.

B Outsourcing is more frequent when separate corporate departments administer
family-friendly benefits.

THEME 6: INTEGRATION OF FAMILY-FRIENDLY BENEFITS
Because of recent interest in the integration of EAP, work-life and wellness
programs (Attridge et al. 2005), the survey asked how the coordination of benefits
changed over the past 15 years, Many respondents mentioned consolidating the
three benefits within a single department, or “administrative integration.” Less
common were arrangements where a department served as a point of entry for
professional assessment and referral of individuals to benefits providers. Rarer
still were models that allowed the referral of persons across service providers, or
“functional integration.” Responses clearly reflected a range of conceptions for EAP,
work-life and wellness collaboration. Figure 1 illustrates the dramatic growth in
the concept of reported integration over the past 15 years.

Outsourcing to multiple firms for EAP, work-life and wellness services partially

FIGURE 1 Levels of Reported “Integration” in 1993 and 2008

90%
80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
> 20%

B® Three Services

10% -
0%

Third Quarter | 2010 37




explains why functional integration is rare. Vendors tend to guard their operations
and have a disincentive to refer a client to another vendor. Moreover, benefits
administrators often prefer that vendors do not share client information to protect
client confidentiality. Finally, with functional integration, measuring individual
program effectiveness and utilization becomes more complex, which in turn
makes the task of holding separate contractors accountable more challenging. For
these reasons, several respondents preferred to keep EAP, work-life and wellness
programs operationally independent. The most functionally integrated examples
were when the firm contracted with a sole benefit provider for all three benefits,
or when in-house staff delivered all three services.

One factor encouraging greater levels of integration is the consolidation of
benefits providers in the field. The purchase of smaller niche providers by larger
firms allows prospective vendors to offer a more comprehensive menu of benefits
options for businesses. Those businesses, in turn, can lower transactions costs
when there is one contractor. These collaborations frequently involved a hybrid
mode] of in-house and vendor contracts, especially on the work-life portion of
these family-friendly benefits.

A final, program-related factor that inhibited benefits integration was the history
and treatment aspects of the benefits. Although all three programs are family-
friendly, EAP, and to a lesser extent wellness, are burdened by negative connotations
relating to individual weaknesses or over-indulgence. One respondent preferred
to keep EAP and wellness functionally and administratively separate to shield
work-life offerings from stigmatization.

Integration; Key Findings

I Administrative integration of family-friendly benefits has clearly increased over
the past 15 years (from 10 percent in 1993 to 85 percent in 2008). This might be
due to a growing appreciation for the shared mission for these benefits, corporate
reorganization or industry consolidation.

I Functional integration is less common. One obstacle to functional integration
grows out of turf concerns from the three professions, a limitation that is exac-
erbated when separate contractors provide the services.

I Benefits administrators are usually responsible for evaluating programs and
protecting employee confidentiality. Functional integration complicates this task,
and for this reason, many administrators prefer to have family-friendly compo-
nents operate independently.

I Functional integration is more easily instituted when in-house staff provides
benefits or when one vendor supplies all three services.

R A final obstacle to functional integration is the stigma frequently associated
with EAP services, and at times, with wellness programs aimed at dealing with
unhealthy behaviors. Administrators occasionally separate work-life benefits from
EAP and wellness to prevent the transfer of a stigmatization.

38 WorldatWork Journal




CONCLUSION

This research was conducted with a retrospective lens to understand changes over
time in these family-friendly benefits, specifically EAP, work-life and wellness
programs. The discussion part of this paper describes in depth the six themes
that emerged from the process or re-interviewing these companies 15 years later.
The three most important points to walk away with from this data are:

1| Resiliency. EAP, work-life and wellness programs are here to stay, perhaps
in different configurations but nonetheless they have become part of the
corporate landscape.

2 | Integration. On the surface, it appears that integration or collaboration of
services has mushroomed in the intervening years (10 percent in 1993 and
currently 85 percent). But when one scratches the surface, it becomes clear that
administrative integration was common, but functional or operational integration
is still fairly rare.

3 | Globalization. This was the most frequent concern of all respondents. Most
companies today are operating in a global environment. They report significant
challenges in how to provide these employee benefits in all their numerous coun-
_tries and yet retain their own cultures while altering programs to fit the needs
‘of the host country.

Therefore, the challenge for the next research project is to explore the area
of delivery of benefits service models in a global society. Of specific interest is
exploring various models available to provide these services in an effective, effi-
cient manner while respecting both the host country as well as maintaining the
company’s core corporate culture.
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questions.

APPARENT PARADOX has evolved in the

s to keep all personal and family matters sepa-
e from their work.! Today, however, many

s (EAPs) and Work/Family Programs. These
pany-sponsored benefit programs address
onal and family issues that can interfere with
mployee’s ability to perform effectively on the
A company’s motivation for offering such
grams is straightforward: today’s fast-paced,
wledge-based, competitive marketplace de-

wter, Work and Family in the U.S.: A Critical Review and Agenda
earch and Policy (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1977).

icia Herlihy, PhD, is a Research Associate for the
on Work and Family at Boston University.

merican workplace over the last century. Com-
ny benefit policies initially encouraged employ- -

mpames have both Employee Assistance Pro-

ds that employees not be distracted by child .

s the demands of today’s competitive marketplace increase, employers are turning
“to em_bloyeé assistance programs and work/family programs”to belp employees -
rem_dz’n Sfocused and productive. How effective are such programs, and what

‘problems can arise ini implementing them? This si‘udy examines tbese important

care, health, financial, or other personal problems
while at work, ‘ '
Although EAPs and Work/Family Programs
have coexisted in many large companies for the .
last 15 years, little has been done to examine the
efficiency, effectiveness, or functional differences
between the two service delivery mechanisms. This .
is particularly surpnsmg in light of the current era

_ of corporate reengineering, downsizing, and over-

all analysis and redefinition of work functions.
Boston University’s Center on Work and Family
conducted The National Survey of EAP and

Work/Family Programs to explore the range of the

two approaches and their possible interrelation-
ships.

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

........................................................

Employee assistance programs are outgrowths of
the occupational alcoholism programs (OAPs)
that were one response to the severe shortage of




EAPS

. Medical directors initiated OAPs as a way of reha-
bilitating alcoholic workers to reduce industry

training of new hires.? Today most EAPs (97 per-
cent) are broad-brush programs offering assis-
tance for employees with a myriad of life issues,
ranging from substance abuse to marital problems
to work related issues.

of the demographic shift of numerous women
~ needed assistance with child care arrangements. A

identifies the work/family movement as originat-
ing during the 1960s and 1970s in response to
concerns about quality child care programs.® Over
the last 20 years, Work/Family Programs have

care issues and more recently to corporate culture
issues regarding work-friendly environments.

the emergence of Work/Family Programs, very
few companies chose to deliver these two em-
ployee benefit services through a single depart-

ment. Historically, EAPs arose within medical de-
partments and more recently were structured
under the aegis of human resource departments.

Work/Family Programs, on the other hand, rose
mainly from the bottom up from internal advo-
cates who successfully championed initiatives for
creasing “family friendliness” within their com-
anies. Work/family initiatives were neither part
f the human resource department nor the bene-
ts department. The organizational separation of
ese two programs has continued despite charac-
rization of EAPs as Work/Family Programs by
esearchers. A recent example of this is a Confer-
nce Board survey of its Work/Family Roundtable
embers heralding EAPs as the “Optimum Work-
fe Connection.” This survey reported that 33
ercent of its 120 respondents cited EAPs as
more valuable than any other Work-Family/Life

“u

...................

Trice and W. Schronbrunn, “A History of Job-based Alcoholism
ograms: 1990-1955," / of Drug Issues (Spring 1981) 171-198.

leck, “Work-Family Policies in the United States,” Women's Lives
Women's Work: Parallels and Contrasts in Modernizing and Industrial

Niries; H. Kabne and J. Giele, eds (Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
1) 248-275,

‘males in the workforce during World War IL

costs-and time associated with recruitment and

In contrast, work/family programs grew out.
" entering the workforte who simultaneously

review of work/family policies in the United States

broadened their scope from child care to elder

Although EAPs were widely available during
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Initiative.”* The question left unasked by the Con-
ference Board survey was whether there were any
~ linkages between EAPs and Work/ Family Pro-

grams.

THE RESEARCH PROJECT

oston Unxver51tys Center on Work and
Famlly decided to 1nvest1gate EAPs and -
Work/Famxly Programs. in depth with a
nauonal survey. The intent of the study was- to
_explore the range of EAP and work/family service
offerings and also the mterrelauonshlp between
_the two programs. _
Study sample. A national study group consist-
“ing of 100 corporations with employee popula-
tions of 1,000 or more were selected from estab-
ished lists of family-friendly companies. The "
ork/ farnily managers and EAP directors of 127
compames were, approached to participate in the
survey in the hope of obtaining a final sample pool
‘of 100 companies. A total of 96 companies re-
- sponded from either the EAP or Work/Family
| Programs, .glvmg the study an. ove response
rate of 76 percent. A total of 78 companies re-
~ sponded from both the EAP ‘and Work/Family
departments within the company, providing a re-
- sponse rate of 61 percent. A total of 176 surveys
were returned. ,

. Survey Instrument. The survey instrument used
for the study contained 157 different items di-
vided into three sections: (1) basic company infor-
mation; (2) EAP information, and (3) work/family
information. The EAP director in each participat-
ing company was asked to fill out the first and
second sections; work/family managers were
asked to fill out the first and third sections.

Corporate profiles. The study focused on large
companies with over 1,000 employees. Employee
populations at the responding companies ranged
from 1,233 to 313,000, with the average number
of employees being 51,899. A cluster analysis of
the geographical spread of responding compa-
nies, revealed that the predominant responses
were from the eastern region of the country (42.9
percent), with 28.6 percent from the Midwestern
region, 15.4 percent from the South, and 13.2
percent from the West. In terms of industries
represented, the banking, insurance and financial

D. Parkinson, Work-Family Roundtable-Employee Assistance Programs
(New York: The Conference Board, Fall 1995) 5(3).
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ector (20.8 percent) were the largest group fol-
| jowed by chemicals at 13.6 percent, and manufac-
uring at 12.5 percent. The fourth largest industry
epresented was the publishing/communications
ndustry-at 8.3 percent and the retail industry at
52 percent. Industries such as food, electronics
and educational institutions comprised the
other category at 13.5 percent.
'EAP profile and characteristics. Compared to an
earlier study; the sample included a slightly higher
D oportlon of ‘internal EAPs (23.8 percent). Ro-
man’s study found that approximately 20 percent
U.S. EAPs were internal.® Another study from the
search Tnangle, however, found 38.1 percent of
mpanies with 1,000 or more employees have in-
mal EAPs,® These more recent findings seem to
dicate that the Boston University study sample had
wer internal programs than expected for compa-
es with 1,000 or more employees.
Another finding relates to the longevity of
EAPs. The existence of EAP programs for partici-
ting companies ranged from two to 38 years
th ten years as the median. For companies with

e established within the last ten years.” This
rcentage is somewhat higher than the study
ple of 52.9 percent. Given the study’s target
pulation of family-friendly companies, the fact

stablished EAP programs than the national

ther benefit areas such as EAPs.
ork/Family profile and characteristics. Because
rk/Family Programs are a comparatively re-
enefit, differences in length of existence of
two programs, as reflected in Exhibit 1, were
rprising.

1991 Conference Board survey of partici-
at their Spring Work/Family Conference
ed-that only 8 percent of the attendees were
rk/Family manager positions for more than
ears.® The sample was relatively small, per-

Man, “The Quagmire of Work-Family Conflicts,” Employee
April 1991) 19-21.

ell, P. Steel, M.T. French, F. Potter, N. Rodman, and G.
evalence, Cost, and Characteristics of EAPs in the United States
Triangle Institute, North Carolina, 1994, unpublished).
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1,000 or more employees, 64.2 percent of EAPs

the survey sample has a slightly longer history

age is not surprising. Corporations that were
y adopters of benefits programs such as
rk/Family frequently have been early adopters.
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Exhibit 1. Diﬂ'erence in Length of Work/Fam.ily
and EAP Programs :

Years in Existence Work & Family . EAP
0-11 months 10.6% ' 0%
1-2 years . 28.2 29
3-5 years 394 : - 86

5 years plus , 21.2 89.5 .

haps because' the participants were the first gen-
eration of Work/Family managers and thus pio-
neers in their field. Although comparisons be-
tween the survey samples may be difficult, the
current study, conducted three years later, indi-
cates a definite increase in the development of
Work/Family programs and the Work/Family

‘manager role. More than 21 percent of the respon-

dents stated they had been in their positions five
years or more. As well, the number of respondents
saying their company had a position of a
Work/ Family manager (71.6 percent) was much
higher than in ‘the 1991 survey (40 percent). .
Although the Work/Family manager role has
increased, 47.7 percent of the respondents re-
ported their positions were part time. In the 1991
Conference Board Survey, 60.7 percent of
Work,/Family managers reported being part time.
Responsibilities associated with employee rela-
tions, diversity and EAPs are the three most preva-
lent “other roles” of Work/Family managers.
What is worth emphasizing is that more than 25
percent of the Work/Family managers also have
responsibilities for the EAP programs. One dual-
positioned respondent answered the question
about whether her company was planning to “in-
tegrate” the EAP and Work/Family Programs in a
umque way. She commented that only integration

_came in the form of “her own body” spending time

in both departments.

PERCEIVED BENEFITS

........................................................

ach of the 176 survey respondents was asked
Eto choose from among a list of negative

impacts when answering the question, “To
what extent do you think people in your company
believe that the (EAP or Work/Family) Program
will result in the following?” The ﬁndmgs are
presented in Exhibit 2.

8A. Johnson and K. Rose, “The Emerging Role of the Work-Family
Manager,” Report #987 (New York: The Conference Board, 1991).
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Exhibit 2. Perceived Benefits
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Benefits -~ _ Not at All/Slight Moderate Great/Very Great:
o " EAP W/F EAP W/F EaP . W/F
Decreasé in employee stress : 17.9% . 13.8% 31.1% 35.6% 50.0% . 50.5%
‘Decrease tardiness and absenteeism 40.0 19.5 464 43.7 13.1 36.8*
Decrease rites of turnover . 46.4 25.3 41.7 ' 42,5 11.9 32.2¢
Increase morale - . 214 9.2 369 .. 33.3 43.6 57.4
Increase productivity ‘ 250 160 | 381 . 448 369 391
Enhance company image ' 15.5 57 333 19.5 51.5 74.7*

Several interesting observations arise from

Work/Family Programs are perceived as decreas-
ing employee stress by an equal number of respon-
‘dents. Addmonally, ‘Work/Family Program re-
spondents perceive their programs as more
eneficial than the EAP program respondents do.
A plausible explanation is that Work/Family is a
ewer benefit and .thus more frequently men-
oned in the media. Lastly, it appears that
ork/Family respondents perceived their pro-
grams as having a stronger influence on enhanc-
ng the company’s public relations image than
EAP respondents do.

EAP respondents report their company’s
egative perception about the EAP program’s ef-
ectiveness in decreasing tardiness and absentee-
m (40 percent are negative) or decreasing rates
f turnover (46.4 percent are negatwe) These
mbers are rather puzzling findings given the
tial rationale to mitigate the high turnover rate
d absenteeism of alcoholics during World War
The Federal Drug Abuse and Mental Health
sociation estimates the return on investment for
Ps to be as high as eight to one.’ It is surprising,
refore, that such a large proportion of respond-
EAP managers report the perception of their

$s, absenteeism or turnover.

RCEIVED BARRIERS

ach survey respondent was asked to choose
from among a list of negative impacts when
danswering the question, “To what extent do

rk: The Conference Board, Fall 1995) 5(3).

these comparisons. First, both EAP and

grams not being effective in reducing tardi-

kinson, Work-Family Roundtable-Employee Assistance Programs .

Note: Chi square test for significance of difference between programmatic responses. * p<.001

each of the following barriers lzmzt (EAP or
Work/Family) initiatives in your company? Ex-
hibit 3 presents the results. -
Note that the potential barrier “cost of pro-
‘gram” is not perceived as a significant barrier by
EAP respondents (60.7 percent). It does, however,
continue to be a persistent obstacle for
Work/Family Programs (73.8 percent moderate
to very great category). Although the general
budgets of EAP programs tend to be higher than
Work/Family Programs, proponents of
Work/Family initiatives may have to justify their
. funding support on an ongoing basis. A similar
pattern is seen in the category of “company’s need
to address other more immediate issues.”
Work/family respondents report this to be a
“great/very great” barrier 59.1 percent of the
time, while EAPs make this claim only 36.9 per-
- cent. The study’s data supports the earlier asser-
tion that Work/Family Programs have to routinely
Justify the resources they receive from the firm. A
difference in perception also exists between EAP

and Work/Family respondents about the degree

- of support they receive from middle management.
Nearly 30 percent of work/family managers re-
port lack of support in the great to very great
category compared to only 10 percent of EAP
respondents.

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to
which lack of emphasis on work/family or EAP
was a barrier. Although the difference between the
EAP and work/family responses initially appears
negligible, there was a statistically significant dif-
ference in the EAP response (10.6 percent) and

- the work/family response (21.6 percent) along the
great to very great dimension. This finding sug-
gests that work/family respondents see lack of
support within their individual corporate cultures
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gxhibit 3. Perceived Barriers

arriers ‘ Not at All/Slight .+ Moderate

Great/Very Great
EAP W/F EAP W/F EAP W/F
ost of program | . 60.7% 261% - 20.0%  46.6% 14.3% 27.2%
More immediate issues - 381 17.0 25.0 23.9 36.9 59.1.
Get attention top manager : 52.3 35.2 286 33.0 19.1 31.8*.
Lack of support—-middle management 64.3 39.7 25.0 30.7 107 29.6*
opposition of unions - 92.5 91.3 4.5 5.8 3.0 29
pifficulty with work schedules . 750 | 397 . 16.7.. 40.9 8.4 19.3*
ercelved increase work for supervisors 79.0 444 14.1 34.1 5.9 21.6*
esentment from nonusers . 98.9 78.4 0.0 159 1.2, 5.7 .
[ack of champion 76.5 625 176 14.8 5.9 2.7
corporate culture does not emphasize EAP/WF  69.5 59.1 . 200 - 193 . 106 21.6*
[ack of position responsible for EAP/WF - 84.3 851 . 120 9.2 3.6 5.7

a more serious problem than do EAP respon-
nts. This difference highlights a potentially sig-
icant hurdle for integration. If a corporate cul-
re accepts and supports EAPs more than
ork/Family Programs, then the “costs” for inte-
ting these two departments may be too great to

he survey respondents were asked the fol-
lowing threequestions about integration:

there any interface/linkage between the EAP
epartment and the Work/ Family Program in

e there any current plans to integrate the
ork/Family and EAP programs in the com-
any?

ave you had any discussions with your exter-
al vendor about the integration of EAP and
ork/Family Programs?

results are displayed in Exhibit 4.

Vote: Chi square test for significance of difference between programmatic responses. *p< .001

anvaered affirmatively about linkages between the
two programs. When asked whether plans existed

to fintegrate, howeéver, only 27.6 percent of EAP

and 26.2 percent of Work/Family responded in
the affirmative. Clearly, at the time of data collec-
tion, integration of these two programs was not a
major movemerit in the marketplace.

For those respondents considering integra-
tion of services, work/family Managers reported
more frequent discussions with their external ven-
dors about this topic than their EAP counterparts.
Respondents were also asked who initiated these
discussions—the vendor or the company? Among
the Work/Family managers who responded posi-
tively to having discussions with their vendors (26),
76.9 percent said that the company had initiated
these discussions. It is often cited that the external
vendors are driving the field. Yet, it appears that
the companies reflected in this study appear to be
initiating their own agenda. Results are even more
dramatic for EAPs, Of the 18 EAPs who reported
having discussions with vendors, 17, or 89.5 per-
cent, say that these discussions were initiated by
the company. Anecdotal evidence supports the

conclusion that companies are driving the de--

Integration Questions
No - Yes Already Integrated
: EAP W/F EAP W/F EAP W/F
€s between EAP and W/F 24.1% 28.6% 75.9% 71.4% - -
integrate 72.4 73.7 15.8 11.2 11.8 15.0
ions with external vendors 61.8 55.2 25.0 44.8* - -

hi Square test for significance of difference between programmatic responses. *p < .001
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. mand for vendors to design joint partnerships of
- EAP and Work/Family programs.

RATIONALE FOR SEPARATE INITIATIVES

.........................................................

the'survey respondents were asked: “If there
is a separation between the EAP and

- Work/Family initiatives in your company,

which of the following reasons most accurately
 describes the rationale for that policy?” Exhibit 5
presents théir responses.

The. overwhelmmg response to the questwn
was that EAP and Work/Family Programs devel-
oped historically as different programs (EAPs,

-80.9 percent; Work/Farmly, 68.5 percent). Yet,
‘there’ are similarities -in how the two programs
-originated and how they have adapted over time.
" These revolve around key individuals championing
‘the need for a corporate-sponsored service to ad-
dress mutual employer and employee problems. For
EAPs, the most notable individual was Dr. Daniel
Lynch of New England Telephone, who initiated the
_first industry program for alcoholics in the 1930s.
Dr. Lynch and subsequent medical directors were
~.strong advocates for rehabilitating the alcoholic
-and returning them to the workplace. Several
 distinct constituencies with sometimes competing
agendas initiated the impetus for Work/ Family
Program reform in the early 1960s.' '
While acknowledging company differences,
both EAPs and Work/Family Programs have ex-
panded to address the varied and multiple per-
sonal and family concerns of employees. In par-
ticular, both programs challenged corporations to
accept an expanded workplace role for what had
generally been perceived as an 1nd1v1dual or “fam-
ily” problem.
Differences in how EAPs and Work/Family
Programs originated and evolved in individual
companies continue to affect the scope and focus
f each company’s program. As shown in Exhibit
5, different foci were the second most frequent
esponse for EAP at 44.1 percent and Work/Fam-
ily at 43.8. Although each program continues to
tain its specific initial foci of alcoholism and
ild care, both have evolved along slightly differ-
t paths. EAPs have remained more “problem”

Pleck, “Work-Family Programs in the United States,” Women's
ves and Women's Work: Parallels and Contrasts in Modernizing and
Qustrial Countries; H. Kahne and J. Giele, eds (Boulder, CO
esWlew Press, 1991): 248-275.

AND WORK/FAMILY PROGRAMS 27

Exhibit 5. Separation of EAP/WF
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oriented and are staffed, for the most part by
clinicians. Work/Family Programs have taken a
more “solutions” approach and tend to prov1de
more cognitive and informational services. Obser-
vation indicates that EAPs tend to be managed
predominately by males while Work/Family Pro-
grams more frequently by females. In the survey,
the number of male EAP Directors was 61 percent
and the number of female Work/Family manag-
ers was 81 percent. These staffing patterns may
reflect a fundamental program difference. In fact,
Work/Family professionals constantly have to de-
fend against the premise that theirs is purely a
“women’s issues” program.
The fact that the two programs developed at
- different times and emerged from independent
foci must be taken as only a partial explanation of
the lack of integration. Many respondents wrote
comments or orally reported that the real problem
with integration of these programs hinges on the
_confidentiality of case information. As noted ear-
lier, EAP professionals were more likely than
Work/Family managers to see confidentiality as a
barrier. A Wall Street Journal article claimed that
some companies were using information from the
EAP to determine who was to be laid off.!! This
article, published at a time when reports of major
restructuring and downsizing efforts were rising,
sent a chill through the backbone of the EAP

UE, Schultz, “If You Use Firm’s Counselors, Remember Your Secrets
Could Be Used Against You," Wall Street Journal (May 26, 1994): C1,
C6. . .




