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Abstract
This cross-sectional study investigated if female and male workers in New Zealand experienced wellbeing in the same way and if there were unique enablers for wellbeing according to gender and context. In a representative sample of 5,490 workers (female 50%, male 50%) we examined and compared the prevalence of flourishing (a global wellbeing outcome) and then more specific work related contextual wellbeing aspects (e.g., work-life balance, job satisfaction) amongst genders. We also investigated if there were differences in the factors associated with flourishing and work related aspects for each gender. Results revealed the prevalence of variation by gender: females had greater flourishing but lower work-life balance. The specific enablers of flourishing and work-life balance also varied by gender. The findings are discussed in the context of workplace wellbeing programs.

Introduction
Around 57% of New Zealanders work, and they work on average between 30 to 50 hours a week (Hone, Jarden, Schofield, & Duncan, 2015) meaning that work consumes a considerable amount of time. Of this working population, women are a growing proportion of the work force, as there are more part-time and flexible roles (Marmot, Siegrist, & Theorell, 2006). As Litchfield, Cooper, Hancock, and Watt (2016) state “the changing roles of men and women at work has had dramatic impact on how people are managed, the right to request flexible working, the long hours culture, the glass ceiling for women and other diversity issues in the workplace” (p. 3). Given the extent of an individual’s time spent at work, the workplace is a key avenue to experience wellbeing regardless of gender (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003; Jarden, 2016). 

Wellbeing
The term ‘wellbeing’ is not precise. Although it can be understood intuitively as how an individual is fairing in life, this broad notion makes a concise and measurable definition of wellbeing challenging. Moreover, different academic disciplines (e.g., psychology, economics, philosophy, health, and sociology) mean slightly different things by the term ‘wellbeing’ and use similar terms (e.g., happiness, flourishing) interchangeably (Dodge, Daly, Huyton, & Sanders, 2012; Weijers & Jarden, 2016). By ‘wellbeing’ the present study means both ‘feeling good’ and ‘doing good’ (Huppert & So, 2013), and over the last decade there has been increased recognition that both feeling good and functioning well are important elements of psychological health (see Keyes & Annas, 2009). Within the field of psychology high levels of wellbeing are described as ‘flourishing’ (Hone, Jarden, Schofield, & Duncan, 2014), incorporating both the hedonic and eudemonic approaches to wellbeing (Dodge, Daly, Huyton, & Sanders, 2012; Jarden & Jarden, 2016). The definition of wellbeing also varies according to the particular framework from which it is considered. For example, Diener’s (2010) model focuses on psychological wellbeing (purpose/meaning, positive relationships, engagement, social contribution, competence, self-respect, optimism, social relationships), whereas Seligman’s (2011) model focuses on positive emotions, engagement, relationships, meaning in life, and accomplishments. So there is some disagreement regarding the various component factors (e.g., ‘accomplishment’ is in Seligman’s model, but is absent from Diener’s model). Beyond models, research has shown that a number of other variables influence wellbeing, including culture (Diener, Shigehiro, & Lucas, 2003), personality types (Zhai, Willis, O'Shea, Zhai, & Yang, 2014), and age (Hone, Jarden, Schofield, & Duncan, 2015), for example.

At a broader level ‘wellbeing’ sits within the newly developing field of positive psychology (Jarden, 2010; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) which focuses on the scientific study of optimal functioning in various context (Hone, Jarden, & Schofield, 2015; Jarden & Jarden, 2015). When wellbeing is considered in a work context, most of the research conducted on work wellbeing has come from the fields of Positive Organisation Scholarship (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 2003) and Positive Organisational Behaviour (Luthans, 2002; Nelson & Cooper, 2007). 

Work Wellbeing 
Work-related wellbeing is a specific facet of wellbeing that can be defined as a positive, fulfilling, affective-motivational state related to the workplace experience (Bakker et al., 2008). Wellbeing at work is most commonly captured as job satisfaction, and there is evidence that high wellbeing serves as a protective factor against a number of mental disorders (Keyes, Dhingra, & Simoes, 2010; Wood & Joseph, 2010), buffers against stress (Layous, Chancellor, & Lyubomirsky, 2014; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004), promotes physical and psychological health (Boehm & Kubzansky, 2012) and is strongly linked with favourable workplace outcomes (Beyond Blue & PWC, 2014; Rooreno-Jiménez, de Rivas-Hermosilla, Álvarez-Bejarano, & Vergel, 2010). The case that both wellbeing and work wellbeing is beneficial across this literature is strong. 

What builds workplace wellbeing is also starting to unravel. For example, Hamling, Jarden, and Schofield (2016) found that there were unique ‘recipes’ for wellbeing according to occupational context, and that different occupational groups had varying prevalence’s of wellbeing - in particular, between higher and lower status occupations. For example, for ‘professionals’ a sense of being satisfied with education was highly related to job satisfaction, whereas for ‘community or personal service workers’ giving and strong social relationships were highly related. What was highly related for all occupations though was a sense of work-life balance. Hone, Schofield, and Jarden (2016) also found that conceptualizations of wellbeing were different between workers (i.e., lay conceptions of wellbeing) and academically derived models of wellbeing (i.e., academic conceptions of wellbeing). For example, workers were less likely than academics to consider the presence of achievement, engagement, and optimism as important for wellbeing, and in contrast viewed physical health, work-life balance, and feeling valued as central components of wellbeing. 

However, at a more practical level, work wellbeing programs are scarce (Spence, 2015), as to date prominence has largely been on preventative measures and programs to reduce the disease burden, and hence costs to organisations (e.g., absent employees, lost output, reduced work quality). Cooper, Field, Goswami, Jenkins, and Sahakian (2009) point out that only a tiny minority of organisations have embraced the notion of wellbeing as an enabler for sustained commercial success. This is despite worker wellbeing impacting on economic output (Black & Frost, 2011) and that increases in wellbeing at work have a material and significant effect on commercial outcomes, including the recruitment and retention of key staff (Marsden & Moriconi, 2009). 

Gender and Work Wellbeing
Research on work wellbeing has largely neglected to take a perspective or focus on gender. Of the research there is, most has focused on work-life balance (e.g., Gröpel & Kuhl, 2009) and the associated challenges for females working (e.g., domestic work, child care) (Walsh, 2013). Beyond work however, the links between gender and wellbeing are a lot clearer. For example, gender has been shown to impact wellbeing in multiple ways, such as via nature contact and connection (e.g., females have a greater affinity to nature, spend more time in nature, have higher rates of pro-environmental behaviours: Müller, Kals, & Pansa, 2009), and greater inner harmony (defined as including emotional stability, feelings of serenity and contentment, inner peace, acceptance, balance, and equipoise: Delle Fave, Brdar, Wissing, Araujo, Solano, Freire,…Nafstad, 2016 ). Regarding work wellbeing, gender findings here are mixed, but suggest aspects such as women experience higher work-family conflict that impacts their work wellbeing (the incompatible pressures from an individual’s work and family roles: Rollero, Fedi, & De Piccoli, 2016), that higher levels of autonomy for women result in higher levels of psychological wellbeing at work (Lennon & Rosenfieid, 1992), and that work wellbeing is strained for females at managerial levels (Nyberg, Leineweber, & Magnusson-Hanson, 2015), for example. Others have been critical that work, and government policies that support work, are biased against the needs of women (Kahu, & Morgan, 2007). 

Aims
The research to date suggests that there are differences in both the prevalence and component factors of wellbeing between genders, and these are likely to flow into the working environment. Therefore the aims of this study were twofold. Firstly to investigate if the prevalence of flourishing (a global wellbeing outcome), and then more specific work related contextual wellbeing aspects (e.g., work-life balance, job satisfaction), were similar amongst genders. Secondly, if there were differences according to gender, to investigate if female and male workers experienced wellbeing in the same way, or if there were unique enablers for wellbeing according to gender both in general and in a work context. It is important to investigate work related aspects and their relationship to work wellbeing, because whilst research informs us of pathways to high wellbeing in life (e.g., Disabato, Kashdan, Short, & Jarden, 2016), very little is known about what promotes wellbeing at a contextual level, in particular in the occupational context.
Methods
Data Source
The Sovereign Wellbeing Index (SWI; Jarden et al., 2013; Mackay, Schofield, Jarden, & Prendergast, 2015) is an online survey containing a large range of wellbeing, health, lifestyle, work-related, and socio-demographic variables (total items = 324). It was designed specifically to measure the health and wellbeing of New Zealanders and was conducted for the first time in 2012 and again in 2014. The current study used data from wave two (2014) of this index.

Procedure and Participants
The New Zealand office of TNS Global, an international market research company, collected data from one of the largest research panels in New Zealand (Smile City Ltd). In the first of three 
waves (September to October 2012) a total of 38,439 invitations were sent to a random selection of 
approximately 400,000 members; the completion rate was 26% (N = 9,962). Participants who completed the 2012 survey were invited to participate in the second 2014 wave, for which the completion rate was 44% (n = 4,435). Additional invitations were then sent to 53,628 new panel members that did not participate in 2012. Of these invitations, a total of 5,577 adults participated (10%). In combination (returning participants from 2012 and new participants in 2014) there were 10,012 survey respondents in total.

Similar to wave one, the sampling strategy for wave two was stratified against the 2006 NZ Census 
values. Sample characteristics of both wave one and wave two indicated close alignment with the NZ 
Census, suggesting the sample to be nationally representative. All panel members aged over 18 were 
eligible and no further exclusion criteria were applied. As the focus of our analysis was occupational wellbeing, we used a reduced sample of only those participants in paid employment that specified gender (n = 13 did not specify gender). This was a total of N = 5,490, of which 50% were female (n = 2,759) and 50% (n = 2,731) were male. 

Measures
The SWI survey contains validated psychometric scales and is largely based on wave six of the 
European Social Survey (ESS) Personal and Social Wellbeing module (European Social Survey, 2012). 
Questions were drawn from a variety of sources including the NZ Health Survey (Ministry of Health, 
2006) and it has been used across 26 European countries (Huppert & So, 2013). In addition, this 
module was supplemented with additional scales, including the Flourishing Scale which is a self-reported measure of psychological wellbeing (Diener et al., 2010), two questions on strengths use (Govindji & Linley, 2007), and a life domains satisfaction scale. Table 1 below provides a description of each construct that has been included in our analysis, including the corresponding items and response scales.
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Table 1.
Questions and Response Scales of the Lifestyle, Health, Psychosocial, Life Satisfaction, and Work-related Constructs Used.

	Construct
	Question
	Response scale

	Lifestyle behaviours
	
	

	Connect1
	How often do you meet socially with friends, relatives or work colleagues?
	1 = never, to 7 = every day

	Give1
	To what extent do you provide help and support to people you are close to when they need it? 
	0 = not at all, to 6 = completely

	Take Notice1
	On a typical day, how often do you take notice and appreciate your surroundings? 
	0 = never, to 10 = always

	Keep learning1
	To what extent do you learn new things in life? 
	0 = not at all to, 6 = a great deal

	Be Active1
	How much time do you spend in physical activity with others? 
	0 = not at all, to 6 = a great deal

	Be Active
	How much time do you spend in physical activity on your own?
	0 = never to, 5 = five days a week

	Volunteering
	In the past 12 months, how often did you get involved in work for voluntary or charitable organizations?
	1 = never to, 6 = at least once a week

	Subjective health
	
How is your health in general?
	
1 = very bad to, 5 = very good

	Psychosocial
	
	

	Strengths2
	I know my strengths well.
	1 = strongly disagree to, 5 = strongly agree

	Strengths2 
	I always try to use my strengths.
	1 = strongly disagree to, 5 = strongly agree

	Autonomy
	I feel I am free to decide for myself how to live my life.
	1 = strongly disagree to, 5 = strongly agree

	Engaged
	How much of the time would you generally say you are absorbed in what you are doing? 
	0 = none of the time to, 10 = all of the time

	Feeling respected
	To what extent do you feel that people treat you with respect? 
	0 = not at all to, 6 = a great deal

	Social support
	To what extend to you receive help and support from people you are close to when you need it?
	0 = not at all to, 6 = completely

	Relationships 
	How many people are there with whom you can discuss intimate and personal matters?
	1 = none to, 7 = 10 or more

	Resilience


Resilience 
	When things go wrong in my life, it generally takes me a long time to get back to normal.


How difficult or easy do you find it to deal with important problems that come up in your life?
	1 = strongly agree to, 5 = strongly disagree
0 = extremely difficult to, 10 = extremely easy

	Meaning / purpose
	I generally feel that what I do in my life is valuable and worthwhile.
	1 = strongly disagree to, 5 = strongly agree

	Self esteem
	In general I feel very positive about myself.
	1 = strongly disagree to, 5 = strongly agree

	Work related
	
	

	Job satisfaction 
	All things considered, how satisfied are you with your present job? 
	0 = extremely dissatisfied to, 10 = extremely satisfied

	Work life balance
	All things considered, how satisfied are you with the balance between the time you spend on your paid work and the time you spend on other aspects of your life?
	0 = extremely dissatisfied to, 10 = extremely satisfied

	Financial security
	Which of these descriptions comes closest to how you feel about your household’s income nowadays?
	1 = finding it very difficult on present income to, 4 = living comfortably on present income

	Satisfaction with major life domains
	How satisfied are you with each of these aspects in your life?
Intimate relationships, Family, Friends, Leisure time, Time on your own, Politics, Work, Education, Religion, Spirituality, and Community Involvement.
	0 = extremely dissatisfied to, 10 = extremely satisfied

	
	
	

	Diener Flourishing Scale
	I lead a purposeful and meaningful life.
My social relationships are supportive and rewarding.
I am engaged and interested in my daily activities.
I actively contribute to the happiness and wellbeing of others.
I am competent and capable in the activities that are important to me.
I am a good person and live a good life.
I am optimistic about my future.
People respect me.
	1 = strongly disagree to, 7 = strongly agree


1The SWI includes items assessing participation in the Five Ways to Wellbeing (Connect, Give, Take Notice, Keep Learning, and Be Active) identified by the New Economics Foundation as evidence-based behaviours to improve population wellbeing (Aked, Marks, Cordon, & Thompson, 2009).
2Strengths were assessed via two questions from the Strengths Knowledge and Strength Use Scales (Govindji & Linley, 2007).
Results
The data were analysed using SPSS version 22 (Field, 2013). Given the large sample size the Shapiro-Wilks test of normality, which is only appropriate for small samples (i.e. < 2,000: Field, 2013), could not be used. As such, preliminary analysis of the data (Flourishing Scale score, work related variables) included visual inspection of histograms for skewness and kurtosis, and normal Q-Q Plots, which suggested these variables to be negative skewed. The Levene’s F test also revealed that the homogeneity of variance assumption was not met (p < .001). Therefore, the non-parametric tests of the Kruskal-Wallis and Mann–Whitney U tests were used with an alpha level of .05 for all subsequent analyses.

Flourishing
First we investigated the prevalence of flourishing between genders. Cronbach alpha, mean and standard deviation of the Flourishing Scale (α = .92; M = 44.35, SD = 7.87) were similar to previous research (e.g., Diener et al., 2010, reported: α = .87; M = 44.97, SD = 6.56). The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed that there was a statistically significant difference in average Flourishing Scale scores between the groups, x2(1, n = 5,375) = 17.61, p < .01. The median and Interquartile Range (IQR) of Flourishing Scale scores for females was Md = 47 and IQR = 9, and for males it was Md = 46 and IQR = 9. Having established that there was a significant difference between genders, a Mann-Whitney U test (with Bonferroni corrections) was conducted to examine the individual differences between genders. This test revealed a significate difference in Flourishing Scale scores of females compared to males, although with a small effect size[footnoteRef:1]: r = z / √N), U = 3372900, z = -4.20, p = .01, r = -.06.  [1:  All effect sizes are Cohen’s d] 


Given that female workers had slightly higher flourishing than male workers, next we investigated if there was a unique formula for flourishing for each gender. A series of standard multiple regression analysis were used to assess the ability of lifestyle, health, psychosocial, satisfaction with major life domains, and work-related aspects to predict levels of flourishing (Flourishing Scale scores) for workers of both genders. Prior to conducting the regression analysis, an analysis of standard residuals was carried out on the data to identify extreme outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 128). A scatterplot graph was generated for each gender and was used to visually confirm outliers. Fourteen of the 5,490 participants had standardised residual values above +/- 3.3, and were removed. An examination of correlations revealed that no independent variables were highly correlated, and the collinearity statistics (i.e., Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) were all within accepted limits; Pallant, 2011, p. 158). The assumption of multicollinearity was deemed to have been met, suggesting that all scales were measuring independent constructs. A significant (p < .001) regression equation was found across genders, demonstrating that the items selected for the regression analysis were able to predict a large proportion of the variance in Flourishing Scale scores for each gender.

Next, we examined which of the lifestyle, health, psychosocial factors, satisfaction with major life domains, and work-related aspects explained the greatest amount of variance in Flourishing Scale
scores for each gender. Beta weights were used to identify the five largest factors of the 33 possible (see Table 1 above). The total variance explained by the model as a whole for females was 69.2%, F (33, 1786) = 121.56, p < .01, and for males was 70.2%, F (33, 1831) = 130.83, p < .01. Table 2 below displays the five largest factors by gender group.



Table 2. 
The Five Items that Explain the Greatest Amount of Variance in Flourishing Scale Scores for Each Gender Group.
	Gender
	Factor
	Beta
	Sig.
	95% CI

	
Females




	
1. Meaning and purpose
2. Self-esteem
3. Friendship satisfaction
4. Work satisfaction
5. Strengths use
	
.230
.181
.102
.097
.094
	
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
	
[1.77, 2.44]
[1.13, 1.73]
[0.23, 0.50]
[0.17, 0.48]
[0.59, 1.31]

	
	
	
	
	

	Males
	1. Self-esteem
2. Meaning and purpose
3. Feeling respected
4. Strengths use
5. Spirituality 
	.238
.230
.107
.086
.081
	.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
	[1.79, 2.43]
[1.83, 2.53]
[0.47, 0.90]
[0.56, 1.33]
[0.09, 0.37]

	
	
	
	
	



As depicted in Table 2, the factors most strongly associated with the Flourishing Scale scores for female workers were meaning and purpose, self-esteem, friendship satisfaction, work satisfaction[footnoteRef:2], and strengths use, and for male workers were self-esteem, meaning and purpose, respect, strength use, and satisfaction with spirituality.  [2:  Note this variable refers to satisfaction with the life domain of ‘work’, and not ‘job satisfaction’. ] 


Work related variables
Next we investigated the prevalence rates across the gender groups of more contextual work wellbeing aspects compared to the more global aspect of flourishing. In this case we used job satisfaction, work satisfaction, financial security and work-life balance and we also used a similar analysis strategy. The Kruskal-Wallis tests for job satisfaction (p = .20), satisfaction with work (p = .85), and financial security (p = .20) were all non-significant. However, the Kruskal-Wallis test revealed a significant difference in work-life balance between gender groups, x2 (1, n = 5,375) = 3.82, p = 05. The median and Interquartile Range of work-life balance scores for females was Md = 7 and IQR = 3, and for males it was Md = 7 and IQR = 3. Having established that there was a significant differences between genders, a Mann-Whitney U test (with Bonferroni corrections) was conducted to examine the individual differences between genders. This test revealed a significate difference in work-life balance scores of females compared to males, although with a small effect size, U = 3597670, z = -1.95, p = .05, r = .03.

Next, we examined which of the lifestyle, health, psychosocial factors, satisfaction with major life domains, and work-related aspects explained the greatest amount of variance in work-life balance
scores for each gender type. Beta weights were used to identify the five largest factors of the 33 possible (see Table 1 above). The total variance explained by the model as a whole for females was 50.2%, F (33, 1786) = 54.57, p < .01, and for males was 56.6%, F (33, 1831) = 72.23, p < .01. Table 3 below displays the five largest factors by gender group.


Table 3. 
The Five Items that Explain the Greatest Amount of Variance in Work-Life Balance Scores for Each Gender Group.
	Gender
	Factor
	Beta
	Sig.
	95% CI

	
Females




	
1. Job satisfaction
2. Leisure time
3. Time on own
4. Take notice
5. Community involvement
	
.425
.264
.085
.060
.059
	
.00
.00
.00
.01
.01
	
[0.37, 0.48]
[0.22, 0.32]
[0.04, 0.12]
[0.02, 0.11]
[0.01, 0.10]

	
	
	
	
	

	Males
	1. Job satisfaction
2. Leisure time
3. Receive help and support 
4. Take notice
5. Physical activity (on own) 
	.490
.272
.095
.062
.056
	.00
.00
.00
.01
.01
	[0.43, 0.53]
[0.23, 0.34]
[0.08, 0.21]
[0.02, 0.11]
[0.06, 0.12]

	
	
	
	
	



As depicted in Table 3, the factors most strongly associated with work-life balance scores for female workers were job satisfaction, satisfaction with leisure time, satisfaction with time on own, taking notice, and community involvement, and for male workers were job satisfaction, satisfaction with leisure time, receiving help and support when needed, taking notice, and physical activity on their own.

Discussion
In the present study we explored the impact of gender on worker wellbeing and found evidence to suggest that the prevalence of flourishing and work-life balance varied between genders – female workers had greater flourishing and less work-life balance. These results are in line with previous research (e.g., Gröpel & Kuhl, 2009). We also found that there were unique factors associated with flourishing between genders. The most notable differences were that for female workers, meaning and purpose, self-esteem, friendship satisfaction, work satisfaction, and strengths use were most strongly associated with flourishing, whereas for male workers self-esteem, meaning and purpose, respect, strengths use, and satisfaction with spirituality were most strongly associated with flourishing. The strengths of these associations here with flourishing also provides some insight into the relative contribution of each aspect. For example, the beta weight for meaning and purpose was .230 for both genders, meaning it is equally contributable, whereas a sense of self-esteem was much higher for males (i.e., beta = .238) compared to females (beta = .181), meaning this aspect could have slightly more importance for work wellbeing programs targeting males. In addition, that meaning and purpose, self-esteem, and strength use were in the top five for both genders provides some guidance for the development of workplace wellbeing programs. 

There were also unique factors associated with the work related aspect of work-life balance across genders, which workers think is a central component of wellbeing (Hone, Schofield, & Jarden, 2016) and has been shown to be the strongest factor associated with job satisfaction across occupational groups (Hamling, Jarden, & Schofield, 2016). The results here indicated that different factors may be associated with different aspects of wellbeing between genders. Again, the most notable differences were for female workers, job satisfaction, satisfaction with leisure time, satisfaction with time on own, taking notice, and community involvement were most strongly associated with work-life balance, whereas for male workers job satisfaction, satisfaction with leisure time, receiving help and support when needed, taking notice, and physical activity on their own were most strongly associated with work-life balance. The large beta weight of job satisfaction for both gender (females = .425 & males = .490) suggests that job satisfaction is an important element in obtaining work-life balance, as is leisure time (females = .264 & males = .272) but to a lesser extent. Similarly, that having a satisfying job, being satisfied with leisure time, and taking notice were in the top five for both genders provides some guidance for the development of workplace wellbeing programs.

It is also interesting to note that there was no overlap between the variables related to flourishing (Table 2) and the variables related to work-life balance (Table 3), suggesting that unique aspects are contributing to work-life balance, which can also be considered in the development work wellbeing programs which are predominately aimed at present at increasing flourishing. 

Limitations
There are several limitations to the current study. These include the non-specific nature of many questions asked. For instance, to assess participants’ experience of meaning and purpose they were asked, “I generally feel that what I do in my life is valuable and worthwhile”. This is not specifically related to the workplace and it may be that participants derive meaning and purpose in other facets of their life (e.g., children), which affected the results. A scale such as Steger, Dik, and Duffy’s (2012) Work and Meaning Inventory would be more appropriate. However, our survey instrument was limited by trying to explore a broad range of constructs which necessitated using abbreviated measures. Secondly, the cross-sectional study design prevents us from making causal conclusions. While our findings indicate that there are a number of core and unique associations with worker flourishing and work-life balance between genders, we cannot be sure that these indicators cause flourishing or work-life balance. Future investigations would benefit from examining such factors in longitudinal studies. Thirdly, the small effect sizes (e.g., r = -.06 & r = -.03.) between the genders for both flourishing and work-life balance mean that these results should be interpreted with the magnitude of these size differences in mind, and given the small sizes the need for replication is also present. Despite the limitations, the current findings are consistent with the literature and extend this literature, suggesting that the study makes a valuable contribution to the field of occupational wellbeing. In addition, the large representative nature of the dataset provides confidence in the findings and is a major strength of this contribution. 

Conclusion
Work wellbeing is valued, with many benefits of high wellbeing in workplaces. Organisations that are looking to increase worker’s wellbeing are realising that a more nuanced approach is need, a strategic and tailored method, rather than a standard blanket approach. Insight into gender difference into what contributes and builds wellbeing at work is one part of the puzzle. The current findings suggest that regardless of gender, meaning and purpose, self-esteem and strength use are important for flourishing, just as for work-life balance a sense of job satisfaction, leisure time, and taking notice are. Such knowledge should contribute to the development workplace wellbeing programs. Whilst this study has provided some unique insights into how the two genders experience flourishing and work-life balance, further more in depth research that examines the unique gender pathways to worker wellbeing is warranted.
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