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ABSTRACT

Effects of family-friendly policies on employee commitment
An analysis of the Workplace Employee Relations Survey

Shirley Dex and Colin Smith

This paper uses data from the 1998 Workplace Employee Rdations Survey (WERS) to modd
the determinants of the extent of employees normative or affective commitment to their
employer. Using OLS regression of the log commitment scale, a range of covariates were entered
from the rich WERS data with the main am being to assess whether employees access to family-
friendly policdes in the wakplace affected their commitment. Data about the family-friendly
polices, and ther number were avalable from both the manager's questionnaire and the
employees themsdves. Comparisons were made of the effects on commitment of policies from
these two dternative sources. There was evidence that access to some family-friendly polices
improved commitment in the case of employees working in the private sector but not in the
public sector. The two dternative sources pointed to some differences in the effects.



1. Introduction

There has been condderable policy interest in examining whether family-friendly polices or
flexible working arangements have busness benefits, the so-called business case. If there are
demondrable benefits, then policy makers have a persuasve indrument with which to approach
employers. The potentid  benefits conddered in policy debaes incdude measures of employer or
busness peformance, the hard end of benefits such as productivity increases, financid
performance, employee turnover, absentesism reductions or recruitment and retention benefits.
At the soft end of bendfits come employee morde, employee dtitudes and employee
commitment. The soft-end benefits are thought to produce, in due course, hard-end benefits. In
this paper we ae interested in whether family-friendly practices affect employee commitment as
an intermediate outcome. However, whether employee commitment does feed through into the
hoped-for peformance benefits is not proven and poses serious methodologica chalenges to
address (Guest et d, 2000). Clearly, employee commitment is a complex concept. Researchers
have debated the nature of this concept and empiricd dudies have examined the links between
both commitment and other outcomes, and commitment and the antecedents of management and
upervison dyles. While commentators have suggested favourable links between  work-life
bdance policdes and employees commitment to the organization (and ultimady to busness
performance), there has been rdatively little evidence about these rdaionships. This paper sats
out to examine the narow issue of whether family-friendly working arangements affect
employees commitment with a newly avalable British data source. The andyss is caried out
within the congraints set by a cross-sectiond data source.

We were aile to use employees data in the 1998 Workplace Employee Reations Survey
(WERS) to explore this topic. The WERS data enabled us to devise a measure of employee
commitment and examine some of its determinants. In paticular, we were able to examine
whether the presence of family-friendly working practices as reveded in managers interviews as
well as employee quedionnaires have any independent effect on employees commitments to
their organization, after contralling for the other influences on employee commitment.

In the rest of this paper we fird review the literature on employee commitment and its
determinants (Section 2). In Section 3 we describe the model and outline our hypotheses about
the determinants of commitment. The WERS data are described in Section 4 followed by our
results (Section 6) and our conclusions (Section 7).

2. Literature on employee commitment.

Gdlie and White (1993) measured employee commitment to paid work from a 1990 survey and
found that it was redively high in the workforce as a whole and appeared to have increased
compared with 15 years earlier. There was little difference between men and women. Only one
third of employess exhibited high involvement in ther current job, usudly cdled task
commitment. A recent consultancy Report by AON (2000) clamed, from a survey of 1570
workers, that 39 per cent of UK workers were committed to continuing in their jobs usudly
cdlled continuance commitment.



Other dudies have fiercdy debated the gender differences in employee commitment. Hakim's
1993 divison of British women into the full time committed workers and the pat time
uncommitted workers have been debaed extensvely, dthough a further third adgptive group
have been added (Hakim, 2000). While there are dealy atitudind and some behaviourd
differences between women who work full or part time, there are many determinants of women's
orientations to work, over and above ther hours. Age life cyce, occupations education, work
higory and other dtitudes disinguish between women's attitudes towards work (Hedy, 1999,
Dex, 1988). AON (2000) found that UK women exhibited more commitment than men did to
continue in ther jobs Commitment was dso higher in the following groups, among maried
people, the midde age groups and those living outside London; in higher-grade occupetions,
epecidly in teaching and hedth professons, with longer job tenure in the private sector; and in
organizations with 1000 to 5000 employees.

The determinants of employee commitment

Gdlie and White (1993) found that employee commitment was relaed to persond characteridics
that they cdled externd factors (bdiefs sense of success) and internd organizationd factors
induding the dructure and polices of the organization. Internd factors that were found to
improve commitment included:

the opportunities for persond devel opment;

the higher the extent to which employees fdt thair skills were utilized;

the greater the access to training;

the greater the extent the organization was seen as a caring employer; and

the existence of teamwork as aform of supervison.

Cohen (1995) and others have dso found that so-cdled nonrwork domains, the amounts of
outdde ties, the organization's support for non-work, as well as persond coping drategies, had
gonificant effects on a sample of nurses organizationd commitment. There are dements of
these dudies, therefore, that suggest indirectly that work-life baance policies may be rdaed to
employee commitment.

There has been a growing condderaion, through econometrics dudies of the assumptions
underlying the high commitment management theories In these theories, the more people
centered focus of high commitment management drategies (HCM), viewing employees as an
aset, has been agued to lead to an increase in employee commitment. As noted ealier,
employee commitment has been viewed a an intermediate outcome, on the way to
improvements in busness peformance (Husdid, 1995). As Guest et d (2000) note, however,
faw gdudies have examined both of these rdationships together and shown the intermediary
effects on commitment. Criticisms have dso been made by other researchers that the
‘commitment’ dement was left as an unexplored ‘black box’ (Becker e d, 1995; Purcdl & d,
1999). Scholaris et d (1999) recently andyzed the WERS 98 data and did not find evidence of a
direct effect of HCM practices on commitment. Coincidentally with our own andyss Guest et
ad (2000) caried out multivariate estimations of the determinants of employee commitment and
job satisfaction using the same WERS data as we use for our andyss. We refer to ther results
aong side our own below. *



Work-life balance policies and employee commitment

The 1996 PSl survey of employers reported that equa numbers of British employers saw
advantages and disadvantages in providing family friendly working arangements (Forth et d,
1997; Cdlendar et d, 1996). Employers were most likely to perceive benefits for improved dtaff
morae and loyaty together with improved daff reations. Other collations of case sudy materid
have found evidence of busdness benefits from introducing flexible working arangements (Dex
and Schelbl, 1999; Beven & d, 1999) that have included workers morae. In some cases precise
measures have been carried out; in other cases, managers perceptions are the basis for the
clamed improvements.

As wdl as indirect evidence of a link between commitment and work-life baance policies, more
direct links have been noted based on workplace experiments. Ealy reviews of the dudies
measuring the effects on flexi time and compressed working week arangements on employee
atitudes found the introduction of these arangements had uniformly positive effects
(Golembiewski and Proehl, 1978;1980; Neuman e d, 1989). However, in generd there are
criticiams of the lack of rigour in the desgn and in the measures usad to evauate interventions
(Gottlieb et d, 1998). The effects on job sisfaction have been found to vary between postive or
no effects (Gottlieb e d, 1998). Canadian dudies cited in Gottlieb et d (1998) found thet
telecommuters reported higher commitment to the organization than other workers, and both
telecommuters and part-time workers had lower levels of intentions to seek a new job. Unlike
some of the other outcomes measures (stress, work-life baance, productivity) investigaed by
Gottlieb e d, whose results varied according to whether employees had a choice about their
working arangements, they found that aititude or morde effects were not influenced by the
choice dement.

Interviews with the managers in 83 organizations tha had some family-friendly arrangements by
IRS (2000) found that 68 per cent of these managers thought commitment and or motivaion
increesed as a rexult of having family-friendly policies. Smilar percentages adso  thought
employee relations and job satisfaction improved for the same reasons. AON (2000) suggested
that the lack of work-life balance in campanies agendas, dong with dress, disstisfaction with
rewards and poor management of change were the drivers of low commitment in organizations.

3. Deter minants of commitment

Our mode of employee commitment hypothesized that commitment would be rdated to a set of
persond and job reated employee characteridics and possbly varigbles rdaed to the working
environment as follows.

C =f(Xi, Wi, Gj) @
Where

Ciisthelevd of commitment of employeei



Xiisaset of persona characteristics of employeei
Wi isaset of job rdated characteristics of employeei
Oij isasat of characterigtics of the workplace establishment j where individud i is employed.

Our hypotheses about the specific dements of the these vectors of individud and workplace
characteridics are described below. The discussion is limited to potentid determinants from the
literature and theorising that are possible to measure from the available WERS data source.

On persond characteristics, some earlier research has suggested that women and especidly those
who work part time and married women with children will have lower levels of commitment to
ther work than men. However, this reationship is disputed. Commitment has been found to vary
over the life cycde and we might expect variations by the presence of children, of varying ages,
as wdl as varidions by age. Vaiations by age are difficult to anticipate. Workers who are older
may be more committed than those a the dat of ther career who are ill trying out various
jobs. On the other hand, older workers can fed less committed, especidly as they face the run
down to retirement, or thwarted promotion. Smilar reasoning gpplies to workers with shorter job
tenure who may fed less committed to their employer than those with longer tenure. As time
goes on, those who ae serioudy disdffected are likdy to leave ther jobs leaving the stock of
longer tenure workers likely to be those who are more committed or who have nowhere to move
to.

Ethnic minority status might be associated with higher commitment as a response to wanting to
be successful in a discriminatory environment. Alternatively, disaffection can be a response to
facing discrimination.  Research dso shows that there are important variations between ethnic
groups as far as success in the labour market is concerned, but we are unable to explore such
potentia differences with the data available. Poor hedth could dso mean that workers were less
committed to ther employer, or possbly more grateful to have a job at dl. This response will be
mediated, therefore, by the employer’'s response to ill hedth. Those with higher educationd
qudifications might be expected to be less committed to their employer if they think they have
more buoyant labour market progpects than other workers dthough this is likdy to be mediated
by whether they employer rewards them satisfactorily. However, this group of workers are
potentidly more vauable to employers and likdy to be recipients of better people management
policies and rewards.

The High Commitment Management (HCM) practices are about employers using practices that
encourage commitment in their employees. This theory holds out the posshility of being tested
in one of two ways. If employers were practicing HCM one would expect employees to show
greater levels of commitment. But there is dso the employee's perspective. Where employees
think they are involved and consulted this theory would dso expect them to exhibit a higher leve
of commitment. This type of management theory would lead us to expect that jobs with more
responsbility and discretion in the higher datus occupations would be expected to be associated
with higher levels of commitment. Setisfaction with rewards from work, stisfaction with the job
itsdf, and feding secure are dl likey to be associated with higher levels of commitment, as are
higher pay leves.



The employer characteridtics that may affect employee commitment range over human resources
practices but dso dructurd features of the organization. Not dl of these potentid influences are
chated in the literature. Guest et d (2000) dso investigated whether it was more likdy to be
bundles of practices rather than particular practices in isolation that would affect employees and
performance outcomes more generdly. They could not find evidence that bundles of practices
were important.  In this Sudy we are interested, partly because of policy implications, in a
paticuar st of prectices, those rdaing to flexible working arangements as potentid
explanatory variadbles of employee commitment. What we have to make sure is tha we do not
identify spurious relaionships because we have missed out other intervening and corrdaed
vaiaddles We ae interested in whether family-friendly practices are associated with higher
levdls of employee commitment, having to leave to further dudy udng longitudind data, the
question of whether higher commitment is produced from more flexible working arangements
being offered to employees.

Factors rdaed to individuds jobs are dso likdy to influence them. The potentid influence of
shorter hours of work were congdered above. Longer hours of work through regular overtime
might be expected to produce either more commitment through the employee appreciating the
income-increasing opportunities, or lower commitment if it is associated with unwanted pressure
to work longer hours. We would expect workers on fixed term or temporary contracts to fed less
committed than those with permanent contracts.

On the dructurd dements of organizations, it is possble that the sze of the establishment or the
organizaion affects employee commitment. Smal dze has been traditiondly thought to be
associaed with better and warmer rdationships snce the Bolton Report (1971), dthough
contested. Large organizations can offer employees a better career dructure through more highly
devdoped internd labour markets Guest e d (2000) found a negative reationship between
organization and edablishment sze and employee commitment in the private sector usng the
WERS data The nature of the ownership of the organization could dso affect employee
commitment through whether they fed (foreign) owners undersand and have culturd affinity for
employees and ther concens.  Trade Union recognition and involvement and the way
employees are represented might dso affect employee commitment. Guest & d (2000) found
negaive effects of trade union dendty on employee commitment. Ladly the financid
performance of the organization may affect employees views of the organization, with above
average peaformance ganing an increesed level of commitment as employees see the
organization as having a better future to offer them. It is possble that other Structurd features
would aso &ffect employees views of the organization and be proxy messures of working
conditions in ways that are unchated in the literature. For example industry sectors have
different working conditions that in pat reflect different technologies operationd condrants,
market conditions, workforce profiles and the nature of customers. We are able to explore a few
of these other dternative explanatory variables with the data available.

4. The WERS 98 data and the measur e of employee commitment.

The Workplace Employee Rdations Survey (WERS 98) data were collected as a nationdly
representative survey of British establishments from October 1997 to June 1998. The survey



involved interviews with managers and workers in over 2191 workplaces ad questionnaires
from 28,323 employees from these same workplacas2 The response rate obtained was 80 per
cent. The 1998 survey had a new sampling base, as compared with earlier (WIRS) precursors of
this survey. In the 1998 WERS, edtablishments with a minimum of 10 employees were sampled
wheress earlier surveys had taken a minimum of 25 employees. This means that the survey as a
whole represents 158 million employees or gpproximately three-quarters of dl employees in
employment in Britain in 1998. Incorporaing employees into the survey was dso a new
innovation. The technica details of the survey are described in Airy et d (1999) and an overview
of the survey findingsis provided in Cully et d, (1999).

There were dso new additions to the content of the 1998 survey. As well as its past coverage of
the nature of collective representation and bargaining, it incduded new quedions on equd
opportunities  polides, family-friendly policies, performance indicators, payment sysems and
performance gppraisa, recruitment and training, qudity improvement schemes and the
individudisation of employment contracts This set of new quesions, in combination with others
in the WERS survey, provided a vauable opportunity to examine employees commitment.

Measure of employee commitment

The many research dudies that have focussed on work commitment have served to uncover the
complexity of this concept to the extent that authors have charecterised it as having no dable
meaning  (Becker, 1964), dusve (Guest, 1992) and plurdis (Coopey and Hartley, 1991;
Morrow, 1983). Morrow identified 25 forms of commitment athough they were aie to be
reduced to 5 main foci; a vaue, career, job, organisation or union focus. The focus of our interest
is in organisaiond commitment. Even under this heading there ae dternative angles on
employee commitment; for example, task commitment (to see the job through), continuance
commitment (to Say in the organisation), normative or affective commitment (fedings of loydty
or shaed vadues with the organisation), financid commitment (to the materid rewards), or
tempord commitment (to a certain amount or work).

There was a limited choice in the WERS data for devisng a measure of employee commitment.
The measure we use focuses on the employee's view rather than the employer’s view bearing in
mind these two may differ. It is dosest to the notion of affective or normative commitment
described in the literature and to be distinguished from continuance commitment.

In each case employees were asked to score the following datements, each scded 1, strongly
disagree, t0 5, strongly agree:

‘| share many of the vaues of my organization’
‘| fed loya to my organization’
‘1 am proud to tell people who | work for’.

From the scores a scale from 3 to 15 was congtructed. The usud item response correlation tests
were caried out and the dpha ddidic cdculated to confirm rdiability of the new compodte
scae.

On this compodite scae employees (N=26,115) could be classfied asfollows:



= 16 per cent had low commitment (scores 3 to 8);
= 42 per cent had medium commitment (scores 9 to 11); and
= 42 per cent had high commitment (scores 12 to 15).

This scde was usad as the dependent variable in a regresson mode, dthough various forms of
the scae were tried. A logged vaue of employee commitment was used to fulfill the assumptions
of Ordinay Least Squares (OLS) regresson andyss and ordered probit estimation was used as
an dternative on the raw scale.

Family-friendly working arrangementsin WERS

The manager questionnaire asked about the working arrangements that the establishment offered
as entitlements to non-managerid employees. The ligt of provisons included covered:
* Parentd leave (non-gtatutory, snce survey before the Statutory provison);
Job sharing;
Term time only;
Working a or from home during norma working hours;
Ability to change from full to part time hours;
Workplace or other nursery;
Help with the cogts of child care;
Hexi time,

The wording of the WERS questions is not specificaly about organization policies In this sense
we might expect that answers covered both forma policies and practices of the establishments in
the survey dbat only for non-managerid employees. However, the fact tha the question
wording used ‘entittement’ implies that informd arangements, especidly if subject to a
manager’ s discretion, would be less likely to be counted.

In addition, ancther two provisons were asked about but not in a way that was redricted to non-
managerid employees,

* Paernity leave

= Schemefor time off for emergencies.

Although this is a lig of 10 arangements, there is a risk of double counting in the case of

parentd leave and paernity leave. These two arangements were collgpsed into one (ether/or)
arrangement.

At the time of this survey parenta leave was not wdl defined snce there were no datutory
arangements in Britain and it is eadly confused with maternity or paternity leave, perhgps more
50 for employees than employers. This should be born in mind in examining these data

There is ds0 a measure of the ethos of the organization from managers responses that can be
used as a potentia explanatory variable. Employers were asked to score on a 5-point scde from
1 strongly agree to 5 strongly disagree the following statement.

It is up to individuals to balance their work and family responsibilities.

10



Severd recoded versons of this and other variables were tried before settling , in this case, on a
dummy variable where the value one indicated disagreement with this statement.

Employees family-friendly questionsin WERS

In addition, employees were asked whether ther employer made family-friendy provison
avaladle to them; a subset of 6 the same provisons used in questions to employers were
presented, namely:

Parenta |eave (non-gtatutory since survey before the Statutory provison);
Job sharing;

Working a or from home during norma working hours;

Workplace or other nursery or hep with child care;

Scheme for time off for emergencies, and

Hexi time.

It is useful to compare the effects of employees knowledge of their employers policies with
that of ther employers dams snce there is likdy to be a cetan amount of inconsstency
between the two sources of information. Inconsgencies can aise because of incomplete
communication within organizations, misunderstanding and posshbly fdse cdams.  Snce we ae
intereted in employees sense of ther commitment, it is aguable that it is employees
knowledge of ther employers policies that we need to access. However, we have investigated
the effects of both of these sources of information.

Employees were dso asked whether they felt stressed in their jobs. This can be examined for its
potentia effects on employee commitment. Employee stressis an indication that work and life
arenot in balance.

Other explanatory variables

The WERS data provided a very wide range of explanatory variables from its two components.
The employee questionnaire provided other characteridics about the employee, both persond
and jobrdated characteridics.  In addition, it was possble to merge into the employee data,
detalls about their workplace from the manger's questionnare; sructurd characteristics of the
establishment, workforce profile, and human resources practices. A full list of the varigbles used
and ther definitions, means and dandard devidions is provided in Appendix Table AL At the
outset of our andyds, widespread bivariate correaions were cdculated in order to see where
potential covariates were highly corrdlated. Some important variadbles were recoded to avoid
problems of multi-collinearly. Others were dropped as aresult of this exercise.

We sought to have a messure of high commitment management as an explanaiory varidble.
There are many ways in which such a measure could be congructed and differing views about
what it should contain (see for example Husdid, 1995). The WERS survey ingrument was
developed to meke sure the full range of possble meanings could be explored. Developing such
a measure could not be the main focus of our research. Nonetheless, we needed to include such a

11



vaidble as one of our controls, given its potentid importance We took, therefore, a rdativey
pragmetic gpproach of incuding a broad range of the rdevant vaiables and running them
through a factor andyss. This procedure identified one factor with an egenvadue grester than
one. We used the factor score from this variable as our explanatory messure (details are in
Appendix Table Al)..

5. Resaults

A series of models were estimated, based on the modd (1) outlined above. The variations in the
log foom of the dependent varigble and associaed edimation methods did not leed to any
substantial differences in the results from one where the raw ae scores were used. Below we
report the OLS results based on the logged verson of the commitment scae as a dependent
vaiade

The modds were run on the totd sample of employees fird and then on it samples; firs
private and secondly public sector organizations. The results reported indicated that there were
differences for these two sectors. Separate estimations on public and private sectors were carried
out in response to interesting and somewhat unexpected results we obtained. Where managers
guestionnaire data are merged with employee responses, as is necessary in order to address this
paper’s questions, the sample of employees had to be redricted to those who could be dassfied
as non-managerid, because the questions to managers about their family friendly polices were
asked only about this group. We dso esimated a reduced variable modd on the whole employee
sample in order to check whether any of the other results on control variables were specific to the
non-managerid subsample of employees.

A full sat of reallts is displayed in Table A2. We firs consder the results on the family-friendly
variables whose coefficient results are displayed in isolaion from the other varidbles in Table 1.
Employer and employee information about family-friendly policies were entered in separate
estimations, one for each type of arrangement across the two sources.

Family-friendly policy effects— employer’sinformation

From the informaion about policies given by employers we find tha, after controlling for other
determinants on our measure of employee commitment, term time employment, the ability to
change from full to part-time hours emergency leave and the totd number of family-friendly
policies had dgnificant effects on employee commitment. However, these were not al postive
effects. Out of this lig the offer, by employers, of emergency leave was the only policy tha
improved employee commitment. In the case of the others, term-time work, the ability to change
from full-to pat-time and a higher overdl number of polices were dl asociated with a
reduction in employee commitment. The szes of dl these effects were extremdy smadl, in most
cases wel bdow a one per cet effect on the log commitment scde, from having the policy. 3
These are vary smdl by comparison with other ggnificant effects among some of the control
vaiables

Further invedigation across the private/public sector divide reveded some differences. There
were more pogtive effects from family-friendly policies where they were offered in the private



sector, and more negative effects where they were offered in the public sector. In the private
sector, having a workplace nursary, offering  help with child care or dlowing employees to work
a home were associated with higher employee commitment. The number of policies was
indgnificant in the results reported, dthough we did estimate some modds on the privaie sector
sample where the number of policies had a ggnificant and postive effect on commitment. The
gzes of dl the effects dso increased when public and private sector establishment samples were
examined separately, to arange of between 1-4 per cent on the log scde.

In the public sector, dgnificant negative effects on employee commitment were associated with
employers offering job share, the ability to change from full to pat time flexitime having a
workplace nursery, emergency leave, home work and with a higher number of policies overdl.

We were able to give some examination to whether other corrdated varigbles were capturing
some of the effects on family-friendly policies and thus weekening ther coefficient szes and
ggnificance.  The idea that organizations adopt policy bundles, as Guest (1997) conddered, is
dso a factor to consder. One st of edimaions were caried out only with measures of
employee persond and job-related characteristics being included. To this reduced st as a base,
the separate indicators of family-friendly policies, one per edimaion run, were added. The
coefficients on the family-friendly st of variables are displayed in Table 1 columns 2, 4, ad 6.
These results can be compared with another set of esimations (Table 1 columns 1, 3 and 5
respectively) where employer human resource measures were dso added. If other employer
human resource practices were picking up some of the effects of family-friendly practices, we
would expect to see the coefficients dzes and dgnificance to dedine in the edimations
including human resource policies compared with edimations excduding them.  This was not
found to be generdly the case and especidly for the estimations relying on information provided

by the employer.

Family-friendly policy effects— employee sinformation

Making use of the information provided by employees led to some differences in the results. In
the totad employee sample the sgns on the coefficients, where policies overlapped, were smilar
to those from employers information, but the sgnificance varied. Employees who thought ther
employers offered parentd leave (non-dautory), job share, flexiime or a higher number of
policies dl tended to have lower levds of employee commitment than employees who did not
believe they were offered such arrangements. In the private sector sample job share retained its
significant negative effect on commitment but being able to work a home had a dgnificant
postive effect on commitment. The predominance of negaive effects from family-friendly
policies was again evident in the public sector estimations usng employees information. In dl
caes other than emergency leave, which did not have ggnificant results the effects of
employees percaiving their employer to offer family-friendly policies was negative.

Ethos effects
Where the employer thought there was a family-friendly ethos in the establishment there tended

to be inggnificant effects on employee commitment, ather in the whole sample or in the private
sector. The varigble for the public sector had insufficient variation to be incorporated. However,
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the employeg's perception of the ethos of the organization was systematicdly important across
privale and public sectors Being thought by employees to be a more family-friendly
organization was associated with higher employee commitment in both the private and the public
sector, an effect of around 4 per cent on the log commitment scale.

Private and public sector differences

These public sector results ae certainly something that surprised us. Attempts to explore and
explan these differences by incorporaing interaction terms did not uncover any obvious
datistica reasons for these effects. It is clear that it is not the lack of knowledge by employees of
ther employers palicies that is the explanation snce the same effects are vigble in edimation
usng emgoyes and employees information. We cannot eiminate the possbility that reverse
caudity explans this effect and that organizations with lower employee commitment have
introduced family-friendly policies as a way of trying to address their problems These effects
remain, therefore, largdy unexplained, dthough we found we were not done in finding adverse
results for the public sector from the WERS data (see Guest et d, 2000). We can only speculate
about why this might be the case. There may be a falure to implement these provisons even
though family-friendly provisons are dearly more extensve in the public sector. If this type of
window dressing has been occurring, it may have made employees cynica. A workplace culture
that militates againg take up might aso have this effect. It might be the case that family-friendly
provisons cause increesed disuption and bad feding in a had pressed public services
environment if there is no cover for absence.  Further research is needed to daify this
relaionship.

Other controlling variable effects

Sonificant  effects were found from control  vaiables capturing individuds  persond
characterigtics, ther job rdaed characteridics, organizations human resources policies and
dructural characterigtics (Table A2). The employee job-rdated characteristics were by far the
drongest determinants of employee commitment, in particular ther job stisfaction, ther view of
the management, and being in a professond or manegerid job dthough only in the private
sector, had the largest influences on commitmen.

Increasing age was associated with higher levels of commitment. However, longer tenure in the
job was mosly not ggnificant, except among privae sector employees as a whole, who had
higher commitment associated with working more than 5 years for their employer.

Being femde was associaed with a higher level of commitment and being partnered was
associged with a further incresse in commitment for employees in the private sector, made as
well as femde. The age of the child varidbles were modly insgnificant except having an older
child (12-18), in a few cases, was asociaed with higher commitment. Part-time work was
modly inggnificant except among private sector non-managerid  workers  where it was
asociated with lower commitment. These results are consggtent with the AON consultancy
sudy. They dso suggest that Hakim's earlier categorisation of the commitment of the femae
workforce is overamplified.
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Poor hedth was associated with higher commitment for those working in the public, but not in
the private sector. The public sector may do more to help those with poor hedth to retain ther
jobs and day in work. Ethnic minority employees tended to have higher levels of commitment
than white workers across al sectors. This suggests ethnic minority workers are trying hard to
show their employers their persond qudities There may be culturd differences a work aso.
Ceatanly this finding is important in the policy campaign agang discrimingtion agand such
workers.

Compared with reaively unskilled jobs other types of jobs tended to have higher leves of
commitment, dthough with a few exceptions. Craft workers in the public sector did not have
ggnificantly higher commitment then the reference group. However, there may not be many
employees with craft skills in the public sector. Also, dericd or secretarid work in the public
sector was associated with lower levels of commitment. Generdly spesking, those with higher
levds of <ill tended to have higher levds of commitment. However, in contrag to this
employees holding a degree had lower levels of commitment than those without a degree, after
controlling for type of job. The interaction between holding a degree and having a prafessond
or managerid job did not diminate this effect or its sgnificance. The same was true of the three
interactions terms tested between the employees discretion and having a degree, discretion and a
professond/managerid job or a professond/managerid job and discretion. In dl cases the
interaction terms were not sgnificant and the origind coefficients remained largdy unchanged in
gze and dgnificance. We conclude tha a degree or having more discretion in on€'s job may be
reflecting the attitudes of workers who have better labour market opportunities, and who have
less commitment, therefore, to any one organization.

Employees who had job satisfaction had a large influence on employee commitment as did those
with higher levels of pay, feding secure in ones job, thinking the job was hard work and
thinking the management were good. Feding dissatisfied with on€'s pay was asociaed with
lower commitment. These results are modtly intuitively reasonéble. The incluson of interaction
terms between pay and satisfaction with pay did not change our condusions” It perhaps requires
a comment that thinking one's job was hard work is aso associated with  higher commitment.
This is not redly surprisng and fits wel with the high commitment management goproach which
would expect hard work in return for employee benefits grester involvement, control over one€'s
work and teking grester respongbility. Interestingly aso, higher dress was associated with
grester commitment in the public, but not in the private sector, possbly for the same reasons or
possble because an ethos of care is associated with many public sector jobs which enhances
commitmen.

A range of human resource practices were found to be dgnificant. The High Commitment
Management practices and employee involvement measures were dl associated with higher
commitment but only in the private sector. These results are contrary to those found by Scholaris
et d (1999) usng a different measure of HCM but they are congstent with those found by Guest
et d (2000). In addition, employees who recaived training exhibited higher commitment as the
HCM management  gpproach would lead us to expect. Performance-relatedpay increased
commitment in the private sector but was associated with a fal in commitment in the pubic
sector.  However, consulting workers about equa opportunities was not associated with higher
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commitment. This may be because employees did not see any benefits from the consultation
process.

Equa opportunities policies (EO) might be thought to be linked to family-friendly polices and
be part of a sngle package of HR palicies. It is interesting therefore, to see the way the effects of
EO policies mirrored the results for family-friendly policies. Irrespective of the leve of EO
implementation (medium or high), the policies were associated with lower commitment in the
public sector. However, if implemented & the higher levd with monitoring and data collection,
they were associated with sgnificant postive effects on commitment in the private sector.

Recent bad indudrid reations was associated with lower commitment across al sectors
Recruitment difficulties has a sgnificant negative effect on commitment in the private sector but
a pogtive effect in the public sector. Presumably this increases the workload of the current stock
of employees. A high proportion of temporary daff dso had a negaive effect on commitment in
the private sector, but the effect in the public sector was not dgnificant. There are other case
study findings that support this result (Dex et d, 2000).

Some support for the hypothessed effects were vidble in the results on the Sructurd variables.
Commitment was lowered by successive increeses in Sze of the establishment and the
organistion, compared with the base groups (of fewer than 25 employees in the establishment
and less than 500 in the organisation respectively). This is further evidence of the benefits for
employees of working in smdl busnesses Guest e d (2000) found, usng the same data, a
gmilar negaive rdationship of employee commitment with increesng organistion and
edtablishment size, but only in the privete sector.

Of the industry groups, manufacturing, condruction, trangport and financid services tended to
have lower commitment than the reference group. Guest e a (2000) noted the same effect for
condruction. The progressve decline of Britan's manufecturing industry and the on-going
large-scde redructuring of the financia services may be responsble for these findings Also,
employees in condruction and transport industries may be becoming an endangered species, and
be rdaivdy aypicd therefore, as both of these indudries have gone over to sdf-employment as
ther man form of employment contract. Of the largely public sector industry categories,
education and hedth had higher commitment whereas public authorities workers had lower
commitment.

Having a recognised union was associated with lower levels of commitment in the private sector
but was not dgnificant in the public sector modd.” Our finding ovelges with the high
commitment management results that would dress higher employee commitment as deriving
from employers paying atention to workers views without unions being needed to represent
their interests. Ladly, dbove average financid peformance, as judged by the employer, was
asociated with higher leves of employee commitment in the private sector, as we expected.

Our multivariate andyses has confirmed many but not dl of the findings of earlier sudies of the
determinants of employee commitment for example by Gdlie and Whites 1990 survey.
However, we take issue with other results on the effects of being femae, or married with young
children, working part time, having shorter job tenure, or employing HCM prectices. On the
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whole our hypotheses were supported where they were unequivoca and illuminating where we
were able to argue for dternative effects.

6. Conclusions

This study used the 1998 WERS data to andyse one possble measure of employee commitment
from the WERS data The effects of family-friendly polices have been found to be rdativdy
smal compared with other predictors of employee commitment. Nonethdess, after a whole array
of controlling varidbles aout employees and ther employers, the provison of family-friendly
policies reding to child cae and working a home were found to be associaed with
improvements in employee commitment in private sector establishments. On the other hand, a
whole aray of family-friendly policies and other associated human resource policies like equd
opportunities policies were found to be associated with lower levels of employee commitment.
An explanation for the poorer record of commitment for the public sector is not possble within
the context of this dudy, dthough datisicd anomadies have been ruled out as an explandion for
these sectord differences. Where employees, but not the employer, thought the organisation had
acaring ethos was found to be an important determinant of increased employee commitment.

While the separate effects of family-friendly polices on commitment, with the exception of the
ethos, ae not large or extengve, once other influences have been contralled, it might be argued
that some of ther effect is being picked up by other varidiles shown to be corrdaed with
family-friendly policies. For example, high commitment management practices were shown, in
an ealier paper, to be corrdated with organizations having family-friendly policies. Where high
commitment management practices ae successful, it may mean that flexible working
arangements are more likey to be cusomisad to fit employees needs in order to hdp increase
ther commitment, as captured through these other more generd employer practices. The
incluson of HCM practices as a control varigble did not reduce the strength of the effects of
family-friendly policies, nor did its excuson extend the range of sSgnificant effects from family-
friendly policies to any mgor extent. Our andyss was able to identify that family-friendly
policies acting gpat from HCM practices, did not have any dronger effect on employee
commitment. The case for there being a larger hidden effect of family-friendly policdes on
employee commitment from the one found here is not supported in our findings Nonethdess
the fact that other control varidbles play a bigger pat in explaning employee commitment does
not detract from the importance of our findings for family-friendly policies.
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Table 1 Results on selected family-friendly policy coefficients entered into employee commitment models

©) &) ©) 4 ©) (6)
Variableentered | All sample, All All sample, Private sector Private sector Public sector Public sector
vars employee vars All vars Employeevars | All vars Employee vars
only only only
Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>|t]| | Coeff. P>|t]| | Coeff. P>|t| |Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>]|t|
Manager says
has:
Parenta/ 0.000 (0.92) 0.001 (0.78) |-0.006 (0.26) -0.000 (0.98) 0.006 (0.61) -0.002 (0.87)
paternity leave
Job share -0.005 (0.27) -0.003 (0.40) |-0.005 (0.39) -0.002 (0.76) -0.013 (0.06)* |-0.016 (0.02)**
Termtime -0.008 (0.10)* |-0.000 (0.92) |-0.001 (0.93) -0.000 (0.91) -0.007 (0.33) 0.000 (0.98)
Ability to -0.017 (0.00)** |-0.011 (0.00)** | -0.014 (0.00)** |-0.006 (0.20) -0.027 (0.00** |-0.028 (0.00)**
change FT-PT
hours
Hexi time -0.003 (0.56) -0.005 (0.21) 0.003 (0.68) 0.001 (0.78) -0.006 (0.36) -0.014 (0.02)**
Nursery -0.022 (0.00)** | -0.008 (0.23) 0.027 (0.03)** | 0.039 (0.00)** |-0.031 (0.00)** | -0.026 (0.00)**
Hepwithchild | -0.005 (0.53) 0.004 (0.55) 0.008 (0.43) 0.020 (0.03)** | -0.016 (0.11) -0.016 (0.12)
care
Emergency 0.006 (0.04)** | 0.006 (0.09)* | 0.003 (0.47) 0.000 (0.93) 0.009 (0.06)** | 0.016 (0.03)**
leave
Home work -0.007 (0.15) -0.000 (0.96) 0.004 (0.58) 0.012 (0.06)* |-0.013 (0.08)* |-0.016 (0.03)**
Number of -0.002 (0.04)** |-0.001 (0.48) |-0.002 (0.48) 0.001 (0.42) -0.004 (0.04)** |-0.004 (0.02)**
policies
Family-friendy | -0.001 (0.79) -0.001 (0.88)

ethos
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Variableentered | All sample, All All sample, Private sector Private sector Public sector Public sector
vars employee vars All vars Employeevars | All vars Employee vars
only only only
Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>|t]| | Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>|t| |Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>]|t|
Employee says
has:
Parentd leave -0.006 (0.06)* |-0.008 (0.06)* |-0.000 (0.93) 0.000 (0.88) -0.014 (0.00** |-0.019 (0.00)**
Job share -0.025 (0.00) ** | -0.031 (0.00)** | -0.005 (0.37) -0.017 (0.01)** | -0.032 (0.00) ** | -0.042 (0.00)**
Hexi time -0.014 (0.00) ** | -0.017 (0.00)** | 0.000 (0.99) -0.002 (0.67) -0.030 (0.00) ** | -0.039 (0.00)**
Homework 0.003 (0.53) -0.002 (0.79) 0.017 (0.01)** | 0.016 (0.10) -0.014 (0.07)* |-0.025 (0.04)**
Emergency leave | -0.000 (0.88) 0.001 (0.73) -0.001 (0.75) 0.003 (0.47) 0.001 (0.85) -0.003 (0.67)
Nursery or child -0.020 (0.00) ** | -0.008 (0.36) 0.007 (0.51) 0.006 (0.69) -0.029 (0.00) ** | -0.013 (0.28)
care
Family-friendly 0.043 (0.00)** -0.043 (0.00)** 0.043 (0.00)**
ethos
Samples:

Employer says has policy. Non-managerid employees only except for flexi time and leave for emergencies where sampleisal

employees.

Employee says has policy. All employees with information
*[x* ggnificant a 90/95 % confidence levels respectively




Appendix Table Al. WERS Variable Definitions

Variable

Mean SD

Definition and WERS source variable

Employers’ Family-friendly practice variables:

Parental leave 0434 0.496 | Entitlement to non-manageria employees of parental leave 0/1 (ifamily1-80

homework 0.182 0.386 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of working at or from homein
normal working hours0/1 (ifamily1-8)

Termtime 0.205 0.404 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of term-time only contracts 0/1
(ifamily1-8)

FT-PT 0.586 0493 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees switching from full-time to part-time
employment 0/1 (ifamily1-8)

jobshare 0.389 0488 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of job sharing schemes 0/1
(ifamily1-8)

nursery 0.079 0.27 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of workplace nursery or nursery
linked with workplace 0/1 (ifamily1-8)

childcare 0.068 0.251 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of financial help/subsidy to parents
for child care 0/1 (ifamily1-8)

flexitime 0.272 0445 | Employer hasflexitime for some non-managerial employees 0/1 (jtimearl- 8)

Emergency 0.402 0.49 | If employee has need to take time off at short notice, there is special |eave or
leave without pay to cover this 0/1, (ifmoff)

Paternity 0.648 0.478 | Employer has written policy giving male employees entitlement to specific

leave period of leave when their children are born, or has another arrangement: 0/1,
(imaleoff)

Paternity/ 0.687 0.464 | Either has parental leave or paternity leave variables 0/1

parental

Number of 2.857 1.972 | Number of family-friendly policies, upto 9.

policies
Structural and performance variables

Estab 0-24 0.12 0.325 | Reference group. Establishment size 0-24 employees, (Zallemps)

Estab 25-49 0.181 0.385 | Establishment size 23-49 employees, 0/1 (Zallemps)

Estab 50-99 0.179 0.384 | Establishment size 50-99 employees  0/1 (Zallemps)

Estab 100-199 0177  0.381 | Establishment size 3 100 employees and lessthan 199, 0/1 (Zallemps)

Estab 200-499 0208 0406 | Establishment size 3 200 employees and lessthan 499, 0/1 (Zallemps)

Estab 500plus 0136  0.342 | Establishment size 3500 employees 0/1 (Zalemps)

Org 10-499 0.351 0.477 | Reference group. size of organisation 10-499 employees, (Auktot)

Org 500-1999 0.144 0.351 | size of organisation 500-1999 employees, 0/1 (Auktot)

Org 2k-9999 0211 0.408 | size of organisation 2000-9999 employees, 0/1 (Auktot)

Org 10k- 0.15 0.357 | size of organisation 10000-49999 employees, 0/1 (Auktot)

49999

Org 50k+ 0.144 0.351 | size of organisation 50000 + employees, 0/1 (Auktot)

Industry

categories:

Community 0.051 0.219 | Reference group. Other community services (asic)

Manufacture 0.136 0343 ] 0/1 (asic)

Energy/ 0.037 0188 | 0/1 (asic)

Utilities

Construction 0.051 022 ] 0/1 (asic)

Wholesale/ 0147 0354 | 0/1 (asic)

retail
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Hotel 0058 0234| 0/1 (asic)

& catering

Transport 0.062 0241 ] 0/1 (asic)

Financial 0.046 021] 0/1 (asic)

Servs

Business 0104 0305 | 0/1 (asic)

Servs

Public 0084 0277 | 0/1 (asic)

authorities

Education 0111 0.315]| 0/1 (asic)

Health 0114 0317 | 0/1 (asic)

public 0.309 0.462 | Public sector organisation 0/1 (astatus)

foreign 0103  0.304 | foreign controlled: If private sector — foreign owned/controlled

or predominantly foreign owned (51% or more)  0/1 (astatus and acontrol)

owner 0129  0.335| owner controlled: If private sector but not PLC, and single individual or family
have controlling interest over the company (i.e. at least 50 percent ownership)
0/1 (astatus and aconint)

multinational 022 0.415 | multinational: organisation owns or controls subsidiary companies or
establishments outsidethe UK 0/1 (asubsid)

Recognised 0.559 0.497 | union recognised by management for negotiating pay and conditions for any

union section of the workforce in the establishment, (erecog01-10) and has employees
as members (Eanyemp), 0/1

Marketlocal 0.428 0.495 | market for main product or serviceisprimarily local or regional  0/1
(kmarket)

Market 0.183 0.387 | Reference group

national market for main product or serviceis primarily national 0/1 (kmarket)

Market 0.126 0.332 | market for main product or serviceisprimarily international  0/1  (kmarket)

international

No 0.082 0.275 | Main competitors for main product (or service) are none 0/1 (Kcompet)

competitors

Few 0.246 0431 | Main competitors for main product (or service) arefew 0/1 (Kcompet)

competitors

Many 0.403 0491 | Reference group.

competitors Main competitors for main product (or service) are many. (Kcompet)

Competitors 0.269 0.444 | Main competitors for main product (or service) are missing. 0/1 (Kcompet)

missing

Labour costs 0232 0422 | proportion of establishment sales revenue / operating costs accounted for by

50-75% wages, salaries and other labour costs like pensions and national insuranceis
50-75%, 0/1, (kprosal)

Labour costs 0.217 0.412 | proportion of establishment sales revenue / operating costs accounted for by

75%+ wages, salaries and other labour costs like pensions and national insurance is
75% or more, 0/1, (kprosal)

Labour costs 0.092 0.289 | proportion of establishment sales revenue / operating costs accounted for by

missing wages, salaries and other labour costs like pensions and national insurance
missing, 0/1 (kprosal)

Labour costs 0.458 0.498 | Reference group.

1-50% Proportion of establishment sales revenue / operating costs accounted for by

wages, salaries and other labour costs like pensions and national insurance 1-
50%, (kprosal)
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Workplace 3.813 2.209 | number of workplace changesintroduced by management in the past 5 years (0
changes to7) (Lmanchal —8) out of:
- changes in payment systems
- introduction of new technology
- changes in working time arrangements
- changes in the organisation of work
- changes in work techniques or procedures
- introduction of initiatives to involve employees
- introduction of new product or service
Above 0.493 0.5 | Manager assesses workplace' s financial performance as alot better or , better
average than average, 0/1 (kestperl)
financia
performance
HR practice and workforce variables
Ethos 0.186 0.389 | Manager thinksit is up to individual employees to balance work/family
responsihilities: strongly agrees or agrees= 1/0 (aphrasD4)
liP award 0.335 0.472 | workplace/organisation accredited as an Investor in People 0/1 (baward)
Performance 0.166 0.372 | performance related pay — 0/1
related pay Has performance related pay and proportion of non-managerial employees at
workplace who received performance-rel ated pay in the past 12 months was at
least 20 percent
(ffacto01-12 and fpernon)
Other fringe 0.29 0454 | other fringe benefits— 0/1
benefits Employeesin largest occupational group entitled to any of the following non-
pay terms and conditions:
company car or allowancesor
private health insurance
(fothtit1 to fothtit6)
HR specialist 0.377 0.485 | HR specialist at establishment, 0/1. (brelate)
at establish
HR specialist 0535 0.499 | HR specialist at Head office (if multi-site) 0/1 (bsepar)
a HO
Consults on 0.425 0.495 | Whether workplace consultation committee discusses welfare services and
FFand EO facilities (eg. child care) or equal opportunities, 0/1 (dwhich01 to dwhich12)
Timeto learn 0.269 0.444 | Reference group.
job 0-1 month Timeto learn job for new employeein largest occupational group to job aswell
as more experienced employee already working here, up to one month,
(cstuckin)
Timeto learn 05 05 | Timetolearnjob for new employeein largest occupational group to job aswell
job 1-6 as more experienced employee aready working here, 1-6 months, 0/1
months (cstuckin)
Timeto learn 0231 0421 | Timeto learn job for new employeein largest occupational group to job aswell
job 6+months as more experienced employee aready working here, more than 6 months, 0/1
(cstuckin)
Difficult 055 0498 | any recruitment difficulties acrossall occupational groups 0/1
recruitment (cavacdif1-9)
any
Difficult 0.326 0.469 | difficulty recruiting in the following occupational groups. 0/1
recruitment managers and senior administrative; professional; technical and scientific
high occs (cavacdif1-3)
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Non manager 0.769 0.237 | non-managerial level staff as proportion of al employees:
/professional managerial level staff includes the occupational groups, ‘ Managers and senior
share administrative’ and ‘ Professional’
(zcle tot + zcrt_tot + zptc tot +zsal tot + zope tot +zrou tot / zallemps)
Female 0.162 0.368 | encourage applications from women returning to work when filling vacancies
returner 0/1 (cspecial-6)
Employee 12.89 2.361 | Scalefrom aggregation of 4 manager attitude questions scored on 5 point scale
involvement strongly agree to strongly disagree.
Those at the top are best placed to make decisions (aphras05)
We do not introduce any changes here without first discussing the implications
with employees (aphras08)
Most decisions at this workplace are made without consulting employees
(aphras10)
We frequently ask employees at our workplace to help usin ways not specified
in their job (aphrasOl)
Recent bad 0201 0.401 | Recent industrial action or disputes: 0/1
Industrial Either Industrial action threatened or taken had a very/fairly important upward
Relations effect on size of pay settlement or review (gacti001-011)
or There has been a collective dispute with any group of workers over pay or
conditionsin the last 12 months (gdispute)
or Any unionsin workplace threatened to take the following action in the last 12
months: strike, overtime ban or restriction, work to rule, go slow, blacking of
work, work in/ sit in, other industrial action (gpstyrl-7)
or Unions in workplace have balloted their members to establish level of
support for industrial action in thelast 12 months (gballot)
No Equal 0.142 0.35 | Reference group
Opps No equal opportunity policy — (ipolicy, iwhynot1-7)
Workplace (or organisation of which it is apart of) doesnot have aformal
written policy on equal opportunities or managing diversity excluding those
establishments which have a policy but have not written it down or who aim at
being an equal opportunities employer.
Equal Opps 0.340 0.474 | Workplace has aformal written policy on equal opportunities or managing
medium diversity or workplace has a policy but not written it down No further action
taken. 0/1 (ipolicy, iwhynotl-7, ipracti1-7)

Equal Opps 0514 0.5 | Workplace hasaformal written policy on equal opportunities or managing
high diversity or workplace has a policy but not written it down and one of following
done by workplace or appliesto workplace:

Collect statistics on posts held by men and women
Monitor promotions by gender, ethnicity etc.
Review selection and other procedures to identify indirect discrimination
Review the relative pay rates of different groups
0/1, (ipolicy, iwhynot1-7, ipractil-7)
% femae 0.498 0.284 | Proportion of female to total employeesin establishment
employees (zfemfull+zfemprt/zallemps)
High female 0.376 0.485 | Percent of part timein female workforce> %.
part time (Zfemprt/zfemfull+zfemprt)
Discretion 0215 0411 | Towhat extent do employeesinlargest occupational group have discretion over
high how they do their work. Answer = alot 0/1 (cdiscret)
% on regular 042 0.336 | Proportion of employees (in the largest occupational group) at this
overtime establishment regularly working overtime or hours in excess of the normal
working week, whether paid or unpaid—
(use mid point of banded categories jovertim)
Temp workers 0.187 0.39 | Proportion of al employees at this workplace working on fixed term contractsis
25% + morethan 25%. 0/1 (jfiterm)
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HR Practices - Factor Analysis variables

High Commitment Management Practices— first factor eigenvalue>1. Factor
score. Variablesincluded, dummy variables 0/1

teams 0.743 0437 | 3 40% of employees (in largest occupational group) working in formally
designated teams
briefing 0.8 0.308 | System of briefing for any section or sections of the workforce
committee 0.328 0.469 | At least one committee of managers and employers at workplace primarily
concerned with consultation rather than negotiation and committee is very/fairly
influential on management’ s decisions affecting the workforce
qualcirc 0477 0.5 | Groups at workplace that solve specific problems or discuss aspects of
performance or quality
survey 0.482 0.5 | Management conducted aformal survey of employees’ views or opinions
during the past five years
Other ways in which management communicates or consults with employees at
establishment:
othconsl 0.388 0.487 | Regular meetings with entire workforce present
othcons2 0.686 0464 | Systematic use of management chain/cascading of information
othcons3 0.286 0452 | Suggestion schemes
othcons4 0.636 0481 | Regular newsletters distributed to all employees
manviews 0234 0.661 | Management’s general attitude towards trade union membership among
employees at establishment — scaled variable, -1 not in favour of it, 0 neutral, 1
in favour of it
N 2191
Mean SD | Employee questionnaire variables
Employee 10.72 2442 | *employee commitment’ summated scale variable (scaled 3 to 15) created from
Commitment 3items (each scaled 1, strongly disagree, to 5, strongly agree) :
- 'l share many of the values of my organisation’
- 'l feel loya to my organisation’
- ‘| am proud to tell people who | work for’
Lncommit 2.34 0.273 | natura log of 'employee commitment'
Stressin job 0.444 0.497 | Strongly agrees or agrees with statement. 0/1
‘| never seem to have enough time to get my job done’ (A8h)
Satisfied with 0.358 0479 | Very satisfied or satisfied with amount of pay received 0/1 (A10b)
pay
Dissatisfied 04 049 | Very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with amount of pay received, 0/1 (A10b)
with pay
Job 0 0.827 | intrinsic job satisfaction composite normalised (3 items— scale 1, very
satisfaction dissatisfied, to 5, very satisfied): (A10)
scale How satisfied individual employees are with the following aspects of their job:
- ‘Theamount of influence you have over your job’
- ‘Thesense of achievement you get from your work’
- ‘Therespect you get from supervisors/line managers
Feels secure 054 0.498 | Strongly agrees or agrees with statement 0/1
injob ‘I feel my jobis securein thisworkplace’ (A8c)
Good 0 0.959 | composite scale normalised (5 items— scale 1, very good, to 5, very poor): (B8)
manager scale How good managers at this establishment are at the following:

- 'Keeping everyone up to date about proposed changes’

- ‘'Providing everyone with the chance to comment on proposed changes'
- 'Responding to suggestions from employees’

- 'Dealing with work problems you or others may have’

- 'Treating employeesfairly’
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Job is hard 0.773 0.419 | Strongly agrees or agrees with statement. 0/1

work ‘My job requiresthat | work very hard” (A8a)

Annual pay 16.17 8.708 | How much pay received in current job (12 categories recoded and transformed
to mid-point annual pay in thousands)

age 434 141 mid point categorical variable/10.

femde 051 049 gender dummy variable— 1, femde 0, mde

Poor health 005 023 Has along-standing health problem or disability which limits what work can do,
0/1 (D7)

Ethnic 005 o021 Belongs to a non-white group on list of 8 (D8)

minority

Single 022 041 sngle 0/1 (D4

Widowed/sep/ Reference group.

divorced Either widowed, separated or divorced. (D4)

Married or 069 046 living with spouse or partner  0/1 (D4)

cohab

Child0-4 014 034 respondent has any childrenaged 0to4years 0/1 (D3)

Child 5-11 019 039 respondent has any childrenaged 5to11years 0/1 (D3)

Child 12-18 020 040 respondent has any children aged 12to 18 years 0/1 (D3)

Nokids Reference group. respondent has no children 0/1

Degree 025 044 respondent’s highest educational qualification is a degree or postgraduate
degree or equivalent 0/1 (D5)

Training 063 048 During the last 12 months employee has had 5 or more days training paid for or
organised by employer, 0/1 (B2)

Regular 016 036 Usually works more than 3 hours extra overtime per week and is normally paid.

overtime 0/1 (A4andAb)

Part time 020 039 Usually works less than 30 hours per week (A3)

hours

Temporfixed | 007 026 Job istemporary or fixed term, 0/1 (A2)

term

Discretion 047 049 Has alot of influence over ‘How you do your work’ 0/1 (A9c)

Job Tenure Reference group. Yearsintotal at thisworkplacelessthan 1. 0/1 (A1)

Jobtenurel1l-2 | 012 033 Yearsintotal at thisworkplace 1- lessthan 2. (A1)

years

Jobtenure2-5 | 023 042 Yearsintotal at thisworkplace 2- lessthan 5. (A1)

years

Jobtenure5+ | 048 049 Yearsintotal at thisworkplace morethan 5. (A1)

years

Job manager/ | 028 045 Managers and senior administrators or professional employee 0/1 (D9)

Prof

Job associate | 010 030 Associate professional and technical employee (reference category) 0/1 (D9)

professional/

technical

Job clerical/ 021 040 Clerical or secretarial employee  0/1 (D9)

secretarial

Job 008 027 Craft or skilled serviceemployee 0/1 (D9)

craft/skilled

Job 0.15 0.35 Personal and protective serviceor Sales 0/1 (D9)

semiskilled

Job unskilled/ Referencegroup 0/1

operative Operative assembly or other occupations (D9)

Ethos 053 049 Strongly agree or agree with statement.

Managers here are understanding about employees having tomeet famly
responsibilities. 0/1 (B5b)
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Consulted 1133 386 Composite scale (1 to 20) constructed from 5 replies— 1, never to 4,
frequently): (B7)
How often asked by managers for views on workplace issues?
- Future plansfor the workplace
- Staffing issues, including redundancy
- Changesto work practices
- Pay issues
- Health and safety at work
Works mainly | 0.33 047 Type of work you personally do at thisworkplace is done only or mainly by
men men 0/1 (A7)
Works mainly | 0.34 0.48 Type of work you personally do at thisworkplace is done only or mainly by
women women 0/1 (A7)
Works Equal Reference group. Type of work you personally do at this workplace is done
gender mix equally by menandwomen 0/1 (A7)
Union 0.40 0.49 Isamember of atrade union or staff association 0/1 (C1)
member
Represented 0.10 031 representation at work — member of atrade union or staff association and
frequently in contact with worker representatives 0/1 (C3)
Parental 0.28 045 If you personally needed parental |eave would it be available at this workplace?
Leave 01 (B3
Job share 0.18 0.38 If you personally needed job share would it be available at thisworkplace? 0/1
(B3)
Working at of | 0.11 032 If you personally needed to work at or from home would it be available at this
from home workplace?0/1 (B3)
Hexitime 034 047 If you personally needed flexible working hours (flexitime) would it be
available at thisworkplace?0/1  (B3)
Child care 004 0.19 If you personally needed aworkplace nursery or help with the cost of childcare
would it be available at thisworkplace?0/1  (B3)
Emergency 064 048 If you needed to take a day off work at short notice for example, to look after a
sick family member, how would you usually doit? Use paid leave =1/0 (B4)
N 28215
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Table A2 Determinants of (logged) employee commitment —employee variables only

Explanatory All employees+ | All non- Private sector Private sector | Public sector Public sector
variables managerial All employees + | All non- All employees+ | All non-
employees + managerial managerial
employees + employees +
Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>Jt] | Coeff. P>|t] | Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>]|t| | Coeff. P>|t]
Age 0.009 0.00** | 0.009 0.00** | 0.009 0.00** | 0.008 0.00** | 0.011 0.00** 0.011 0.00**
Femde 0.008 0.05* | 0.014 0.01** | 0.009 0.11 0.014 0.04** | 0.010 0.11 0.015 0.11
Poor hedlth 0.007 0.24 0.006 0.41 -0.003 0.69 -0.002 0.86 0.024 0.02** 0.021 0.07*
Ethnic minority 0.035 0.00** | 0.034 0.00** | 0.043 0.00** | 0.035 0.00** | 0.023 0.05** | 0.031 0.04**
Snge 0.000 0.98 0.002 0.93 0.027 0.14 0.022 0.28 -0.046 0.05** |-0.035 0.22
Married/cohab 0.011 043 0.015 0.34 0.036 0.04** | 0.037 0.06* |-0.033 0.14 -0.026 0.34
Separated/divorced 0.005 0.75 0.010 0.56 0.028 0.14 0.028 0.18 -0.034 0.15 -0.024 0.40
Child aged 0-4 -0.001 0.76 -0.004 0.50 -0.001 0.88 -0.003 0.68 |[-0.002 0.74 -0.004 0.68
Child aged 5-10 0.001 0.87 0.003 0.51 0.005 0.29 0.007 0.22 -0.011 0.06* -0.013 0.11
Child aged 12-18 0.007 0.06 * | 0.008 0.11 0.003 0.57 -0.001 0.83 0.017 0.00** 0.024 0.00**
Degree -0.020 0.00** | -0.010 0.11 -0.022 0.00** | -0.012 0.13 |-0.007 0.34 -0.006 0.54
Training 0.024 0.00** | 0.023 0.00** | 0.025 0.00** | 0.023 0.00** | 0.019 0.00** 0.021 0.00**
Regular overtime -0.001 0.89 0.003 0.58 0.004 0.94 0.003 0.53 0.006 0.48 0.010 0.33
Part time hours -0.007 0.11 -0.006 0.24 -0.009 0.14 -0.011 0.08* |-0.001 0.89 0.010 0.26
Temp or fixed term -0.004 0.94 -0.002 0.79 -0.012 0.17 -0.013 0.22 0.014 0.10 0.014 0.23
Discretion -0.008 0.15** | -0.011 0.00** | -0.007 0.06* | -0.010 0.03** | -0.008 0.10 -0.015 0.02**
Job manager/prof 0.046 0.00** 0.072 0.00** 0.003 0.82
Job associate 0.030 0.00** | 0.022 0.00** | 0.044 0.00** | 0.038 0.00** | 0.010 0.35 0.008 0.52
professiond/technica
Job clerica/secretary 0.023 0.00** | 0.019 0.00** | 0.041 0.00** | 0.039 0.00** |-0.013 0.20 -0.008 0.45
Job craft/skilled 0.007 0.25 0.009 0.19 0.014 0.05* 0.014 0.06* | 0.001 0.94 0.000 0.99
Job semi-skilled 0.059 0.00** | 0.055 0.00** | 0.042 0.00** | 0.039 0.00** | 0.068 0.00** 0.065 0.00**




Explanatory All employees + | All non- Private sector Private sector | Public sector Public sector
variables managerial All employees + | All non- All employees+ | All non-
employees + managerial managerial
employees + employees +
Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>Jt|] | Coeff. P>|t] | Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>|t| | Coeff. P>]|t|
Job tenure 1-2 years 0.004 0.45 0.007 0.33 0.004 0.57 0.007 0.37 0.003 0.78 0.005 0.71
Job tenure 2-5 years -0.017 0.72 -0.003 0.58 -0.003 0.59 -0.004 0.55 -0.000 0.99 -0.002 0.87
Job tenure 5+ years 0.005 0.30 0.002 0.76 0.011 0.05* 0.008 0.24 -0.005 0.53 -0.010 0.35
Ethos 0.043 0.00** | 0.042 0.00** | 0.043 0.00** | 0.040 0.00** | 0.043 0.00** 0.045 0.00**
Consulted 0.002 0.00** | 0.002 0.00** | 0.001 0.01** | 0.001 0.04** | 0.002 0.01** 0.002 0.07 *
Works mainly men 0.004 0.31 0.006 0.27 -0.004 0.42 -0.001 0.94 0.015 0.04** 0.022 0.03**
Works mainly women | 0.008 0.06* | 0.006 0.24 0.007 0.17 0.009 0.14 0.002 0.65 -0.004 0.60
Union member -0.006 0.11 -0.004 0.43 -0.008 0.13 -0.009 0.15 -0.005 0.38 -0.005 0.47
Represented -0.009 0.07* |-0.011 0.07 -0.004 0.53 -0.007 0.32 -0.016 0.02** |-0.024 0.01**
Stressin job 0.002 0.63 -0.000 0.99 -0.001 0.84 -0.007 0.17 0.006 0.26 0.011 0.07*
Satisfied with pay 0.004 0.27 0.009 0.07* 0.005 0.27 0.009 0.14 -0.003 0.63 0.000 0.99
Disstisfied with pay -0.029 0.00** | -0.033 0.00** | -0.029 0.00** | -0.033 0.00** | -0.029 0.00** |-0.034 0.00**
Job satisfaction scae 0.112 0.00** | 0.120 0.00** | 0.111 0.00** | 0.119 0.00** | 0.112 0.00** 0.121  0.00**
Fedls securein job 0.034 0.00** | 0.039 0.00** | 0.031 0.00** | 0.032 0.00** | 0.038 0.00** 0.049 0.00**
Good manager scale 0.076 0.00** | 0.070 0.00** | 0.080 0.00** | 0.079 0.00** | 0.069 0.00** 0.052 0.00**
Job is hard work 0.042 0.00** | 0.040 0.00** | 0.041 0.00** | 0.038 0.00** | 0.043 0.00** 0.044 0.00**
Annua pay £k p.a 0.002 0.00** | 0.002 0.00** | 0.001 0.00** | 0.001 0.00** | 0.002 0.00** 0.002 0.00**
Congtant 2.137 0.00** | 2120 0.00** | 2.098 0.00** | 2.091 0.00** | 2.172 0.00** 2.139 0.00**
N 19940 14141 13046 9678 7387 4713
R squared 0.470 0.461 0.488 0.473 0.454 0.456

+ Samples. All employees with manager information on arange of structurd and human resource characteristics

*[** ggnificant at 90/95 % confidence levels respectively
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Table A2 continued Deter minants of (logged) employee commitment — employer variables only.

Explanatory All employees Non-managerial Private sector Private sector Public sector Public sector

variables With employer employees With employer Non-managerial With employer Non-manager iz
variables only Employer+ variables only employees variables only employees

employeevars Employer+ Employer+
employeevars employeevars

Coeff. P>t Coeff. P>lt] Coeff. P>t Coeff. P>t | Coeff. P>|t| Coeff. P>t

Estab 25-49 -0.015  0.04** 0.002 0.80 -0.026  0.00** -0.006 0.51 -0.004 (0.75) 0.000 (0.98)

Estab 50-99 -0.018 0.02** 0.012 0.13 -0.016 0.08* 0.005 0.62 -0.029 (0.03)** | 0.016 (0.30)

Estab 100-199 -0.022  0.00** 0.015 0.07* -0.015 0.12 0.018 0.06* -0.033 (0.01)** | 0.001 (0.97)

Estab 200-499 -0.015 0.06* 0.015 0.09* -0.014 0.15 0.020 0.05* -0.025 (0.08)* -0.003 (0.87)

Estab 500+ -0.007 0.46 0.029 0.00** 0011 0.35 0.048 0.00** -0.049 (0.00)** |-0.013 (0.43)

Orgsize 500+ -0.018  0.00** -0.019 0.00** -0.014 0.07* -0.024  0.00**

Org 2k-9999 -0.016  0.00** -0.012 0.04** -0.026  0.00** -0.019 0.01**

Org 10k-49999 -0.030  0.00** -0.020  0.00** -0.042  0.00** -0.019 0.03**

Org 50k+ -0.028  0.00** -0.028  0.00** -0.028  0.01** -0.020  0.04**

Manufacturing -0.055 0.00** -0.016 0.13 -0.040 0.00** 0.004 0.77

Energy/utilites -0.009 045 -0.009 0.49 -0.001 0.95 0.009 0.57

Condiruction -0.030 0.01** -0.029 0.02** 0.019 0.20 0.005 0.77

Wholefretall -0.018 0.08* -0.004 0.73 -0.002 0.84 0.017 0.20

Hotdl & Catering -0.000 0.97 -0.003 0.82 0.015 0.30 0019 0.21

Transport -0.067  0.00** -0.002 0.84 -0.053 0.00** 0.008 0.56

Financid services -0.023 0.05* -0.033  0.01** -0.013  0.39 -0.035 0.02**

Business services -0.008 0.45 -0.009 045 0.018 0.17 0.004 0.77

Public authorities -0.031  0.00** -0.023  0.03** 0.014 (0.09) * -0.010 (0.31)

Education 0.062 0.00** 0.022 0.06* 0.082 0.00** 0.040 0.04** 0.099 (0.00)** 0.023 (0.05)

Hedth 0.019 0.05** 0.003 0.76 0.043 0.00** 0.022 0.16 0.047 (0.00)** 0.015 (0.20)

Foreign 0.007 0.25 -0.007 0.27 0.004 0.56 -0.010 0.15

32



Explanatory All employees Non-managerial Private sector Private sector Public sector Public sector

variables With employer employees With employer Non-managerial With employer Non-manager i
variables only Employer+ variables only employees variables only employees

employeevars Employer+ Employer+
employeevars employeevars

Coeff. P> |t| Coeff. P>l Coeff.  P>|{] Coeff. P>t | Coeff. P>|t] Coeff. P>t

Owner -0.008 0.25 -0.004 0.52 -0.006 040 -0.001 0.89

Multinationa 0.001 0.86 0.002 0.64 -0.005 0.35 0.002 0.68

Recognised union -0.029 0.00 -0.000 0.93 -0.036  0.00** -0.011 0.08* 0.005 (0.70) 0.019 (0.20)

Loca market 0.005 0.39 0.001 0.86 0.008 0.19 0.005 0.46

Internat markt 0.013 0.05** 0.011 0.09* 0013 0.06* 0.013 0.07*

NoCompetitor 0.003 0.70 0.010 0.18 -0.009 041 0.001 0.95

Few Competitor -0.007 0.4 0.002 0.74 -0.010 0.07* 0.004 041

Competitors 0.015 0.02** 0.005 0.39 0.016 0.04** 0.010 0.18

missng

Lab costs50-75% | -0.002  0.73 -0.004 0.46 -0.003 0.59 -0.005 043

Lab costs 75%+ 0011 0.06* -0011 0.07* 0012 0.14 -0.020 0.02**

Labour costs -0.005 044 -0.008 0.26 0.002 0.77 -0.006 0.44

missing

Workplace 0.001 0.23 0001 031 0.005 0.00** 0.002 0.04**

changes

Above average 0.021 0.00** 0.008 0.03** 0.027  0.00** 0.009 0.05*

finencid

perform

Recruitment -0.001 0.75 -0.001 0.78 -0.014  0.00** -0.006 0.21 0.017 (0.00)** 0.014 (0.04)

difficulties

Temporary -0.009 0.07* -0.006 0.25 -0.015 0.02** -0.014 0.03** -0.000 (0.98) 0.012 (0.01¢

workers 25%+

Family-friendly -0.008 0.06* -0.000 0.93 -0.009 0.12 0.003 0.60

ethos




Explanatory All employees Non-managerial Private sector Private sector Public sector Public sector

variables With employer employees With employer Non-managerial With employer Non-manager i
variables only Employer+ variables only employees variables only employees

employeevars Employer+ Employer+
employeevars employeevars

Coeff. P> |t Coeff.  P>t] Coeff.  P>|{] Coeff. P>t | Coeff. P>|t] Coeff. P>t

Investor in People -0.001 0.85 -0.008 0.04 ** 0.001 0.79 -0.004 0.39 -0.004 (0.52) -0.011 (0.09)

Performance- 0.004 0.39 0.004 041 0011 0.07* 0.010 0.08* -0.029 (0.00)** |-0.020 (0.03)

related pay

Consultson FFand | -0.009 0.03** |-0.001 0.76 -0.009 0.08* -0.007 0.20 0.001 (0.93) 0.011 (0.19)

EO

Equal Opps 0.005 0.46 0.006 0.36 0.003 0.64 0.003 0.64 -0.066 (0.00)** |-0.044 (0.06)

medium

Equa Opps high 0.004 0.56 0.008 0.22 0012 0.09* 0.005 045 -0.073 (0.00)** |-0.044 (0.06)

Recent bad -0.032  0.00** -0.008 0.10 -0.023  0.00** 0.003 0.58 -0.039 (0.00)** |-0.020 (0.00)

indudtrid relations

High commitment 0.013 0.00** 0.005 0.4 0.018 0.00** 0.009 0.01** -0.006 (0.23) -0.010 (0.06)

management

Employee 0.002 0.00** 0.001 0.39 0.004  0.00** 0.001 0.20 0.001 (0.75) -0.002 (0.09)

involvement

Congtant 2.348  0.00** 2119 0.00** 2.307  0.00** 2091 ** 2401 (0.00)** 2.218 (0.00)

N 24716 14141 16172 9678 8566 4477

R squared 0.035 0.461 0.039 0.474 0.041 0.458

+ Samples. All employees with manager information on arange of structural and human resource characterigtics

* [** qonificant at 90/95 % confidence levels respectively






Notes

! The dependent variable measures of Guest e d (2000) are not entirdy clear. The
andyds seems to have concentrated on organisation explanaiory vaiables and has in
consequence relatively low R squared vaues. There results are as follows Significant
increased effects on worker commitment in the public sector came from: being in the
hedth or education sectors and having higher employee involvement. Significant reduced
effects on worker commitment in the public sector were associated with being in the
community sector, having higher trade union dendty and a certain type of HR drategy.
Significant increased effects on worker commitment in the private sector were associated
with a longer time in the location, HR practices, HR drategy, increased consultation and
a conaultative climate. Significant reduced effects on worker commitment in the private
sector were asociated with being in larger organizations, larger establishments, part of a
larger organisation, in the congtruction industry, and having higher trade union dengty.

2 The survey dso contained a pand dement link to the earlier WIRS surveys of 1980,
1984 and 1990 but thisis not used in the analyses described in this Report.

* Interpreting the coefficient from a log liner scde as a percentage is not drictly
accurate. However, it is approximately correct for these smal coefficient values.

* The interaction term between being satisfied with ones pay and annud pay was not
ggnificant; nor did it affect the sze or gSgnificance of the two component varigble
coefficients. The interaction term between pay dissatifaction and annud pay was
ggnificant and pogdtive, but again it did not afect the Sze or ggnificance of the two
component variable coefficients. The interaction term between having a degree and being
disstidfied with on€s pay was dso dgnificant and podtive but did not affect the two
component variable coefficients.

> Guedt et d (2000) found that the negative effects of trade union density (a different

measure from the one we used) were common to both public and private sectors.



