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ABSTRACT

Employees accessto family-friendly policies and practices:
Analysis of the 1998 Wor kplace Employee Relations Survey

Shirley Dex and Colin Smith

This paper uses data from the employee and manager questionnaires in the Workplace
Employee Rdations Survey (WERS) to examine which employees perceived
themsdves to have access to any of 6 family-friendly working arrangements in 1998.
Logisic modds were estimated of whether or not any of the 28 thousand employees
in these 2191 edablishments had access to parenta leave, job share, working from
home, flexitime, nursery or hep with child care, or emergency leave. Employee
characterigics were avalable in the data for use as explanatory variables, dong sde
characterigtics of their employer. Employee job characteristics were often the most
important in explaining access to provisons. However, srong workplace predictors
were dso found in the Sze of esablishments thelr industry sector and eements of
human resources strategies and policies.



1. Introduction

There has been growing interest in family-friendly working arangements, often
referred to as workife badance policies. There is interes in which employers offer
such arangements to their employees, but dso in which employess are entitled to
access these provisons, the latter being the focus on this paper. The origind
motivation for employers to creste more flexible working arangements and offer
vaious kinds of leave came from their desre to recruit and retain women employees.
While this fird motivation was linked to women, there has been a recognition that
men as fathers and other workers have intereds in, and can benefit from, flexible
working arrangements, for a variety of persond and caring reasons. Legidation adso
supported women's rights  through datutory maternity leave and now has been
extended to both paents through datutory parentd leave. Surveys have been
documenting the extent of such arrangements in Britain, as well as in other countries,
and in profiling the employees covered. There have not been any multivariate
andyses of the employees data to examine which employee chaacterisics ae
primary in determining employees access to such bendfits. In this paper, we s&t out to
examine a newly avalable data source providing information aout employess
perceptions of their access to a range of family-friendly working arangements. We
were gble to congruct multivariate modds of the determinants of employee access to
these flexible working arangements usng the British Workplace Employee Reations
Survey datafrom 1997/98.

However, it is one thing for employess to sy their employer dlows paticular
working arrangements. It does not mean that employees are necessarily correct in
ther perceptions. This potentid mismatch of employers policies and practices and
what employees undersand as entittements is potentidly a problem. We do not
condder dl of the issues rdaed to whether employees have a correct understanding
of ther employers policies in this pgper. We focus in the fird ingance on identifying
and explaning which employees think they have access to thee types of
arrangements.

In the next section (2) we condder information gained about this topic from survey
data that preceded the WERS data. Section 3 outlines the approach we teke to the
modeling and some of our hypotheses. More detalls aout the WERS daa are
described in Section 4 followed by our results in Section 5. Our condusons ae
presented in Section 6.

2. Earlier literature

A lage-xcde employer survey in 1996, (Forth e d, 1997; Cdlendar e d, 1997),
found that part-time work was a non-sandard working practice, available to 2 out of 3
mothers and used by 2 out of 5, with 36 per cent moving from full-time to part-time
work when returning to ther jobs after childbirth. One quarter of the returning
mothers aso reported that flexitime was available to them and one fifth of them had
made use of it snce the birth of their children. By contrast, only 12 per cent of fathers
hed used this provison.



Entittement to work flexible hours was avalable to two thirds of mothers in the
public sector as againg one hdf in the private sector and this was unrelated to the sze
of the organization. Smdl private employers, with informa ways of working, were
sometimes able to respond very postivdy to the need for flexibility (Forth & 4d,
1997).

The same survey noted that the convenience of working from home was available to
just over one tenth of the mothers with 8 per cent reporting that they had worked from
home a some time since their child was born. The proportion of fathers who had used
this arrangement was about the same as for mothers. Large private establishments
were more generous in dlowing working from home than the public sector. This
privilege was avalable to 48 per cent of managers but only 4 per cent of women in
protective and persond services. Smilarly, men in higher grades were fa more likey
to be ale to work & home than ordinary operdives or men working in persond and
protective services. Fedead e d’'s (2000) andyss of homeworking in the Labour
Force Survey found that homeworkers were more likely to be low pad, especidly if
women, femde, epecidly if non-manud, and women with children. They were less
likely to be ethnic minorities except if they were women when they were more likely
to be homeworkers.

Job sharing, which usudly involves qolitting a full-time job between two people, was
available to only one quarter of mothers and used by less than onein ten (Forth et d).

There have been some recent multivariate andyses of an EU source of employees
with one child in the household as reported in Evans (2001).' Evans concluded that
the findings corresponded to those found in Audrdia and the UK; namdy that public
sector firms, or those with egud opportunities policies had the most advantages,
permanent and long tenure employees were more likdy to report family leave
benefits, as were professona workers (except for sck leave). Craft, dementary, plant
and machine workers dl repoted having access to rdatively few family-friendy
arangements. Until the availability of the WERS data there were hardly any British
multivariste dudies to explan which employees had flexible working arangements
because of the lack of suitable data

Andyss of the number of employees being offered family-friendly options frequently
gives an exaggerated impresson dbout the digribution of benefits and in addition
there is a wide divergence between entittement and use as shown in various nationa
statistics. (Office of Nationd Statistics and EOC, 1998).2 WERS found that in 25 per
cent of 1998 edablishments with some family-friendly practices, no employees had
taken them up (Cully et d, 1999).

The discrepancy between use and avalability was, in some ingances, due to better
working conditions being offered to a privileged section of the workforce, in higher
grades or sdected depatments (Thomson, 1996). A micro sudy of one company in
the UK showed that managers were not even-handed in granting additiond family or
maternity leave or pay to ther employees. They tended to regard family-friendly
practices not as necessary supports but as discretionary benefits (Lewis and Taylor,
1996).



The use and avalability discrepancy is confirmed by Forth e d (1997). They found
that while between a quater and a third of new mothers who were professona
workers were entitted to a broad range of family-friendly arangements, this gpplied
only to 8 or 9 per cent of those involved in sdes and sSmilar occupations.

Since the WERS data were collected the British government has seen fit to carry out
another survey to provide datisicd data on the extent of employees access to
flexible and work-life baance practices and policies in British organizations in 2000.
A comparison of the extent of the various practices from recent sources, where they
overlgp, is provided in Table 1. It is only the WERS data that are the subject of the
andyses contained in this paper.

Table 1. Prevalence of flexible working paternsamong British and UK
employees by source and date.
Per cents of employeesin sample

WERSsurvey | LFS LFS DfEE Work-life
of employees, | 1998 Spring 2000 balance baseline
1998 ++ Felstead et al, | UK survey 2000 **
2000

Part time 25% 25%

Hexitime 3A4% 10% 24%

Term time only %% 12%

Job share 18% 1% 2%

Working from 11% Approx. *

or & home 2%

Parentd leave 28%

Annudised %0

hours

Compressed 6%

working week

LFS — Quarterly Labour Force Survey

* LFS has three questions covering the amounts of work at or from home. If
aggregated they give the dosest comparable definition to the less well defined
questions in the other surveys.

** Employees in workplaces with 5+ employees.

++ Employeesin workplaces with 10+ employees.

Note. Thefiguresin our data sat are those quoted in government publications.

3. Approach

We ae interested to examine the determinants of whether an employee is offered
access to paticula types of working arangements in 1998, The most obvious
framework for modding this availability is as a dichotomous choice where access to a
paticular working arrangement takes the value one, and the lack of this arrangement
the vdue zero. Logidic regresson is used to examine these obsarved dependent
variables that are treated as separate and independent entitlements.




The probability that employee i will have access to a particular working arrangement
is

Pp=F(Z)= 1/ (1+e™)

and

Z = a+RX; )
Where

X isavector of the characteristics of the employeei;
aisaconstant; and
[3 are the parameters associated with employer characteristics Xi.

Each type of working arrangement was modeled separately, but using the same set of
independent varidbles.

In practice we are faced with response data from employees that may contain errors.
Employees may not have accurate knowledge about ther employers policies.
Employers may not have put any effort into communicaing that flexible working
arangements are available. In considering whether employees perceive themsdves as
having access to certain working arangements, therefore, we need to consder the
factors that might lead them to know (or not) about their employers policies, as well
as employer characteristics that might lead them to be more accurady aware of ther
employers  provisons. Along dde the vector of employee characteridtics, therefore,
we need to congder avector Wijj of characterigtics of the workplace .

Zi = a+BRX; + ?Wij (2)

Charecteridics that may be rdevant to condder as pat of the X; employee
characterigtics and the Wij workplace characteristics are described below. Howewver, a
full consderation of the issues rased by conddering that employees can be mistaken
about their employers policies will be carried out in ancther paper.

Employees persona characteristics are ds0 likey to determine whether they have
access and whether they are correct in knowing they have access to certain employer
provisons. Those with young children, or other caring responghilities and women
more than men, are the groups who have been the focus of the development of these
policies It is likdy, therefore, tha more of these traditiond groups will be given
entittements than those who are a different points in the lifecycle. It is likdy adso tha
categories of workers who would traditionaly have benefited will dso be more aware
of the bendfits partly from sdf-interest. Where there are larger numbers of potentia
beneficiaries then this too will ad the diffuson of information about the provisons.
Those with ill hedth may have grester awareness of flexible working arrangements
because of the necessity to use them. Ethnic minorities may be less wel informed as a
group if they are more margind to the workplace or have suffered discrimination.



Workers with higher education, longer job tenure, full-time hours and permanent
contracts would aso be expected to know more about their employers policies.
Smilaly, where employees fed their employer keeps them up-to-date and consults
them about working arangements, there is likdy to be greater awareness of the
provisons and possbly greaer employer response to employees requesting working
arrangements that suit their respongbilities.

One view of family-friendy provisons has been tha they ae additiond fringe
benefits to vauable employees, sometimes cdled the cherry picking argument. In this
case, from the employer's perspective, we would not necessarily expect tha flexible
working arangements would be avaladle to dl employees equdly. Employees with
more firm-specific training embodied in them, who were more difficult to replace
would be expected to be more likey to be offered such fringe benefits There may
wdl be differences in provisons offered both within esablishments as wdl as
between establishments because of the differences in their workforce.

The high commitment management theories (HCM) have argued that the HCM
goproach has the potentid to get grester commitment from employees as they fed
more involved in the production process and are encouraged to improve it. We might
expect that employers who adopted such agpproaches would be more likdy to
communicate effectively with their employees and offer them customised benefits to
meet ther caring and persond responghilities.  Certainly arguments of this kind have
been examined in the literature (Ogterman, 1995; Wood, 1999). Certainly we would
expect employers who saw themsdves as having a family-friendly ethos would be
expected to be more likdy to offer family-friendly working arangements to their
employess.

The WERS daa dlowed us to investigate some of these expectaions. We explored
the extent to which a range of employer and employee characteristics explaned
employees perceptions of ther entittements We focus in this paper on whether
employees percaved they had access to family-friendly working arangements
irrespective of whether their employer agreed they had such an entitlement.

4. The WERS data

The Workplace Employee Rdations Survey (WERS 98) data were collected as a
nationdly representative sample of British establishments from October 1997 to June
1998. The data condged of interviews with managers and workers in over 2191
workplaces and questionnaires from 28,323 employess from these same workplaces®
The response rate obtained was 80 per cent. The 1998 survey had a new sampling
base, as mmpared with earlier (WIRS) precursors of this survey. In the 1998 WERS,
edablishments with a minimum of 10 employees were sampled whereas earlier
urveys 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. Incorporating employees into the survey was dso a
new innovetion. The technicd detals of the survey are described in Airy e d (1999)
and an overview of the survey findingsis provided in Cully et d, (1999).

There were aso new additions to the content of the 1998 survey. As well as its past
coverage of the naure of collective representation and bargaining, it included new



guesions on equa opportunities polides family-friendly policies, performance
indicators, payment sysems and peformance gpprasd, recruitment and training,
qudity improvement schemes and the individudization of employment contracts.
This set of new questions in combination with others in the WERS survey provided a
vauable opportunity to examine the determinants of employees access to family-
friendly policies

Employees family-friendly questionsin WERS

Employess in each edtablishment were asked whether ther employer made family-
friendly provison avaladle to them; 6 provisons wee used in guedions to
employees and these overlgp with those asked of employers, except that employers
were asked about more provisons and redricted to non-manegerid employess only.
Thefamily -friendly arrangements coded on the employee questionnaires were:

Parentd |eave (non-gatutory since survey before the Statutory provision);
Job sharing;

Working at or from home during norma working hours,

Workplace or other nursery or help with child care;

Scheme for time off for emergencies, and

Hexi time.

At the time of this survey parenta leave was not wel defined since there were no
datutory arangements in Britain and it is eedly confused with maternity or paternity
leave, perhaps more so for empoyees than employers This should be born in mind in
examining these employee data

Compared with earlier data, WERS found that non-standard working had incressed, in
edablishments with more then 10 employees, but neither flexitime, job sharing,
parentd leave or childcare sarvices were dther widdy or universdly avalable The
WERS dudy provided information about the avalability of these arangements (Table
2.

Cully & d (1999) noted tha public sector employers were, on the whole, more
generous in dl aspects of family-friendly employment benefits, induding the
provison of childcare subsidies. In dl respects women beneficiaries outnumbered the
men. However, the sad fact remained that dmogt a hdf (46%) of al employees
received no such benefits At the time of the survey, while the vast mgority of
employees were dble to teke time off to look after a Sck child, most of them were
obliged to use up pad leave, to make up for time logt or to forfet pay for the time logt
during theillness.

WERS contains a vast aray of other information about the employees and ther
workplace that can used as explanatory vaiables in modd. More of thee ae
considered below.



Table 2. Access to flexible and family—friendly working
arrangements, by sector and gender.

Private Private Public Public
sector sector sector sector
Men Women Men Women All
% of % of % of % of employees
employees | employees| employees | employees | % of
employees
Flexitime 24 36 37 0 32
Job sharing 6 15 23 A 16
scheme
Parental leave | 21 30 ) 3 28
Workingat or | 10 6 13 9 9
from home
Workplace 2 3 6 9 4
nursery/child
care subsidy
None of these | 5/ 42 0 K7} 46

Base: All employees in workplaces with 25 or more employees.
Figures are weighted and based on responses from 25,491 employees.
Source. Cully et d (1999)

Explanatory variables

The WERS data provided a very wide range of other explanatory variables to use as
controls. The variables about employees are liged in Table 3. They cover persond
characteristics ard job-related characteristics of employees. A full lig of the variables
and ther definitions means and dandard devidions is provided in Appendix Teble
Al. At the outset of our andyds widespread bivariate correations were caculated in
order to se where potentid covariates were highly corrdated. Some important
vaiadbles were recoded to avoid problems of multi-collinearly. Others were dropped
asareault of thisexercise.

The employer characteridics entered as explanatory variables into the mode were
chosen from the rich array of WERS survey questions bearing in mind policy interests
as wdl as theoreticd suggestions and the findings of earlier sudies. These variables
were grouped under three heading;
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Table 3. List of explanatory variablesfrom employees data

Employees' personal characteristics
Age

Sex

Hedth

Ethnic group

Marita status (set of dummies)
Children and ages (st of dummies)
Educationd qudifications

Recent training experience

Employees’ job related characteristics

Hours of work and overtime

Type of contract

Occupetion (set of dummies)

Amount of discretion in job

Views about how good employer is a communication and response to workers
Job tenure (set of dummies)

Ethos of workplaces

Union member and representation (dummies)

Extent of sex segregation in workplace (set of dummies).

Structural variables, under which heading we included measures of dze, industry
sector, type of ownership, labour intendty, type of competition, nature of market and
financid performance.

Workforce profile, under which heading we included messures of the gender mix of
the workforce, the occupationd profile, recruitment problems or policies, the nature
of the jobs and contracts.

Human resources under which heading we induded messures of ethos payment
gysdems, use of oveatime HR skills high commitment management, employee
involvement, and equa opportunities.

Given the many debates in the literature about the importance of high commitment
management practices (HCM) we sought to have a measure of high commitment
management as an explanaory vaiable. There are many ways in which such a
measure could be condructed and differing views about what it should contain as
described in, for example, Husdid (1995) and Osterman (1995). The WERS survey
ingrument was developed to make 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 variable as one of our controls, given its
potentid importance. We took, therefore, a rdaively pragmaic gpproach of including
a broad range of the rdevant varidbles and running them through a factor andyss.
This procedure identified one factor with an eigenvaue grester than one. We used the
factor score from this variable as our HCM explanatory meesure. Detals of the
varigbles thisfactor represents are dso listed in the Appendix Table AL
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A sparate logisic regresson was edimated for each of the sx employee family-
friendy polides as dependent varidble. The employee characteristics were entered
fird separately from other varigdbles Workplace varigbles were entered later and the
two set of results compared. In addition, the estimations were run using the stepwise
procedure and the significant coefficients compared to those where dl varigbles were
entered Imultaneoudy. There was little, if any difference in the overdl concdusions
from these different approaches. We present only a selection of the results.

5. Results

Table 4 displays the significant results across the various provisons. *  There were

some vaiaion in the reslts by the type of working arangement being considered,
but many smilar findings across dl arrangements.

Employees’ perceptions

Personal characteristics

Being femade made it more likdy that employees would have access to parentd leave,
job share, emergency leave and nursary or childcare subsidies Women were less
likely to have access to flexitime and homeworking. The different results for different
types of working arrangements suggest that some of these arrangements were not part
of the family-friendy era of devdopment with its focus on women with children.
Those with young children, especidly pre-school children, were dso more likdy to
have access to most of these arrangements, homework included. However, again, this
finding did not goply to the flexitime working arangement. In the case of parentd
leave, parents of children a dl ages were more likdy to think they had access to the
provision than employees who did not have any children.

Employees in poor hedth were no more (or less) likdy to have access to these
arangements. The exception was flexitime where those with poor hedth were more
likdy, then those in good hedth, to have access to flexitime working.  Ethnic
minorities were less likdy to have access to parentd leave but this result stood out
from the rest, contrary to expectaion. The coefficients on being ethnic minority were
mainly negaive dthough only in the case of parentd leave did it reach the 95%
dgnificance levd. However, being an ethnic minority worker made it more likey that
access to flexitime was avaldble Hexitime is agan didinctive from the other
provisonsin this respect.

Access to three of the providons, paentd leave, job share and childcare, declined
with the employegs age, probably because of older workers having passed the
relevant lifecycle stage when these provisons were rdevant. Only in the case of
homeworking did access increase with age. We suspect this is a result of seniority and
the results on job duration partly support this. In the cases of parentd leave, job share,
and emergency leave and, to a lesser extent, childcare and homework, the likeihood
of access to the working arangements dl increased as job tenure increased. These
relaionships may dso be rdaed to internd organisaion rules dlowing employees
access to catan provisons, as fringe bendfits after a certan period of tenure, or
when trus has been edablished between employer and employee. However, the
likelihood of working flexitime decreased as job tenure incressed.
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Employees with a degree were more likely to have access to parentd leave, job share,
homework and childcare, but they were less likely to have access to emergency leave.
This may be because higher qudified workers are more likely to have control over
their working hours and be able to take time off for emergencies in a flexible way,
without the provison of a gpecific employer scheme The ggnificant podtive
coefficients on the amounts of discretion employees had, as wel as results on the
highet occupationd categories professond/manegerid  and associae  professond,
supports this view. Workers with a grester amount of discretion and those in the top
two occupation groups were dl more likdy to be offered parentd leave, job share,
flexitime, homework and child care but were less likdy to be offered emergency
leave.

Job-related characteristics

There was some evidence for the cherry picking view. Workers in the top occupations
and those with more discretion or having received recent training were often more
likdy than workers in craft skills, semi-skilled or unskilled job categories to have
access to these flexible working arangements. However, clericd and secretarid
workers, in the cases of paentd leave, job shae and flexitime, had the highest
likeihood of access to these working arangements. This is probably relaied to the
predominance of women in dericd and secretarid jobs and is  evidence of the
traditiond femde dlient groups il being the main beneficiaries of these provisons.

As we expected, those working part-time hours were less likdy to have access to this
st of flexible working arangements. This may be patly through the lack of
awareness of employers provisons that working fewer hours implies. However, it is
adso likdy to be because many pat timers will have dready obtaned the type of
flexibility they wanted in working part time and be less interesed in other types of
arangement in consequence. Employees on temporary contracts were less likdy to
have access to parentd leave, and emergency leave, as we expected, but they were
more likely to have access to childcare. These results were unexpected and it may
indicate that sectors that meke more use of temporay daff are those more likdy to
offer some sort of childcare provison. The NHS would be one example where this
relationship would goply.

Employees working regular overtime were less likdy to have access to parenta leave,
job share, flexitime, homeworking and childcare. However, regular overtime was
asociated with a grester likdihood of employers having emergency leave.  These
results are not surprisng. If employees work regular overtime, this rather precludes
flextime, job share and probably homeworking. In addition, regular overtime may be
capturing certain types of men's jobs Working in a mainly mae workplace made it
less likely that employees would perceive they had access to parenta leave, job share,
flexitime or child cae This is in pat, an additiond reflection of being a mde
employee, snce it must be manly men who ae employed in such workplaces.
However, it was not the case that working in a manly women's workplace was
associated with a greater likdlihood of access to any of these working arrangements.
Such an environment made it less likely that homeworking or flexitime arrangements
would be avalable dthough emergency leave was more likdy in a femde gender-
segregated  environment.  This is probably because wholly women's workplaces are
more often charecterised by large amounts of part-time or low-waged jobs, and these

13



often fal to offer ther employees fringe bendfits or flexible working arangements
(other than part-time work).

Where the employee conddered their employer to have crested a family-friendy
ethos and to have been conaulted, there were higher likelihoods of having access to dl
provisons except emergency leave. In such environments, it may be that employers
and employees were content for informa leave for emergencies to operate. Union
membership for the employee was associated with a higher likedlihood of access to
four of the provisons working a home and flexitime were the two exceptions
However, being represented in the workplace or being a representative only added an
additiond increesed likelihood of access in the case of parentd leave and job share.
Unions have probably paticipated in negotiaing entittements to some of these
provisons, and would probably dso have improved the internd communications
about the provisons avalable.

As wel as these more systematic reaionships between employee characteristics and
flexible working arrangements, we can see evidence of the congraints of certan jobs
and working environments appearing through these results. Homeworking is perhgps
the mogt obvious case where job condrants ae probably influencing the results
Access to homeworking was progressively less likdy as the ill of the job decressed.
It is likely that lower skilled jobs need to be done in Stu a the workplace to a greater
extent than higher skilled jobs as illusrated in Figure 1. However, as the predicted
probabilities in Figure 2 illudrate, femde part times in a mainly femae workforce and
alow skilled workforce are unlikely to have any access to homewaorking.

Figure 1. Predicted probabilities of having access to working at or from home
during normal working hours

0.5
04
0.3 :
0.2 O Seriesl
0.1
O | | |
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Base characteristics are as follows: Female, in 30s married or cohabiting with a child aged 510,
working full time with a degree, has training, professional/managerial job of 2-5 years, works with both
men and women, in business services and perceives employer to be family-friendly. Establishment is
200-499 employees, operating in a national market with many competitors, labour costs 75% of total
costs, workplace changes=2, 50% female workforce, HR specialists at establishment, medium Equal
Opportunities and %non-managerial workers=30%
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Those working in craft jobs were dso regulaly less likdy to have access to these
types of flexible working arrangements, but this is often in associaion with a whally
mae working environment. It might mean, therefore, that traditiond vaues and ther
associated working arangements were pat of the explanation. The higher likelihood
of dericd/secretarid  workers compared to other types of occupations working
flexitime has become a traditiond working arangement for such jobs dthough it is
undoubtedly founded on the fact that these sorts of support deff jobs can be organised
in this flexible way.

In summary we can see from the analysis of employee characteristics that access to
these various flexible working arrangements can be characterised as follows.

= Access to paentd leave and child care are heavily characterised by life cycle
factors of a predominantly femae workforce of employees.

= Access to job share is dso heavily characterised by life cyde factors but dso
by dericd and secretarid work.

= Homework is a type of arangement atached to certain types of men's jobs
and reliant on seniority as afringe benefit or perk.

= Emergency leave is related to a predominantly femae workforce at certain
points in the family life cyde but specificdly a the lower ends of the kill
and |abour market stetus hierarchies.

= Hexitime gands out from the other arrangements in being less influenced by
the pressure to accommodaie to family demands avalable to sngle people,
and more related to job characterisics of pat time, ovetime, temporay,
clericd/secretarid, gender mixed environments and having discretion but not
necessaily being highly qudified.

Employers data

Other modds included the workplace and employer chaacterigics as wdl as
employee chaacteridics as explanaory varidbles (Appendix Table A2). Some
uggestive condusions were embedded in a comparison of the log likdihood vaues
from the various modes. A better fit was obtaned for dl modds except the
nursery/child care modd by entering employee only vaiables in comparison with
entering employer only variables. The explanation of why employees had access to a
nursery therefore was predominantly one related to ther employer whereas the
explanations of why employees had access to other family-friendly policies was more
rdated to the employees persond and job reated charecteridtics, dbeit in varying
amounts. In the case of homeworking, the employers characteristics added reatively
little to the explanation. Homeworking was the flexible policy rdaed to employee
characteridtics to the gresiest degree. Job share and flexitime were to be explaned
roughly in equd proportions by employee and employer chaacteristics. Parental
leve and emergency leave were explaned more by employee than employer
characteristics, but not to the same extent as homeworking. However, these
conclusons should not be regarded as robust snce they ae based only on
comparisons of log likdihood vaues.
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Structural effects

Sze of edablisiment and Sze of organisation were important explanatory variables in
the case of employees access to parentd leave, job share, nursery/child care and
flexitime. The likdihood of access to thee provisons tended to increese with
edablishment and organisation Sze except in the case of the nursery/childcare
provison. Nursary and child care provison increesed with edtablishment dze but
decreased with organization size. Since there are heaw cods in sdting up nursery
provison, and it needs to be locd to be effective for employees, it is not surprising
that the weight of explanation is on the establishment size for access to nursery/child
cae provigon. It is not cdear why this provison should be negativey rdaed to
organisation sze indead of indgnificant. However, it may be rdaed to equity issues
in the organisation. As organisation Sze increases it may be less likdy that any one
(establishment) Ste would be offered this type of provison since the codts for a larger
organisation might prohibit it being offered to dl Stes.

Industry groups were reevant to these provisons and indudtries appear to have
favourite or cdudered types of provison. Manufecturing gppears less likdy to offer
job share and child care, but more likdy to offer emergency leave. This fits the
employee profile we described above of lower leve <ill jobs being more likdy to
have access to emergency leave. Condruction shated a smilar sort of profile to
manufacturing. The wholesdleretal sector was less likdy to offer job share
homework and child care, but more likdy to offer flexitime. This is condgtent with
the nature of addressng customer needs in this sector. A sSmilar type of profile
goplies to the hotd and catering industry except tha childcare provison was dso
more likely there. Financid services dlowed homeworking and flexitime but were not
likely providers of childcare. Busness sarvices were dso providers of homework and
flexitime with the addition of parentd leave. The public authorities sector was a more
likdy provider of dl except childcare. In the education sector only childcare was
more likdy to be provided and the other provisons were modly less likdy to be
offered. The hedth sector was more likdy to offer flexitime, childcare and
homeworking, but not parentd leave or job shae These results are conggent with
the known condrants of ddivering sarvices and products in thee indudries A
sdection of predicted probabilities by industry sector are displayed in Fgure 2. These
figures reinforce the fact tha homework is manly job reaed rather than being rdated
to industry or other structura festures of the workplace.

Working where there was a recognised union had a podtive effect on access to
parenta leave, job share, child care and flexitime,

16



Figure 2. Selected predicted probabilities of employees having access to the
working arrangements.
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Base characteristics are dfined as follows. Female in 30s, married or cohabiting with a child aged 5
10, works part time in a clerical job, for past 25 years. Works mainly with women and perceived
employer to be family-friendly. Establishment is 200-499 in wholesale or retail sector, with a loca
market, few competitors, labour costs 75% of total costs, 2 workplace changes, 50% female workforce,
high in part time, 80% non-managerial employees, recruits returners, high in temporary work, manager
perceives family-friendly ethos, HR specialist at establishment and medium Equal Opportunities.

Owner controlled were more likey than non-owner controlled workplaces to offer
employees access to parentad leave, job share and flexitime, but less likdy to offer
emergency leave. Employers focusng on locad markets tended to be associated with
lower likdihoods of provison in comparison with regiond markets, except in the case
of job shae Smilaly an employar whose busness was manly in internaiond
markets was less likely to offer any of the provisons except emergency leave. The
lack of competition was helpful to offering employees job share and emergency leave
but made it less likdy to offer childcare, flexitime, homework or parentd leave.
Labour cods had vaying effects, high labour intendty being associaed with an
increesed chance of job share but a reduced likdihood of many other working
arangements. In these latter cases, it may be the skilled nature of the work tha is

being captured.

Workforce profile effects

A higher proportion of femde employees made parentd leave, job share and flexitime
more likey dthough these effects were often dampened by a negetive effect of a high
percentage share of part timers in the femde workforce, an effect that was fairly
ubiquitous. A higher share of non-managerid workers and recruitment difficulties had
the same negative effect across most working arrangements. This suggests that rather
than <kill shortages encouraging employers to be more flexible, the pressures this
cegted made it less likdy tha innovaive solutions would be found. Case dudy

17



evidence supported this condusion in the case of some smdl and medium sSzed
enterprises (SMEs) (Dex and Scheibl, 2002 forthcoming). However, where femde
returners were specificaly being targeted for recruitment, there was a greater
likdihood of paentd leave, job share childcare and flexitime but not emergency
leave being offered. Also, where high proportions of temporary staff were in use there
were gregter likdihood of dl family-friendly arangements being avalable with the
exception of job share. This may mean that in Stuations where temporary saff have
been used to solve the recruitment problems family-friendly working arrangements
can be introduced. Alternativdly it may mean that family-friendly working
arangements are more likdy in sdtings where temporary Saff are integrad to the
work being carried out and are not a Srategy to ded with a crids in recruitment or
organisationd change. This diginction between different gpproaches to the use of
temporary workers was seen in a set of employer case studies (Dex et a, 2000).

HR policy effects

Human resources policies were rdated to the level of family—friendy provison in a
number of ways. A family-friendly ethos led to a higher likdihood of provison of
paenta leave, job share childcare and flexitime. Where employers offered other
fringe benefits they were more likdy to reduce the likdihood of provison,
presumably because of the other fringe benefits acted as subdtitutes for any spending
or costs asociated with  family-friendly provisons. Having the resources of an HR
goecidig on dte hdped in offering parentd leave, job share and childcare an HR
specidist a Head Office helped in the case of homeworking. Workplaces with equd
opportunities  policies, egpecidly where the implementation was high, were more
likely to offer a range of family-friendly arrangements, as were workplaces with a bad
indudrial  relations record. It may be that the indudrid rdations incidents had
encouraged  edtablishments  to  offer  family-friendly provisons to restore the
psychologicad contract in the way Bevan & d (1997) suggested. Alternaively,
indugrid rdations incidents may be more a feature of union activian tha has dso
been shown to be asxociaed with grester provison of family-friendly working
arangements. Employers who consulted with the workforce about equa opportunities
and other wefare issues were more likdy to give access to paentd leave and
emergency leave. This is interesting in that, a the time of the WERS survey (when
there were no dtatutory days of leave avalable for family reasons), research indicated
that women's top priority for things that would improve working conditions was days
of leave to cope with emergencies (Bryson et d, 1999). It is possible tha the process
of conaultation may have uncovered this desire in workplaces where it was effective.

Investor in People awards were associated with an incressed chance of employees
having access to parentd leave. This may be reflecting a confuson among employees
that we noted from the outset, and a falure to digtinguish, a the time of the WERS
survey (prior to Statutory parental leave), between maternity leave, paernity leave and
paentd leave. Maemity leave was covered by the Investor in People award.
Adopting high commitment management drategies was associated with an increased
likdihood of provison of childcare and flexitime. Management that consdered itsdf
to involve employees was dso associated with grester provison of flexitime. This
does not suggest a large role for high commitment management gpproaches in the
devdopment of family-friendly working arrangements except tha some of the strong
industry effects, and some of the other HR policies, may dso be reflecting differences
in HR approaches that overlap with high commitment management Srategies.
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6. Conclusions

The profiles of the employees who had access to vaious types of family-friendly
provisons meke a lot of intuitive sense. The main dimensons of explanation reveded
in these results were that employees  access to flexible provisons was determined by
amixture of:

= the(femae) gender of the worker;

= the child care responghilities,

= traditional values as reflected in gender working groups,

= thecondraints of thejob;

= the potentid for flexibility in the job without particular arangements being

needed;
= fringe benefits resting on seniority and trugt; and
= some chary picking.

The examination of the employers characteristics showed a certain amount of overlap
with the employee profiles The workforce gender profile, the process of consultation
and the role of the unions were common parts of the explanation. The type of
workplace offering flexitime and emergency leave differed from those offering other
types of family-friendly working arangements in ways that mirrored the employee
characterigics found to be important. But in addition, strong workplace predictors of
access were found in the sizes of establishments, the industry sector, and dements of
the human resources srategy and policies.
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Table 4. Likelihood of employees saying they had access to family-friendly policies
Explanatory variables Parental Parental Job share Job share Flexi time Flexi time
Leave Leave
Employee Employee + Employee Employee+ Employee Employee +
varsonly Employer vars Varsonly employer vars Varsonly employer vars
Age -0276 ** 0.280 ** -0.052 ** -0.065 ** 0.007 0.006
Femde 0302 ** 0.287 ** 0.259 ** 0.195 ** 0.031 -0.074 *
Poor hedlth 0.028 0.034 0.111 0099 0.166 ** 0.138 **
Ethnic minority -0170 ** 0.219 ** 0.048 -0064 0275 ** 0.193 **
Snge -0.062 -0.064 0.077 0090 0.136 ** 0.152 **
Married/cohab 0.064 0.074 0.115 * 0124 * 0.041 -0.036
Childaged 0-4 0366 ** 0.365 ** 0.133 ** 0153 ** 0012 0.011
Child aged 5-10 0146 ** 0.114 ** 0.059 0021 0030 0.017
Child aged 12-18 0134 ** 0.145 ** -0.121 ** -0078 0.085 ** -0.039
Degree 0297 ** 0.291 ** 0.372 ** 0.338 ** 0.028 0.046
Traning 0319 ** 0.215 ** 0427 ** 0.295 ** 0272 ** 0.152 **
Regular overtime -0109 ** 0.077 -0.327 ** -0.202 ** 0.166 ** -0.113 **
Part time hours -0219 ** 0.248 ** 0.322 ** 0.266 ** 0.337 ** 0402 **
Temp or fixed term -0146 ** -0.180 ** 0.140 * 0.064 0.061 0.110 *
Discretion 0072 ** 0.081 ** 0.098 ** 0.142 ** 0.247 ** 0.272 **
Job manager/prof 0172 ** 0.115 * 0.778 ** 0.610 ** 0.302 ** 0.245 **
Job associate 0245 ** 0.147 ** 0.780 ** 0578 ** 0.786 ** 0.642 **
professona/technica
Job clericd/secretary 0370 ** 0.223 ** 1475 ** 1231 ** 1.087 ** 0.894 **
Job craft/silled -0.184 ** 0.156 * -0.059 -0.066 -0.087 -0.034
Job semi-<killed 0231 ** 0.207 ** 0.445 ** 0317 ** 0.198 ** 0.157 **
Job tenure 1-2 years 0.092 0.097 0.072 0090 0.069 -0.080
Job tenure 2-5 years 0221 ** 0.195 ** 0.258 ** 0.206 ** 0.038 -0.046
Job tenure 5+ years 0254 ** 0.231 ** 0.241 ** 0202 ** 0.094 ** -0.125 **




Explanatory variables Parental Parental Job share Job share Flexi time Flexi time
Leave Leave
Employee Employee + Employee Employee + Employee Employee +
varsonly Employer vars Varsonly employer vars Varsonly employer vars
Ethos 0582 ** 0.611 ** 0.307 ** 0.336 ** 0463 ** 0486 **
Consaulted 0053 ** 0.054 ** 0.058 ** 0057 ** 0.047 ** 0.045 **
Works mainly men -0201 ** 0.158 ** -0.801 ** -0583 ** 0.265 ** -0.246
Works ma'nly women -0.056 0.014 0.161 ** 0074 0.189 ** -0.187 **
Union member 0462 ** 0.304 ** 0.741 ** 0479 ** 0.099 ** - 0.027
represented 0128 ** 0.136 ** 0.167 ** 0.153 ** 0.043 -0.056
Congant -1740 ** 2146 ** -4.115 ** -4527 ** 2119 ** -2.339 **
N 23%4 21819 23064 21819 23964 21819
Loglikelihood -13237.58 -11891.45 -9707.86 -8442.65 -14327.99 -12761.52

+ Samples All employees with manager information on arange of structura and human resource characteristics
*[x* ggnificant a 90/95 % corfidence levels respectively




Table 4 continued. Likelihood of employees saying they had access to family-friendly policies

Explanatory variables Homework Homework Emergency Emergency Nursery/childcare Nursery/childcare
Leave Leave Leave

Employee Employee + Employee Employee + Employee Employee +

varsonly Employer vars Varsonly employer vars Varsonly employer vars
Age 0083 ** 0.081 ** 0.004 0.008 0116 ** -0.151 **
Famde -0202 ** 0185 ** 0.048 0.102 ** 0329 ** 0.318 **
Poor hedth 0.041 0.077 0.059 0.050 0.079 0.027
Ethnic minority -0.078 0.179 -0.024 -0028 -0.097 -0.177
Snge -0.056 -0.081 0.007 0.006 0044 0.108
Married/cohab 0.025 -0.005 0.099 ** 0091 * -0.063 -0.032
Child@aj0-4 0141 ** 0.141 ** 0.147 ** 0133 ** 0564 ** 0.556 **
Childaged 5-10 0153 ** 0.147 ** 0.018 0.009 0.052 0.040
Child aged 11-18 0.060 0.107 * -0.058 -0015 0131 0191 *
Degree 0517 ** 0429 ** -0.152 ** -0095 ** 0.264 ** 0114
Traning 0271 ** 0.219 ** 0.028 0.014 0318 ** 0235 **
Regular overtime -0.797 ** 0.752 ** 0.274 ** 0259 ** 0350 ** -0177
Part time hours -0467 ** 0291 ** -0.358 ** -0.245 ** 0197 * -0.235 **
Tempor fixed term -0.008 -0.003 -0.158 ** -0.153 ** 0473 ** 0.364 **
Discretion 0509 ** 0517 ** -0.090 ** -0.100 ** 0229 ** 0.213 **
Job manager/prof 2643 ** 2468 ** -0545 ** -0475 ** 0.893 ** 0.721 **
Job associate 2326 ** 2048 ** -0.220 ** -0.197 ** 1198 ** 0.842 **
professona/technical
Job clericd/metafy 1812 ** 1511 ** -0.116 ** 0.344 ** 1009 ** 0.742 **
Job craft/skilled 1089 ** 1129 ** 0.334 ** -0.172 ** 0.19%6 0.186
Job semi-<killed 1422 ** 1492 ** -0.249 ** -0.172 ** 0284 0.387 **
Job tenure 1-2 years 0.005 0.003 0.103 ** 0.106 * 0.088 0.047
Job tenure 2-5 years 0.146 ** 0.194 ** 0.081 * 0088 * 0.116 -0.004




Explanatory variables Homework Homework Emergency Emergency Nursery/childcare Nursery/childcare
Leave Leae Leave

Employee Employee + Employee Employee + Employee Employee +

varsonly Employer vars Varsonly employer vars Varsonly employer vars
Job tenure 5+ years -0.041 -0.024 0.115 ** 0111 ** 0292 ** 0.278 **
Ethos 0352 ** 0.360 ** -0.041 -0018 0182 ** 0.243 **
Conaulted 0053 ** 0.065 ** -0.018 ** -0.019 ** 0.043 ** 0.045 **
Works ma'nly men 0131 ** 0.031 0.174 ** 0042 0515 ** -0.399 **
Works ma'nly women -0418 ** 0.286 ** 0.069 * 0.152 ** 0.041 -0.002
Union member -0286 ** 0.285 ** 0.099 ** 0.079 ** 0.343 ** 0.156 *
represented -0.018 0.014 -0.017 -0056 0.061 -0.071
Congant -5633 ** -5.409 0.846 ** 0.554 ** 4911 ** -4.733 **
N 23964 21819 24229 23064 21819
Loglikelihood -6905.28 -6036.63 -15228.06 -3765.03 -3200.38

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

*[x* ggnificant a 90/95 % confidence levels repectively
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Appendix Table Al. WERS Variable Definitions

Variable [ Mean SD | Definition and WERS sour ce variable
Employers’ Family-friendly practice variables

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

homework 0182 0.386 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of working at or from homein
normal working hours0/1 (ifamily1-8)

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

FT-PT 0.586 0.493 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees switching from full-time to part-time
employment 0/1 (ifamily18)

jobshare 0.389 0.488 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of job sharing schemes 0/1
(ifamily1-8)

nursery 0079 0.27 | Entitlement to non-managerial employees of workplace nursery or nursery
linked with workplace 0/1 (ifamily18)

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

Emergency 0402 049 | If employee has need to take time off at short notice, thereis special leave or
|eave without pay to cover this 0/1, (ifmoff)

Paternity 0648 0.478 | Employer haswritten policy giving male employees entitlement to specific

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

Paternity/ 0687 0.464 | Either has parental leave or paternity leave variables 0/1

parental

Number of 2857 1.972 | Number of family-friendly policies, up to 9.

policies
Structurd and performance variables

Estab 0-24 012 0.325 | Reference group. Establishment size 0-24 employees, (Zallemps)

Estab 2549 0181 0.385 | Establishment size 23-49 employees, 0/1 (Zallemps)

Estab 50-99 0179 0.384 | Establishment size 50-99 employees  0/1 (Zallemps)

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

Estab 200-499 0.208 0.406 | Establishment size® 200 employees and lessthan 499,  0/1 (Zallemps)

Estab 500plus 0.136 0.342 | Establishment size® 500 employees 0/1 (Zallemps)

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

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

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

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

49999

Org 50k+ 0144 0.351 | sizeof organisation 50000 + employees, 0/1 (Auktot)

Industry

categories:

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

Manufacture 0.136 0.343 ] 0/1 (asic)

Energy/ 0037 0.188| 0/1 (asic)

Utilities

Construction 0.051 022 0/1 (asic)

Wholesale/ 0.147 0.354| 0/1 (asic)

retail

Hotel 0058 0234| 0/1 (asic)

& catering

Transport 0.062 0.241] 0/1 (asic)
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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 0.317| 0/ (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 0559 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 0428 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 0126 0.332 | market for main product or serviceis primarily international  0/1 (kmarket)
international
No 0082 0.275 | Main competitors for main product (or service) are none 0/1 (Kcompet)
competitors
Few 0.246 0.431 | Main competitors for main product (or service) arefew 0/1 (Kcompet)
competitors
Many 0403 0.491 | 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 0.422 | 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 0217 0.412 | proportion of establishment sales revenue / operating costs accounted for by
75%+ wages, salaries and other labour costs like pensions and national insuranceis
75% or more, 0/1, (kprosal)
Labour costs 0092 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 0458 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)
Workplace 3813 2.209 | number of workplace changesintroduced by management in the past 5 years (0
changes to7) (Lmanchal —8) out of:
- changesi n payment systems
- introduction of new technology
- changesin working time arrangements
- changes in the organisation of work
- changesin work techniques or procedures
- introduction of initiatives to involve employees
- introduction of new product or service
Above 0493 0.5 | Manager assesses workplace' s financial performance asalot better or , better
average than average, 0/1 (kestperl)
financial
performance
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HR practice and workforce variables

Ethos 0186 0.389 | Manager thinksit isup toindividua employees to balance work/family
responsibilities; strongly agrees or agrees= 1/0 (aphras04)
1iP award 0.335 0.472 | workplace/organisation accredited as an Investor in People  0/1 (baward)
Performance 0.166 0.372 | performancerelated pay —0/1
related pay Has performance related pay and proportion of non-managerial employees at
workplace who received performancerelated pay in the past 12 months was at
least 20 percent
(ffacto01-12 and fpernon)
Other fringe 0.29 0.454 | other fringe benefits— 0/1
benefits Employeesin largest occupational group entitled to any of the following non
pay termsand conditions:
company car or allowances or
private health insurance
(fothtitl to fothtit6)
HR specialist 0377 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)
at HO
Consults on 0425 0.495 | Whether workplace consultation committee discusses welfare services and
FF and EO facilities (eg. child care) or equal opportunities, 0/1  (dwhich01 to dwhich12)
Timeto learn 0.269 0.444 | Reference group.
job -1 month Timeto learn job for new employee in largest occupational group to job aswell
as more experienced employee already working here, up to one month,
(cstuckin)
Timeto learn 05 05| Timeto learn job 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 0.421 | Timetolearnjob for new employee in 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 0.498 | any recruitment difficultiesacrossall 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)
Non manager 0.769 0.237 | non-managerial level staff as proportion of all 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 | Scale from 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
(aphrasl10)

We frequently ask employees at our workplace to help usin ways not specified
in their job (aphras01)
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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 (gactiO01-011)
or There has been a collective dispute with any group of workers over pay or
conditionsin the last 12 months (gdispute)
or Any unions in 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 (gpstyril-7)
or Unionsin workplace have balloted their membersto establish level of
support for industrial action in the last 12 months (gballot)

No Equal 0142 0.35| Reference group

Opps No equal opportunity policy — (ipolicy, iwhynot1-7)
Workplace (or organisation of which it isapart of) does not 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, ipracti1l-7)

Equal Opps 0514 0.5 | Workplace has aformal 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 applies to 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, ipracti1-7)

% female 0498 0.284 | Proportion of female to total employees in establishment

employees (zZfemfull+zfemprt/zallemps)

High femae 0376 0.485 | Percent of part timeinfemaeworkforce> %.

part time (Zfemprt/zZfemfull+zfemprt)

Discretion 0215 0.411 | To what extent do employeesin largest 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 hoursin excess of the normal
working week, whether paid or unpaid —
(use mid point of banded categories jovertim)

Temp workers 0187 0.39 | Proportion of all employees at this workplace working on fixed term contractsis

25%+ morethan 25%. 0/1 (jfiterm)
HR Practices - Factor Analysis variables
High Commitment Management Practices—first factor eigenvalue>1. Factor
score. Variablesincluded, dummy variables 0/1

teams 0743 0437 | 3 40% of employees (in largest occupational group) working in formally
designated teams

briefing 084 0.308 | System of briefing for any section or sections of the workforce

committee 0328 0.469 | At least one committee of managers and employers at workplace primarily
concerned with consultation rather than negotiation and committeeis 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 0482 0.5 | Management conducted aformal survey of employees’ views or opinions
during the past five years
Other ways in which management communicatesor consults with employees at
establishment:

othconsl 0.383 0.487 | Regular meetings with entire workforce present

othcons2 0.686 0.464 | Systematic use of management chain/cascading of information

othcons3 0.286 0.452 | Suggestion schemes
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othcons4 0636 0.481 | 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 1072 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 loyal to my organisation’
- ‘l amproud to tell people who | work for’
L ncommit 2.34 0.273 | natural log of 'employee commitment'
Stressin job 0444 0.497 | Strongly agrees or agrees with statement. 0/1
‘| never seem to have enough time to get my job done’ (A8b)
Satisfied with 0.358 0.479 | Very satisfied or satisfied with amount of pay received 0/1 (A10b)
pay
Dissatisfied 04 0.49 | Very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with amount of pay received, 0/1 (A10b)
with pay
Job 0 0827 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 ‘| feel my jobissecurein thisworkplace (A8c)
Good 0 0959 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 employees fairly’
Jobishard 0.773 0.419 | Strongly agreesor agreeswith 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 4.34 141 mid point categorical variable/10.
femde 0.51 0.49 gender dummy variable—1, femade 0, male
Poor health 005 023 Has along-standing health problem or disability which limits what work can do,
01 (D7)
Ethnic 005 021 Belongsto anon-white group on list of 8 (D8)
minority
Single 022 041 single 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
Child 04 014 034 respondent has any childrenaged Oto4years 0/1 (D3)
Child 511 019 039 respondent has any childrenaged 5to 11years 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
degreeor 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)
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Regular 016 036 Usually works more than 3 hours extra overtime per week and is normally paid.
overtime 0/1 (A4 and A5)
Part time 020 039 Usually works less than 30 hours per week (A3)
hours
Tempor fixed [ 0.07 0.26 Jobistemporary or fixed term, O/1 (A2)
term
Discretion 047 049 Has alot of influence over ‘How you do your work’ 0/1 (A9c)
Job Tenure Reference group. Yearsin total at thisworkplacelessthan1. 0/1 (A1)
Jobtenure1-2 | 0.12 033 Yearsintota at thisworkplace 1- lessthan 2. (A1)
years
Jobtenure2-5 [ 023 042 Yearsintota at thisworkplace 2- lessthan 5. (A1)
years
Jobtenure5+ | 048 049 Yearsin total 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 service employee  0/1 (D9)
craft/skilled
Job 015 035 Personal and protective serviceor Sdles 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 empl oyees having tomeet famly
responsibilities. 0/1 (B5b)
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 plans for the workplace
- Staffingissues, including redundancy
- Changesto work practices
- Pay issues
- Health and safety at work
Worksmainly | 0.33 047 Type of work you personally do at this workplace is done only or mainly by
men men  0/1 (A7)
Worksmainly | 0.34 048 Type of work you personally do at this workplace is done only or mainly by
women women 0/1 (A7)
Works Equal Reference group. Type of work you personally do at thisworkplace is done
gender mix equally by menandwomen 0/1 (A7)
Union 0.40 049 Isamember of atrade union or staff association 0/1 (C1)
member
Represented 0.10 031 representation at work — member of atrade union or staff associationand

frequently in contact with worker representatives  0/1 (C3)
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Parental 0.28 045 If you personally needed parental |eave would it be available at this workplace?
01 (B3

Job share 018 038 If you personally needed job share would it be available at this workplace? 0/1
(B3)

Working a 0.1 0.32 If you personally needed to work at or from home would it be available at this

of from workplace?0/1 (B3)

home

Hexitime 034 047 If you personally needed flexible working hours (flexitime) would it be
available at thisworkplace?0/1  (B3)

Child care 004 019 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 aday off work at short notice for example, to look after a
sick family member, how would you usually do it? Use paid leave =1/0 (B4)

N 28215
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Table A2. Likelihood of employeesthinking they have accessto family-friendly policies (Stepwiseresults) both employee can employer

characteristicsincluded

Explanatory Parental Job share Homework Emergency leave Nursery/ child care Flexitime
variables Leave

Coeff. P<|t| Coeff. P<]|t] Coeff. P<]|t] Coeff. P<]|t] Coeff. P<|t]| Coeff. P<|t]
Estab 25-49 -0130 0.01** 0.531 0.00** -0102 0.04**
Estab 50-9 0.241 0.07 *
Estab 100-199 0283 0.00**
Estab 200499 0094 0.04** 0.213 0.00 ** -0.086 0.17** 0.848 0.00** 0076 0.13
Estab 500+ 0104 006* 0.279 0.00** 1.296 0.00** 0195 0.00**
Orgsize 500+ 0.258 0.04**
Org 2k-9999 0120 0.01** 0.066 0.20 -0.052 0.17 0.484 0.00** 0.219 0.00**
Org 10k-49999 0132 0.02** 0.162 0.01** -0.106 0.02 ** 0.413 0.01** 0.271 0.00**
Org 50k+ 0212  0.00** -0.950 0.00** 0.239 0.00**
Manufacturing -0.649 0.00 ** 0.273 0.00** -1.459 0.00 **
Energy/utilites -0166  0.04** -0.343 0.00** 0.711 0.00** 0.863 0.00 ** 0539 0.00**
Construction -0139 0.12 0.271 0.00** 0.833 0.01**
Wholelretall -0.791 0.00** -0.154 0.17 -1.738 0.00** 0.206 0.00**
Hotel& Cat -0372  0.00** -0.302 0.02** -0.111 0.14 0463 0.02** 0.313 0.00**
Transport -0.405 0.00** 0.646 0.00** 0.112 0.11 -1.506 0.00**
Financidservs 0.499 0.00** -2.561 0.00** 0.388 0.00**
Business sarvs 0.187 0.00** -0308 0.00** 0.573 0.00 ** 0.109 0.06 * 0413 0.00**
Public 0326 0.00** 0329  0.00** 0.382 0.00** 0.249 0.00 ** 1259 0.00**
authorities
Education -0492  0.00** -0.282 0.01** -0.507 0.00** 0.320 0.03** -0931 000**
Health -0177 000** -0313  0.00** 0.177 0.09* 0.276 0.04** 0114 011
Foreign 0073 019 -0292  0.00** 0.187 0.02** 0.093 0.09* 0.367 0.01**
Owner 0126 0.05* 0183 0.06** -0.096 0.06* 0.245 0.18 0.209 0.00**
Multinational -0105 0.02* -0069 0.08* -0157 0.00**
Recognised 0238 0.00** 0430 0.00** 0.197 0.08* 0187 0.00 **
union
Locd market 0185  0.01** -0.162 0.01** -0.075 0.09* 0.215 0.05*
Internat markt -0137 018 -0.201 0.02** 0.151 0.01 ** -0143  001**




Explanatory Parental Job share Homework Emergency leave Nursery/ child care Flexitime
variables Leave

Coeff.  P<|t| Coeff. P<]|t] Coeff.  P<]|t] Coeff.  P<|t]| Coeff.  P<|t] Coeff.  P<|t]
NoCompetitor 0122 0.08* 0.121 0.04 ** 0.544 0.00 ** -0082 013
Few Competitor | -0064 0.10 -0.109 0.08* -0.405 0.00**
Competitors 0349  0.00** 0104 0.03** 0419 0.00 **
missing
Lab cogtsH0- -0055 015 0104 0.09* 0114 0.00 ** 0.327 0.00 **
5%
Lab costs 75%+ 0132  0.04** -0.158 0.01 ** 0.322 0.00 ** -0168  0.00**
Labour costs 0194  0.01** 0117 0.04 **
missing
Workplace -0.014 007* -0.017 0.14 -0.027 0.15 -0013  0.09*
changes
Above average -0.065 011 0.159 0.00 ** 0.106 0.16
finencid
perform
% femde 0.231 0.01** 0.928 0.00 ** 0.369 0.12 0.480 0.00 **
employees
High femde PT -0.142 0.01** -0.264 0.00 ** -0.072 0.06* 0.156 0.12 -0111 0.01 **
Share nor- -0112 0.17 -0.330 0.00** -0.731 0.00 ** 0.129 0.11 0.410 0.02 ** -0.646 0.00 **
man/prof
Recruit -0120 0.00 ** -0.064 0.12 -0.140 0.01 ** 0221 0.0L** -0.185 0.00 **
difficulties
Recruit returner 0.193 0.00 ** 0.258 0.00 ** -0.099 0.01** 0.582 0.00** 0.194 0.00**
femde
Timeto learn 0.167 0.00** 0.075 017 0.224 0.01** 0.143 0.18 0.168 0.00 **
1-6 mths
Timetolean 0.140 0.00 ** 0.118 0.05* 0.222 0.00 ** 0.335 0.00 ** 0.107 0.03**
6+mths
Discretion high
Temp workers 0.088 005* -0.078 0.18 0.119 0.04** 0.084 003 ** 0.304 0.00 ** 0.133 0.00 **
25%+
Family friendly 0.107 0.01** 0.197 0.00 ** 0.051 0.17 0.219 0.01 ** 0.079 0.05*

ethos




Explanatory Parental Job share Homework Emergency leave Nursery/ child care Flexitime
variables Leave

Coeff.  P<]|t] Coeff. P<]|t] Coeff.  P<|t] Coeff. P<]|t] Coeff.  P<|t] Coeff.  P<|t]
Investor in 0.067 0.06* -0.169 0.00 ** 0.116 016
People
Performance 0.116 0.01 ** 0.084 018
related pay
Other fringe -0.090 0.05** 0.263 0.00 ** 0.286 0.00 **
bendfits
% on regular -0.143 0.01** -0249  0.00** -0125 0.10 0.861 0.00** -0.264 0.00 **
overtime
HR specidista | 0.062 013 0240 0.00** -0121 002 ** 0.384 0.00 ** -0.082 0.04 **
establishment
HR specidistat | 0119 0.00 ** 0095  0.03** 0215 0.00 ** 0.406 0.00 **
HO
Consultson 0.069 0.06* 0.091 0.00**
EO/FF
Equa Opps 0.139 0.03** 0216  0.00**
medium
Equal Opps 0.173 0.01** 0.243 0.00 ** 0.219 0.03** 0.066 0.07*
high
Recent bad IR 0.089 0.03** 0178  0.00** 0.176 0.00 ** 0.124 0.00 ** 0.124 0.15
High Commit 0.213 0.00 ** 0.044 0.09*
meanagement
Employee 0.015 019 0.021 0.00**
involvement
Constant -2.177 -4232  0.00** -5.717 0.00 ** 0.639 0.00** -3.857 -2.326 0.00 **
N 21819 21819 21819 22059 21819 21819
Loglikelihood -11797.24 -8177.34 -5938.07 -13600.04 -2972.37 -12232.55

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

*f+* ggnificant at 90/95 % confidence levels respectively




Notes

! The EU data reported in Evans (2001) are from the Second European Survey of
Working Conditions and consst of logit modds for dck child leave, maternity leave,
paentd leave and child day care Unfortunately, the dgnificance leveds of the
coefficients are not reported. It is difficult, therefore to draw specific comparisons
with our data We can only summearise the main conclusions reported by Evans.

? Rdiable sources of information about the dissemination of family-friendly practices
ae scace and incomplete. The Labour Force Survey is the most long-standing
collection of naiond information on the use of nonsandard working time. The
Workplace Industrid Reations Survey (WIRS), (Casey et d, 1997) is confined to the
use of flexible working. The Maternity Rights Survey (Cdlender et d, 1997) provides
the basc population sample of mothers and fathers after childbirth in Forth et d
(1997). The Nationd Child Devdopment Sudy (NCDS) has limited informetion of
parentd working hours and therr impact on family responshilities (Ferri and Smith,
1996). In eddition, The Workplace Employee Reations Survey (WERS),(Cully et
d,1998) has some information on access to family-friendly arangements but not on
use, while the British Socid Attitudes Survey (BSAS), provides useful materia about
the gap between access and use (Thomson, 1996). Other surveys of employers, such
as Equa Opportunities Review (1995), Incomes Data Services (1995) and CBI (1998)
provide differing results from employees surveys.

3 The survey dso contained a pand eement link to the earlier WIRS surveys of 1980,

1984 and 1990 but thisis not used in the andyses described in this Report.

* Since 90 per cent of employeesin the survey said they had access to one or other

provison it was not thought useful to modd whether an employee had accessto ANY

of the lig of provisons, there being too little variation to explain.
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