DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 247 037 ' -, " PS 014 568 e U .
.  AUTHOR Dawson, Ann Gilman;. And Qthers "‘ .
) TITLE : An Experimental’ Study of the Effects of -
3 Employer-SPonsored Child Care Services on Selected
S . Employee Behaviors. - -~
" INSTITUTION CSR, Inc., Chicago, IL.; Foundatzon for Human Serézce
’ Studies, Inc,, Chicago, IL. )
SPONS™ AGENCY Office of Human Development Services (DHHS) , © ~
. - . " Washington, Dp.C’ - . -
PUB DATE 6 Aug 84 : o
GRANT . 90-cg-51/01 - . .
g NOTE . 127p.; For executive summary, see PS 014 569. . X
O -« . Produced by the Study of Employer Sponsored Child :
e ’ Care Services., -
PUB 'TYPE Reports Research/Technzcal (143)
EDRS PRICE HFOI/PCOG Plus Postage
DESCRIPTORS *Day Care Centers; Early Childhood Educatioh;

Employed Parents; *Employeé«Attitudes; '*Employer
Supported Day Care; Federal Government; Fringe o
Benefits; Hosp1t315° *Information Servzcesr Job Ly
Performance; *Labor Turnover; Morale; *Mothers; te 1
Public Relations; Questzonnazre5° Referral; Work |
Attitudes - ¢
1
{
|
I
]
|
1
|
I

IDENTIFIERS - *Absenteéism (Employee)" Corporatzons
~ " ABSTRACT - o ' .
N s~ . vDescribed in this report is a study conducted to
) determzne whether different kinds of employer—supported child" caL&
! services had differing effects on the users of. these services. Data
‘ were gathered on a-year's attendance and turnover rates for §91 .-
female employees who had usegd employér-provided child care. Subjects
were randomly selected from 39 Midwestern and Northeastern companies-

- and "hospifals offering ™o serg;ces, on-sité, or off-site child care,

Coor 1n£ormat1on qnd referral services/ - Resulks 1ndzcated +that
provision of on-site and off~site child@ care services KBy the employer
had a posztzve effect” on .users' turnover. rates; their morale; their
perceptions offtheir job performance; and their Hecisions to accept.

. and contznue employment to recommend their employer, and to work

» . overtime. Information and referral services did not have as posztlve .

-~ an effeét as provision of child tare. Othér issues discussed in the-" ¥ = |
report are the dgrowth of. corporate: child care services and thezr ‘
limitations, the extent to whith a‘sorporatzon s publzc 1mage is {

. enhanced by provzdzgg day care, and ‘the government's role in o,
o promoting-inférmation on cor@orate ‘day~care. Eleven appendices - Y

o includé selected employee comments,-employer addresses, and study |

- questzonnazres and forms (cB) - . . |

ey
® S - ot
S - f L. . . K

****t* *****.****************** 3T TTT YT ***‘Rt******** *************** kkkk %

« * , Réproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made .. %
* .

. - — from the original dogument. *
'***%*i****t****************x*******x****** ****************************




N -
.

b M"i’l”

-

T

A

-

- Study of Employer Sponsored Child Caré_ Se'rvic(es

-
b

79 W.'Monroe, Suite 812
Chicago, lllinois 60603

CENTER {ERICY |

Ths dotumett has been pdbouced &3

I ) ’ . R Lo - * . 312-235-3786 or 335-4347
M : . " \

o . L o . )

™~ . An Experimental Study of the Effects ) '
< of Employer-Sponsored Child Care_Services* -

o On Selected Employee Behaviors - L .~
o : g - NATIORAL INSTIFOTE OF COUEATON

L‘J‘ ! EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFQRMATION,

Written by: '

Ann Gilman Dawsdn
Cynthia Sirk Mikel

‘s

+ Cheryl S. Lorenz

r

tecaned Trom the person or otgmzawn
OpNATLNG 1t -

XMm:mmuwmmmwm
repraducton Guitity

& Poants of vatve OF OOFUOAS ST Y thrs SOty

mrtnt do Mt nectisinty reprigent offunat NTE

PONTG OF Dolcy

Joel King

-

for - . .

The Department of Health and Human Serv1ces
- Office of ‘Human Development Services .
" Under Grant No. 90-CJ-51/01
Project Officer: Ray Rackley, Ph.D.

. . - -

Rugust 6, 1984

-

. 'éEHM[SS'lON TO REPRODUCE THIS -
MATEFIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 6\'

Han G\\maﬁ N
‘\A\QSthchl e
’ ' Tac

70 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES: .
|NFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

- o -

1

ki

-
-

-t

.

4

Study Advisdr:

Irv:l.ng Lazar, Foundatlon for Human Service ‘Studies

Principal Investigator:

-Ann Gilman ‘Dawson, LCSR,

Study Manager:
Study Analysis Advisgr:

Cynthla sirk Mikel, CSR, Inc.

Richard Darlington,

Inc,

E KC ‘oundation for Human Service Studles, inc.

Foundat:t.bn -for Human Serv1ce Studies

El

2
~ Stﬁdy lunded by'a grantfrom the Departrnent of Hgallh and Human Semces

_CSR;incorporated -

FLE




- . , 4

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY & , T

I.  INTRODUCTION - $.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION - ' © .
Need for Child Care -
‘'Responding +to Increased Child Care Neels
- Corporate Involvemeﬁt in Chlld Care-

NEED FOR THIS STUDY N

II, STUDY DESIGN AND‘METHODOLOGY

SELECTION OF EMPLOYERS . |
. Characteristics of Participant Employers; -

’ - Characteristics of -Child Care 'Services
-~ Sponsored by Employer
. . i L] Ly
. SUBJECT SELECTION ’ ., .
’ _ Study Year - . ’

Selection of 'User Employees
Selection of Non-User Employees:
SefEctlon of ;Potential User Employess
T in Control Companies - .
oy lection ‘of- Non-User Employees in
“ :. ", \ Control Companies. ' °
KINDS OF DATA COLLECTED L
. ~ User Employee Data
T Employer»Data
-~ Absentéeism-pata . .
Termination Data - . R .

o STUDY PROCEDURES
Area‘§§§;dinators _
* ‘Recruyi nt of Participant COmpanIes

Do DPistribution” and Return of Questionnaires
’ Collectlon of Attendance Data

DATA ANALYSIS PLAN . : .
.Migsing Data d -
Descrlptlon of Independent Variable
Descriptionm.of Dependént Variables
Covarlates

. . * ! «

i1, FINDINGS ANp DISCUSSION .

DEMOGRAPHICS ON'USER EMPLOYEES '

ANALYSES = - - ; s T
3 Absenteelsm Analysis . g
Acceptance of. Employment AnalySIS..

' f OontInuance of Employment Ana1y515 o f B

Developmént of Questionnaire .

v
3]




R N N . * N et e o
“ ’ S v i 5 o R
. ~ :--z__. ““I =. - _'. ‘ & : Y
. ) T m ‘ - ‘i‘ e . “ o . ".:‘k‘_ l "::‘ ¢ N :‘A,‘ . * ‘ a-‘l
& - Recommendatlon of Employer Analysms - ﬁ44'¥h§ s ’3%
- . Availability to Work Overtime .Analysis - 46, -
. o Acceptance of Promotion Analysis. - -, Y. 46 T° :
Ca Effeet on Job ‘Berformance Analysis . . 47 . .
o . Discussion-of Analyses wi Other Dependent . N
‘&\ o Variables : . - 48 - A
! S " : . ) o gt
* ANALYSIS QF TERMINATION DATA ‘ 49. '}
N - DisCussign RS ‘ 807 f
: : SUPPLEMENTAL ANALY3ES . 4 - T |
Discussion - ’ . 52 . ;
i . EMPLOYEE 'COMMENTS __— : : 52 (™ |
2 Discussion - - 547
IV.. IMPLICATIONS AND SUMMATION ’ 56 . :
f -
STUDY IMPLICATIONS ' 56 -
Absenteeism 57 )
4 . # Recruitment . < 858, . "y
Turnover - 58 S
s _ Employee Morale and.Attltudes ' . 59
P Productivity - : . 59
* - ... . t - , .-
RELATED ' ISSUES . ' ' .'60// .
« The Impact of Informatlon and Referral . VA ’ ]
Services . ; -6l
ChHild Care leltations ‘ J T 62 T.
Public’ Image Issue IR . ., 63 %
. . ) f
_ SUMMATION Lo . 63 .
REFERENCES . = i ' -+ ' i )es .o .
APPENDIX A: SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION. ON CHILD CARE
B ' SERVICES SPONSORED BY EMPLOYERS L 68 .
APPENDIX B: STUDY MANWAL : ' o 73
APPENDIX C: STUDY QUESTIONNAIRES ~ ‘ 89"
APPENDIX D: INITIAL LETTER TO EMPLOYERS . 94 >
*  APPENDIX E: STUDY LETTER TO EMPLOYEES: . ' . 96
APPENDIX F: SAMPLE EMPLOYER LETTER TQ EMPLOYEES ) 98
. : : ’ .
APPENDIX G: EMPLOYEE CONSENT FORM - 100 :f
. B 1 . * L8 . \ .
APPENDIX H: ATTENDANCE DATA FORM = . - 102 _
. APPENDEX"J: ATTENDANCE DATA SUMMARY SHEET -~ . 104 SN
. APPENDIX K: SELECTED EMPLOYEE COMMENTS | 106 .
~APPENDIX L¢ ’ADDRESSES OF EMPLOYERS - , 116 = 7«
.. , . ) .
et . . . ' ¥
! i
* ' A‘ o .. "i ’ 0- . h%"'




This’ study would not have been possible without the par-
ticipation of many employers ,and their employees and a number
of other persons. We wish to thank all of these. organizations®
and individuals, those that participated anonymously and those,
wanting to be identified (as listed below). We are specifi-
cally grateful for the assistance of the FieI@\Coordinators

- who were responsible for gathering the data: Jean Kelly, fnn
. Kuhn, .Lynda Markut, Jules Marquart, Cheri- Sterman Millerp, .
Wendy Sanders,‘yeura Hoffman Scherz, and  Sharon, Sheehan. °
We also'want tdO thank ,the directors that alldwed us-to

field test our questionnaire at their emzéoyer—Supported child
care centers: Jane Grady at Laurance Armour Day School, 'Mark
Podolner at Lakeview Child Care ¥entetr and Muriel Tuteur at*
Amalgamated Child Day Care amd Health Center. And finally a
very special tnanks to our_ hardworking typlst, Angela Taylor
Tukes. .

. .
L]

The following is the 115t of employer/part;c;pants that
wished to be mentloned Addresses add contact persons for
each of them are 1ncluded in the flnal section of the report.

- w N . 4 "
L
»

Allstate Insurance Company . ‘Luther Hospital, Inc.

Bethesda Hospital, Inc. _~  The Lutheran Hospital of
Carlson Craft .- ' Fort Wayne, Imc. .
CIGNA Corporation . -Mt.. sinai Hospltal N .
-Empire Airlines Day Care . ° _«? NCR Engineering &-Manu-
Center : + facturing - Ithaca
Fairview HOSpltal - . ‘ "Nok¥thwestern Bell Tele-
- Family Hospital - - phone Company
lst Source Corporation . - Nyloncraft, Inc.
Globe-Weis/Division. of Pétersen Health Care of.
3 Shellgr-Globe Corporation Wisconsin, Inc. e,
" Inghgm Medical Center " Polaroid Corpératiah\‘ -
The Jewish Hospital of St. : Saint Mary's Health’
_ *Loulis at Washington . Center . _
University Medical Center -  Union Fidelity Life

Lake Forest Hospital Insurance Com

L * 1
, “::f ‘ ‘ P . : 5
P T ' ' ) -
' I SIS
’ ' Y

*




i

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The primary purpose of this study was to determlne whether
di fferent kinds of employer supported child care _services had

differing effects on the users’of those servrces. The exper1~
mehtal employers were 29 companies and hospitals in the morth-
eagtern and mldwestern states that had supported one of ‘three
kin s’ of child care service for their employeés. Fifteen of the
emp oyers were hosp1tals, nine were man facturlng cpmpanies and
flVe were non- manufacturlng companles. Of the ten control em-
plgy:r;%jfour were hosp1tals, two were manufacturlng companles :'
fo ’

were ndn- manufacturlng companies.

.
!

This was a retroactive study designed to'obtain one full

_year of attendance, turnover afid other data on selected employees

of each of the following four categories of employers:

On-Site Child Care {n=12): ‘While fegé eligibiligy require-.
ments and operating’ responslbllltles varied, all employers in

this category prov1dedfa child care -ceniter either in or within .
.on? block of the workslte building. ‘ .-

-  QOff-8ite Ch11d Care {n-9)
ported some klnd of off-site child care.

Employers in this category sup-

These included voucher ,
systems whichr pa1d part or all of the costs-of employee Yelected.’

serv1ces, vendor programs . with local of national day care pro-

vlders;@nd employer operated day care centers away' from the

workslte.

Information/Referral (I&R) Services (n"B)' Employers in

this. category either- operated an in-house 1&R service or gon-

tracted wlth an externally operated I&R serv1ce to prov1de this-

serv1ce fdr their employees. *

L IRY

No Serv1ce (n=10) : Employers in th1s category, the control

companies, had?never operated a Chlld care serv1ce of any(?;nd, "

METHODOLOGY,

L

—

' Two groups of employees were randomly selected -from each

In

the.experl- -

of the 39 emplOyers.partlc;patlngllg the study.
. ' 2 P .




‘were determineéd by dividing unscheduled days absent by days
‘'scheduled to work. _ C

'L - » . . . L R v
mental companles one of these was from emploxees who had used the
child care service (users: n=311) and the second  from among those

who had not (rion-users: n=320). In the control companies, one

_group was selected from those eligible to use a child caresser-

vice had it been provided (potentlal users: n=130), and a secon;j
group from those who would not have been eligible to use a chll

.

care service (non- users: n=130). . . 4

Data Collected R - . o .

=

Non-aggregated attendance data for one full year were col-

lecteéd from employer'?ersonnel files on each selected employee

in the experim nd control c0mpan1es. Using the Formula

of The Bureau of National Affairs (1983),'absenteeism rates

.
.

‘A self—admlnlstered questlonnalre was distxibuted to the

selected employees who had used the employers' child®care ser-

.V109 (n=311) to obtain information on demographics of the em-

.ployees, thelr famllles, thelr chlld care arrangements, thELI
length of employment, reasons for worklng, income and job sta-
Employees were also asked about the effects of the child
care’service on their acceptance of employment, plans to contlnue

tus.

this employment, opportunltles for promotion and overtime.
They were asked to rank the effect the'child care service had
on their job performance. One oOpen ended question was Y¥ncluded .

at th€ end o the 'questionnais:e. ’ ' t

Information on termination.of the users d; the child care
jéryice‘was obtained from all companies and hospitals providing
ithervon-site or off-site child care servites, An annual ’

turnover rate for female users 0f the service was calculated

- consistent with the procedures used by The Bureau of National

'Affalrs and compared with rates for alihemployees. com- ‘

pany turnover wrates were obtalnedkfrom seventeen employers who
e

Rrov;ded elther on-slte or off- slte Chlld care. L7

. e

Analysis Plan \ X _ o

Statistical analyses were .ndergone in order torassess the
L3 - - } . - -

' " o . - ‘.' ‘. ’ .
] A CoL : .
,“ . Lt ':"‘. . " ‘I _'-:.h;b: __‘t'-‘_ ‘.: P ) ‘_Ij :s:r_,_—-?; t‘ . . B . - . ‘ . . .1'\ -“
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offered on specific b&haviors ard attitudes of the employees,

. the basic question was:

‘supported services, was the behavior of interest.

relative inf1%$n¢e of- the differxent typeﬁ 0f child care services

Covariaté analysis ¥as chosen as. the analytic tool for this

‘gnalysis.because of the quasi-experimental nature of the data

collection procedures. This technique permits examination of
partial relationships, that is, the relationship‘beﬁwéen two ..,

variableﬁ when other confpunding variables are Jeld constant;

and allows greater.confidence that a truely ‘causal relationship S

exists between the independent variable and the dependent vari-

'Qbie when a significant correlation is observed. .

nybe of child care service was.the indgpendent variable in
all analyses. 'The four levels of .servicé’ (on-<site'child care,
off-site child care, inform#tion and refexral servides (I&R),
and no, service) were measured on-an ordinal scale with on-site
cﬁilq caré providing the greatest amount of care and no service
the least. - . . .

Seven dependent variables were investigateq. {n all cases,
“Doeq type of child care service have .,
an éffect on the dependent variable, when the covariates are.
cont¥olled?” The Absenteeism of the employees using émployer
The attitudes
of interest were tke influence of the type of chi}d care on tﬁe
employee's (1) decision to Accept Employment in hér compény{

- (2) decision.to Continue Employment in the company; (3) Recom-

mendation of Pmployer to a prospective employee; (4) Availability:

to Work Overtimé;'(S) hcceptance of a Promotion and (6) Per-

ceived Effect on Job Performance. : oL : -
¢ An additiqﬁal behavior) of intereét, Employee Turhover: was ‘
computed, and an attitude of interest, Emplégge Morale, k;}
examined. _ ’ . . o

- _ 5 P . . u
FINDINGS : ‘ & .

‘-

Absenteeisin: Two separate analyses were undertaken to in; oL
vestigate the effects of child care sgivices on the absenteeism
of women who used those Services: One included all four levéls
» - - .

.

-

fﬁ: e
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of child care} the eecon%;includad Pnly three levels «{i.e. on- .
. . site, off-stte, 1nformat10n'and referral).. The effect of type.
. . of child care-.on absenteelsm—eeald not be detgrmlned 1n thls e
amalysis. Although there was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference found be:.
tween the thﬁfe levels of type ‘of .child care in one analy%es and
the four levefs. of type of ch11d care in the other, the errorsj
of prediction were -large enough to include the 90551b111t? that
? i there may be an effect. Thus, given our sgmple, no concIu31ons ]
can be-dramn as to:the relationship between abagnteelsm and type

of child care service., ; . oot . P
- s » M - _,._,./'

Acoept Employment: It was found that prowvision of on-site

‘or off-site chil care services hagd a significant influence. '
(pC . 001) an thad\ﬁb

o ployees whose employers pr0q1de ohly I&R servioe® were not very

' likely to state that,the ¢hild care service had an 1nf1uence an

jects' decisions to accept employment.  Ew-

their acceptance,of employment. It is 90551b1e to increase the'

*—probability that an employee will* gtate that such serv1ces.1n-
fi ce atceptance of employment by providing more services.
szz§klcally,,employees u51ng oﬁ%*51te services and employees
. o using on-site services were approxlmately 20% and 30% more 11ke1y,
Tespectively, to state that the serv1ce had an influence on
their dec1szons, than were&employeeswof companles wh%éh provided -

-

I&R serv1ces. . N

‘-

* Cont;pue Employment: The‘paitial cornélation?fo; this anal-'

.~ ysis wag significant at the .01 1eveij‘indicating that thé amount
of child care serv1ces prov1ded does have a positive effect on *

emploYeés de0151ons to continue~their present ehployment.

While the pattern .here is similar’to that of the previous anal=-

ysig, the magnitude of the changes. is considefabiy less. Off-

site companf and onrsite company. employees are only 10% and 16%,

‘respectively, more 11kely than Informatlon'and Referral company -,

employees to éﬁate that the company prov1ded ‘services have an_

.influence on their deelslons to contlnue the1r present employ—

Y . ment. .Thus, while subjects felt that the prov151on of the child -

dare services had a 9051t1ve effect on their. dec1szon to continue

mployment, thls 1nf1uence was ‘not great.
& is tatiee

o
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Recommendatlon of Employer. Emﬁioyees‘were more likely to

recbmmend their employers to others- when éither+off- smte or on-
. site Chlld care Services were provided by their employer, Tne
_ re1ationship between the degree of child cate service provided
. by an employer and employees recommending their employer t
olthers was significant at the 001 1eve1.. In this analysis, the
responses of employees utlllzlng off-site services 'and on- s;tg'

. ~~ servides dld not dlffer s;gnlflcantly from one another. Both K «
e—nF‘hhese—gfeaﬁs—Were—approzrmatelx 30t more Ik mployees
sESLHQ lnformatlon and referral'serv1ces to state that they ha¥%

) - recommanded their empLoyer to others ﬁecause of the .child care

seyvices. . =
'Availabilit} to Work Overtime: Employees were more 11ke1y
to be able to work overtkﬁe or odd hour shifts when either off-
s;te child care services or en-site child care serv1ces.wexe
prov;ded by their employer. The reLatlonshlp betweén amouats of

"_‘_‘_—“;“thfh}4xumgsery1ce prov;ded by an employer and the employee'Q

{in the previocus analysis, the values for off- -site and on-site.

companles.

Acceptance of a Promotion:- A signi ant relationship was

¢ " not found between type of child care sérvice and acceptance of

+a promotion. It should be note hat, ds a result of the large

T T nux:fr of subjects stating/t
.t " L - . ¢

thifs analysis was based oh relatively “few subjects per company.

_.T\Perggived Effect on Job Performance: The 'child caye service
) , provided by an employer had a positive effgct (p(‘.OOl) on em—
ployees' perceptions of their job performance. EmpIGyee$ in

4t this item was not applicable,

companies which provided eitﬁer on-site’or off:site child care .

services were more likely fhan those in companies which sponsored
- I&R serv;ces Lo say that the .child care serv;ce had a positive :

effect on the way they” dld their job. 'The responses of users ’

of oﬁf-s;te child care and on-site 'child care.dld not differ

s;gnlflcantly from each other. Users of,off~51te services .

ab111ty to work oveftime was s;gnlflcant at the .001 1evel. As B

vl




% toe -
e L o -
. were 60% more -li%ely and users of on-site services were 45% more . .
d likely than users of I&R services to state that the employer' - -
. provided serV1ces hadlh p051t1ve\}nfluence on thelr job’ perfor—

{ mance. . = . ] .
n . - y Y - .

“Emp;gyee Turnover: Provision of either on-site dr off-site
v . . 4 .

~ " *child care servites results in greatly}reduced turnover rates',
among users of these services. ,For s1xtee!~(94%) of the'seven-
teem employers included in the analysrs, the_annnal_tnrnoyexrrate _
for employees who used the child, care serv;ce was 1ower, often _ %,
substantlally, than the annual rate for. all employee (p—.OOl)L ’ -
tZan ong half

T .In 63% of the companles the rati of users was 1ess
that of*the wh?le company; in 53% of the companies,. the turnover

; //////’rate for users was zero. N3 ' . .
‘ . + ' 'IA

- _mployee Morale: Of thew=3%.of the respondents providing

»

780% were of a poscl;ve nature.
tion of the'

additional comments more tha

‘ Qighly valued ben;tit. th;

by working mothers as to }Ielr chlldren s care, have been well: .o * ]

- reported. In contrast,r:ﬂ'dy respondents repeatedly took the "
opportuﬂbtx to express'L preclatlon and gratltude that the1r T

.- o employer had rel ved.g:
' ‘ iz described at length, tHe positive

effecis attendance atjf,e ¢hild care center had on their child.
iy ) ;A *

-

T

TS ? an extension of t -ffervlce or dlspleasure wlth the cgpst of

servlce rather t%?: d1ssat1sEactlon with the existing service.

Almost never dld;fhese employees expresa*glssatlsfactlon with.. — .

{;s a rule,dld not have as pOsltlve feellngs d -

‘gxor about thelf employer for providing. 1t.

¥ tu \ A -
-

..  DISCUSSION

"/ . Looking, &j
sy is‘disappoi?}rng aLthough not surpr191ng that the relatlonshtp *
. ; aF - -
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betWeen %hese two var1ables was 1ndeterm1nable.‘ There are manx ’
reasons Jfor a person S absence that were not represented in our=
.= model. For examﬁle, a major cause of abseriteeism 1n.feﬁale enf~

L N » '.:.-";5

A ployee's is 'cara.ng for the:.r sick chfldren. There- was,%owever,r, . a )
considerable varlation among employers as to allowable sick tlme.

SomeaemplOyers allowed emplpyees to ise s1ck days for eit ”; '\

" -

#hemselves or their child: others allowed employees to.uge thelr v

’ vacatlon days when either they or a'child'was lll-‘others allowed

no conver51on of vacation t1me “for unplannEd absences. In most
companles. attendance records ident1f1ed vacatlon days and 51ck
* ° days by category without desigrating. planned gr unplanneéd. ¢ But | ..
in<§bant of fact, some employees used vacation days for unplanned "o

A L

absermces and some sick days were undoubtedly planned. And of .

‘.~ courses a person s own‘health. transpOrtatloﬁ tneuble or other L

d1fficult1es may be equaIly strong determ1nants of thax'person g ' -x
absence. Whlle the; results of this study do no‘rgettle the )
issue, 11.‘ appears unl:.kely that with the large nu:gbér Pf uncon-
trollable var:.al;ples*\and the relat:.vely small proport:.on of the

/workforce affected a statistical rélationship can be demonstrated

between absenteelsm and employers Pproviding Chlld care services.,

-

o But reduced absenteelsm is only one of thé effects which have
. been hypothesized to result frontemployer supported Chlld care," '., .
' “The find:.ngs Of this study provide s-t;@g support for the- cla:.ms

that these employer serv1ces do produce des1red.measureable - 1 o

effects. For ,example, employers cOnslderlng ﬁhe 1nst1tutron of _
a child care serv1ce as an 1nducement fbr recru1tment of new .. :
. .emplOyees will have slgnlficantly higher probablllty of succesa e
Tif they offer some forw of near. worksite Chlld care service . s ° .:f
rather than an information and referral serv1ce., R .‘ e - g;;ﬂ

« . is R
And the results of this study demonstrate the-relatlonshlp “fﬂ‘,;
»between an employer 'S chilg care serv1ce and'fﬂe employment ) .
" longévity of the employees who uje that sergxbe. S&udy f1nd1ngs -
< show that. the avallablllty of e1ther.qn-s1te or-off-slte chlld LT

care posltlvely effects”both acceptance and coﬁtznuance of - e 3

LT
b

employme&t In .addition, employees who use an employer supported

. .near-worksite Chlld care serv1ce are more llkely to recommend

[
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. F o ' } if-& - - ;O. :
thelr employer to others “than WLll employees yho have . access only
13 . M T

. to-an I&R serv;ce. . -—r-*\" . ' . T -
\‘ - e . ) RS

" . The: flndlngs of thls study ;llugtrate that when employers ) V

'sponsdr either an onjglte or 3n off—s;te chlld care servicerfor .T,

thelr empldyees a slgnlflcant reductlon in turnovér occurs. In

more than half the companles and hospltals turnover of employees
utlllzlng the employer supported Chlld care-serv;ce -was reduced.

to zero,éwn several others it was less than flfty percent that P,

of the company turnover rate. T . . -
: .o : .

Flguresaon employee product1v1ty aré not alway:\easy to ]
obtaln.' Assessment by ‘Supervisors” has been found to b an unre-
llable measure " (Milkovich, 1976). 1In, thls study employees Were''
asked, ‘ﬁot to rate their productivmty,;but rather their assess-
ment of the effeqt of the dhlld care service. on their job per-
formance. The flndlngs of this analysis prov1de strong support
for the assumpt:.on that provision of-proximal worigfite child A
’1care fathex than informatich andg, referral -service posltlvely

’effects employees perceptlons of thelrﬂgob performance. Tittle

" difference was found in this regard between users -of on-gite

-

’ dand off-slte servlces. ' R . e p

-
..

i And whlle not sub;ect~ statlstlcal analysls, the volun- o ,'T,,}
R ﬂ——_fgrixyﬂ_ﬁpplled comments'bY“ any of ‘the respondents testlfy to -
o the, pggitlve lmpact a near worRSLte employer supported chlld

+ ; care serv1ce can have on employee morale and attltude. NG .

T ‘In concluslon, the results of thls emplrlcal study prov1de
a substantlal foundatlon of Justrflcatlons for corporate child ‘_
care. Additional statlstlcat ev1dence of mandgerial, public . |
P h _relatlons, cost or promotlon beneflts could further advance the N
' _fleld ‘This study can be viewed as a portlon of the. base of )
a pyramld bulldlng emplrlcal support for employers sponsorlng ,
: Chlld care serv;ces.‘- . .,-:‘3 - 5, . _{ﬁﬁj“c ’




e

N
LI

.mmﬂ<wnmw.£wnw u»mnHWﬂwosmﬂ% Funds in. November, I982. OmUm had

' non-working mother, and 2.6 children is no longer typical.. . -

~and 45 percent of all wﬂmlmnwoowmuwwwmm tonxwam mothers. That
.vHOGOﬂﬂHoa.Hm expected to exceed 5

.nvm:mwmm character m thée U.S. GOHWHOHnm is ﬂwm significant

“¢hé famiiies in'U.S. society, A third influence at-wortk .._.,,... .m«

in soamb s vnwonwﬂpmm Hs vamu, Many. soams bos feel. m nmﬁmmu,wm o
n,mnﬁmHHw HﬂﬁOHﬂmaﬂ as. ﬂmwmﬂﬂm ‘a mwaMHw and, thus,, ﬂsmwﬂ Hmﬂnﬂs S

H.Jmnonoa»n EOHP<mﬂH05m.. Thus *the :onwm0wom no Hosmmﬁ nmﬂ vm <Pm£mm
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This projéct was funded by the Office of Human Develdpment ..
mmmvmnmﬂm@vwb M:ﬂmﬂmmﬂ in employer mwoamOHmm family support
services. and in conjunction with this=interest CSR and the
MchnmﬂMozzmoH mcamn Service Studies proposed this current .
s .ﬂﬁ&%\? . . - ‘.r M - i -

-
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As is so mﬂmmmmbﬂww quoted in many news’ mosﬂnmm the :zawmﬂm
of £0ﬂWP=m women, of dudl career, mmawwwmm~ and of mwbmwm wmﬁazﬂ .
mmawwwmm are larger than wwmw wmdm been in the history of our
nonbﬂﬁw.\ The traditional American family of a working father,
As of the 1980 Census, in sixty wmﬂnmbﬂ om all mm&hwwmm with . - T
children under the age of 18, Both wmﬂmzﬂm .Wwere wage “&arners t.f .

by 1990. By decade's end S
there may be 10.5 million _pre-schoolers with mavwommm aowwmﬂm~
up from 7.5 EHHHHou in 1980 ﬁbsmGW~ mewv

ewpm Hmwwn increase of women.. wa ﬂwm u.s. tonxmonnm can wm ) .
mﬂﬂﬂpvmﬂmm to a number of~ mHmSmwﬂm mxﬂmzﬂ in our monu.mﬂw. The.
mnowoaun mwﬂnmﬂwos in nbm no¢=ﬂﬂm has required ﬂwmﬂ many fami-
lies: 50£.aamﬂ have ﬂto wage earners in order ﬂo 5mpdﬂmws their
existing standard of - living. Z&nother factor Hmwmﬂvam to the

Hsnﬂnmmm ‘in thé n er on.mrumwm,ﬁmﬂmzﬂm~ most of whom are tou 3 : w“
men. Single parént families now constitute one-sixth of.all

is the ovmumm swpnw wmm onnzﬂﬂmm mnﬂwwm ﬂwm Mmmﬂ twenty years

cut

=l

to work mWOHﬂHm mmﬂmﬂ anHmUHHﬁW is vmmmm on other nbmn uﬁﬂmk&
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=
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‘it is likely that the family is not “living

when it is available.

'children of working parents who. need it.

-

" in working women has been the s;gnlflcant lncrease in fathers'.

lnvolvement 1n Chlld care. N

Nged for Child Care —_— .

L

A result of these changes in’ ‘families and in the worklng
population is a well acknowledged grow;ng national need for
child’ care and. other family support services. Women and fami-
lies frOm all economic, social and ‘educational strata are
seeklng'arrangements of care for their children during their
worrrng honrs. " N .
7 Maintaining child care arrahgements for many parents in-
The

traditional availability. of a relative to care for chlldren

volves juggling schedules for work, home and child care.
These potential care takers often
emselves. 1If not,
ographically near

these once available resources as a result of our increasingly

generally mo longer exists.
have become part of the working population

moblle society. Child care, therefore now must be provided
_more frequently out of the home by non-relatives in -a group

settlng. The questlons of who is going to provide this care

-and who is going to finance it are a grow;ng concern both for

working parents and for ehpioyers. High qhality child care bl -

is not only often difficult to find but is also quité expensive..

There are not nearly enough providers to care for ail the
‘ There always has been
a shortage of such care, but the sudden changes in the- lahor
force havé caused the gap between what is needed and what is
avallable to widen qulckly.'

A

Responding to Increased éhildnéare?Needs- -

Kamerman and Klngston (1931) have erten that "certain .

adjustments and adaptatlons are needed at the vorkplace and else-
where in soc1ety if men and'women are to fulfill home and work_‘
tasks adequately and rear thelr chlldren well.  If such re-

_sponses are not forthcoming, adults may have dlfflculty in One,

. or the other, or both domalns, employers may experlence problems_'

| ke




- at the workplace, ;chlldren may suffer as may the society,

-

'ffore have baslcally been the d0main of the public sector.h Less B
"thé past and popular Opinron espouses tMe goal of comblned o “ihilg

. .care’ serv1ces. L

'1ncreased in the recent past \government support for such pro- -

ultlmately (p. 5- 8) e " ) N -

- Although demands for Chlld care ‘in the United States have, . .

grams has diminished qver the last few years. - These decreases !
in monies along with the changing nature of American industry
and its workforce create a rationale for employer. support to
worklng parents. As noted by Conference Board Research Féllow
Dana Friedman (1983b) a vast array of organizationg and }Qfl-'_
viduals are attempting to influence employer béhavior so‘%hat
rt becomes more responsive to the needs of working parents T
(p. 1). Some corporations are responding to these needs by

entering the child care field. The 1970's and 80's have seen

a surge in carporate 1ntervent10n, along with slgniflcant .
efforts by the public sector to bolster-and expand these pri- = -.
vate act1v1t1es. At the same time pressures are being exerted

on government agencies to maintaln a role in the '‘provision of

child care, albeit a diffe‘rent role than in the, past. |

. Midyear in 1983, the White House took stepg to encourage ' -
the growth of employer-sponsored day tare by havrng the Offlce -
of Private Sector Initiatives implement luncheon meetlngs for o
corporate executives in various communi ties. Durlng these : -
sesslons executlve declslonmakers were. introduced. to Chlld -
care support services, and were prov ed with ‘relevant, mean- )
ingful 1nformation on existing act1v1tres and the Yotential

roles of thelr employees in this blossomlng field. Primarily

‘decisionmakers from large corporatlons "Wwere included in these

meetings, however consideration is belng given to the lnclusion‘
of small employers 1n future gatherlngs (Sommers, 1983).

- a2

.,

. These government act1v1t1es are reflectlve of 2 clear
effort, to encouragedgrivate lnvolvement,in areas that hereto~ = . ar .

government fundlng is currently provlded for Chlld care than 1n

publlc/prlvate endeavors 1n the area of employer supported chlld




> 14 centers sponsored by government agencles,:“

.~ One means, by which government has-and cah continue" to sup-
port developments in child care is through tax benefits, for
employers and - employees based "8h on child care tosts. For exanple,
the Rconomic Recovery Tax Act of 1981: prov1&es that payments
by’ tﬁé‘ﬁmployer for dependent care assistafdce are not lncluded .

_j in the gross income of the employee, and th\s not subject tq’

elther social securlty tax’' or federal tax. .

Kamerman and'Kungston (1981) lnvestlgated the ways in which
dlverse employers are meetlng or attempﬁing to’ meet the‘needs of.

9<.a-o ‘

emgloyees with family responslbllltles. Health 1nsurance, -~
‘penslon plans, maternity leave, vacation time, flexlble sched- N
ules (fléxtime, flexplace,.part~time work, shift work), child
care,service and other employee services were each analyzed.
' Accuratée data is not available for all of these elements a#d

little research has been completed on the effects of'any partic:‘ .
" .ular factor on family 1if& The authOrs recommend a number of

.

, areas for future study and emphasis. - - ) . .

' corporate Involbement'in_ChildrCare_ C. ) ) LT T
New interest ln employer-sponsored child care which emerged

- in the late 1970's and ®arly 1980's was spa;ked by the increas-
lng number of women in the.labor force, shortages of- trained o _
personnel 1n'h;gh technology'and serv1ce 1ndustr1es, a new. breed ]
of management, and the_reallzatlon_by‘famlly—orlented product
companies that providing child care was an important image -
builder. (Friedman, 1983b, py 7). s

- -

__Literature'on employer spohsorship of family. support pro-
.grams is increasing. 'As recently as ten years ago interest in
. and- 1hformatlon about this form of employer benefit was very
“limited. The last decade has produced a burgeonlng of act1v1ty . ﬂ':
ahd interest’in the role of the employer as related to: the - . L

-famlly llves of their workers._ L : o B R

In 1978, Katherlne Senn_ Perry (1982) surveyed the unlverse Lo T
of employer supported\child care programs exlstlng 1n the United '
States. She 1dent1fied 9 lndustry-sponsored K: care centers, |
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:‘:a range-of solutlons.
]i‘rlght at. the-workslte, Sthers have developed centers at a dis-

‘ “ance-from the1r place of

200 by the mllltery and. 7 by labor unions., In'1982 the National -
Employer Supported Ehild Care Project reported that 415 employers
were involved in sponsorlng chrld care serV1ces 1n one way or
another (Burud - 1982).,

tries, hosp1tals,\government agencies, and unions whosé Rrimary

This number represents bus1nesses/1ndus-

child caré servlce focus included one of ‘the follow1ng°

a Chlld .

care center, ah information. and referral service, a voucher . M-

| reimbursément program, a family day care program, a parent edu-
cation program, support of/ community child care programs or
other forms of chlld care asslstance. of the' total employers’
counted 197 were businesses oL, 1ndustr1es and 195 were hospi-
tals. {These numbers have changed since 1982 and although all .
reports indlcate that there are many more employers now sponsor—

ing child care services, no exact nationwide flgures exist).

+ .

The flourish of activitiés that has-eccurred .in the recent
past, although encouraglng and strmulatlng, needs to be viewed
in perspectlve. Approximately 600 employers natlonwlde are
currently provldrdg a form Of.Chlld care serv1ce to their
employees;
wlth the total number of employers in the country which is,

Surely 600 13 a'srgnlflcant number until compared

approxlmately 4 5 mllllon or even just compared to the number

"of buslnesses that have one_hundred'or more employees, which

1§ approxlmately 103 OGO tU Sr Dept. of Commerce, 1979) Only

",
care SEIVJ.CE .-

> o“p

In respondlng to Chlld care needs, buslnesses have selected

J

Some have 1nst1tuted Chlld care centers

-

@ggrk others have developed arrange-
nts w1th exlstlng Chlld care programs to reserve slots for -
loyees and/or give. drscount rates to employees, still others -

"ve developed Voucher systems whereby a portlon of an employee s

: -chlld care costs are re1mbursed . I .o .

v )
;--'_— - . » 'y . .

—._..- -

The‘majorlty of companles who have recently entered 1nto.

U sponsorshlp of a Chlld care. serv1ce have selected 1nformatlon

‘ and referral as the1r format.f Pr1marlly thlS‘selectlon seems -

e
Fi

one,half cf one percent of these employers offer. a form of chlld_‘

L}

Ahs Dind
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tunately th1s does not- sclve the blgger'day
worklng paﬁents - the lack of. adequate ‘numbe
If corporaghons are to play a slgnlflcant rol
of famlly gupport serv1ces, theéir involvement mﬂst be more far-
As emphaslsed by ‘LaMarre and Thompson (1932),.“the
0pt1mal solutlon for 1ndustry in th1s regard is to f1nd a way

reaching.

to encourage expanslon of day care services in the prlvate
sector while reducing individual employee day care expense in’
an equltable manner. (p. 65). o

» hd

Reportlng on the Working Parents Pro;ect, Ms. Friedman
(1933a), theorized that *future development of- the field of
employer supports to working parents depends upon the formation
of innovative and ‘creative partnerships'betw ’en the public,‘
private and voluntary sectors (p. 7).” ' .

-
.

NEED FOR THIS STUDY

- .

Those who- support corporate subs1d1es of. day care. and
ot@er family support services suggest that such actlons
vtesult in increased worker product1v1ty and, thus, 1nereased
prOfltablllty These advocates also mention such issués a$
" decreased absenteeism, 1mproved recruitment ‘efforts, decreased .
tardiness, lower employee turnover,. and 1mproved employee
morale. Some organlzations whlch-employ large numbers of fe-
"'male technical staff such as hospltals or électronic 1ndustr1es,
© report that the- dbsts of‘sponsored Chlld care services ,
are offset by lowerjcosts of recrultment and tra1n1ng and lower

rates of employee turnover. , And yet & review of ‘the lltera—

L]

hard data on the actual costs and beneflts of these serv1ces

T

~ are not readlly avallable.-

- [

1

The pauc1ty of emp1r1cal data on the effects of employer
supported child care services was the key element ;n preparatlon
of th1s project. ¥ number of companmes and the executlves of

many flrms have expressed 0pt1m1st1c oplnlons about the‘extent

to whlch prOgrams £or WOrklng parents W1ll achleve pos1t1ve

R
.- .

ture on employer-sponsored famrly support systems reveals that':,

-
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Y measurable 0utcomes that w1ll be of value to the company. These

‘posltrve 0p1nlons are berng voiced pr1marrly by partles currently

involved in the provlslen of employer supported child care, angd -
the proponents of these types of services are équally vocal.
Those employers already prov1d1ng sOme form of family support
servrces, especlally child care serv:.ces.r althoﬁgh often esppus-
ing the management values of these activities clearly must have |
other mot1vatnons for 1mplementatlon of the servlces, s1nce spe-"
cific benefrts have not yet been substantiated. Most of \the
research 1nto the realm of employer supported child care)servrces
_has 1nvolved sollcrting opinions of\ their effects and_ﬂuppos1*
_tlons on the value of providing these servlces by currently
unlnvolved companies. % . @

A study done by Milkovich and Gomez (1976) has Jbpeen one of
the few incorporating collection of empJ.rJ.cal data. A group of
thirty parents using the Northside Child: Development Center ‘in
Minreapolise Minnesota, a group of thirty parents “wikh young
children not'uslng the center and a group of‘employees either
’w1th no chlldren or Only older children .we¥e selected for this
Pproject. The study s findings were that "the day care partici-

-_pants average. monthly rates‘bf turnover and absenteersm were ——
s;gnlflcantly lower than' n0npartlc1pants turnover‘and absentee
rates and the rates for the other employees. The results of
analyses of variance show slgnlfrcant differences among the .
grouﬁs for*both turnover and absentee behavlors (p. 113)." "~ This
study is frequently referenced and with good .réason; other '
than thlS one- study,. théQEvldence related to hgneflts -from
empfbyer supported child care serv1ces igeither anecdotal or
reported by an 1ndrV1dual company about ‘the effects of its own.
service,’ T . i
: _ . " i
I%termedlcs,'a f1rm.1n Texas and the provider of the- largest
employer%sponsored Chlld -care program, did complete a n0n1a
experlmental study of effects. #Ms. Aligé%Duncan, the d1rector .

‘of the center belng in’ operatlon fbr two year?, the company
“has- experrenced a 23% decrease in tnrnover, a reductlon 1n

~

Cote

o Tat

) &ﬁpf Intermedics ‘Child Care Program, asserts .that, as a result °




- . . *
. - .

absenteersm ‘that has resulted 1n a savrhgs of over 15,000 manhours,
an' increase 1n~product1v1ty, and fewer revruiting probléems and o )
reduced recru1t1ng costs: (Baden, 1981, p. 30). 2 ‘ .

.y + -

- The Neuv1lle Mobil Hosrery‘Mrlls was requested by* th&ir )
North Carolina leg1s1ators to present some f1gures on the effects
of their two- year-old on-slte child care center. h The company
presented the follOW1ng data-  the company saved-$40 000 in
training of'new em yees; average turnover for the company is ®
~ 8% compared with 50% ‘for the geographlc areazﬁgrdduct1v1ty

increased and saved the company $100,000 in salarles (Bufud, 1983)

Although the speculatlons 3n the benefits of ‘employer's
supporting chlld care services are encouraglng "and log1cal
statrStrcal data does not exist to support these v1ews. Many .

. corporate executlves ,are unwilling to make a. qommi ment to the, - \
role of the prrvate sector in the prov1slon of chrid care unless - ‘
clear evidence,of benefit to their company’ can be documented\w

These decrslon make;s are of the mindset that first and fore-

~

most they. are in bus1ness. Correspondlngly *the primary goal
pf their organlzatron is to make a ‘profit. ‘ . &

.+ ‘Mamy decision makers bélieve' that. businessest are not social
setvice agencles. -Indeed, Milton Friedman, a .dominant f1gure'

. in Amerloan economic c1rcles, marntalns‘xhat corporatlons whlch .

»_ spend monay for soc1al purposes in effect are steallng the1r
Tﬁ . stockholders' money The 1ncomtrovert1ble fact remains that,‘
no matter how humanlstlc or soclally—orlented management may . ¢

XY

be, expendltures of e1ther capltal funds or current revenues td
provide supportive serv1ces for employees ult1mately must be "

justified to their. stockholders.

Accummulatlon of,addltlonal emp1r1cal data of the effects
of employer supported Chlld .care can prov1de a boost te growth
in th1s field. - Given ‘the frequency of claims -as to the posr—
. _ tive effects on absenteelsm and turnover, this project was ' ;fﬁ
R .. L~structuEEd to spec1f1cally gather data on these two aspects. ‘t ‘ T
; Negatl e f1nd1ngs will not necessarrly produce a negat1VE 1mpact ‘
.é?on growth but rather would necess1tate that supporters of em%loyer

Ll
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o fleld of employer support to working parents is currently .in an ‘
) education phase.

L]

3 . . - . . .
L Te - . i s . " '

involvomenf in child care emphasize other motivations for these
activ:.t:.es., “This rationale Enay simply be as stated by Armory -
Houghton (1981) of Cornlng Glass Works: - Day Care is "not- blg
money..:?ut it S the right thlng to do, and it's one of those . A
small pockets’of excellence by which corporatlons and their .
people are gudged.

jga{ Care is not only good in 1tse1f but
it sets a tone (pa ) & :

' "
Fa \ -
, .

Accordlng to Dana Friedman 11983a) who has been agtive in s

)

the area of work and family support services {Or ten yvears, the C

Although some corporatlons and individual - ) .

éh1¥f excutive officers have lnstltuted famlly suvpport services -

of parents, many oﬂhers are awaiting ev;dence of neflts

Laa

priot to entrance lnto this area, "The lack of awa ess of
the potentlal value of fa?lly supports as a tool tq achleve

management oojectlves 1s,a\gijmary obstacle to their lmplemen—
7)
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II. STUDY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY,

*
N
.

lThls study was confined to companies and hospitals in the

" northeastern and mldwestern states that support Chlld care

services for their employees. _For' this study, support was

defined as a substantial contributidii by the eémployer of money,
staff time and/or othexr in-kind se¥vices 'to the child care
serv1ce-and an identification by the employer with the serv;ce.
Sick-child cate, flextlme, parent education programs d other \
. family support systems were not stugied. Schools an colleges

‘which support child care programs- for staff, faculty and stu-

) dents were not included. Union supported programs were elimi- )
> nated as were all of the federal, State, municipal and military
“units which previde child care services. Employers located
e awithin the geographic area of the study were potentially ellggﬁ
“ri} ble for inclusion if. they had sponsored for 4 year or more.ghe )
:: ’ of three kinds of Chlld care services. These were: ‘%\\ '
; e On-Site Child Care: While fees, eligihility requirements
. Lw . . aﬁd operatlng respon51blllﬁ§és varied, all employers in -
[N ~ this category provided a child care center e1ther in or -
within one block of the worksite bulld g. - o
R e Off- Slte Child Care: Employers in thls category -supported d
. some k1nd of off—site child care. These 1ncluded voucher : i
- systems which pald part or all of employee Selected der- . |
't E f ' v1ces, vendor programs’ w1th local er natlonal day care ., .
’ N : Jprov1ders and employer operated day care‘centers-away *
= ,-ai - from, the -WoLKsite, _ T  m _' ' _ Lo
° Informatlon/Referral {IsR) Serv1ceS‘ Employers in th?s
. category e;the;foperated an in<house I&R service or
~ contracted with an externally operated I&R service to .
' ' prov1de this service for’ their employees." Ejt\
Employers not sponsorrng a child care serv1ce for their '..: ;f
. '-,employees comprlsed the populatlon for ‘the control group. N
This 433 a” retroactlve study deslgned to obtaln one full _ :
i ) ‘year s attendance data on selected employeeggof gach of the fOur -ﬂr_;
‘e . : .

/__ S e ',"-"_:- o

T . - LT - A - %r - - I -
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. . categoriesiof employers. Addﬁtional data were aptained through.

. a self administered guestionnaire distribunted to subject -
employees who had used their ‘employer's.child care service.

*~ . Employers were requested\to provide.tornover rates for all em-

. ployees at the study site, f&gureé on the turnover of child.
n et "——~c§re users_andw;nformatlon On the child care service.
4 _ . ) r (
* SELECTION OF EMPLOYERS # I : i o
v, . % .

L

vAn 1n1t1al list of potentlal parthc1pant employers was = .
formulated from ‘the information of the National Employef Sup-,
ported Child Care PrOJecE, Pasadena, California (Burud 3982).
. This wa¥ supplemented by others gleaned from reviews of the .,
llterature, personal’ contact with knowledgeable people in the
. fleld teTephone calls ‘tg national day care chaing and*to~com—
munity.information aqi’referral services. All reported poten-
tially ellglhle employers ﬁere added to the list. The employers
on ‘this list were contacted to determlne, first, their wllllng—
negs to participate in the study and, second thelr compllance ,
“with the followrﬁg Cflterla.' . , .

« %

® exlstence'of the employer supported child care servrce

. , for 2 minimum of one yeéar; - )
thfJ ) deJFrmination that an absolpte‘minimum of ten female
employees with children 6-years-old.or younger had
‘“_“T‘—‘——“—*4+~——bee“ sing_ihe_serﬂipe for one.year; . - :
2 _for one 3 ) ‘

‘ e the|availability of attendancé records on.each of the
. el;%lble employees for one year. ' £y

Coritrol companles were selected from the same states..as the
study sltes of the experlmental employers. . Employers in this *
group were.in s;mllar klnds of buslnesses as those 1n the experl—
mental group. The majorlty of employers ldentlfled as potential
controls were from among those known to have an interest in this °
area. Some had completed employee needs assessments or conducted
‘other aspects of feaslbrllty studies. Others had attended a
symposlum or made 1nqu1r1es about Chlld care serv1ces.' Stlll
others were recOmmended by an experlmental group employer.' In
addltlon to agree1ng to part1c1pate in the study employers in

- ..
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‘this group met the, followlng cr1ter1a- s * , Jz = SN
° employer had never. sbonsored a cﬁlld/care support . . IR
& R ! - ) K

) services} . oL o . T,
’ v -. . .A.O N ‘ ‘.;‘ - ‘ ? / ' " *
e determination of a minhimum of-ten female employees - . '
Wlth children G-years—o;ddor younger who had heen
7.

-

o emplqgedm£o£—at—least—one—yees ‘

e the ava11ab111ty of: employee attendance records for

¥ ' -t ]
‘one year. [ B 4
. . ,:“\m‘h ’. " . ..":”:.‘_.' . i#,:
Characterlstlos of JParticipant Employers - ) L ' o '
¢ N

The twelve states in thch the study s1t&§ o£ employers ’

and controls ware located are: - ‘“%" PR - ; -
Connectlcut ‘ Massachusetts ; New York .. ; :

A IMlinois ' , Michigan . Ohio~ . \ - .
. ?“ Indiana ¢ Minnesota Pennsylvania ’
: Kentucky : Missouri Wisconsin -

+ LR
*

‘Table I ‘'gives a breakdown of the kinds of employers in the study.
The classifications used are cohssstent with those employed by
:{ The Bureau of National Affairs I
RS ) companies produced computers and other electron1c equlpment, b

[%

c. (1983) The manufacturlng .

B |

paper products, pharmaceutlcals, chemical products, food - . .
and varlous small 1tems._ The non-manPfacturlng companies were '

banks, 1nsurance ébmpanles and those 1n s@me aspect of infor- . S #k

L matidn pfocessmng/communlcatlon.g The nOn-busines? companies

* were .all providers of health care, primarily hospitals. , A
- - P . .. a ' : /4 ’.- ) :
oo h : TABLEI SRR -
% . . 'BUSINESS CLASSIFICATIONS OF EMPLOYERS. . S
, ‘ i . Y j . - -
‘ - T : STUDY ° CATEGORY o
|+ _-\ . - = j- ;7 -‘:J-s’_é‘
e e - . .| On-site” Off-site I&R -Control. -
{gjx‘ Classlfrcatlfn o n=12 . “n=9 n=g- n=10
3 - _< . - . - | — - = — - - ’

- manufacturing: 2 4 3 . ~ 2 .
non=manufacturings’ "'\ 20 . e 3 4
_.non-business: - .6 L 6 -, A 4 .

L S . sy L BT T C e, - - A
) e - S T . ‘ .

B B ‘,;-?_ ’ i . ] .
¥ . 2 ' L _- - ﬁ{f - --....
¥ IR 1 : .
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R 'Bwenty-—seven of the eompan:.es operated Slngle sites. E)’f‘ N e

.f‘fo"

the 12 employers 0perat1ng mult1~s1tes, 7 had more than lG 000 e
 employees. The home bfflce was the study site’ in lO of these b;\i{

and a branch site 4n 2. Table IT glvesg break,down ‘of employers * 5
T . by. number of employees at tl;e Study ere for: each study category PR

, .

— 0"' ,‘ ." * . ‘ . :. ".\ * -, v, . "‘IK‘..

_: _yTABLE’ II - S A ar T
BREAKDOWN OF STUDY SITES BY SIZE- . L e LT ;= :

le— _._J_

o STUDY CATEGORY " RNy

‘. N P
. . w
. . H

. g ¥ - ® . . L

=S va&éﬁﬁﬁ, . On-site -Off-site I&R° Control., . °

. 250 -<500
- 500- - <1000
"o 71000 <2500 0 .
2500 - 10,000 | . . -y
. >10,000 e P
[ — — . S Ce

* . .
* t . * r N - s - B »

Characterlstlcs of Chlld Care Services SpOnsored by. Empl_yers
LTy ﬁ ” .
In nine of the 21 companles whleh sp0nsored a dan care

“r;,w" . N -

service fewer than 40 employees used the child gare servrge,

; .
. . - .

‘seven companles had from ‘50 to 85 users; and five eompanies,

‘served a hundred or more employees. During the sstudy - year tlie BT,

_ number of employees who used the I&R seruaces sponsored by R
S L ‘their employers ranged from % few as 12 to asf many as 80. In .. KR -,;,-.'.

the following sections are brief descrlptlons of .the Chlld s

g care services in each experlmental group SupplemEntal 1nfbr—

mation may be found in Appendlx a. .0 . - .

C o N i
* N . ™ .

"o . Experlmental GrOUP 1 . , ° ‘ ' s *

. . By definition, all twelve emplOyers in Exper:.mental Group l
' sp0nsored ‘day care, centers within .one block of the workslte. ]

Whether house{i- withln w worksite, on company grounds,' or': - .' . - f‘-;:;-n

BN proxmal to ’ghem, -ownershlp of all twelve cenkters was'vested. ;Ln N

the employer, Len of 'whom also retained responsmbnilty for .!- T

. \operat;Lon of the,..center. of the two remalnlng centers ong was

operated by a local day care prov;Lder and tlle second wa_,s leased
, T
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. \Employees of one of the twelve employers pa1d noth;ng for
the day care serv1ce; in two COmpanles, employeés phid fees that
were comparable to community rates although’ possibly for -a better
—quallty service; in nine companies, employees pald 10-20% less
for the service than other “community users. ‘At the beginning
‘w0t the study yedr ' (1982), five of the twelve employers had
sponsored child;gare services for employees.for more than two
years.f’bne employer had bgen providing'this'service for 35%
years The'newest service had been 1n operation 5 months. .

i . t s

‘ Experimental Group 2 . > : o ' .

,3= .Five of the’nine/employers in this group sponsored off-site
* 34y care centers which they both owned and operated Two had ,
made contractual arrangements for their employees to use ope
of several community sites operated by day care chains and one
had contracted for spaces with a local day care provider.,_In ;
two compaans, employees paid fees comparable to community rates
and in six their fees were reduced from lO 20% One of the nine_
employers whibh sponsored off-site centers used an income—indexed
-vaucher systemﬁa Eligible employees in this.company selected
the1r own, child care faoality. ) :'_‘ . e L r;'f

~

‘ In 1982, at the;beginning of ﬁhe study year, seven of the
employers in- this group had provided child care servnces for two
years or. more. TheigaXLmum length of time. a’ service had been -

“offered WQB ten years,r the shortest was’ two’ months. o T

"-.- ExPerimental Group 3 --a'_,‘ : ﬁ s ; f]-" L
.‘4:;:.,. B . _ .- . . . . .

Of the. eight emplOyers providing I&R serv1ces, 31x had

N contractual arrangements and’ two_ had informal agreements w1th

. an Butside agenqy éﬁEmployee counseling was provided by the

employer 1n three 3%mpanies)and by the%I&R servace in five._”Inl_

------

no’case were therqgcharges“to the employee for*these services.,

Selhi—

,~All eight companieSwin_thas category had:instltuted their I&R
_the onset of the study

services less than_twoéyears before 1982,.
cyear w0 al s, LA 'aa:-.,g T R




SUBJECT SELECTION

-

Two groupseof empioyees werg selected’ from each of the 39
employers participating .in the study. ' In the .experimental
‘companies one of these was.from employees who had .used .the child
care’ service (Users)Qggg;;the second from among those who had
‘not (non-users)._ Thos or each participant employer two samples
of employees were .selected: = =~ - : s ‘

.t .
4 - -

e user employees
® non-user employees

. ‘ Slmllarly, two groups of employees were selected from each

. control company. One group from those ellglble to use a Chlld
care servite had it been provided (potential users) and a second
group from those who would not: have been ellglble to use a child -

—
.. care service (non-users) )
' .- Study Year L . , ‘ . .

Before the 1dent1f1catlon a;d selectlon of studf'subjects
‘could begin a study year had to be detérmined for each partlcl-*
R - patlng employer._ The actual dates of- the study year'varmed
from one employer to ahofherﬂdependent upon the cpmpany record

keeping system and other factors. All study years werg for 365
_'days begrnnlng s0me time between April 1.and November 1, 1982
. (e.g. from May l,‘1982 tﬁrongh Aprll 30, 1983), .. '

L]

Selectlon of User Employees C ’

. : " - o ’ ) < ?""’F

-t e e From each partic;pant company a random sample-was se;eéted
-of female, full~time employees who had_ used the child ca¥e ser—

: : ) ‘Vlce for at least'one year (user).- Study ellglblllty crlteria

' requlred that the -employeeS- e e

_ _; 0 had been employed.30 houfs. or more per week for the -
D durat:.on ‘of the study year; -

o a - - 0 had a Chllﬂ G-years-old or'less at the end of'the .
e -"‘ - . - ," . " ‘ . Study Yearq. and .- - - . -‘;}':"’ . . ) - ‘H"’

T . . . “ .- \_- ” I A

o had used Ehe-chlld care serv1ce for the duratlon of
the-stndy yeatp '

L] LYY
.
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The pool of eligible employees was identlfie& hy matching the\_

list of employees using tHe child caré service at the bedinning

of the study year wit@ the 1ist of those using the service at

the end of the study year. Whenever possible, subjects vere \ o

randomly selected in each company from among the users of the
,‘daycare service. In 19 companies the nuiber of eligible T

employees'was 20 or less and the entire population of user
employees was included in- the studyl The minimum size samplei
from any company_was;lﬂ.- _ o ) . g i

Questionnaires were distributed to all selected: user em- . -~. }
ployees. Only those employees who returned questionnaires were
retained il the study. However, in several instances the ques~
tionnaire provided new informat ion that established non-eligi-
bllity of a subject and thus elimination, (Among these were
full-time employment status, age of child, or length of employ- _' ;

ment. and/or use of child care SEerCe ) ;o

' Q Across all companles the return rate- of distrlbuted ques-
tionnaires was _§0%, thus resylting in a potential sampling _
bias. This’Problem is xnherent in all data. collection procedures

‘Wwhich utllize questlonnaires. ‘In this instance Teasons fo;

thls non-return appear to have been diverse.- For example, some'
. employees had left the company or had ceased’ using the- center -

. by%the time the study was cOnductea. other emp!oyees had been -
. ,temporarily la1d off .or were on a-leave of absence. $ome .
. employer study contacts were less diligent about provldlngﬁ
3 follow-up to all- reclplents of‘guestlonnaires especially aftet
o " a minimum number of ten questlonnalres had been returned. Thergw
- ‘ did seem to be a relationsh;p-between respondent cOmments 1ndi-
cating a lack of fatisfaction w1th the employer’s serV1ce and
a lower return rate from.that-company. Thls~may have been the

reason for a lower return rate from several employers in ©

‘g'

Experimental Group 3.’ Also in thls grOup, many employees had
"‘a rather llmlted contact w1th the I&R provrders. There were;
- rndicatlons that these employees had less.1nvestment in the
Te service‘whlch may‘ln.turn have affected the response rate.'

L

PR SR




. Undoubtedly, despite assurances of- anonymity, some employees

"mlght not have wanted ‘attention directed toward poor attendance ;

records. If S0, th1s~would have been only one of several diverse
ot reasons for employees not respondlng. While sampllng bias can- .

not. .be automatlcally ellmlnated, the 'small number of user . =
employees for some employers was prlmarlly a functlon of small
umbers of ellglble employees in those companies. ALl ellglhle

" usef employees retu:nlng questlonnalres were retained in the

:study Attendance data for the duration of the study year was . .

) collected on each ellglhle user employee.. o .

Selection of Non-User Employees

In drder;to control for the effects on employees of differ-

ent employment conditions and benefits, in each participant .

company a sample was also selected of fgmale employees who did

not use the child -care service (nop-users). For. purpeses of:

this study, the population of non-users was limited to non-user <
. employees who worked at the same work site as the user employees._
iy . .A procedure was developed‘wlth each employer for the systematlc -
.selection of a sample of non-user employees equal to the samnie of

‘;,k . SubjECt employees. (Detallszof this process may be found in.
- %
} Appendix B.) Ellglblllty criteria for lnCIHSlOn in thls non=
user samfle were that: v . - ~

e the employee was female;

. ) e had been” a full-time employee for the duration of
. L the . sﬁudy year, and .. ;, - o R RIS

B had.not used the chlld care service. prov;ded by the
.: . . --q" 7 ; ."h mploy-ero . ':  h- L. . ’ _—“ . . .'
: £ . ' since attendance data only were gatﬁered for these employees

. there wag no attrltlon rate due to n0nreturn of questlonnalres.

'y

3 ) '; Selectlon of Botentlal User Employees in Control Companles'

- r' "

J;f\‘x' S f The.fxrst taskAmn selectzon of control subjects Was ".‘,_'{}v:' ‘
) .\' ldentlfylng the populatlon of potentlal users. Thls process ’
3 .\, varled dependent upOn the Size. of the control companles ‘and -

the kinds of company records avallable. Identlfrcatlon ranged -
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from firsthand knowledge of employees by personnel and/or
supervisory staff to.review of employee personnel files. Once
the population was_identified a random sample of 15 potential
users who met the eligibility criteria was salected. Criteria
selection included: ; s '

s e the employee was female, .. ’

- & had been a full-time employee for the duration of

2 the study year; and

z

s
. had a child 1-, to 6- years old at the end of the

study year.

- ) T ‘:'--"j *
Often 15 or fewer employees met these criteria and all were
,included. ‘Some otherwiseﬂwilling employers had less than 10
eligible potential users and were eliminated from' the study.

e

Selection of Non-User Employeesfin Control Companies

.

' The sample of non-user- employees in -control companies was
dravm from the population of female employees at. the study work-
- : site who had.been employed throughout the study year and-did

" not have children 1- to. 6-years old at the end of the study 5

T o |- year. Procedures used were the same. as for the selection of ) . E
. non-user employees in experimental companies. v - PRI
KINDS OF DATA COLLECTED T : :

Sources of data for’ this,study were .the participating

’ employers, the'user employees,. and. the personnel records of .dl1l. )
subject employees. Intervlews, questionnaires and document _ ' : ﬁ
searcheS‘were used to gather %ggormation. The following sections )

describe ‘the- kinds of data obtained _ - o - S é
User Employee Data 35’ ' S '1“_ B . A “: - 2

-

- -_:' ; - . . .. )

’ Through distribution of a self admlnistered'questionnaire ;
(Appendlx C), information was gathered from the selected employ— ol
ees. who had‘used the employers' Chlld care serv1ce.. This . 'f:}"ﬁ?

1nformatlon 1ncluded demographics on’ the emp&oyees, their famin_
lies, their child care arrangements, their length*of employment,_

.reasons for worklng, income and JOb status Employees were also ,_:131

'
-
g

rl
g,

ot
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.. asked about ‘the effects of thi child care service on their

" They were asked to ramnk the effect ‘the child care service . J

¢’

_ Employer"Data T ,‘

was obtained including as much information on the cost of
operation .as the,employer was willing to share.

.Absenteelsm bBata ‘ e N T T T

R B 'v-m‘-

¢
1

R4 . A

’ is . .

acceptance of employment, Plans to c¢ontinue this employment
opportunltles for promotlon overtlme and maternlty leave.

had on their jOb performance. On open ended questlon was
included at the end of the questionnaire.

Puring on—s1te interviews and follow=up telephone calls
to employers, 1nformatlon was obtained on the corporation and
the child, care serv;ce. This included flgures on the size of
the study site and ltS relationship to the corporate ent1ty,
. information on the employer s benefit system and on the business
itself. A description of the chlld_care serv;ce and its history

o

Employers were alsorrequested to provide annual absenteelsm ' -
and turndver rates for all. permanent employees or. any subsets -

of employees at the workslte. - - ) - o oo

- - . "
-

- The deflnltlon for- job\absence used in the study was _that
of The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. which conducts perlodlc o -';.E
natlonal surveys of jOb absence and turnover rates from over . o

. 300, employers. This organlzatlon defines Jjob absence as~
unscheduled absence. It does, not include long term absences .
after the first four days; scheduled ahsences for vacatlon,

holidays, or leave, or absences of- less than a- full day._ o ;; '
Uslng the formula of The Bureau of National. Affairs, absenteelsm;
rates were determlned by d1v1d1ng unscheduled days absent by .

days scheduled to work (1983) R S T . )

3 Non-aggregated attendance data for oneﬁfull year were -
collecEed on- each selected employee-ln the experamental . .
oompanles~-f ’ zxa s-_' IR .,1-:' ) 37' ;,'w;' e
e users of the chlld.care servace (n=3lly _' ; K #:

non-users of‘the Chlld care.Servlce {n-320) _ o ;{ -

e - e
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“and’ in controlvcompanies:
,3 potential‘users of a child care ggervice (n=130)
.. nonmusers even 1f there had been a chlld care

e &

serv1ce (n—l30) ‘ - e _ " . ) -
v The attendance data for each employee Was broken wn into the
followlng subtotals- days scheduled to workﬂ days morked; days
_ paid; scheduled paid and unpaid days .absent;- unscheduled paid
and'unpaid'days absent. The data were obtained reﬁrOactively
from company .personnel files, Datés-of all absences were
recorded so that absentes of more than four consecutive work
days could be d1stingu1shed from those of four’ days .of less. )
“To ensure maximum consistency ‘of data across. companies, guide- } ,
lines wére formulated, for caltulations of scheduled/unscheduled '
- days absent, All vacation and personal days were documénted as ;

* planned-while ﬁll sick days {including sick Chlld) were labelled

as unplanned. - . _ o :

Termznatlon Data __', e

- _ .. Texrmy natlon data Were gathered dlfferently from the. atten-
. . -dance data,- and not being llmlted-to the study- subjects‘ cannot -
. - be consldered experimental data. Informatlon on termination of

“each emploYer s users -of ‘the child care serV1ce Was obtained
and calculated consistent with ‘the procedures used by ThHe . Bureau .
. of National Affalrs, Inc. (1983) This rate 1s computed by .

- o d1v1d1ng the number of separatlons by the number of employees.

' . Turnover fJ.gures coVer all pe;:manent separatJ.ons R whether volun-
' , tary of 1nvoluntary.r; .

, S Tf*‘
:'“. R Employers were asked tQ prov1de a 11;t of all users of the :7
e X Chlld ‘care serV1ce at the beglnnlng of the study year and the -
end of ‘the study year. _The employment status- of all female .
o ‘employees not«op both 118t$ was determlned.‘ For any user

e E employee who termlnated her employment at, the company durrng

I . the_study year, rnformgt}on was obta1ned on:— e f—
L Y R AR T T :
L . ® job category of uservemployee_-




of

1
N\ . -

e date ‘dser employee terminated

4

.e. reason (if “known) for termination

) A'turnover rate-for,one year for female employees vho;used the

b ———

' service was computed by dividing the number who had terminated

during that period with the number of users at the beginning

. of the study year.

STUDY PROCEDURES

A considerable portion-of the time devoted to’ the conduct

. of. this study was expended. in put#fgng together itg various
_elements. The obstructions and delays that were experienced

are apparently endemic to field research in .the area of employer
sponsored child care services, Descriptions of some, of these
difficulties have been included in this section‘of'the report. -

- - . . . - - .’

Areatéoordinators

Area coordinators were selected to cover different geogra—
phic regions of the study area. A total of seven coordinators -
were.assigned to condudt the study activitiescwith ‘all the

. companies in their region, both employers with child care ser-

s

vices and controls, ». Each coordinator performed all the on-site
visits with each of their assigned employers and continued

-

i communication until ali of the required -information was gathered

Each*of the area coordinators had an in~depth knowledge of child ;

care. programs and then received training in the numerous aspects_
of this study. The Study Manual used by Area Coordinators is
included as Appendix B.:

L . . .

Recruitmentrof Participant Companies

:ﬁﬁl' Thefe exists a limited number of corporations in the north~ .

eastern and.midwestern states that sponsor a child care service.

. As a result, ‘alinost every company in this category ‘known to pro-,

ject- staff: gas-contacted An initial contactjr“jter was sent

. to these potential participant corporations (Appendix D) This .

letter introduced the study and the contractors,hdescribed the:

.
oLt
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Approximately a week after receiving this mailing each company
was contacted‘by Phone to pursue its p0ssible role in the study.

r

The next step with thos:ﬁemp}oyers who either agreed to .

_ participate, or were at leastSPen to thétpossibility,-was to .

-

El

L

~of child care services. B : ‘ . -

schedyle a site visit by our area' coordinator. Dpuring this

visit the purpose and, procedures of the study were explained

more fully and, if the employer agreed to participate, arrange~ = . -+
ments were made for the selection of the subject émployees, ‘
distribution and- return of Questionnaireg, and collection of
attendance data. - " : [”M/

¥

- Difficulties in Recruiting Participant Companies : «

There.were several complicating factors that made the'pro-
cess of obtaining corporate agreement to participate more time-
consuming thaﬁ}had been expecxed. With some firms, it was
determined -during the initial person-to~person contact that the
identified service was no longer provided. With other firms
it was determined that the firm served many fewdr employees
" then had been indicated in the literature. ' Other corporations
provided a form of child care but a different type than had o
. been reported Others had been erroneously reported as sponsors.

R

In some cases considerable time elapsed before communication -
could be established with the*appropriate corporate person in
regard to this project. Some companies refered our,, inquires to
the director of the. child care service: but this person rarely N
had authority regarding the information heeded. Some firms-spe—
cified a person to- contact but weeks had to elapse until the

individual returned from vacation. " In one case, the contact '
‘person was the Director of Corpofhte Social Responsibility and '
im the midst of our negotiations he Ieft the company with no kx&
‘replacement identifiedu Lo B . .

o,
L

- Many of the corporations that provided an information and-
referral service’ contracted with an outside agency for this and
did'not keep internal records on which employees had utilized ' 'f}m

the service. The information and referral networks, however, -

= .
- e L e
ol wad W rans, f T
.
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kept track ‘of users.names and company afffliations. This situa-
tion necessitated tha ; study s¥aff contact the I&R networks and
elicit their coeperation in the study. The networks contacted
were cooperative and assisted the investigators in working with
their cllent companies but this “extra step added more time to
the recruitment*process.

! e

Some corporations with child care services were unWilling
tolpartlcipate in the study. Among the reasons given for de-
clining were: lack of staff time to gather’ the data, company
policy prohibited’ d01ng any kind of survey with employées, and
confidentiality 6f compary records. In addition, ome employers
had received SO0 many requests for information on their service
that they had become resistant to further involvement.

i ‘

Other corporations became non—participants due to admini-
strative decision changes. For example, in one corporation the-
company child care 11ason-had agréed to participate but the .
board of the ‘child care cehter decided not to participate. The
designated management pe?ﬁon in another company had said they
would be part of the study but then the child care staff recom;

.mended the company not partiCipate and the cgmpany retracted itsu

agreement. T

P e

-

Other difficulties impeded ‘the - acquisition of the necessaryJ
participants. "As stated abowe, the sample size for participants )

from eacH'company was a minimum of ten females who had been
using the’ child care serviqe for one year. Early in the study

'activities it became apparent that a' very limited number oﬁY

corporations axe able to fulfill this-qualification. Many:
companies that had- enough employees who utilized the child care
service were eliminated from the study because not enough of .

the female. users had used the service “for a full calendar year."

Some female employees use the employer sponsored child care
pProg am on a oentinuous basis except during the summer when a

:di rent chlld care arrangement ig utilized.“ These _women,
although essentially continuous users of the company child care,

- were ineligible for thlS study due to their summer hiatus ST
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Other éompanies had enoué users but some of them were male and,
once the “fien” were eliminat d, an adequate number of female users
dld not exist. The scarci y of adequate pools of users necessi-
tated enlarging the or;glnal geographic area to include the
states of Kentucky and Missoqri. .
In addition to the 29remployers with child care services
who participated in the study, the cooperation of 71 other
employers with similar services was solicited. Of this number,
many of whom were interested in participating, 38 did not meet
study eligibility criteria. ‘Site wisits had. been made to 9 of
these employers before their ineligibility was determined
Site visits had been made as well to-4 of the 33 employers who
dld not wish to be®included in the study. .

Development of Duestionnaire“ .

L

The questmonnalre dlstributed to user employees was devel-
oped for this study. A consideration in its development was
sehs;t;vmty to two frequently expressed employer concernss a

.desire that the study neither raise employee expectations nor

elicit employees"comments on the quality of the employer’'s
child care services. Each employer revieyed the questionnaire
before it was‘distributed'tolits employees. No company withdrew

from the study because of objections to the questionnaire.

Another factor which affecteh_development of the question-

" naire was that it be brief enough and clear enoughfnot\to dis-

courage respondents. Before'being used in the study the ques-

‘tionnaire was subjected to two cycles¥of: field testing and

revision, Three‘slibhtly varying forﬁs .of the questionnaire

- were developéd to make it. appl;cable to the user employees -in

each of the three exper;mental groups LAppendax C).

Faeld%Test of the Questionna;re i

-

Slnce the unlverse of chlld care programs sponsored by for-
profit corporataons is so frplte, the decaslon was made ‘not to«.%?\_'
'fellminate any“of these companles by lnvolv;ng'them in a field _;
" test but’ rather to 1nvolve prograhs sponsored by hospitals. -

n
ey
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The questionnaire was field tested at two employerdgionsored
chiid care programs: Laurance Armour Day School, Rush- - - K
Presbyterian—St. Luke’s Medical Center and Lakeview Child Care '
Center, Illinois Masonic Medical Center.

&

-

Based on the responses from the field test and'other,input
from project staff the questionnaire was significantly revised.
. An additional field test of the questlonnaire was conducted at
a union spensored child care center: Amalgamated Child Care o
« Center in Chicago. Based on the results of this field test,
the instrument was again revised and then put ;nto final format. -

Distribution and Return of Questionnaires

] Employers were informed that personal contact with employees

'by study staff was not necessary for dissemination of questlon-

naires. ‘The method recommended for -distribution was to have the

employer hand deliver packets to each of the subjects. hlter—

nate methods were utilized when desired by the employer and these

included having the Chlld care program distributed:hem, having -
- the information and referral service deliver them, or sending -

them through the mail. e ‘

e

-

hg-@rom the outset employers were assured that employees,
*would be treated anonymously throughout the study.~ This was
accomplished by agSigning each employee a subject number that
was utilized on all materials for that person. .In instances
.where the employer gathered all study data, no.employee namesl
were ever. obtaiggd by. the study ‘skaff. . {

- -

+

" Each participant company was . given the option of including

a consent form in each questionndire packet. . Thls form speci—g

fically enab'ed the subject employees to indicate that study.

staff had thelr permission to. review their attendance records._
. Some ‘émploy rs elected_not'to use these based on the aesured

- :j-“h . *
« <l i . .\me mme;-
B 392— "tw RS E‘\'-'» ’
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and return the questionnaires on Ehe.spot

. . ¢ . ‘9 . - -

. Questionpaire packetsmdlstrlbuted to eacnlof the user sub-
jects included the approprlat form of the questlonnalre (Appen-
dix~C), an envelope for retur?ng the questionnaire, a letter
from the Study of Employer. Sponsored Child Care. (Appendlx E}, a's
1etter¥from the employer (Appquﬁx F), and depending on the par-
ticipating.company, a consent form (Appendlx G), andﬁgg_envelope
for its return. All ltems within:the packet contained the sub-
Ject number of the 1nd1v1dua1 The return envelopes included
in the questlonnalre packets wére pre-addressed to the selected.

ret?rnee. . R . e, ' .

.
— . [ - -

The method recommended .for return of the questlonnalres
was. that subjects would personally return them to the distri- N
bution individual. Other optlons yere acceptable and employers
selected their preferréd'method Ih some casés queéstionnaires L
were/returned by mail and 1n one qase, at the company s .request,
study staff met with a group of subjects to have them complete

. Employers were asked to request nonrespondents to refurn
questlonnalres. ST . . i

Collecﬁion of Attendance Data : . . '
~ T P ‘) e . -
An arrangement for coliection of the'atéendance data was - A\

established 1ndiv1dua11y\w1th each participating company o y
. Various factors 1nf1uenced the method selected.: First was the ’
W1111ngness of the company to utlllze internal staff for the -
data gatherlng, ranging- from performlng the total to £ o
Terely prov1d1ng minimal d1rectlon to study staff in gatherlng Y Lo

the data. A second factor wag the corpprate system in place
for maintalnlng attendance information. The System determined
to some 'extent the Jecessary a&t1vrt1es of 1n—house staff
Those " companies operat1ng a computerlzed system gathered all -
data internally based on logical restrrctlons to study staff
hereas, those havmng:manual systems were not restractedI f“
technlcally to employlng their own people.: A third aspect
affectlng the collectlon of attendagge data Was company pollcy
‘on conf1dent1ality of”records. C ;3 R ‘;- R
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Actual collection of the attendance information ‘throughoyt .
the thirty-nine participadt companies was ultimately accgmplthed .

by a wide range of procedures. Staf!%of sQme corporaé&ons .
literally gathered every bit of data required At the other * U' T
extreme, study staff reviewed weekly. time sheets located in mul- Coae
tiple locations for each subject from an employer. In the most,
complex éituations, identification of relevant attendance forms . . {
necessitated selection from extensive numbers of non-categorlzed o .
. forms in inaccessible places. R . -

Information gathered in the field for each subject employee

,Was initially recorded on the Attendance Data Form (Appendix H) ©
_ and then summarized onto the Qttendance Data Summary Sheet (Appen-
- dix J)'pfior to being coded. In total, data were:gathere Qn
. 311 users from experimental companies, 320 non-users from
experimental companies, 130 potential users from-control com-

-t

panies, and 130 non-users from control compagies. ) gty

DATA ANALYS;E PLAN - - - : . .

Covariate.aﬁalysis was chosen as the‘analytic tdﬁlwfor ;;

his analysis because of the guasi-experimental naturé Qf-the’ .
~ data collectiqn procedure.’ Companies were not rendomly . ' o
> assigned to the;r various types of childgcare service condi— .
' tions and subgects werp not randomly assigned to their user L -;
. status. Thus, the us ofgsimple correlations would pfbvide n0‘. . . .j
infofmation about theeLausal nature of observed relationships ' ’.. '%L

‘ between our 1ndependent variable and our dependent, variables. ‘
Confounding variables could vary systematically with the inde- : -
" pendent variable, type of child care sérvice, ‘and leaye us'®™" .

- unable to determine whether- an observed relationship was cJused

by type of’child care or“these confounding variables. - For- ‘

N -example, if a significant correlation was found between type ‘o f,

v R
..... . .
'

that employees of smeiler companies are absent less. Thus, the .“t
3 causal relationship would be betwgbn size.of the company tﬁe
- . _absenteeism of the company The simple correlatioq, ther re, .

.ﬂf ) would*noé'give us*the desired information, i. e., the true effect.
v'of the‘type of child care provided by the employer. ”}_z;‘ .y
. - :'a“-' L -




N r cov?ariate analysis. ' ’é; %Qtechnique permits you to look at par— ' o
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wr e decreases or t.‘ne numberi: “of, regre@s mcreases or ecreases. ) i wf es0n

He e, if N-k equals 43, we w%lld only be 'iable detect corre“iations m@’f

. R would. be detectable 30 of t.‘ne tirne. 'I‘hus,, as.N-lg increa_sﬁaﬁ—‘q
e T t:ne chance of fa.nding v3;,1:1;1;55_ ,population correlation's"iwhen Ehe'y‘, ' ’,..;
L arewsmalr also ancpéasés\énarfington, Mmpublished‘MSlﬁyﬁﬁfng;jfgi‘i??§§
. - The> p‘resent analysis req,gh‘ed that we COntro]_ ,forvmg S =
. ,.pQ\;ariates (large k) . “In.. °¥' A ob.tain a ha.gh Powered S
#op candlyEis, ve, chose to Jgt 1 the im P 2

5 R exifsj:ed.

3 Separating out these oonfounding effects is a benefit. of . R

ti \1 r%lationships, thata,a.s, the re&lationship between two
L variables when? other &ss:.ble confounding variables, called
¥ co\?ariates, are held ‘constant. By holding these var;l.ables _
co'nsf’éﬁt, we are esse&’tially asking, if the cOVar:Lates were. o %
thga}Z same for all comp ies, what relationship would we then. . adl
) -observe betweeg the independentf and deperdent variable? This -
\ allows us tq have a- grEater éonfidence that a truly causal X ..

'__~ relationsh_ip exists be}tween the independent variable and the « .

- dependent variable when a s:.gm.ficant correlat:Lon is observed. T ?
R saa important cons—:t'deration in rnultivariate, analysis (co- - ) :

1 ) var:.ate analysis is .,on‘% type 'of mult:.variate analysis) is’-‘?‘the - . y@ﬁl
T power of the statistic‘aﬁ test. Power, wh:.ch refers to the -
- ability to detect- an- effect when one is present, is_ affeeted _ __; h
L ‘. by the n‘umber of regreg»sorrs, k, relati:re* to- tbe s§m9£ size, N'., ) fg;

Regressors are the variables that are used to predict t?:e de-
pendént variab-l'e[ : '“Tﬁ’ey 1rLclude -all the covara.ates and the '
indép‘endent zrarfﬁ‘ff’é’*w N-k the sample size‘minus’ the number

of covara.ates, v.ar’ieS‘"asj@either the sample sﬁsze sin ases . or

+¥ . -

" e 'I‘hus,. the power to fa.nd relat”ionships al: var:Les. @Fb’r examplew*

+
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as large as .40 about gﬂ%”of the tJ.rne. _-If the' '
were less than % 40, iﬁxwoﬂd$e detectablg &ven. less o;‘:it’en.,.ﬁ?_“ SN
However,~1f N-k equal_s leO, population correlations;'o;f %
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.the ernployer be - uSed as® "the um,t of analysis at the finall stage i

of the analysis. : ’ﬁ’,\/ a -l -

Partial correlation toefficients'can be'computed in several
wWays. Since the analysis requ;red shifting from the individual_ e
level to the company level of analysis, Wwe utilized the follow-- o
“ing procedure.‘ First, using multiple regression, type of child
care was predicted from?the co;ariates. Again,.the covariates
_are the variable$ that we ‘had wanted to“control We then
extracted,from this analysis the part of our independent vari- |
able that was not explained by the covariates.. This was accoms
~ plished. by taking the residuals from: the analysis, A residual = .
Cis defined.s the difference beWeen the actual value of ‘the. :
-yariable and ‘the predicted value “of the variable obtained from . ;'i
st step of the analysis, we obtained _
ject. ';F e

the regression, In
a residual score for e

“:i.,‘r‘.' o e,

. - A Similar procedure was uSed.to compute a residual value - - Ti. .
for‘each suhject on-the dependent variable. At. this‘point, we '
had residual scores for each subject for the independent VHIHE%&

- 'able, ‘type of ‘child care, .and -the dependent variable.’ These '

- residuals represented'that part of the type of child care and -

_ the dependent variable that weremandependent of the covariates df

. used Computing the-partiarmcorrelation required only findlng ’

- the simple COZLYT lation between these two sets. of residuals.. .

s _HOWever, in ordef\fon the’ values used 1n the correlation £d be

' 1nEependent-of each other} we. aggregated across: companies

. before computing;the partial correlation. That is,chr each

:company, we. computedfthe mean resmdual_for type of'cheld care. .
r and the mean residual. or the dependent'variable. rhe corre-'é"‘.

R
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doee not prqﬁrﬁe ihformatioq.about'the differences between.the . : T
various types of child care services: It does not tell us whether -
differences egast between ormesite child care servzces d off- .
site child care services or, whether the major differenc are R
between anfonmatron and referral serv;ces and off-slte hrld

care serv;ces. Thus, the.mean resi&ual for the dependent vari- | ~
able was’ computed for each _gg_}of service, By comparzng these v
means, rt,rs.then poss;ble to spec;fy the location ‘of the )
drfferences. The actual value’ of the residual is not, in itself,

very informative. The differences between the residuals, how- .
ever, do provide important iggormation. For this reason, we ~ ‘ '
chose to plotf the relative-variues of the residuals, rather than’

the actual values. - - - o

Mis‘:silg Data - «. . Tt \ -

. Subjects who had mlssing values on one'or more of the vari- )
ables were ellminated from the analysrs. Ellmination of sub-

_ 3ects resulted, in some cases, in lowering the number of,subjects_
of an employer to'such an extent that the Employer had to De

—ia =

echud d}from the.analys;sm‘ Except where OtheIWISe noted;
wheneve the‘nﬁﬁher of. subjects 1n a. given company ‘dropped-

? "”‘below hflj the~ average-nnmber of subjects over all the companles, 1Ht'£.
- that employer'uas elimznated from the analysis. ' B

9‘.;.': ’ L -

. o Descrlptron ofwindependent*Varrable :_' ﬁwfi_f o 3€”f .f e

T

-
f. - -

Tt st

T - T = : :.»,, .

T :;~., j Type of chmld qare‘servxce was the 1ndependent—variable .
. ;;: 1n all analyses. onur leVels of‘servace.Were incluigz in thls L
- ', ) study* on-s:.te child care, off-site chilﬂ:care, inf

atlon and

L ‘ site child care1prov1des'the'greatest.amount of serq}ce, off— }
s - srte-chlld care -ani 1ntermediate amount og sernlce, anformatlon L
;fﬁ i i and referral a lesser:amount of - sergﬂ$eﬂ;ﬁrd no-service falls.

-at the bottom. thle xt is possible to specify the relative 3
ordering of'the four types of- ch11&‘care, it is q;fficulteton_
X f;re betﬂeen each .of the four ’

specrfy how great.the diffe__f‘ :
types of Servz.qex Fox this [re S ve. é_th?_.g th___‘_e amo mount -_,of.'_ chilg




. “variates- are controlled’“
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ce;egservice on. two differéntigcales-aeiindicategobelo#. -- . "3
‘_ . . b B -‘ , N -’ . N . ; :; bl
M Type of Service Scale A . *8cale B . 4 o
- - On-Site . ' L 4 : . - 7 . / "
- . Off-sit® - .3 6 ' :
I&R." 2 - 3"
) No Service 1 __
» - Scale A assigns equal intervals between each of the four
s of sexvice. This is equivalent to saying that the
difference between on-site child‘care‘and'off—site child care
is the same as the dlfferengi between off-site child care and
infermation and referral. Scale B does not assign equal inter-
vals.-. This scale sets on-sxte and off-site child care as one T
i unit apart from each other, and 1nformat10n .and referral and §&
.o servqcés as- three,and fiVe unxts away from off-sxte Chlld ) . r%
cgse'respéctLVely. This scale aSsumes that on-site day care l/_‘ .

and off—sxte day care -are reIatlvely sxmllar 1n the amount of- B
servzce that they‘prcvxde, and that the other two types pro- _ _;;ii
vxde cons;derably 1ess or: no~serv1ce. . - LT

-
]
.

.

Descrxptlon of Dependent Varlables -':: B .

- :4_.

In.all cases,_f

‘

Seven dependent varlables were investigated.
the basic questionnwas Xhe same:. “Does type-of child. -care .
service have an: effecf”on the dependent‘varxable, wher the co-
,The_seqen degendent va;iableSsare

described below. .v'_fﬁﬁ.i . =

An absentee;sm ratlo was computed for each

Absenteelsm.' i
1ndiv1dual‘as follows-. : R ) B :
Rt S c. %
besenteei'ém}‘tatn.c =00 tc?ta‘.'l. unscheduled days off . o S
I A totdl.days schedulgd t0‘work .
The values for “total unscheduled days off" and "total days

¢
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' Acceptance of‘employment - ‘The followlng questlon was asked b,{}
of subjects who were lnformed of the child care services when -
they began emp;oymept-at their companles: "Did the availability .

of this'service influence your decision to accept this emplo&- - e -
ment?" A value of X was asslgned for a "yes" answer and a value
of 0 was assigned for a "no" answer to the varlable Accept.

L]

Continuance of employment. Subjects were asked: "Does : E

the avallablllty of this chnldgﬁare service influence your deci- “
sion to contlnue‘your present gmplo

ent?" Subjects received = o

a value.of 1 for a "yes" answer a value of 0 for a "no"

answer for the variable Continue. :
- -t -3

. Regommendation of employer. following guestion was

asked: ““"Have you eve recommended_your efiployer £o others beé-

cause of the availabiliky of the child care services?" '"Yes" .

and ."No" responses receive"valﬁes*of 1 and 0, respectively- 'li,-‘-.“%-

Awallable to work-overtime. Subjects'were asked the fol- T
lowing questioni- "Hds 3 188 child cate service made 1t'bossib1e - A

for you to. work.overt or odd hous shlfts?“ ThlS questiony ¢

Acceptance of—promotion. Subjects were asked-'"Has this 4' L.

_chlldcare servzce made it posslhle for you to.accept a promotlon
: or a new pos1t10n2" As, was. the case. Wlth Overtlme, this ques- ‘
tion was not appllcable for.many of the subjects and thus, . only
-those- who responded elther yes" oL "ho" were lncluded AAn thls :
part of’ the analyst.. "yes“ response was coded as 1 and a "no"
response\was-coded as 0. - .,,‘,' S 1‘,-_'j

=

Effect oh’ }Ob performance. All suhjects responded to the

followrng- :“The:ch11d ‘care serv1ces avazlable through my employer-_;_fﬁ
(1) have. little or-. r‘io eﬁfect Gn‘ the- way I do my 305_ SR

u

'(2} have a somewhat po 1t1Ve effect*on the way I ao my joh.
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) income or (3) motivatEd to work although the income is not’
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THis item was coded using amw equal interval scale (1 3 3) a ’g
indicated abo\ie. L s . e -
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fea .3

into three generai groups, demographic characterist:l.cs of theki R

su}:a;jects,r character:.stics of the employers‘ .and characterist;.%s“_ 1
of the non-child care users -of the employers. o 'I‘wenty—one covar:.e- ::‘-::
ates are déscribéd-below., . -~ -t T 1L PR :
. - : 7 R A
Demographic Characterlstics ' . ,.'_f!’: :553”

t

Adults‘ the number of aduite 1iving in the household

range.
than Gne, (2)--one to Iess than two, (3) two to less than fwevﬁ'i’
. {4) £ivé and srx, (5) ‘sgven. through thirteen and. (8); fourteenﬂe,_fff
through er(pteen yearSeof—age. ? - ;__ -:-:'1¢_'rt '5 f} .
' Age. the age of the emgloyeea,._“‘ ey 5-;11222”73;5' T .
~- : = B > 7 N
Education. the educational‘ievel obtained by the ‘ployee. %£§§_' 3'33

. This var;able was, coded.as (1) 1ess than high school, (2)° some%%
"high school, (3) high schoblhgraduate, (4) two years after'high-

-\.-.-

school, (5) college graduate and (6) grﬁdnate or professionaI udgg'

Reason for’ Wbrking;_ this varlable 1ﬁentified three poseible
reasons “for- workmng“‘“Either the employee is (1) the main sup-
port for the fam::.lyr (2) an essent1a1 contributor to a two-fammly

essentiaI _::._'-j‘ :§T‘~;Hw'd . ;jf-."' L P

Month5°_ the number of months working'for the company.

e . : 'Jé
Hours- the number-of hours pernweek worked This-xe broken L
down into (1) under 30 hours (ZY 30—40 hours and (3) over-&G hpurs. }

Overtlmezi thlS V-
paid for overti




- :.-'ap‘plicable. LT | - N

“:lployees working into (l) day shift,” (2) evening shift or (3)

\.. e
: 'Size of’ the Study Slt&' the study Slte d1d not

T Total. Days Worked. theetotal number of days worked in the last o

L

year. This'variable was not used in the statistical.analysis . B ':g

- of- absenteeism because of the amount of overlap between the tw0‘~‘l_;:f§
variables.. . o o S R
Employer Variables. PR T s :J:h'Lﬂf, &ﬂﬁ

Family Income- “the totdl income of the household before deduc—
‘tions. ThlS included employee s-and Spouse’s income where
L -
Length- the amount of time spent going to work. -This was %
coded as (l) under l/2 hour, (2) l/2 to one hour or '(3) over 1 hour.

}Shift. the shift the;employee works. - This categorizes em-_

other shifts.. “ _ : | . -

*

r-"

Extended LeaVe of Absence. this variable controlled for those
employees-Who had taEén an extended leave of absence in the -

last year*

Holidays.“ the number of holidays the employee is entitled

Vacation. the ‘number’ 6f vacation days, floating holidays, and
personal days the employee is entitled

ﬁh\” - - ,.‘.-:

Complete data was collected on tWo employer variables and
these were. entered into the analysis as covariates.~_‘

Company Size. companxes were classified into six categorles._
These were (1Y less than 250, (2) 250; to; ,499,  (3): 500~ to 899, L
(4) lOOO to 2499, (5)%a500 ‘to- 9999 and (6) greater than lO 000 D

employees._ . ;‘ ";;'; ',’l;Qi’“ - *i‘.h ;

.

Ways encom- L
pass the entire company It nay have been at a branch office.
_or restricted to some part of the company, like the home office..

This variable was ClaSSLfled in the same‘six categories used

-%Nonﬁuser Vaiiablesfik" .5 { ‘.":'“' L
ry i ..r... I s‘ -

R v}‘ 5- ;t—

@té‘was\coliected on a.numb

x s AR

é%.O ~n0n-users of the Chlld




.

care services of the companies, Certain variables were computed

from this informati®n in order to control for additional charac—

,teristics of the employer. A value for each employer was com-

puted and entered 1nto the analysis,

ta
g

Mean Extended Leave of Absence: this was the mean numﬁ%r of
days of extended leave of‘absence in the company for non-users
of day care, . o . e :

Mean Number- of Hol;days- this was the average number of holldays
of non-user employeeswln ‘the company.

Mean«Number of‘Vacation Days: this.was the average.number of .
vacation days, floating holidays, and personal days for non-
users in the 2 _company.

Mean Number of Days Worked° this was the average number of
days worked per year of non-user employees in. the company.

B L,
Hwe o -
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III. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
The primary purpose of thlS study was to determine whether

d1fferent kinds of employer supported child care serv1ces had
dlfferlng effects on the users of‘those serv1ces.' In gathering

- thegdata base needed for the*covariaté analyses conducted'for

this study considerable addltlonal Lnformatlon was obtalned A
substant1a1 portion of this ‘came directly from the users of the

hild re services. "
chi ca c i N

Because much of the 1nformat10n found in the llterature on
employer supported child care has come from the employers we
have made the assumptlon that others in the field wduld £ind
value in a more detalled report1ng of the users responses. . Thus
this section of the report ;nciudes demographlcs on the user'
employees, the findings of the covariate analyses undertaken
relatlve to absenteelsm and s1x other dependent Varlables, a
descrlptlve analysls of the termlnatlon data, the results of
several cross tabulatlons of‘dlfferent employee responses and a
,compllatlon and examlnatlon of the optlonal employee comments.

DEMOGRAPHICS ON USER EMPLOYEES

. The self-admxnlstered questionnalres prov;ded a variety of
'demographlc characterlstics on theésubject employees. Although
it cannot be stated with absolute certainty that-all females
utilizing employer supported chlld care serv;ces match these
patterns, it is likely that these demographics are fairly repre- .
sentatlve of thls group. Unless stated otherwise .the following .
f1gures were baslcally conslstent across the three typesﬁpf
users. . S - : ‘ﬁ'- -

3

\ g - The medlan'age of the Bll'female respondents whs 30
/ Flftyenlne percent of the subjects were between 27 and %3 Wlth
the range being from 21 to 52 years.., ‘ﬂ ST

-

. chooI;ng:l For the entlre sample of user employees, one: _
5 th1rd had completed hlgh school and‘64% had,completed two or more
: years of college. - 3';;4,-" ' o e . o “
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mo:mm:owm ooa60mwnvo=. zonm nﬁmn two-thirds of the respon-

mm:nm Aquv imﬂm amﬂﬂwmm.ﬁmﬂmbﬂm.ﬂwqwsa £wn&.mﬁ0ﬁmm and children; .

. two. ﬁmnam:ﬂ of ﬂ#mmm had ow&mﬂ mmswﬂm ‘in nwmm=o¢mm=owm -as smmH .m
- Single ﬁmﬂmsﬂm Hvdpba mwo:m £Hnw children no&mﬂvmmm Hmm om the

~
2 ' \.
JI - L

vOGﬁHmﬂﬁo=~ maOﬂ#mH 8% were mwdawm ﬁm&m:ﬂm quvba with msow&mﬂ o

adult(s). . y Lo . i

B . +

Work: wpw ﬁwm mﬂﬁ&% mavumoﬂm worked nwwnﬁw or more :odhm ..m
vmn week and-none had £onwmm for their ﬁnmmMIm mgﬁwowmn Hmmm than

dne year. The length of waﬁwowymbw for all users Hmsamm.mﬂwa
twelve months to twenty yvears, with almost two-thirds of ﬂsm
respondents having £onwmm for their employer between ﬂto mbm ten
-years. .mwkﬂ%:mmdmb percent £mHm nonexenmpt mavwowmmm. W

5.

Income: Slightly more nbm: half of the 20565 were mmHS?aa
Hmmm nwmb $18,000 per year and '86% were earning less ‘than mwﬂ ooo
mmsmﬂ ﬁwmu 5% Hmﬁonﬁmm mmHmHHmm of 50ﬂm than $35, 000 wmﬂ year. L
.arm Hmmmo=m given by mﬁUumnﬂm for SOwaaa showed that mwvawnw% .ﬁ
-’ more ﬂwmbdﬁmwm (53%) of these women worked because their mmawww
:mmmmm more nwmb one Hwnoam HSmbﬂ%;:pbm percent were the 5%95
support for ‘theit wmﬂpwvmm. Only 18% of the users HﬂﬁOHﬂmm m:mﬂ
' .ﬂ#mpﬂ income was ﬁon essential but rathe? that working whs | . .
‘ HQGOHﬂmuﬂ tb ﬁwma. wmmmoummsnm HﬁﬁOHnmm the following famil wun
comes: 4% were under- mHo ooo~ 20% were mmﬁwvsa vm#tmm: mHo~.OQ
and §18, ooo~ quyzmﬂm Umﬂtmm: Mpm 001 mbm mwm 000; 18% mmn:mnm.

$26,001 to mwuwooow mbm »Hm imﬂm mmnﬁvsa oqmﬂ mwm 000. ., .

oo g

Day ow&m woawn. mmqmswwlmw4m vmnnmbﬂ om n:m Hmmvosmmsﬂm.

_

Hmﬁonﬁmm nbmn mHH ﬂ:mvﬂ mm% nmnm £mm Hs one Honmﬁ.o:~ only Hrw

i
";ﬁ‘,‘n_'._-_« c e e

Ty

% .Hmﬁonﬁmm ﬁmvsa mmdwﬂmw,ﬂbS:ﬁHoxwamH mm% care mnnm:amamznm.
T B ¢ :mwm of the Hmmﬁozmmsﬂm swo cmmm Hmw mmﬂdwomm HQ@OH#Q& usin
mmSHHw mmw nmnm :ogmm. wa smmm amw nmnm.ewmﬂmnm. 0U4Ho¢mp ’

S

A

W|mwnm mbm HsmOHa

i \.__4. \.

mﬂuos wbm HmmmHHmHu~ mvsnm

“Ee

k.

%
.
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‘dependent variables for these analyses were not measured “in "co nr

¢
pahies proViding no services. Type of child care service was ;

[N
? i .

theﬂindependent variable in all of the analyses. * :

2

. . We analyzed the data once using cale A coding and once,
using scale B coding. Scale A cod

] assigns equal intgrﬁals
between each of the 'four types of serVice. Scale B coding sets .
.si on-site and off-site child caré services as one unit dpart from '

each other, and information_and referral (I&R)’ and no services
- as three and five units away from off-site child care SeerCeS,
- respectively (see page 31). In all cases, when .a significant

- relationship using SCale%A was found,.a significant elation-

’ , ship using scale quas*aﬁbo found. While there was a trend for
scale A coding to Be less%Significant we chose only to report i
results using scale B coding becauSe it is believed that this
coding is a better reflection of the relationghips between the

different types of child care service. . ) -

* -
* % ’ e" * - #
[ >

. . Absenteeism Analysis e . : S ws

31

PR

+

. . Two .Separate analyses were undertaken to investigate the
- effects of child car serVices on tﬁe absenteeism of women who®
‘ use these- serVices.._E&One :mcluded all four levels of" child care;
the second included3only#three levels, i.e. on-site, off-site, '
information and reﬁerra{@;-Separate analyses were suggésted e
because of the lim ‘ted: data available from-the employers not

proViding any child carerserVices. The only.coVariete data

\
H

B '\n
;_1'1‘ ¥

.
et

i
L Sty et 1 TS S ok A, i Sl Sherae s 40 7

i

N

oo

received from these employers Were the employer’ covariates, the .

non-users covariates, and the indiVidual variables o absenteeism,

holidays, vacation days;%and extended leave of abSence on a

group of potential chlld50are users.- We did not “have demographic
; f’ information 3uch as age,éeducation, and number of children on

the potential users. Theﬂfourelevel analysis of- absenteer§)~

thereforeh controlled for fewer~covariatesn o -
Four—Level Analeis ﬂfuiu- 'f, ,1 Lo e A ce

-~ £

e -

Four employers were eliminated because of miss;ng data. ,
~ The average number of-subjects per employer was: ll.4. The - >E -
_m?‘distribution’for theﬂfour—level analysis was.—-- '1 C T

3
h . T
L
:




ﬂ.: e =T _:-\_- ;o Er R e :\, . PR ;,': A - = S Vf{i
) o - e . 39 :
- _xpe of Service Sy Number of Companies . k
_ g On-site ¥ g o 12 . . ¥
P off-site, 8 . ?
5 , . .
[ . Tawr. § . . | .,
¥ ‘ 4 % i
la, No Serv1 e v, 0 - o .
7 variables controlled for ihcluded: extended ledve &f absence;
holidays; vacdtion; company size; size of the study site; mean
extended leave of absence; mean number of holidays; mean number’ ﬂ‘
- - of vacatibn days- mean number of days worked. ) T
- .- """'"‘"')
Relevant Statistics:“ . w i,
h pr = .164 t = .95 4f = 33 . . e
‘P D@05 b=.004 s = .0046' o
- ﬁ' ) N
This low correlation suggests that type- of child care, service
. does not’ have a direct effect on ahsenteeism.. However ™ this
conclusion may Be premature, as is discussed below. '
Three-Level Analysis .
o ¥ , < ~A
The second analysis of absenteeism considered only three B
' - 5
levels of child care service. Twenty-six employers were in- ‘ ;
cluded in this apalysis with a mean number “&f subjects pefq¥ : j
employer\of 10.2. The following is the dis ibution of employers E
- for the three-lebel analysis: ) - .
N -}-?fﬁ m. i e ! - ’
: Type of - Service ﬁ-; Number of Companies ¢
1 ' - . iy . . N
On-site . * {ﬁ.’&% ‘ 12 .
. Off-site - e 8 T ., o TR
I.&R . ' 6 R
‘, . . - . * . - - ‘ :“f,
N Eleven covariates in addition to- the covariates used in the i%
four-level analYSlS above 1ncluded°‘ adults, family struc- ‘ ‘nﬁ
ture' age of children' age, education' reason for worklng, months- ‘ i
2. overtime~ family‘income' lehgth shift . ‘.‘ . ;ﬁ
. ’ r} o B <, - ."?g
- Relevant Statistics. A - . PR
X - ‘e ] .‘g - l.m-\: *‘,}_' LT _ _: . -i- . i ) ;;
g . '_ﬂpn =0, oo '&’“‘so...po . af = 24 - -
) R A ; L s - Ty -
= : ‘{pf}>_ .50 -_,f;; £ ~,002 s = 1,099 s
: - ) ,; ir ST ;
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* cpmocmmPOb ow wmmswﬂm ow mvmmnﬂmmpma mbmwwmvm .
. L ﬂf .

vwﬂwosmw the ﬁmﬂﬂpmw oouﬂmwmﬂwon ‘was small in both ﬂwm nbﬂmml

- .

Hm<mw mdmwhosﬂlwm<mw analyses, ﬂwpm momm not necessarily imply
ﬂrmﬂ there ‘is no- Hmwmﬂpozmwpﬁ Umﬂzmmu ﬂ&@m ow child care service
&nd ab muﬂmmpma. In the ﬂrﬂmm level mnmwwmwm~ the mﬂm:mmﬂm error
ch.w\Av 1.099) is- mxﬂﬂmamwx large. The value. of b represents
;..h; B md mmﬂpsmﬂm ow dwmumu%@m of ﬁ&m regresgion Hpum~.mum the standard
error 6f b Hmﬁﬂmmmnﬂm~ to moam mmmﬂmm~ the moosﬂmo& of" that . -
mmﬂpamﬂm.nnwm w 95% oo:wpmmbom pnﬂmu<mw is oonmﬂnsoﬂmm ‘around :

the observed-value.of b, ﬂsm following range, is obtained:

95% nonmpamuom -Interval % b+ (s) ﬁﬂu";ﬂ/n t at .95 level;- T
0.002 + AH 099) ﬁw 064) = 0. com + ‘2,268 = -2. 270, +2.266. :

ﬁ.ﬁm pnapnmﬂmm that based on oE.. sample, one can vm 95% omuﬂm% o
ﬂsmﬂ the ﬂﬂsm population value of b is between -2.270 and 252667 T

,..’L

A b as.large as N or -2 would Puawomﬂm a <mﬂw MSQOHﬂmuﬂ mwmmoﬁ
of mvmmbﬂmmpma on type of child omﬂm service, In onﬁmﬂ words,
because ow ﬂrm mxﬂHmSmwx high <mwsm of s, it pm pBQOmmHUHm to _
accept the WKWOﬂsmmym “that ﬂwm ﬂﬂsm oouﬂmwmﬂwon is zero., On iWA¢
the other 5m:n Umomsmm of the woz.<mwsm of b, it'is also im- ,
@ommwvwm “to mmx the true correlation is not Fero. asnm~ mp<m= : "

=

- . our sample, no conclusions cah be mﬂmzu as to the Hmwmﬂponmwpﬁ e

between m&mmuﬂmmpmg and- ﬂ&@m of child care mmH<Fom.

F -’ <\N.

. : HOOprm md these Hmmﬁwﬂm from a mpmwmﬁmuﬂ @mﬂm@moﬂp<m~ﬁmw N t&wmm

. momm uow mmma mﬁHﬁHpmp:ﬂ that ﬂwm Hmwmﬂwonmrpﬁ ‘between these™two
- <mupm&wmm was Pbamﬂmﬂawnmvwm. " There are'many reasons for a _ ”M

- "

person's mvmmaom nﬁm&.&%um not represented Pn our model. For T

.‘u‘ B

€
mxmsﬁwm. a amuoﬂ.omdmm of mvmmnﬂmmpma pn hmamwm employees is . - Aww
omﬂwbm for their sick orwwmﬂms.‘ meﬂm was, sb£m<mH~ consider- :

- - a.
. A

i able 4mupm¢vo& msonm maﬁwowmﬂm mm to mwwozmvwm muow time: mosm \J\uw

& i

iy -

me, L

mauwo&mum mwwozmm mg@Howmmm to use mpow amnm for mpnﬁmﬂ nﬁmal o -

) selves om(nsmph owpwm. -others mwwoﬂmm mavwommmm to amm their

<mnmﬂw ﬁ mm&m zwmu mwﬁsmﬂ_ﬂwmw or a orww& zmm pwH~ onbmﬂm mwwozmm

o 25

. . no oo:dmﬂmpon of <mnmﬂwo= dpSm hOH sbﬁwmunmm mvmm:omm. In QOmﬂ-

S " ooS@&;vmm~ #ﬁﬂmbambom Hmooﬂmm Hmmudpmpmm <mnmﬂpds mmwm ‘and. mpow
S mWWm U& mwmmou& zpﬂ30=ﬂ mmmpmsmﬂwum @wm;nm&;ou cbﬁﬂmn:mm But .

L] Jﬁa

‘=w: ®0pbﬂ ow hmoﬂ~ moam maﬁwowmmm smmm <momﬂpo= mmxm mou cﬁwwmnumm -
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absences and some sick days were undoubtedly planned Aﬁd, of
course, 'a person's own health, transportatlon“trouble or othsr

,difflcultiesmmay be. equaIly strong determlnants of that person s

absence. . - ’ _-i .

’ . - .. T n ? '
. In the four level analyses, although we were provided with
fewer covariates, the greater ranrge of'absenteeisrn"and the o

'larger sample sige provrded ii$ with more power to find a dlffer-

ence. _However, by not controll:mg for the mls‘Smg covarJ.ateS'
we may be unjustly attributing the effects of'these confoundlng
variables to the type of child care setvice. Even with*these g
possible -biases toward a srgnlflcant effect, our t does not" '
reach slgnlflcance (t =.95). Analogous to the three level
analysis, this does ;ot mean that there 1s~no effect of typepof
child care service on absenteelsm."We can only .conclude ‘that -

we have not determined the effect: i PN

Acceptance of-E@Eloyment'Analysis° o .

In man§ cases, subjects were ‘not informed of the availabiiity}

of the chiid care service at the time of their initial-eﬁplq&-‘
ment, ‘often because in Several, companles the serv:Lce wa,s*’rela—
tively new. The .analygis of the influence of chmld ca?e séfvlces

on acceptance of employment, thus had a smaller sahple size. '}.;

Ten employers were ellmlnated as & result of ,the, smallness !
(or;absence) of the sample. The-dlstr;butlon was. lO on—siteﬂ

6 off-site; and .3- I&R. , The mean ’humber of subjects per company ..

was 6:0. All covarlates flStEd on pages 33-35 were 8ontrolled‘,

—— ——— - - - —n.g -
T

&

Relevant Statls'l's .

» .
- .

.

LI

ey

(SO 3
PR

ioe T S
pr = 688 t(b 3! 91 d =17 - . [ S
. This correlation is Sargnlflcant at: the .001 level. | 'j?he",_'_'-‘ PR
small valtl‘of the standard erron. frb (KOSl)”shouldialso be- _;{*f

noted Ta'_n together, thh large vaﬁuéﬁof the ‘:ftial Cbr%%ﬁy?
c:!.en,f anéL e««smal]r \9a;l.1;,e @f the "‘_agdgggd‘s;g;qf'_ ,\l i
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Subjects feit that the lnfluence of the chxld care,serv1ce on

_‘.._,,. A

thelr decaslon to. accept employme t was greater when more ser-
vxces were provided. by thelr companxes.'ﬂg"‘ :

_\«\\ R '--,_ -

; The relatxve value of the resxduals for each type of’chlld ﬁp

J"

ﬁbcare are ‘shown’ xn Fzgure l. 5As can be. seen,,each increase'in if:h*%
.+ the amounﬁ of servxce prov1ded bynan emplofer results xn an O

increase xn the residuall. Thls-can Belfﬁt éfpreted as fBllows.,'it;"

G ..t-e.,

‘],'_&R sérv:.ces‘ are not . ¢, L

Employees whose employe:s provxde-onl
. very. lxkely‘to state that kthe chxld care servxce had an influ—. I,
ence on their acceptance_of emﬁloyment' aItmis possible td

lncrease the‘gtobabxllty that .an employee ﬁxll sthte that such.n

A e e -

TFET Y. . - et

services xnfluence abceptance of employment;by prov1dlng more ‘
serv1ces. The dxfference between the fesldhals'for off -site -
services and I&R seiylces reflects th:s xncreased probabxlity "

. i . tm e o ‘ w o G- 4 i,

In concluslon- it was, fonnd=that provxsxon oﬁ day care -3;3“1 R

;T *%;—..

Serv;ces had &, s;ggf X
to accept employment., Speclfxcally, employees of off-sxte

companies ahd On ite éompanxes Were approxxmately'ZO% and'30%“,
spectlvely, to state that, the‘servxces had y

*a-4’“ « LR ] -"‘3’.‘:,\

1nfluence oh thelr decxsxons, than were emﬁloyees of I&R*som—

Contxnuance owampl_yment Anal?siswf
. '.- ; "-‘ ; T R H - L~
The analysls of the eﬁfect of emplgyer-Suppo:ted chxld care

servxces on the contlnuance ofeemployment was conducted on 25 L
e; and SHI&R._ The mean number_n

...... . ‘P f"‘..,a-

companles, 12 on= site, 8, fo
of subjectslperucompany was 13

sit
0.

t‘at the Dl level,~:;
Vervxces provided does
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Irrcreased-
Probabiln.ty
of “‘*‘
»Answerlng
;Xes

. _...‘_'_ ..-;—1- -.-;._1-‘;.‘.__'_'.' )
© . gff-site.. on-site
Type -6f Serv:.ce

F:t.gure l' Effect of Chxld Care Qn Acceptance of Employment
S !Relgt:l.ve-va}ne o‘f I-Iean Res:.duals- -
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While the pattern here is similar to that of the previous ~
analysis, the -magnitude of the ‘changes is considerably less. h
Users of off—sibe and on-site services were only 10% andsl6s
respectively moxe likely than users of Informatmonal and Refer--
ral-services to state that the employer previded serV1ces had
an influence on their decisions to contin their present ,

. : employment. We can thus conclude that Whlle sub;ects felt that
their employer's “child care Sefvice had a positive effect on

their de01sion to cont1nue employment, this influence was not
.- -

~

great.

Recommendation of ‘Employer Analysis

- The-analysis of the effect of child care service on}the
recommendation Of one's employer to others was Eonducted on 23
companies1, 12 on—-site; 7 off-site; and 4 I&R. The mean number
of subjects per company was 14.6. All covariates listed on ~
pages,3?435uwere“controlled, l : -

¥ Relevant Statiskics:

oL+ pr=..778 t=5.68  af =21 I
Do ~ e L0001 b=.122 s .022 LT

-

’fsuj! Lilo Thls partial correlation is significant at the .OOl level
indicating that the degree of Chlld care SerV1ce-prov1ded by an ‘
_ ) employer does‘have a 9031t1ve influence on employees recommending
- their employer to others. The relative values of the mean resid—
o o Juals for?each type ‘of Chlld care serVice are grven in Figure 3

-

In th1s analysis, the responses oﬁ;employees utilizing
off site serV1ces and on—51te serVices did not differ SignlfLP .
cantly-from one ahother;, Both of these groups were approximately

;‘_-- - L . &w‘ "
) - 30% _more likely than.the.znformation and~referral employees to i

state that they,had recgmmended their employer to. others because

of the child care service§ in conqlus;on; employees vere more

‘likely'to recommend their—employers to others when erther oﬁf—
site or on-site child care services were provided by their emr‘;:

-’ ployer- RSN oo T R 5

-
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_ additional pay for overtxme was given. The effect of day care

¥ with only four subjects each. All covariates listed on pages‘

Availability to Work évertime Ahalysis o ) ) L

This analysxs was based on the subset of ‘subjects for whom

services on the,abxlxty to work overtame was analyzed for 23
companies. The distribution of companies was: l2 on-site;

8 off-gite;. and 3 I&R. The mean number of subjects per company
was 8.5, however, we chose to include two companies (both I&R) °

33-35 were controlled.

Relevant Statistics: \ .

pr= .66l £ =4.04 @f = 21
p <.001 * b= .138 s =.033"
. <. - i -, . . } /‘_
This partial correlation is significant at the .00l level, .
indicating that the amount of ¢hild care Service provided by an
employér has a positive .effect on an employee's ability to work -

M

e L

T L o TR .
o i e dd A b .;-;,i‘ig-.1 T A UV

overtime. The’ relatzve values of the mean residuals for each

A

‘type of child care’ service ‘aré shown inm Fxgure 4,

As in.the prevxous analys1s, the values: for off-sxte and
on-site child care did not differ significantly from each other..
- They were both larger than the value for the information and
referral companles, hpwever.. Employees of conpanies provid- ‘_;

B TR

ol

1ng on-site servxces and off—sxte servxces were approxxmately .
40% more likely to state that they were able to ‘work ovértlme- -

i

or odd hour shxfts\because of the services provlded by their T ﬁﬁféf
employer. In concﬁ;sion, employees were more- llkely t0 be able St
‘to work overtlme—or oddjhour shxfts when elther off-slte-child :
cére servaces or On-51te chxld care servxces were provxded by

e . S,
their employer. . ST T

~ .‘,-- ] .- T . m”

Acceptance of Promotlon Analysxs " 'x o ‘:~. ; _L}:

The’ analySIS’oﬁ the effects.of day care services on the U
posslbilxty of accepting & promotxon\was based.on 22 compan;es. ":
The distributaon of companres ‘wass: 12 onrsite,s? off—site, and
3 I&R ‘ The mean number of sub]ects per company was_5*2 ';l?_“
covarxates llsted on’ pages 33- 35 were controIled : -
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T _; ’ i;‘ e .v,::.‘i;ﬁ\.j & | - ‘_a.: - : T :%?‘i S : 7,07 :.?._ »_‘?%jgg
.Relevahf Statiétics} C . f - ' .
pr = .279 t = 1.56 af =20 ° . | .
p>.10 .b=.060 " s-= .04 -
This analysis did. not flnd‘a significant relatlon hip-be— ‘ . "i

tween type of day care serv1ce and acceptance ‘of. promo ion. It
' should be noted, that as a result of the large &Ember of subjects

stating that this item was not appllcable this analysis was {
based on relatlvely few subjects per company: Several of the
cgupanies wexge represented-hy only three employees.
'4_. Effect on Job Performance Analysls " - ’ -7 ;
The analysis of the effect of employer provided child care
service on perceived JOb performance was -conducted on 26 cof~ Ef .
panles. The distribution of companies was: 12 on—slte, 8 off- _:
T site; and 6 I&R. The mean number of subjects per company was . :
. - 10,0. A1l covarlates listed on pages 33-35 were controlled - iy
Relevant StatLStLCS‘-: ) 1_ ) ;,_ ) - .
T pr = 647 T e 4.14 . af =24 . L
e p < .001  b=+187 - 's=.045 . ° e
) © s . This'pargigfacorrelation was significant at.the .001 ‘level,
. hlndloating that the®amount of child care services provided by an’
f employer.has a po51t1ve .éffect on percelvedﬁjob performance. - o
_ N ;T The vaLyeSffor ﬁhewmean reslduals for each type of child care _
o ﬁ-ﬁi can,pefseen in Figure 5 SN - .: T p S E
.i: ﬁz}izf?ﬂ”:;iﬁh.th;s_analH51s, the responses of‘users of off—s;te Chlld ‘ i
j;;,;;_ " ééxgts-d‘oﬁjsrru chlid;care\drdggpt dlffer slgnlﬁlcantly from o ?.a;g
U : se:s of’off&sate serv1ces were 50% users of on- ' 3
.more‘llkely ‘than’, users o£ I&K servzces to &% fﬁ
;oger.pnov1ded serv1ces had a'pQSLtlve lnflu— ;L;
;J;noe'qm ﬁhe;r'3ochgrformance: *Iﬂ concluslon, emplqyees in. ~-e§§§
’Eoé%ahies‘whiéh prgv1déd ékther on-slte or. off~site Chlld care ;:‘¥f%ﬁ
vplhlmxa’ig ﬁargzilhelg;then those in companles which spon- . LLTE
sq:é§3§§§§§§£F%§%§ ég;gg} that the ‘child cy;e‘serv1ce had a _ *l; : ﬁ
iy T 288 _nLEﬁ ay*ﬁ§Eg dld thefrfjobs - L i ~‘}ﬁii E;.fé
L - T e
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_Figure 5: Effect of Chlld Care’ on Job - Performance - b H%;
- Relative Values.- of Mean Residuals ' .
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DiSCUSSlon of Analyses of Other D_pendent Variables S ‘ ﬂl

Y

- -:; ..-a-w

care service on various aspect,. their workvbehavlors. This
A-,‘\.

section is a digcusslon of. these analyses.' The‘results of ‘the
analysis of tﬁe dependent variable absenteelsm 1s included above.

o Emﬁloyers considering the 1nst1tutlon'of a child care

K

T e

Servlce as an 1nducement for recrultment of new emploYees will
" have significantly higher prohability of success if they offer.w
some" form of neax workszte—child care servfge rather than an .. .7,
1nformation and referral servlce. In addition, th ir recruii-Tf_ ‘
ment eﬁforts will ‘he - doubly enhanced since those urrent em~ «f,: .zzw

; '.near vonksite,child care_service willt: be o

pl“yees who used;the
morerlikely to recomm__d'ﬁhe' to other‘potential employees than
Further,

v A

-
,"»v 3'..—
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Figures on employee productivity are- not always easy to .
ébtain. Assessment by Supervisors has been found to be an un-~
reliable measure (Milkovich, 1976). 1In this study employees

" were' asked, not to rate their productivity, but rather their
. asséssment'of‘the effect of thé child care service on their ﬁob
performance The £indings of this analysis provide strong sup-
port for the assumption that provision of proximal worksite *
child care rather than information and referral service posi- ;
tively‘effects employees-job.performancel Little difference
was_found'in this\regard between users of on-site and off-site

services.

-

Similarly the ability of an employee’ to work overtime .or
0odd hour shifts was significantly higher for users of“either,‘
on-site or off-site child care. The value of this will.of

- course be employer specific. However, the willingness angd
ability of its employees to respond to less desireable shifts
or unscheduled labor demands would be likely to have a positive
effect on an employer s level of productivity

ANALYSIS OF TERMINATION DATA- N

~ - - —An. annual,turnover rate was computed for female users of
the child care services in all companies and hospitals with
'"; either on-site or’ off-site services.- It was not possible to
" obtdin the needed data to compute thlS from .employees with I&R
services nor from the control companies. Turnover rates for
all employeés were‘obtained from eight of the employers with.
on-site and nine of the employers Wlth offhsite services
(TABLE 3. -SI,.;“,J - ' _

V&' For sixteen (94%) employers the annUal turnover-mate for-
'_employees mho used the Chlld service was lower, often substanv‘,
tially,_than the annual -xate for. all employees (p = .001).

63% of the companies the rate for users was less than'one half~

that of the whole qompany, 1n 53% of the companies, the turnoveriiglf

: rate.for«users was zero. png T '

e
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-fled by other employment‘related factors. T i; )

Dmscusslon. :.;_' .oeh

near'worksate-chlld care has a posrtlve effect on employee

TABLE 3

' 50

S . ' EMPLOYEE ‘TURNOVER RATES ]
On-Site Services off-Site Ser%aces
Users All Employees Users All Employees .
0.0 . 3.0 (M) 0.0 9.8 (M)
0.0 . 11,0 (m ‘ 0.0 10.0. (M)
6:0 .| a7 (W) 0.0 12..0. (M)
0.0 12,0 (H) 0.0 " 13.0 ().
: 5.6 . 15.0° (H)
0.0 | 13.4 (H) 6.2 15.0 (H)
13.2 15.0 (H) '10.4 s 18.3 (H)
0.0 19.5 (H) 9.5 . 21.4 (H)
. 4.8. 21,6 (M) 33.3 31.4 (H)
M - manufacturing-companies n=5 )
N - non-manufacturing companies n=2 .
H = Health Care Providérs n=10 - - - .
p = .001 ] I - o
I . L

. The one obvious:exception to this'was a health provider
which had reéported aqmecent'change of management '1ow'employee
morale, and a 1arge qumber of recently terminated employees.,.
Not unexpectedly" both categorles of turnover: rates for thls ‘
employer were conslderably hlgher than those of other employers.

ke

It would appear that any posltlve effect of this employer s

child care servmce on user employees jobustabllaty was’ nulli— o

L

Yo - n_‘

v . 14

Whlle thesa results have not ‘been determlned through experl—,L

nental methods, the process used to collect the data ‘and- compute _

the turnover rates are consonant w1th those used to establlsh

f{"‘

natlonal norms»‘ The conslstent pattern of marked reductlon‘ln

turnover rates strongly supports the cla1m that workslte or

e o
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staﬁllity This conclusion is further supported by the flndlngs
reported above of -the effect of child care service onfemployees’
decisions to contlnue employment.

-

The cost-saVings resulting from a reduction in turnover
rate will be employer specific. Computatlon of these wquld need
to take into cqnslderatlon the employer s recrultmeJ costs,
new. hire costs; new employee training costs, and the number of
employees affected by the Chlld care serv1ce. Thege all differ
for each employer. While it is beyond the scope of this report
to compute these. it is apparent that an employer;can realize
reduced personnel costs as a direct result of prov1d1ng a near
worksite child care service. o, .

SUPPLEMENTAL'ANAQVSES

Covariate analyses were conducted to ascertain the possi-
bility of jrelationships between selected employee characteris-
tics and the dependent variable absenteeism. An analysis of

.the income level of user employees atid absenteeism did not flnd
a srgnlflcant relat;onshlp ) Nor did a similar analysis of

‘single. adult versus multiple ‘adult famllles and absenteelsm.

Employees were asked mhether the avallablllty of the Chlld
care service enabled them to shorten their maternlty leave. A

necessary COndltlon for a possrble afflrmatlve response was the '

prov1slon of 1nfant care by the. employer and thereé ‘was some
evrdence of amblgulty in resp0ndents distinction between * o"
and "not appllcable answers. . Slightly more than 20% of the
respondents reported that thelr employer S . Chlld care service .

_enabled them to return to work earlier folloW1ng delivery. No
-further analysls of the daﬁa was undertaken. . The npmerlcal -

responses to thlsvltem Wwereg - ‘ T
. .. de o : - ol - ) ‘

ST ¥ _Yes ‘No NA. -
On-site Users_-(n-142) . 29 33 80 .

| Off-gite Users (n=96) - 28 21 . 47 U
I &R Usefs:- Cin=e6) 7 18 41 ' o
Total .~ - (n—304) e P2 168

A
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Cross tabulatlons were undertaken of dlfferent dependent

varlables with selected characteristics of the employees who used

3

‘\_ either on-site or off-site child care. No relationship was
found between pumber of adults in the family and the dépendent
variable "did the child care service influence decision to con-
‘tinue employﬁent“. Similarly no relationship was detefh;ned

. between number of adults im the family and "“did the child care

influence decision to accept employment". Nor yas”one_ggpgn___ .

between number of adults in . the family and‘emp;oyees' assesshent T
of the effect of tie .child care on their job performance,

Cross tabulations of selected tharacteristics of the child
care services themselves with different dependent variables had
similar outcomes. Employees with annual family incomes below
$26,000 using below market eost child care servicés were no more
likely to reSppnd that the availability of the child care ser-
vice influenced their decision to continue employment than were -
those with incomes above ﬁzsfpoo. Simi;arly there was norre;a-
tionship demonstrated between' the child care serving or not
serving infants and toddlers and-the users -ever having recom-
mended their employer to others-because of the child care service. ;:

Discussion ¥ . -

F

Based on the optional comments of employees (reported below)
and the significant relatlonshlps found for the dependent vari-
ables {reported above}, several supplemental analyseiﬁyere under-~
taken. Employee comments on single parenthood suggested the ™

x

p0551b111ty ef a relatlonshlp between this factor -and various

dependent varlahles. Slmllarly, employee Comments on the cost

of ¢child care and on the value of infant care 1nd1catqd the
-Iexlstence of addltlonal relationshlps. None were“found B RS

. - - .

EMPLOYEE COMMENTS e - o

_ of the: 311 questlonnalres recelved 301 of - them‘included ' | ”‘f;

- an addltlonal sheet wlth the headlng “Is thére anythlng else _"'i “lf

", you'd 11ke to. add ? for opt10na1 remarks. -Commients were pro— :

L ulded by 161 of the respondees, a response rate of flfty—three_

_é., percent- E‘T- -‘..f—nf @.;‘ S e . | ﬁ{}g
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/ 0Of those providing additional cdﬁﬁé”ts‘more-thanaeighty,_u_
percent were of a positive nature although approximately one-~
These favorable
comments most frequently mentioned the'high qga&;ty of the child

fourth of these 4nc1uded quallfylng statements.
care services. The .range of skills their- ch11d had learned was
Highlighted by many, as was the progress made 1n many social/
iemotional areas. A number of the mothers favorably compared
their current employer supported child care service with other
child care programs they had prevlously used, Theywremarked
on the well planned prOgrams and ‘the value of a consxsbent,
reliable serq;ce whlch some~had'not exper%enced in prior used’

day care, R : .

Many.respondents.related that having their child nearby
while they worked was very comforting and extremé!y valuable to
them, :
of being able to contlnue to breast feed one's Chlld when ’

The proximity of th3£§ child was

Specificaliy voiced was the real importance and pleasure

utilizing a wOrkslteAcenter.
elaborated by mothers as stress .and anxiety redqc1ng, parti-
cularly in regard‘to_being nearby should the child become ill

LY

or injured. ‘Many specified the enjoyment they received by

being able to spend time w1th their chlld durlng lunch or breaks.
© Some subjects felt that the Chlld carefservlce was the mpst .
,'lmportant benefi#® that their company provided and indicated a

real pride in worklng for an employer with such ‘values and.. .

priorities. o oot .
. . h * g

A number of respondents stated that the child care serv;ce

provlded by thelr\employer was a major reason or sometlmes the
‘ maln reason for thefr continued employment. Mention was mad@‘
'of re3ect1ng hlgher p ylng posltlons due to the HECeSSLty of '1.
_havlng to’ forfert thrs chlld%caresbeneflt. \
that e1ther quallfled thELI posrtzve remarks (20%) or provlded‘
'wholly negatlve comments (18%) mentloned the=hardsh1p of Chlld‘;_

Those respondents-

' care costs,_the 11mxtatlon of Serv;cea, poor quallty servlce
aor the des1re for Chlld care 1ocated at thelr worksxte.

.?'Of_thoge gnhagpy;with_thelcosts) some actualLy specified‘:

2 - - —.‘A - ,-‘ O T . s L _._' i . R
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they planned to remove their child from the program due to the
Jardship of the flnances. » Other comments h1gh11 ted the notlon

that the cost should be reduced if the employee” had two children ’:j

utrllzrng the child care program or that an mployee should not
have to pay for full time use of the pr?&ram if her, child only :.
“attendea part-trme. ‘Others felt fhat 01/5% shoul@ be subsldlzed
for lower-income employees, . ;3 L

s
Fo A,
A

Drssatlsfactlon with the’ serv1ce often was a result of the

e
PR
[

hours of operation of the” child care sprvice, Mostly these '
comments were from hospital employees who worked rotating shifts-
but the child care operated only daytime hours. Otliers noted:

the lack of a full-time kindergarten or the need for after«school

care,

a b "

Proportionately and numerically, more negative oomments

-

were received frdm users of information and referral services *

than from uSers of the other child care services. A n

employer assistance and v01ced a des:.re ﬂlat their company- pr“
vide an actual child care program. Others noted that the I&R’
‘servrce,was 1neffect1ve*1n he1p1ng meet the1r child care needs.

Discussion - * E R : Ny ‘m““”i fﬁ: '
The unsolicited testimony of satisfied-usergégf one‘sf

'servrces is standard marketlng technique. As such, the com-
ments‘volunteeredmbyrnser employees provide strong substantia-
tion of the view that access to child care proximal tpthe,

. worksite is a hlghly valued benefrt. The conflicts sz\hnxieties
experrenced by worklng:ggthers’as to ‘their ch11dren s care
have been well reported CInc contrast, study respondents
repeatedly took the opportunlty to express appreciatlon and N
gratltude that the1r employer had relieved them of these worries.

yIn an exten51on th1s, several respondents descrlbed at '

‘ 1ength th olztlve eﬁfects\attendance at the child care center

had on thelr chiid., ‘ o - .
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o % rmpﬁrﬁthrmus AND Stmuﬁ‘fl;x_ou
. ‘. This study‘has-provided ﬁonQ'awaited data'on"some of'thé"”:
'x effects of employér supported child care servlcea. ThlS 1nforﬂ d
mation is based on -am analysls of one year of attendance data o
’for approxlmately 300 female employees ‘and on questlonnalre re- . .
sponses of. over 300 women'who ‘used their emp}oyers' 6hild care *-
support syStems. 5ome-concluslons‘can clearly_he drawn “from the
analysis of the-data which will be useful hoth'to those currently
entrenched in .the corporate child care fleld and those pursulng
entrance into the area. Several factors, however,flndlcate a

. degree of caution should be exercised in -interpréting study ' .

findings-. . _ PO : P ) §

* ' e
“The scope of this pro;ect llmlted SOllCltatlon of ellglble
] companies and hosprfals to those ln the mldwestern.andtnorth-
"'eastern.states. Wlth the exceptlon of a. very few hosp1tals, all
employers within the target sﬁates whrch supported an on-site.
;:.. W wwchlld care service were asked to part1c1pate 1n the study And
;’ ”*s&m-uﬁall the’ seemlngly eliglble employers Operatlng either off-slte
. or. information and referral programs were solrclted Within
-égmﬁﬁﬁse geographlc constralnts employers partlclpatzng ln thlSl

..;e-.ea:v . e e e Do B ¥ -4

?1'1 A study were self sélected

- v RS has beenﬁnoted earl’:.er in th:u.s report, many compan:.es‘ had r
to be elxmlnated from the study due to 1nadequate numbers of-

. ;J‘
. ; # Aty

i:"__ ';:.conthuOus female users._ And because of the Small. niimbers of

SR - ses vere restricted’ br not POSSJJ?]-G‘«- De*-"‘P%t‘-' these ba"eats’

3;‘4,, ﬁyrthls study represents the most thorough 1nvest1gation.to‘dabe
T ofrthe effects of employer sponsored chLId'care servrces on the

- d'-:w;?‘

STUDY mm;rcmmxs '

3 dy 1mpact on wlde&y publlclzed

A

clalms'of proponents for 4ncreasing the gole of business-ln pro-‘g ’
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-

- ‘eliglhle subjects in some partlclpatlng oompanies, certaln analy- twr‘”
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flndings of. thls study, namely the effects of’dlfférent employer F}

- supported. chlld care services on: absenteelsm, recruitment,

turnover, employee moralezand product1v;ty el . ; B S

Absénteeism - e T et - e ) L fJgs

.‘ - - -

-~ - \One of”the key factors analyzed.by thié study was- the effect—
of employer supported child caxe on employee =3 absenteelsm. As . ..
a result of gatherlng year long atténdance data ‘on three—hundred -
and" eleven-users of these-child care services and comparlng thls
data both WLth internal non-users and w1th potential users in h ‘1_.:;-1
oompanles not curﬁentlylprOVLGlng chlld care, the flndlngs do not :
indicate that absenteelsm is 51gn1f1cantly‘affected in fact, - : ;

based on thls analySLS, no conelusions can be drawn as to the "
relatlonshlp between absenteeism and type.of child care service. ° -

* x . -

_— Speculatlon on the reasons for this- lack of lmpact include .
the fact that-many mothers are absent fromfwork when their. child '

”

©is Slck 1rrespect1vp of ‘the type of chilg care being used. Slnce
few child cargﬁarrangements include, care of . szck chlldren,,lf 'r-ff
a chlldubecomes 111 What oPtlons dogs ‘the parenf have - for: care

of the child? In. the past women were—much more llkely to have ‘
extEnded famlly nearby who could pnov;de various. types of, assls—

tance - fof a; mother who comblned.the rOIES of work and parenthooda

e

These days xt ls more :common . for women to llve away from thelr

LR %

. famlly or‘for‘other famlly membets, to be- worklng. There are’more _ -G
' sﬂngleﬁmothers‘whlcﬁ means that not only.husbands but 1n-f%w re~'A'“ '

N - - . X EO . " -
T

RS fgilves-arg not aVallablear;‘ ',;f e~ ‘-"”f«‘é"~-- P e

. - - ._- Do e, - . b b - - F-.

: ] _*",.;'?‘- E . ’ n' t- - :7"‘ ’ _'_'..-~"_ -.
o E :,-"'The’dﬁta-OnhemPlOYeerabsenteelsm wers furthex clouded by SRIREN

el varlaﬂlons and inconsistencles 1n-empquer.records of. employeé st f
o 'l absences.,mThe uSe oi retroactlve data pTGVLﬁed no.. opportun}ty "

St

EJ‘ L for-classzfylng data other‘than.as recorded'hg‘the employer.; Af_
longitualnal study whlch-allowed fo;‘the adedbiflcatlog_of-the ?f;

v T

But Eossible galns;in thrs»asgeqt could welI be ggfset=
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' seemingly reaIistic, this conclusién may not be easily accepted - f?%_

'corroboratlon of thisg expectation; A signi ant numBEr of em-

I

"increases ﬁhe 1

L

) more°thanchalf the companmes andshospitﬁls }prnoverfof‘employees o
Autilxzxng the: employer supported child care service.was‘;educed '3;

it appears unlikely that with the large number of uncontrollable ]
variables andﬁthe relatively smalk. proportion of the workforce
affected»a statistical relationship can be demonstrated between

absenteeism and employers prov1ding Chlld care serVices. WhileJ j

by those who have long.touted a reduction- in‘absenteeism as a oo
rationale for employer supported child Care'services. 'And yet . -
not all proponents of corporatefinvolvement have expected absen—

teeism to be affected. A riumber of corporations currently sup-

porting child“care services have specifically nqot included changes

in -abserrteeism among their expected benefits. Continued insis~

tence on unrealizable or, at best, unsubstantiated benefits can

only hinder the proliferation of employer supported child care.

‘Récruitment . co N : .

. An expectation frequently voicéd by employers initiating a . .o
child care service“is that it w1ll positively afféct their re- ) ; o
cruitment efforts. The findings,of\this study prov1de strong '

PR

ployees responded that the alai ability of’th near worksite
child care serVice was a factor in their acceptance-of employ— S
ment.- For companies which compete‘W;thin a tlght labor market

" the’ 1mplicati s of thesz’ findings are obVious. Not only Wlll i
support for - aq%hriﬁ ‘Gare servzce enhance the likelihood that ‘
employees w1th ikung children w1ll accept'employment, it also

eIlhood th%; once employed Ehey will encourage

th‘“‘i‘”-‘?eers ‘o s‘fk simidar employment- LT R e
Turngver -b't?':Xe:f:? _d“ ' ,lp- el s R
6" "““" A e N g

w | Thé findings of thhs study §1ljstrats’ that'yhen enplovers .

\ = s
i sponsor either an on*site ox. an offhsite.childucare.serVice for R

_-‘a'ﬂ:'

tnﬂagro, in several others 1t was Iess_than'fifty pergent that

_____

of'the company turnover ra%e..
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hd thea type of ch:.ld care prov:.ded. These results strong;‘.y :

‘Q{%:,(r‘etduced turnover fiﬁd:l.ngs. Also, comments providedr; e
by so‘me c?f ,}?} 6 ﬁers réflected a very conseious- decision to . -
remain Wit /ﬁm’e c:sr :l:',e'mployer to ma:.nta:.n the child. care. ” R

Ay

benef:.t. Higher- fé’ff}ﬁosi;ions -were even declined by. some

P R

since ckild care v:g;zﬁ t/s,g,oﬁsgi%"d y,,ﬁhe; other employer, T

should be nqted that” this is ~hot ﬁhe/ case/w’hen the employer only “"
supports an mfomation and refé?c;al "serviyie/. it e - o ,H""’*?:
Employee Morale and.AttJ.tudes ,-". - IR ,’/ " - ;?}_‘z’,’
_, The recipients of corporate supported ch:.ld care/' who partf- ...-d\
cip-ated in this study have given ample test.unony as to how -these , '_ :'
services have impacted on theJ.r attitudes’ towdrd work and their . i
employer. *I'hey clearly experience moie pos:.tive. feelings toward )

thez.r company in two areas; first, they tend to be speclfxcally

grateful that their firm is assa.sting in me:efsing their, child care
needs-, ami secondly, they v:t..ew thez.r employer as huxrtanzstic and

commtted to people needs*" The fulfillnent .0f ch:l.ld care needs .7-

in a sa‘i;i_sfacfory manne‘;.'_ ,e_ases the gu:.lt femalé}employaees oftgn ;
have about worklng, greatly -reduées concerns about chrldren s ‘::--_-:::. e

R | - ST

T
N
L

#

welfare, and asa :L‘esult, aellows women to Work more effect:.vely,l., M" .
and, prcductively. N Whether_ weien e are working based oh: fmanc:.al '

need or self-fulflllment i‘e‘asons, concern fof“the w’ell-being J"/

Ha PN

; i.

of their ch:.ldren du.ring- work:a.ng hours is of paramount importance. N

.
Bt

_Since employer assistance oftenr rcmdes.‘a financial de éase m- _

- -
- = A L - RC --_-:v--“

i child care expenses' ‘p;arents alsq _SXpress. pleasure ajgé:
,financial burden. '

4

: =neéd$"-sarqﬂg.,fy_.,to /ein et

--‘
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These £mployer T ] _
= t "'H* = _-.u.ﬁ"" e obi -l b TR
ployees a sensitive‘mndse.ﬁ ’about pri:or:t.ties Employees ree0g-

] #HTEe T e ¥HT
PRy el #—,\ S A i'r

_nize these aluesm axs p::@}aﬁ:»ofﬂthe-w ““cerapan
— " aell of, their ﬁr_ﬁ @%Vé‘fiﬁé:ﬁ urage - ”'Ehamf S
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*niQués for the measurement of*embloyee output“vary from busfness L
to buslness.. DESplte dlverslty in approaches, most employers S

i , T

N would conslder employee stabillty a key factqr 1n the firm's .pro-
ductlon levels. Slmllarly, most would conslder production pOSl-
tlvely lmpacted by employees who are commltted to the1r-3ob and
who have posltlve feellngs toward the company. o ' f“

‘The: results of thls study demonstrate a strong relatlonshlp
. between a near workslte child care service and the employment
longev1ty of the.employees whe use that serv1ce. Study findings :_;_._

R T

show that the avallabfllty of the child’ _care service positively
affectS‘acceptance and cdntlnuance of employment. They also
dgmonstrate'that for a slgnlflcant number of employees a positive
relationship exists between the‘ohild care service and their

S

percelved 3ob performance; Q\
- . : A

And while not the result of_ statistlcal analysis, the volun- .

L »

tarlly supplled corments by.many o§<the\respondents testlfy to

the posltlve lmpact an’ enployer supported chlld care service. can 3
have on employee morale and attitude; \Conver51on of these kinds

of employee attitudes lnto 1ncreas€d product1v1ty is a loglcal -
supposlt on. It wrll however, remalnvthe prerogatlve of the ; ’
emplOYe to place a.value on the relatlonsﬁlp between improved .

employee morale and productlon flgures.-' ﬁ\\ . "{' s
\ : ’ ’

L o Nhat is now needed 1s a demonstratlon of, how:study flndlngs

-can ‘be. translated into actual cost reductlonsrln corporatlons. DRSS

A Acoord:.!lg *to. Sahdra” Burud - (BNA, 1934:, p. 7y, dirsctdr of ghie- .
s e "f“::’*ﬂatldPaI'EmploYer-SuportEd Child Cire- PrOJECtr iew Eirms have -

done costrbeneflt analyses of their own child care support pro-}

o aie Pt e
i aa.."- ~ --....- o

tlon on thelr Bosltlve effécts.; It can be assumed that -

Sat 5other‘employers would be more llkely to inltlate A& Cﬁlld care'u

,aiglstance,program lf they could antlclpate actual cost benefits.;h

K - /.:
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LT Inﬁaddltzon'tthhe SPElelC COHClUSlOHS formulated the
f,study ralses other arfas of con51deratlon and potential fu
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followmg sect:.ons- S

\"‘- ‘.. o - - - -
LI - . X - .“ Ll

. o ‘I.'he lmpact 01‘5‘ -J.nfo?:matlon and \z:eferral serv:.ces;
_' B . '\‘-
- . The vaglbus\ 11m1tatlons J.n the use or ava:.lab:.l:.ty of
~___g:ln.].d can’e Bertp.ces,» and. - : e ¢
- The relat:l.onsh:n.p between the prov:.s:.on of ch:.ld care
) services ‘and ‘the publ:t.c lmage of, corporatn.ons. -

The Impact oﬁnformatlon and Referral Serv:.ces o 3

“\.

it is w:.dely recogxnzed that many worka.ng parents have c'h.f—
ficulty. 1ocatlng approprlate sat:.sfaetgry child care.’ In the .
paet"many\of these parente havehad.no resource for obtam:.ng
ass:.sta.nce@n.th t:h.ls dlﬁf}.gﬁlty.'_'-.'l‘he crea’f:lon of the ch:.ld care
information ang'! referral serv:.ces has helped to_m:.n:.m:.ze these
frusgrations.,

acl-r I&R _program a.s unlque in ltS ‘structure,
oper‘at:on and sgecz.f:.c S&ercES__PrO\;lﬂed Some merely offer ob-
jective :Lnfomatwn on cha.lc‘f eare avaz,]:abxllty, some also pro-'
vide qual:.tat:.ve remarks about serv:n.ces. Some mamtam~ 'statlstlcs
only on gartu:ular&xpes __o:f:yéhtﬁ 'eare-‘ wlirliai‘ "Ehex; {Lis_t all
serviees_*\f»f,j?min_ a_\g.rven g“‘ét;gq 158 .Sgﬁ?%ﬁ&iﬁﬂ:ﬁe-_

.”.:'“:::- TS IR

adeqfr:iciy" o£ sei:vice 'but otl;eg:s are ev,ahiam_g'a:&d ﬁtraim.ng- ch:.ld
..... S aS T ETA  , X TSRS .

care e”Eaff d:o qupgregae g‘l:la}é-;x ¥~ 5ol

_lxstmgé} WRile: Anfhers e-‘z:é& :
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Y T& ﬁa}ﬁedive"fsl v ‘*‘j-_: 7 rovlitied compIJ;cates any’. et—

\temp‘cs to assése !éhe efieotLVEness .of I.&R serv1ces.
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the sex:vu:es clearl;y serve

-

very valuab].e 'purgose S In ;eallty,

however, ell are mot meetlng the needs oﬁ;ﬁzefﬁsments

'A rium-r

ral. _program

was net helgful to the:n 'ﬂ-:n
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_employee S\Chlld care costs, aqd more 1mportant1y, has no impact
ii‘on-the exxstlng shortage of chéld care services.

the perspectlve-of the total contlnuum of child care issues and
needs. «Inga.fecent analysls of 1ndustry—sponsored child care
LaMarre and Thompson (19814) state that the 1ncreased 1nterest

b

“to the bigger ﬁroblem - the lack of ex1st1ng day care slots for
. current demand 1eve1s and future predlctlons of demand {p.: 64)

Chaldvcare seﬁﬁﬁge ;zm1tataons~m

Y

bec\usemof~cost'£actorsg*"Fre
' sfanés ‘or

S ey

not _a

rely dlﬁﬁerent callber.f

_ Whlle the I&R servlces are 1ntr1ns1ca11y worthwhlle ‘and- ful-'
' .f-;;f-.l_ll an’ iKpogtank
are_ truly valuah'

ﬁunctlon in the commnnltles they serve, they
: y in conjunctlon with the othes pleoe
Those empgloyers suppdt‘tﬁg Qinformatlon and referral service .
have been ahIe.to attend to “the child care issue at minimum cost
'—-to the flrm.grlﬁ'ls 1mportant to view these activities wmthln

1ndustry 1n I&R serv1ces f...ls at best a Band—Ald solutlon

It is a y
. ported child care that parents should be-abre to choo e the
- {preferredumodel of ghlld care.
respondents 1nd1cate1th1s lS

ployer"contracts.wath an extEEﬁal pr
;réﬁf,ide:?:;i"ﬁéi‘ io '_' ‘L

dpe to
\ponees.

cfcomoagts*

space 1im1tatlons cannot accomo
Other emponees, particubarl _
ifes, sometxmes‘pave -£Q. discontlnue us1ng~€h
: entlyﬁthe day
e v N
~séhoolwaqe;€hildren

i-provi&%‘care durlngmevening or weekendmshi

I&R has no impact on offsetting

In addltlon
corporataon galns no manager}al beneflts from this service; e
:flongQV1ty o% empioyment is not affected _recrultment is not 1m-:¥|"
-~ proved, and morale_does not not1ceab1y change.

Commenisaof'sbmetqf




' the public relations éffect of their corporate child-care invest—

‘__notoriety and an enhanced public image for their commitment to

uChlld care for their emplOyees.. Yet in other cases almost the

-reverse situqtion exists. There'are cqmpanies and hospitals :" %j‘;
'qqich, while serving relatively large percentages of their em-‘_ h '
P

' ,service. This results in a skewed effect on develOping "a- clear

-""3::':?'- SUMMATION "i-:;" . 2

I e v T — T ot ERCE BTSN
N oty L . R - - AR
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Solutions tolthese issues are not readily apparent; nor .
should‘statement of them be seen as critical of employers who
offer child care services. ‘Yet}-if employers are truly to have

~an impact in this field consideration needs to be 'given to

providing services which® match employee needs.

Public Image Issue

_ Aside from personnel effects, one of the perceived benefits
to an employer in return for support of a child care service is :
an enhanced public image, Media attention to the issue of em~
ployer suppOrted child care has developed what amounts to & folk
_eld. However,
in researching these firms for possible inclusi ,in this.study,

a numﬁer which had received notable public att‘ tion for their

history of companies who have pioneered in this .

child care involvement, onh closer examination, revealed that an
xtremely small percentage of their employees werd actually béne-
fiting from the servi es. In fact, in some cases.this number

was miniscule in relation to the total nunber of employees. Yet - -

. LR T

ment has been quite suhstantial. , . , 3’(:' L "'gé

&

Similarly, some firms that have contracted with external—f ; &
providers for child care have expended very limited amounts of
money to acquire those services." Irrespective of. the child Care ,f,
costs. most of these employers have been receiving public '

N P

el L

oyees, have received little public notice for their child care ' i‘ ;né

picture of the extent of employer supported child care and of e
theidegree‘of support it is receiVing from the corporate world. ’
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allow employer—-parents more flexible work arrangements to estab-
llshlng and operating a workslte day care center. Many of these,
whlle lndlcatlve of humanlstlc concerns ‘of management, have not
'been shown to eﬁfect employer personnel costs.’ Flndlngs of thlS
study support the hypothes;s that provision of on-site or off-
site child care services can result in significant cost reduction
benefits for the employer. A “*L/Er'

.

.- The ava;labllltﬂ of child care has notably not-kept pace w1th .
- the increased need for c¢hild care. Many support the notion that '
employers have a role to pﬁhy 1n,help1ng to fill thls‘gap. ThlS ~§§
. study provides some clear evidence that employers' involvement in
Chlld care can have a clear dual benefit., Their support can_ help
famllles as it creates new child care spaces and/or reduces the ,
. employee costs for those spaces. At the same time these efforts
can provide thé company with cost afild efficiency savings by re--
ducing employee personnel costs. A future research effort that
}would greatly supplement these conclus:.ons would involve deter- o
mining the actual monetary savlngs to categories of employers "

based-on increased employee retentlon. .

. When conslderlng child care in the Unlted States, it seems \ s
necessary to review and understand the rolé of the government o ‘
both currently and potentlally in thesé act1v1t1es. Onégmeans
by which the field of employer supported child care has’ recelved

' clear. cut support “from the qovernment 1s$through 1mplementatlon
of'varlous tax- 1ncentlves." ThlS messﬁ!& ‘Erom the publlc sector
reflects\ a comm.tment to both @mployers and employees in devel-

Joping wgys to support famlly needs._ Pragmatlcallﬁbthe govern—
ment has demonstrated thls commltment through 1n1t1atlon of Chlld

'care serv1ces for s\me of 1ts own employees. T T N
. ) 1& N R °
. Up to now, the federal government has demopstrated its wlll-

angness to’ generate lnformatlon on thé state of‘the art of employer

’ anvolvement in child care. Thls "has 1ncluded fundlng the Natlonal
"Employer SuppOrted Chlld Care Project thls study and a varlety _

-of other aCtIVLtlES.' The government 1s to- be commended for these

) efforts and og its 1nsight 1nto the need for publlc/prlvate partf
nershlgs.i Future advancements 1n the fleld éall for the cont1n~ L _;; ;
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‘uation of these public supports in conjunction with private and

voluntary contributions.

As an example, the list prepared by the. National Employer—
Supported Child Care- Bro;ect, published in 1982, is already out
of date. This listing of most companies in the country providing .
a form of child care service for its employees is ‘useful to many
activists in this field. Employers considering initiating a
service can refer to the list to locate currently involved firms
‘in their labor market or geographic area. "It is hoped thatwa
way will be found to accomplish revision of this listing.

- - [—

Clearly, the government has also identified-it has a role

.
-

_.in disseminating information on the realm o% c0rporate child
cdre. The Office of Private Sedtor Initiatives particularly,
has been actively engaged in the spread of information as have
other groups and ~agencies. To have-the far. reaching impact .
desired by all’ proponents of corporate child care, dissemination
of these study findings must extend beyond what\can be accomp—
lighed’ through the project itself. It is desired and antici-
pated that varidus governmental groups will continue. to play a

,ﬁnole‘in dissemination and consequently will help in accomp- _, -
lishing.this. ° . : o i , o .

- In recent years interest and investment in corporate child
care have expanded. Both™ the federal government and other insti-
”i;dtutions are fast becoming storehouses d%fextensive materials on.
employer-supported child care. There is as yet no easy way to
locate mach’ oﬁ this material. Perhaps a system can be developed -

'whereby intefeSted parties could both be made aware of the loca—,

tion of and the means of. obtaining desired information.
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Contractual arrangements L : © e
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NN Employer h greemeé’t with I &e-R service. . n=2

- \-vEmployer Operated entire program , . n=0
"‘";-* . . i N .‘_ L oo T

a Lot

\ Employee counsel:.ng ". ;] ST,

Counseling pr.oi?ided by employer R

) Ownership/C‘perating ReSponsibJ.lity of Service .
LT i R NAERN ‘Gn _gite . Off—'éii:e .
Tl % S ‘_ R (l}=12)' - An=9)
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Cou.nsel.lng provided by . I & R service. - n=5
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+Single vs. multiple site services:
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btaining data on individual employees from
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-0f companies:

- ‘El '_Thé_se‘prdviﬁiilg On‘*si'ﬂg?éﬁi-lé"bére service.

Those proyiding off-site s

., . K )
Be A sidized child care service
‘hosé -préviding information and referral _
..é-;--:- ’ -—;"_—‘_‘:; - . L . ‘g{:‘- _-
LControl-group s mEompanies -which- 6 not provide any-
cargé service$ at this time. e N

‘“' »pia

. T e . - o - - ’ . :ﬁ; .'/ )
\_ 1I systematically select two groups ©of ‘emplayges’
'ifhﬁéaph company —-use;s-and_hon—hsers of the ‘child

care- gervices.

e

These groups will bé of equal siz® within companies
d -across .companies. - - -

“:6, Theigsame humber of companies will be selected in each ..

-
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Selection of Subject Employees - L . o S
We wlll be gathering data on two groups of empln?ees of partl-

clpatlng flrms whlch sponsOr chald ‘Care services:- employees who

\Q; . use the Chlld care service (user employees) and employees who do

’ﬁ:‘ not use the servrces (nori-user employees) The members of each

group w1ll be selected at random from a pool of employees who meet

N

Certaan crlterla (See pool of "user employees and pool of non—user

+ - - - -
- .

. plogees) . & -

N e ’ - .
. v ,A‘ <

SN

Procedu;@s for deflnlng the pool of user employees._

Obtain list of all employees who were using the Chlld

step Lr
e care serv1ces at the beginning of the study year.*.

Obtaln llSt of all employees, using the cehild care -
serv;ces at the end of the study year. » = .

Identify and ellmlnate everyone not on both 1ists.
~A.sub step of this step will be to identify all _
termlnated employees on the flrst llst See <
‘I'erm;:.n at mn ‘Data’ . . ) -.-*‘-'Z ‘

I @

‘o /_','

"'ords of usefs - but the I & R service does {J;:c”h. R
In thlsucase a llSt of names of users from.‘

‘;;' . th sample drawn Ihe qhestlonnalre and consent form will
. . “be. distributed dlrecﬁly to-the employees or preferably: .
LT thqughéthe employér




e RN

Selection of User Group pius Replaceément . Group S T T T

- ¢ .
Obtaining the samples.of subject employees in each company

. _willlinvolve first drawing a group comprising the sample plus thé
replacement group. The replacementdgubjects w111 be selected out

of thlS 1arger group leaving the sample subjects.. That 13, to

obta;n a user group of n=185 we w111 select a sample of 20 from the

,pool of user emplgyees: and then select out 5 of ‘these for the

replacemént subjects.

N ‘ ’

'Prooedures for selecting User Group plus Replacement Grbup

Step 1: -‘Randomly select a starting point from your first
% sampling interval. This is the first number of.
) . o ." your group, Enter this subject in the number one
. slot of your user group plus replacement group form -

Step 2: Select every kth* member until you have 'younr full -
' . sample plus replacement group..‘Llst each sublject
» consecutlvely on form. .

-

Step 3: .Select out the repla ement group‘subjects'usin‘
"the same system. Th is to select out 5 replace-

, .~ ments .from a group of 20, -use~a gampling intervali o
~-{k}-of 4, - Randomly determine your starting polntffﬁ\jx
o . : as above, Identify*each replacement suybject im - -
ij} S - . the approprlate c6lumn, Those not solecteg out
SR T . . «comprise your user group. : . )

Questionnaire. Packets will® be dlstributed to all
members of the User Group plus Replacement ‘Group.
Replacdement group returns, will be used only if
needed to.replace members of -the user’ groE who
ﬂdo'not return both questlonnalre and consent form.




T e ,ﬂ' »5,.',-...{ N e N A e
Y s A . : - T

3 ve " . e
:4..:‘_“‘ [ [ - .

P R

-

—_ . ) i

Procedures for Dlstrlbutlon and Collectlon of Questionnaire Packets

-Step 1:

. S'taep 2
Al_ternate A
Alternate B{

Step 3:

- Step 4:

[\ ¥

Alternate C:

Step'51

‘. ¢

Pe

Alternate A: -
'*Alternate B

' & . étep 6';- .

One of your:maln tasks will be to develop a mutually acceptable

¥

procedure with the employér for the dlstrlbutlon and collectlon of

1Study staff will provlde questlonnalre packets foPwm
"each member of User Group plus Replacement Group to
Employer Contact.

Eniployer - ‘will insert letter to employees in packet .
tand distribute to employees at work.or at day care
‘center. . ,

CCC Coordinator could distribute packets or assist
in the process in any way desired. .

Packet can be mailed to employees. This is not the

preferzed procedur®: '
Employeesséiil_complete_questlonnalre and.sign_l_u_r_“

consent form and place in separate envelopes.

,Employee w111 return both envelopes to employer.
Employer can then glVe -us_both enveIopes ‘
Employer\can keep consent form (which will have -

emplo ees, name on- it)+ahd give us unopened R

ques onnalre envelope:; S e ey

Employee can mail both envelopes to us.
Employer will be asked to request non-respondents
to xeturn both  forms. % . )
Final composltlon of user group will be establlshed
from respondents.. ’
User Group plus Replacement Group ﬁmw <

B %
. T . - \ £ i
. - -~ R 4 h
N H I T . “9
e . — L . - { ] ey
) -~ . : pl
, s
. - ‘ » .
. . & . .
i . | £ X
- n ~ 4
. U
¢ T L) * b -
© s
. 6 - . .-
- T . P LA R
' - L . . . . I
T , e L DI . - _ ! >

'

- . - p .
S e T T AL S -

the questlonnalres. The st)ps below outllne .our preferred procedure.

See .Step, 4, Procedures, for Selectlng
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Deflnlng the Pool of Non- User Employees

The population of non-user employees comprises all employees

. who do not use the child care service. For purposes of this study,-

hl

however, it will be'limited‘to those non-user employees who work

at the same work site as the user employees. If this group is a

»

reasonable number ( < 200) we will use the whole group as a base.

Otherwise,‘practical considerations dictate that we select a pool -

of non-usér employees- from which to dtaw our study group.

L]

inProcedures for Defining the Pool of Non-User Emé{oyees y

»

Step 1: Determine how many employees are at this location. ' .

*(@ Z) ' systematic selection of 200 of these employees. P

T " 7. 7 sampling interval that will enable you to.ohtaln

Y " Prefeérably the company willbe able to alphabetlze

Step 2: Using the procedures described .above select a

approximately 200 employees.

Step 3: Determine how theé company ligts employees . ~
: (alphabetical, employee number, social security
number; etc.)- “

Step 4: 'Develop a procedure. with the company for the

. It is important here that we get a chance selection
. of employees, If employee numbers are related to
length of employment this may skew sample. Job
classification lists may have a similar result.

‘ * ' + + the list and select .every kth person, o
Step 5- If posslble, have company seleot out’ male employees._

-t & .

Step 6; If possibI% have company select‘but -employees who——~~——-““—7
do. not have young chlldren. (Thls is unlikely,, ' -
Jbut possible). . e T '

Cm— e et e m o eem e D e -

M

W _.._-.,--—‘
) - -

step T7: -Cons%nt £0x s Wall’ e distrlbuted to each of these *x

N non-user . ployees. In addition to. agreeing to o _
. partlclp' & in the study, respondees will . answer® - =~ . .0 .0
" gquestionsi§s IploymentT—the;r —_—
o ;'sex, and ‘the ages of thelr children. The Pool of: ', - 7
: w7 Non-User Emponees w1ll comprlse those emp vyees whos
R 3 réturn;’ donsent forms'- o R
S .. e are female- A w e
& . .. e do not-have chlldren "aged 1—6 >
i o ' - have been employed durlng the egggre study year.l . .
- . . . S .‘p‘ . . L. . aTeeg
. - e e e ERC ¥

*, 'See Systematlc Selection :f"i

;*fy If company does hot want to. obtaln employee consenéﬂEEngggvﬁ
= 'move~to Selectlon of Non-User Group step 1. SRR LA

. "‘5«““4“5 "‘\‘,H .\.’-. -I_,,~ “ . L _' . _,,: _,"
i g O o
ﬂg"*”; i %“:e”*’ 3 R - 2% ol

S W
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e [ i . . ,’ ) -
Step 8: -Develop a procedure with thé employer for the . )
. . S distribution and ¢ollection of the consent forms. .
Preferably thlS will ‘be done by the employer. . T .
Stép 9: Those,\a%R ~user - employees who return consent
v ) d who meet the selection criteria will . .
. ' comprise the Pool ‘of Non—User Employees. : ' y
A . _ . i ] . ‘ - - . .
Selection of. Non-User Group . _ _ ] SN -
' étep I: Alphabetrze and number consecutrvely the pool of "
. ' non-user employees. . - 4 R -
Step 2: Usrng the procedures descrrbed in selection of

»User. Group plué Replacement Group, systematically -
select a non-user group equal to the user group. .
Note: " Replatement subjects will ot be needed

- e ——-Step 3:

]

since—consént—forms have alxready beon Teceived. ﬁS
¥ i

Attendance-data will-be—coltected for each .
member of the Non-User Group. . - L.

Lo -
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Attendance Data ‘Needed .o .

We are 1nt5rested in the actual attendancgs at work in relation

to.the scheduled attendance and the reasons for. non-at tendance. The

- : : * ’ Fa o

list below is illustrative only. A data collection form will be , .

ot
1

used to. record the information. : %

a N ‘l& .
lfl Total day$ each subject employee was scheduled to work durrmﬁ///

study year. . .
’ (If this total includes vacation or other non-work days please
identify number in each category) .
¢ ..  2.% Total paid day’s eacH subject employee was ahsent during ' ”

.

> study year and reasons.

. .
. -

. ’ scheduled paid vacatioh _
., _. _paid personal days y ‘ e . \
paid sick. days ‘ -

. paid sick ‘leave » " S . T )

3. Total unpald days each subject emploYee was Yabsent durlng e e
' tudz Xear and reasons. These include: ' ) ‘

sporad1c slngle days 2 . ' -

planned leave ) <o .
) unpaJ.d SJ..Ck days S S .
other, ‘;,' ’ lﬂ ‘ - o e ;f -

L ’ LA . .
.. Ohta1n1ng Attendance Data o -t R . .

- . ﬂ * This informatlon 1s riceded- for each member of the user group

and of the non-user group You will need to explore w1th the ' . :;'%

- — v '- ¥ ™
. ‘Employet Contact the klnd of da£a available, the manner in whlch it T
e - R AR
is: stored ‘1tsgmetr1evablllty, etc. Your role in, thls process wrll wfﬁ

F T
need,to e dEf1HEd You will, alsor need to explOre 1ssues related -“,n‘ja

e~ to tlme and cost requlred to ohtaln the data. As d Jast resort - ., R
: ‘ 'dﬁn ~ s . ‘,:
- only, 1t 1s poss1ble for us to pay someone to assist 1n thrs process..g ffi

- o~ PR
This someone can be a company&employee worklng overtlmg%br a

- . t\r* o W e et “’e

7 L.l
temporary hlred for thlS SpElelC E%%k :Dont"brwng this up unless .

. N
P 7
L oo * . x . T .,',3 ,E .
. . - - ‘_ ¢ -0, ,?:S'ilu R
4 ) . T . e . ) -
' ¢ . S T s - - - . c
. . M L. - . e - e W

. an
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it 'see‘ms to be ‘t'h‘e only solution. 'Lfblfviously, be_fore you, conunj.t “ . e

. _project resoutces you ‘neea)to cl*ehr)gthis with Irving o‘f Ann . . ‘ .

Vo Aggregate data whether for ‘an J.ndlvz.dual or group of emp‘ioyees T

will not be nseable. If_.@; is is the'\only Solutlon th& employer - @«.&’

offets you, try to J.dentz.fy the reason. _ Sometimes employers change W IJ

) ., When they rea.h.ze the small‘m;mber of employees for whom we w:.;Ll f“b%éfl ) _;

: + heed mformat:.on. Or the J.ssue may be a desire. to preserve employee
anonymlty or t?ie need to obtain emplo;ee consent. .Both ‘of . these " -

'issues are- covered- by federal law and prct:edures will be followe@

— 'to ensure compliance. Your job will be to-reassure ‘the-emﬁ’loyer-_ ._ "\%J
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Permination Data .

. This data will be gathered differently from the attendancj’

.

ey

by

data and actually will not-be experimental data.

Nevertheless,

1t should add another dlmenslon to ﬁhe study

.

Please also refer

to Procedures for Identlflcatlon of Pool of User Employees.

9

J

1.

For any user employee who terminated employment at company
durlng Study year, data needed:

¢ job category of user employeé
e date user employee terminated

e reason (if known) for termination .
. . .

at company initiative
at employee initiative *

Company data on turnover rate of permanent (non-probatlonary)

‘employees. -

L ﬁor all employees . ) .
e fot sub sets of employeces: .-

¥

. Please also reguest any company attendance data. Identif;_ g
a .
the employees exempt/noh—exempt;_total company; study site only -
and the time period. % T “ ;
\ ) . |
‘ - -
=
b - o lJ : ’ e o
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® consequently, have not used the child care serv1ces, and
™ are’ female. . . , ’ 5:,'
: . . .

‘* This includes those employees who were laid .off and recalled’

durlng the stng year.. oL ) e .
... . ) f.%\ ' . . i .

® vere, employed by the firm for the duratlon of the study yeaf?*
e do not have a 1-6 year old child at the end of the study year;,

. . ¢ .
DEFINITION OF TERMS. ’ :
" Study ' |
~ ..
DHHS has funded us to conduct an experlmental study of the
effect!s of employee sponsored child care services on employee
behaviors. -, . X .
Study year - ’ ' ' . -
The one year perlod beginning May, 1982 - May, 19837
. The actual anniversary date will be selected with the company
to co1nc1de with ,company record keeplng system. .
User emplovees
Data will be collected on two groups of employees in each firm.
One of these groups will be employees who use the child care
. service -- (the user group).
Non-user employees ”
. ' Data will be collected_on two groups of employees in each firm.
The second of these groups will be employees who do not use .
the*services -~ (the non-user group) .~ : P, 7
?
Pool of user employees ‘ R . ;g'
e m o o e e e 4
4 The ‘pool of employees from which the user group wlll be drawn ~?}f
wlll be composed of employees who: . ;¥
e were using the Chlld care services for the duration of K ;4
‘the stpdy year;* ' ;}:
ht Efzf_ﬁ_l:_—¥ear old chlld at the end of the study year; _;:
" e were employed by the fer.for the duration of the stody _ EAES
year, .and * . : - . F
.& are female. i | é“-
Pool of non-user employees. . ‘
The pool of employees from which the non-user group will be "’
drawn will be. composed of employees who © ¥




W o~ - - e
S g D B - . S Bk
' L] : - * *
- o wb _ ' 86
- * L]

N User group ' - | | | | -<r

The mémbers of’thls group will be selected from the ool of
user employees. It is these employees who will receive the
guestionnaire and for whom we will want_personnel data.

Non-user group - 4
’ The members of this group will be ‘selected from a pool of
non-user employees. We will ke collecting personnel data

only for these employees. /

Subject employees | . - f

; J Ehe user group, and

- ¢ the non-user group

Subject numbers

»
A number-will be assgigned to each subject to protect the
identity of the subject while enabling us to match personnel
data with data ¢btgined from the guestionnaire.

Sampling procédure

Sampllng_lnterval

SN

Thls is the/ number you Wlll use in araw1ng your samples
This interyal will be obtained by dividing the tQtal
- number,in four pool of employees by the number needed for
your sampYe. This interval is known as k. See sttematlc
Selection/ for a more thorough explanation. L}

J . * A -
Study Questiopinaires . .
i The stugy ‘questionnaire has‘Been &es;gneéfig gather demographlc
- and other factual data from the user group only. The question-

naire is printed on two sldes of one sheet of paper.. It will
P - be id tlfled only by'a subgect nunber. Theﬁe are three :
versigns of the questlonnalre " one for each category of employer -

sponspred child care servicée.- All subjects at .one site will .
récei the same. form of the questionnaire dependent upon the
kind jof service the employer prov16es& _— .

. - - .
H L] 2
- . . . . . - .
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Questionnaire;ﬁgg;gt . v .

Questionnalre packets wrll be dlstrlbuted to all members of
¢he User Group plus ReplaCement Group. Each packet will - -
consist of:

- . o ,
® one qUEstronnalre,wlth ;subject, number on it;
1 : ® one questionnaire envelope with subgect number on it;
:\ e one consent form; . '. "
_ .o one envelope for consgnt form with subject number on it;
i e letter from study, . - . -
, ® letter from employer, and % . - . oo
. everytheég will be color coded. ‘ j
Questionnaires and cdonsent forms returned by Replacement group
members will be used only if needed to. replace non-cohasenting
. members of User Group. N .
Systematic Selection*‘, L ’ ‘ - .

: ) ; . N .

A systematic sample is one in which every kth item (e.g.,

eveng.lOth item) is. selected in a llst representing a population
I

or a stratum (a relat1vely unlform segment) of the populatlon. The. .

number E is-called the sampling interval. _The first number is  +

chosen .at randomﬂ?rom the first k'items, as &escribed below.
'Systematlc selectlon ensures. that the items sampled will be spaced
:evenly throUghout tge.populatlon. . . : - _ -
.For exampleq suppose you wlsh to take a systematlc sample of
6 households fngm a block of. 73 households. First, list and‘number
' the'households;;“fhen divide 6 into 78; this means'that you shoula'
select every‘l3th house. ChooseAthe first household at randbm'from
the numbers l through 13, uslng a table of random humbers. gay,

'\r“‘ ‘

th1s is number 6 Now - select every lBth house{ beg;nnlng wlth

number 6--that 1s,_ ' 19, 32 45 53, and 7l—-to complete the sample.

P . . - .- - ! .

T
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'Systematiq gampling is oft ivalent in iis results to

.

random sémpling, if'the elements in thefpopulatlon occur in a

random order. For example, in deallng cards in the game of bridge,

*

reach player has a systematic sample (every fourth card) . If ‘the. .

cardséare shuffled gﬂiﬁ»before the deal, the hand is equivalent to / ) j
—\ -
a random sample. Where: the elements in the populatlon are, con51
[ 1 [

' dered in ‘'rgndom order, the formulas used for simple random sampllng

-

apply also to systeﬁatic sampl ing. ' . . ‘.

 Bystematic ‘selection has an %ﬁportant advantage over simple .
random éampling if similar parts of,phe population tend to be grougeo
 together, that is, if nearby elements resemble each ,other more than

they resemble those at greater distancgs.' For example, residents

with similar incomes tend to be located in the same neighborhoods.

A systematic selection of a city's blocks, numbered in s‘er\[ientine

'fashicn as described*below, would then include more nearly the same

p#roportion of each income group than a simple random sample.

. -

»

Systemat c,sampkincihas comefg;to widespread use because it is ' -~ -

easy to apply d it oeoaily.yields good resolgg. For example, in

“the.1970 census of_population every 20th person was asked several

dupplementary questions on various subfects. The cost of collecting

and complllng information for this 5 percent sample was small

’

compared with that of 'a complete enumeration or of’an~§ﬁdependent

5 percent sample survey. At the same time, the reliabilify of
Q .

the 1nformatlon was sufficient for almost any ‘purpose.
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¥ Spurr, W. and Bonrnl, c., Statlstlcal Analy51s for Business Dec;s;ons.
Hoﬁéwood, Illinois: R;chard Irw1n, 1973, 332~ 3 R - ] et




L APPENDIX C
: . ; ' ’ A
STUDY QUESTIONNAIRES EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE
)¢ . . "‘ —
. Thank you very much for spending the time to £ill Part 2:  The Child Care Sernce Provided by Your
in this questmnna'ire. These answers will provide ’ Employer .
valuable information on day- cape arrangements -used . -
. by working parents. Your individual answers will
remam confidential. . I""A day. care center i3 provided for childrén of |
.| employees where you work. The questions in
Part 1: Your_}‘amly and Household | Part 2 relate to this service.
1. Nutber of adults {(persons 18 and - )
older) in your household. P .10-11 9. Were you informed.of the availability of this ~
: child care service when you First began your
2. Check ‘the statement below which most-nearly- - ‘emp loyment here?- . - - — -
describes your family structure. . S . oy "

. Y&s ) : ) 52 ~
single parent 11u\n2‘ alone with No, not informed - :
child{ren) 12 ‘No, service hot available when i .
sindle parent living alone with i first employed 54 .

child(zen) ang-other adult(s) 13 ' T3 . -
married parent/living with spouse 10, If yes, did the availability of this service
| and chi ) . 14 influence your decision to decept t‘his
“married parent hvma with spouse, employment?
child(ren), and other adult(s) 15 . \
other: (specif'y v - N Yes ; 55
16 No . 56 R
3. Please indicate below the number of children 11. Are you naw using this service? ’
up- : -
. : Yes 57 %
less-than 1 year old 17 No 58
* 1 to less than 2 years old 18
2 to'less than 5 years.old 19 12. If yes, have you used.this service:
5-6 years old T 20 . .
7-13 years old . w21 less than 12 months 59
14-18 years old 22 A2-24 months .60
£ more than 2& months 61
4, How many children do you have who -
, are regularly cared for by.,a ;riand 13, Please mdlcate below the number of chlldren
relative while you workf 23 you have who use the child care service§ )
Pfease give their ages. - Zg —¥37 provided by your employer. i
; 2 : 28 T .
.26 29 less than 1 year old i 62
- ’ : + 1 to less-than 2 years old 63 ,
%. How many children do you have who Eb less than 5 years old 60
are regulx y cared for in a day 5-8 years old 65
care home ‘while you, work? 50 older thin 6 years 66
Plegse give their ages. ) 34 .
) 32 .35 14. Does the availability of this child care .
. 33 36 service -influence your decision to continue
¥ ybur present employment? _
6. How many children do yoy have who - ;
are regularly cared ‘for in a child Yes . 67 ,
' care pro?ram while you work? - 37 . No . 68 :
‘ Please give their sges. . . . 38 41 R
-~ - 39 42 : 15. 0id the availability of this child care .ser-
Ay . o 4a 43 - vice enable you I;o shorten your maternity
* leave? "
. he child care. Luse__ia_(check..allgﬁ,hat_apply)-—_ SO H —— — o e T e e
) R 3 - } Yes - ) Y. 69 ' |
in my home : ’ ) __aa o — -
in my neighborhood ° = v - 45 “Not Applidable . n ..
on my way to work 7 g, g 46 » —a—
out of the way to home or work« . 47 - - e
at\rny work .site . .- 48 . A - "
8. All of _my out of hnme child care iss R .
) S Please complete the guestiona | o
in the same place b 49 on the back of this page before LT
in several places near.each other . 50 + returning your questionnaire. | o
in-several -places far from each~ , = % - T ' ‘ L
other . . : ) B Thank you. A o -':T;
: & D $ L, e
. ] g , . , _;.:» . AL § o
ot ROR RRST COPY AUAABIE
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‘Part 2: The Child Care Service Provided by.Your ~ Part &: Your Work (continued)
- Employer {continued) .
. 26, How ‘many hours per week do you usually work?
16. Have you:ever recommended your employer td
others bécause of the availability of-the Under 30 ) .38
child care sgrvices? 30-40 . . - 39
- . . »Over 40 40
Yes . 10
" No 11° 27, Do you receive add:_tional pay for overt
IR houra? : .
*17. Has this child care service made it possible :
Tor you to work pvertime or odd hour smatts? Yes . 4]
. ’ No - ___a
Yes 12
. 13 28. What is your income beforé deductions? (Use
- o ﬁot A_pphcable 1& whichever column is easiest) -
18. Has thxs child care service made it possxble . ANNUALLY WEEKLY
for you to accept a promotion ar new position? :
. o’ Under $10,000 Under, $200 43
- Yes 15 $10,000 - 18,000 _ $200 - 350 44
¥ No . 16 18,001 - 26,000 — $351 - SO0 45
\ Not Applicable 17 26 001.- 35 111 I $501 - 700 _ 46
"gver 535 000 Over $700 47
19. The child care services available through m‘y . "
employer haves - 29. What is your household’s income berore deduc-
tions? (Use whichever column is easiegt)
little or no ef¥ect on_thé way L
I do my job . 18 ' ANNUALLY WEEKLY N
a somewhat positive effect on - . .
| iﬂh 12 _lnder Q.'II'I aan Undagp ?.?nﬂ_ Fiv: I
a very positive effect on the $10,000 - 18, 000 —— » $200 - 350 49
way I do my”job. 20 C _$18,001 - 26,000 T L8351 - S00 50
. "$26,001 - 35 000 —___  "$501 --700 51
. . ’ . Over $35,000 Over $700 52
Part 3: Yourself ~
. i . 30. How long does it.take you to go to work?
20. Are you: _ male 21 - T .
. * female 22 %  Under 1/2 hour . 53
: 1/2 hour to 1 hour -
25. How old are you? . 23-24 Over 1 hour - ) 55
22. How far did you po in school? . 31. Which of the following do you ususlly use to
) - go to work? h
.:Bth grade or less 25 "N v
Some high school - 26 - _public transportation 56
:High school graduate 27 company transportation ' 57
! 2 years after high school 28 car pool A ) S8 .
4 years of college 29 . Family car 59
- Graduate or Professiondy study 30. walk/bicycle 60 T
23. Check the rezson which most closely Qescribes 32. Do you usually work:, \
your reason for working. N . .
‘ Days )
I am the main support for my .. Evenings 62
_ - Family, -3 Hidnight Shift ) &3
My family needs more than’ one - . Rotate among shifts 64
ncom 32
E- 3 It -is important for me to work : 33. In the last 4 weeks, how many days / o
__even_though_my..income-is -not —— -~ ~have-youwissed Work? T T . 6544 N
essential.¢ 33 - za‘aysj :
- %bout usual 67
More -usual ° 68 -
Pert &4i  Your Hork - Less than usua} 69
24. - What is your job tible? g P34, In the last, 4 weeks, how many times’ - -
. . " havé you been ldte i'nr wotk? o 70-71
36-35 - ) oo (times):
. g Is this about usual . T 72
25, How 1on'g have you worlced f'or ‘this company? 4 Hore th3n usual - . 73" .
. ) . ‘Le'ss than usual - . ¥ 14 -
- : _ _ _ 36-37 L b PR .
- ‘ ; : - .
- . . . ‘ -
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Rt BEST CL nY e i %E . EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE .
* ‘ 0 ) - . s
Thank you very much fdr spending the time to fill Part 2t The Child Care Service Promded by Your
in this questionnaire. These ansyprs will provide Employer - . . -
valvable information on day c arrangements used
by working parents. Your ingividuval answers will
remain confige&tiali ., 0 ! Your employer provides some support for the |
. . | child care services used by employees, The+ |

fart 1: Your Family and }g’usehold #1 ___questiong in Part 2 relate to this service. |
I. Number of adults (persons 18 and . - . ’
older) in your household. - - 10-11  ~ 9. Were you informed of the availebility of this -
child care service when you first began your '
. 2. Check the statement below which most nearly employment here? -
describes your family structure. ) )
. . Yes 52
single parent li\ging alone with No, not informed 53
child(ren) 12 No, service not avallable when
single parent living alone with first employed 54 \
child{ren) and other adult(s) 13 .
married parent living with spouse 10. lf yesy did the availability of this service
and child{ren) - 14 influence your decision to accept this
married parent living with spouse, . employment% ) .
child{ren)}, and other-adult(s) 15
- .*other: {specify) . Yes . 55 1
~ M No - , T 56 ¢
S - " : . - — .
+ 3, Please indigate below the rwmber of children 11, +Are you now using this service?.
. you Have in each age group: . - v
Yog 52
less than 1 year old 17 No 58
1 td less than 2 years old 18 : 9
2 to less then 5 years old 19 12. 1Ff yes, have you,used'this service: '
5-6 years old o - |
- 7-13 years, old 21 -less than 12 months 59 \ v
14-18 years old 22 : 12%24 months 60 1y ’
Lo - more than 24 months { 61
* 4, How many thildren do you have who . . .
are regularly cared Yor by a friend 13. Please indicate below the numbe of children
' or relative while you work? : 23 you have who use the child care services
Please gwe theiMagess 24 27 provided Wy your ernployer. !
. Y+ 28 ,
. 26 29 » less than 1 year old - 62
. . - 1 to less_than 2 years ‘old —_63 “
5. How many children do you have who 2 to less then 5 years old &4 "
ate regularly cared for in a day . 5-6.years old 65
" care home while you work? 30 . * older than 6 years - 66
" Please give their ages. 31 34 .
. ) 32 35 4. Does the availability of this child care ;
- 33 36 . service influence your decision to continue \
! your present employment‘? \
6. How many cfuldren do you have who - . .
‘are regularly cared for in-a child . ‘Yes' - 67
tare program while”you wnrk? 37 No ____&B
Please give their ages.’ —al
39 42 15. Did the availability of this child care ser-
40 4‘3 v viece enable you to shorten your maternity -
- i = - - ""‘leave?
* 7, The child care I use is -(check all. that apply)
. 3 Yes ° 69
in-my home. 44 ) No ) f e 70 ’
in.my neighborhood 45 #E  Not Applicable’ 71
on my way to work 46 . - i c
e ‘out of the way, to home or vork Y b
. ~at my work site . M
~ 8, / All \.f‘my out of -hame chxld care is: "
. - . . Please complete the questions
. in the sama place ' T 49 ~on the back of this pagé hefore
in severdl places near’ each other S0 returning your questionnail .
in several places far frorn each - ! ’ ’ . {f ]
» A -
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Part 3: The Child Care Service Provided by Your # Papt 4:  Your Work (continueﬂ) v 1
mgloxe (continued) . . e '
s 3\ ) 26, How many hoqu per week do you usually'work?-
4 186, Have you ever rtcommended your employer® to ’ . .
. others because of the availsbility of the - Under }B . 38
child care services? . . 30-40 ° . 39
Over 40 . . 40 .4
Yes ", - . £ 10 ) R
No ' - - _-_1 27. . 0o you receive additional pay fﬁr o\rertime !
hours? Wt R
17. Has this child care servme made it possible . * .
ToTy00 towoTk u(l:n-—u e—ae c"" hour shifte? Yg_s; . A 4] 4
% Yes ’ . 12 ! "
No : 13 28. What is your income before deduc};mns? {Use
Not Appl-icable 14 uh;chever colun;r'\ Is easiest)
18. Has this child care service made it possibl , .~ ANNUALLY NEE!&*‘% -
. For you to accept a promotion of new posi “M@‘* "t s
. _ Undet $165000 _ _ Under $200 43 ’
Yes . N 15 - $10,000 - 18,000 3200 - 350 44
No - . 16 $18,001 - 25,000 - © $351 - s00 KN
Not Applicable N 17 $26, ,aqo - ‘35 000, i$50L -.700 ___ 4§
T . Over 51,2 000« oOver $700 ____47
13, The child care services avdilable through my . A
employer have: K 29. _What is your household's income before deduc- \ s
} , © . tions? (Use mever calumn is easiest)
litkle 6t no effect- on the way .
I domy job - . 18 ¢ .. ANBUALL Y - NEEKi.Y
+ @ somewhat positive effect on - v .
the way 1 do my job s Under $10,000 Under $200, ° 48
a very positive eff'ect on the Co 310,000 - 18,000 ~ 3200 - 3350 [3:] .
way 1 do-my job. °~ 20, - 1 $13 0ol - 25 000 $35! - SO0 _____ SO g
. - . szs 00l - 35,000 3 '$spp -~ 700 51
R .o . : Over $35,000 — Over $700-__ 52 .
"Part _3: Yourseld . ~ L5 ,
” C + 30, How long does ‘it take you to go to work? ¢
20, Are you: male 1 - )
- - .t female 22 . Under 1/2 hour - ' 53
: - - . " 1/2 hour+to.1 hour 54
21. How old are you? 1. 23-24 . Over 1 hour 55
22, How far did you go in school? . z 31. —¥Which of the follouingjﬁa you usually use to
' * . _‘ - go to work? .
8th grade or less , ) 25 . .
Some igh school - ‘ 26 . public transportation e 56 .
High #hool graduate 27 - company yansportation .o 57
2 years after high school . 28 : car paoll 58
ears of college ., 29 family, car 59
{r;duate or Prdfessional study - 30 walk/bicycle &0
1 o a—
23, Check the reason which most closely describes 32. 0o you usually wgrk: '
your reason fog working. -, i 3 )
' . ' Days 61
1 am the main-support_for_my : Evenings 62 "I
* family. ' 3 . Hidnight SPHIfT * 63
My family needs more than one Rotate among 'shifts Lt . 18
income, - 32
1t is mportant for me to work 33, 1n the lagt & weeks, how many days .
*  even though my income is not* - have you missed work? . 65-88
esSential. . = 33 : T R " {days) v
) Co. : Is this about usual * &7
\ B More than usual g —_f¢8.
Part 4: Your Hork T Less than usval . i69
24, wWhat is your job title? . ‘ - 34. In the. last 4 weaks, tow many Limes )
, : have you been late for work? -70-71
: 34-35 K ' (timeg)
, N Is this sbout ususl- ) "2
* . 25, How lopg have you worked for thi3 company?. .~ Hore than usual 73
' - . Less than usval /1
: 36~37 - '
i . -~ & ) ¥
v - 105 * ';
,.. ‘ . ) { {1:1




in this questionnaire. § These answers will provide
' wvaluable information on day cape‘arrangements used.

by working parents. Your individuidl answers will

remain confidential. .

Part 1:! Your family and Household

1. Number of adults {persons 18 and
—-—__olde;.) in your household.
N

___.1o-11

2. -Lheck the statement belcm uhxch most nearly
describes your family gtmcture.

singl parent linng aldne with _ .
child{ren) . 12
L single pargnt living alo ope with '

child{ren) and other adult{s) , 13+
married parent living.with sﬁouse . .

mEloxe .

' oL . . 3/
O ¥ - v - 1-9
£ = . N | . . a
. - "LE " EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE . B
I e r:‘ -t TR L] . o ’ M ]
L RESTONTITOAG .o :
Thank you very much f‘ér spending the time to Fill Part 2: The Child Care Service Pronded by Your

Your employer‘provides support gr an _i_nfoma;
tion and réferral system to ass¥st employees
in obtaining child care while they work. The

questions in Past 2 relate Lo Lhis service.

Y ,Q

N 90
‘child care service when ypu Firet began your
employment  here?

. Yes . - sy
k No, not informed ¥ o3
No, service not available when -
. first employed o4

+

Here you informed of the availability of this

. .. and child(ren) —_ 14 18, If yes, did the availability of this service
married parent living with spouSé; (’ influence your decision to accept bhis
. { * child{ren}), apd other adult(s) * 15 employment? -
’ ;. other: (specify 3 :
. N 16 Yes 55 '
- No 36 .
. 3._ Please. indicate below the number of children . - ’
W “g you have in each age group: ° 11. Have you used this service? -~ '
z Y —
less than 1 year old 17 " Yes 57
. 1 to less than 2 years old " 18 JNo } . ' . ¥ 58
'2 to less than 5 years old /S —19 ' .
5-6.years old . ) 20 12, 1lF.wyes, have you used .this Service?
7-13 years old ! 21 . i . . .
1&-13 years old : . 22 less than 12 months 59
‘ - within the' last - 12-24 months &0
4, I-IqE W many chxldren do you have who more thar 24 months age ) |
- fegularly ared for by a friend .
or; relative while you work? . 23 13. Please indicate below the number of childreﬂ
Pléase give their ages. 24 27 you hava for whom you have used the child care
P\ . 25 28 services provided by your employer.
Coh 26 29 ’ ’
T . less than 1 year old 62
~ 5, ﬁo# “many children’ do you have nho .1 to less than 2 years old 63
v are yregularly cared for ih a day ; . 2 to less than 5 years old o 64
care home while you work? ? . 30 5-6 years old 65
Please give their ages. 31 T34 older than 6 years, * 66
g / 52 35
\ ? AT T T 14. Ooes the availability of this child care
ot o ' .o service influence your decision te cbntinue .
6. I-Icm m chxldr,bn do you have who your presenl;"ewloyment? ’
_me .regularly cared for in & child :
-cire program whife you work? 37 Yes . 67
- _P_lease give ages. 38 41 No .-t - ___ &8
g A 39 G2 > 2
) oL .ot 40 43 I5. 0id the availabilitr of this child care ser-
: vice enable you to.shorten your maternity
7. - ‘]ihe child care 1 uge .is (check all that apply) Mave?
in my home | - 44~ h Yes . T L -
E ain my nexghbortnod “ s lt 5 - No . . 10 ’
“on my way to work .’ . 46 ) Not Applicable 7l
gcmt. of the way torhame or work ° .. 47 . T
at my- uork sxte a : 48 -
.,'j Al of my out of' home child care is: . 5 . — v v
. * . . w - 1
Y Yoo m the same place ) - . 49 - . =  Please camplel;e Lhe questions
. . in several places near each other 50 - . " on the back of this page before
:in several pldces far f'rocn each . [ ’ « retuming your questxonnaire. ’
other * T & 51 - . *
' . Thank you.
= . . - ‘__’ e <
'a’ - " i T ‘_.7?;. e i .
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- BEST. ccw;:::.:um %
| ' v

The Child Care Service Prouded by Your
] mgloxer_(?:ontmued)

* Part 2%

16, Have you ever recomenged your.emplaoyer Lo

athers because of the availability®sf the
- ( child care services?’
Yes /Y v ‘ . .10
No e . . - 1’
. 1}. .Has this child care service ‘made it possxble
for you to work overtime or odd hour shifts?
Yes i 12
No . 13.
Mot Applicsble . . 14
‘18, Has this child carg service made it possible
. for you to accept a promotion or new pasition?
Teoel Yes N ' ' . 15
No - ’
Nc{t kpplicable.. ; 17
19. The child care services available thruugh my *
4 .. employer have: . .
httle or no effect on the way“ -
1 da my job - 18 .
8 somewhat positive effect on ~

thg way 1 do my jo

female 22

. Graduate or Professional study

Check the reason which rnost cl.osm—dqcribea
- your reason for working. '

23.

v
J ] am the ‘main support far my -

Jway 1 do my job. : . r

s y\‘ . . h
Part 3: Yourself ’
20, Are you:' i ‘male 21

21, How old arg.you? 23‘-2&
22, How far did you go in-sthool?
‘ 8th grade or less 1250 -
Some hi%h school ) : 26
High school graduate 27
2 years aftgr high school ~ 28
4 years of kollege - 29

family. - . 3T
Hy family needs more than orle
income. 32
; It is important for me to work
" ~ even thdugh my income -is not - "+
essential. ) 7. 8 33
. . Part &: Your Work S . )' :
4 W » i ?,,"‘
2 & hat.is your .]OI::‘- tig’%‘ ¢ . .
‘ - 3&-35
. 25 Hou long have you worked for _t.his company?
£ 36-37
r — r

»
. . .

L3 ) - V‘
Part 4: Your Work (continued) ‘
26, How many ’hours per week do you usually work?

@ Under 30 . 38

- m¢ 30-40 39

Over 40 . . _-____-ao .
27. Do you recéive addxtmnal pay fom overtime
f . hpurs? . . .
' LY .
Yes . M tsl
, Mo » —
+ 28, What is your intome before deductmns? (Use
whichever column is easiest} e,
) ANNUALLY . WEEKLY .
“Under $10,000 “Under $200 &3 -

$200 - 350 . 44
$351 -~ 500 45
$501 - 700 46
Over $700 47

$10,000 - 18,000

513 00l - 26, 000 — "

* 326 o0l - 35 000
Over $35 000 -

Whap is your household's income before deducs
tions? (Use whighever column ig easiest)

% aNuALLY LMEEKLY
' der- 3200
$35) - 500 ——

§501 2 700 —__51¢ .
Over $700 52

- 29,

$13 001 - 25 000
$26,001 - 35,000
Over 335 000 _

3?) How long does it take you to go to work?

Under 1/2 hour Ty 53
1/2 -hour to 1 hour 54
. Over 1 hour PR i -fgS
31. Which of the fullouing do you usually use I:o
go to work? U
y . ;
public €ransportation 56
n company transportation .97
car pool . o
family par . R
walk/bicycle . ) %0
. 32. Do you: usually, work: - < B )
-* dﬁys -~ 6]
* Evenings . - T8
rmdhight Shift ® &3
Rotate among shirts - - 64
+*33., In the’*l:ast 4 ueeks, hovr gnany days | o
have you mxssed.mrk? s . 6566
. (days] - -
Is this abput. usual, | ov e ] 67 W
‘. More tham ugwdl |’ . A - PX
Less than usual } . ’ 7 .-.-6?'5
» - B
34, 1In the last u weeks, how many tihes / A 7’05 ¢

have you been late for work?

_ 1S this'about usual *
.© Mgre than usual
tess thdn usual e

.
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' Thank you very.fmuch for" spending the time té flliwm th:.s =
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guestionnaire, These. answers will provide valuable infosmation .
on day care arrangements used by working_ p'arents.» Your ‘individual-

answers Yill remain confidentiak. ~ - - ; S, o S
. _ _ . .
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Study of ;Employer Sponsored Chlld Care Serwces‘ ; g_s R

,'?EI W . a . -“( -,,’g .« " 79W.Monroe, Suile 812
. B IR E o e T - > €hicago, Ilinocis 60603
Lo APPENDIX D . . TN, T L. 3122363786 or 206-4347
", JINITIAL LETTER TO EMPLOYERS = “ S !
’ " v February 7, 1983 "~
L L] w ' . L - . . . . - ’_ '

) Mr. James V Wyllae
& . Chief Executive Offxcer . ‘ Co
. Nylonlraft - B ' . ' N
P 218. wesﬁ*Mchnley nghway" ‘ o . : -
Mishawaka, In8iana 46544 n - ot
.- E : . e
Dear Mr. Wyllxe.‘ - .
Sa_ ¢ : ,
he United States Department of Health and Human Servxces
_has gwarded a grant to the Foundation for Human Service s;udies,
) Incorporated and CSR, Incorporated to study the effects of. employer
' . sponsored child care. This government study will analyze if and .
how enmployee's absenteeism, length of employment, andlattltuqes
- " are affected when a company provides a form of child care seryice.
.. " Information for the study will be obtained from two sources: L'
: first from the companxes themselves and, seconﬂ from the employees
_ utlllzlng the services, - R b .
Since your aorporatlon currently is- 1nvo1ved in provxdxng a
form of chxld care service to your - employees, we are interested .
“in pursuzng the possibility of your company partlclpatq“g 1n%§hls
federally-sponsored study. Pursuant to this, either Ann “Gilm
‘Dawsoh or Cynthia Mlk&l‘Wlll contact’ you in about a week to
Jfurther descrxbe the y;udy;zyd your corporatlon $§ potential ro

1n 1th

le

,ﬁ%kreallze that some flrms do not’ want thelr services publi- . .
cxzed ‘and want to assure. you that anonymous partxcxpatxbn in. t is . -
R study 1s "acceptable, : : Do . .

’ 4 -
L

We look forward to a contlnuxng relatxonshxp with you.

~ f- g -
L3 - :
5:'-.1_ - ; *S - - B .
el e gt T : Dxrector of" Chicago’ Offlce
B B ALI e et . CSR, Incorporated Lo
ST R T i ’ - i
%,e: e o S
undahon for Human SemceStudies,lnc. _ 1 ) : CSF{ Inc0rpor
i, , 9 .
) o sludy,«tund byagranl lrom theDepaﬁmjnt ol Health and Human services A

- oy ru eyt Ly e o o Ce TR

™ 2-,",.‘,:" zatys oW _,.-,.‘t 4.“ -E' -*‘v"f L,_._,,:\ s \__‘.; - . . ‘ ,/1

- N
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R T .&” T~ ) h AppENDIX E ‘ ) ‘79W.Monroe,'.sc_ite 812
: v _ - , _ ~+ _ Chicago, Illinois 60603 ‘
SO ) , STUDY LET‘I‘ER TO EMPLOYEES © 312 236-3736 or 236-48?17 ;

. . . L3

Dear Working Parent
. J : ' , n
Yout emplpyer is one of the few in the country that is'providing a f&m
of child care sexvice for its employees. Gathering information on how this
.. Service ,affects you will be helpful in encouraging other employers to provide
a child care service for their employees. You, of course, know how J.mportant
.good child care, is to a working parent. - o e

o N

-—r

The. U.8, Department of Health and HumansServices has funded us tg find out
* how an employee 5 absentee:.gn and job stability are affected if the employer
. provides a form of child care service. In order to determine this we are
having some employees who have used the child care service complete a gquestion~
naire and then we will review the attendance records of each of these peOple.

' You have been chosen at random to participate.

A1l information collectea’gs confrdent;al and'will be uSed only for research.
Your name ‘and addresg will not be linked to any informatron. No information
that identifies any rndrbldual w;ll be released ° Your partrcipation is voluntary.

We're asking you to take a few mlnutes to complete the enclosed questronnalre

and_ consent form. Please do it today. Place the questronnaare in the white
envelope and seal. Place the consent form in the blue ehvelope and seal. Return
each to the person from your company whose name appears on the envelopes., We
are depend;ng on you for our study.

.We want to thank you for completing the questionnaire and for. taking the
time to help us with our study. all of your:answers will be kept confidéntial’
from your employer and wrll have absolutely no effect on your contlnued employment

Thank you very muth for your -‘help. ' - ~ e
. - . . - : . :
’ r o . Very frily yours, ) -
) P . Pres:. ent, Foundatifon for _ o
« T L D ey +_ Human Service ‘studies, Inc. . . T
’* . RS Please take the time to parta.ca.pate.in Qur. study., Youx efforts can help : "
i ' encourage other employers to prov:.de a ch:.ld care service for theiy employees.w_ -
’ ‘ . . . - - R ' o4 . v : 12*"-&:'
B ‘ S T :
) o . 4 F tE o ~'% _.— . e
s KC)undation forHuman Service Studles,lnc , S, - ‘CSR, Incorporated

e o Studyl’undedbfagram trom theDgpartJalﬂHeailhand HumanServlces L i‘, N ‘=.;-_ e
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SAMPLE EMPLOYER LET‘I‘ER TCO EMELOYEES

Globe-\Nels

\
Dea.r mployee.

" Globe-Weis is pleased to be participating in a° study being

_ ‘conducted by the U.§. Departmént of Health and Human Services. v
. The government reoognizes the changing needs of families and

especially wvants to find out how exployee’s child care arrangements

affect their attendance at work. " In order to determine this, .infor-

mation ¥ill be gathered from about thirty companies which sponsor
child care services for their employees. -

You are being asked to be one of the employees from our
company included in the study. If you agree to participate you
are being asked to complete and return the enclosed questionnaire.
‘Your hame will bé replaced by a number 'and. will not appear in any
connection with the infom.ation from your questionnaire. All infor-
mation 'will be confidentia} and your ‘anopymity assured. Please

.. Yeturn ‘the questionnaire no later- than May 27th.to me.

- X hope that you will participate in the study as it should
'provide valuable information for future provision of ¢hild care .
services to employges. The choioe. ho'a'evex. is entirely your own.
Your decision will in.no way affect: gour employment at Globe<Weis.

When the study is completed we will receive a copy of the -

o

results.. If you are interested“in ;:gaaing_tl:gg plea_se_ let me’ knowl’_

Smce.rely .

) s~ . . o _Chxia ,Zaoj:owski

e

- "‘QP'J( -

v ~ \ ) o
’ ) R '.GLOBE-WEISLThe Office Products Group of Sheller-GIobeCorporauon
AR ~_“Red, Aope"home/offics products Srackador office furnishings - A
] e ‘ 1 " WéodAvenus, P,O.-Box ¥ 1, Bristol, Pannsylvania 18007
A TS PAN2151785-1531 ) NY (212) 855-8001° T
B S o ‘ . ‘._@éﬁfé{tg&é&btPennsytvamag 800:623:5989: T g
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Study of Employer Sponsored Chnld Care Serwces

- . . 79 W. Monroe, Suite 812

[ L

S _"’A AU . Chicago, Illinois 60603
P . : - : .
AP. E’NDI-X G s .. 312:2363786 or 236.4347
EMPLOYEE CONSENT FORM . ST Lo e :

gt - - 4
1 . . .,
. . . -t

s W f
PR R, NV W NP FUU S L P

I understand that the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services wishes to.collect information on . different Jinds of child
care servides available to working parents. I understand that this - '
research is being done to determine how various forms of company- ) "
sponsored child care services affect employees. ) EE

The government recognizes the changing needs of families and :
especially wants to find out how employee's child care arrangements = .
affect their attendance at work. In order to determine this, infor-
mation will be gathered from about thirty companies Whlch sponsor
child care services for their employees. _ g

; I_agree to take part in this study. I understand that all
information will be used solely in connection with ‘the study. I i
understand that I will 1q&no way be.identified as having participated = .
in this study 1 the final report and-that_ell data will be presented

only in the aggregate,, - ' ' : i . IR

= .- " - *

- I.understand that the Federal Reserve -Bank o£‘Boston has’ been .
lnformed that this study is being conducted and is pleased to partl- o
cipate in conjunction with the Child Care Re souxce. Center provided 7’
employees who are asked to take part. in the survey are 1nformed that '

) the decision to do SO 1s completely vo%g&tary .
(Print) Namé of Respondent T : : o : ]
Signature of Respondent . - - Y’ L :
: After -you have slgned th1s form, put 1t in the. matchlng blue envelope, s
< seal and gétu:n to the -person whose name is on the egyelope. This =~ -
form- will. anthorize Y%§é>company to release your . attendance record a;ﬁfﬁ
ouer-the past Year. witli¥the understandlng that the 1nformatlon will 1;?

be usedjfor the purpose of thls study only. IR O . ' h}ﬁ&
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ATTENDANCE DATA FORM -

ABSENTEEISH' DATA SHEET . . 7" Person canpleting form ) - Date completed
Bolyee ¥ _/_ /[ 7 4 First day of stuly year _/ /82  Last Day of study year _/ /83 Sheet § __ of .__

142
3 = .
- E _ B g * g “ . * ’ . . E ;
§ g E g g’ % Détgs of Absenteelmn ‘ gr % ‘g g i 1- g | )
g ‘ 2|15 )a 8 8 B Eé o E E g & g g . .
PRUEHHE { g AR AR AL EAE S LSERLIEY) :
: ) . - i ' . ;::_3:"‘;
. L.‘ Y | .' - *
’ y o« I |
Dais ‘ i "
) IR ) v ) . ' .
é . —g® ’ ' :; ] ) . 1 . . | . ‘ . NE | ﬂ . ﬂ_'




,;: ) « VAPPENDIX J
‘ : ATTENDBNCE DATA SUMMARY SHEET S
.. Company . Study Yeay /' / :
Employee Number _7_-_/ /4 __ _ __-_/ .
Exempt __ Non Exempt _ . (21)
Job Titte - ‘. S . .
’ : . {22-23) L
" - Maximum possible paidt.days ‘ . ' ‘
Less extended leave of absence . (24-26)
Léss ‘scheduled’ paid days off . : ' '
" Holidays . {272,
‘ Vacation/Floating Hol:.days/ d - . T -
Personal Days ° ' (29-30),
Othe::;‘r Jury duty, mllltary leave, & i
etc. , (31-32) ¥
Total scheduled paid day.s off - () (33-35)
Total’ days .scheduled to work. .. _ '(36-38) -
Sick- o ‘ a . _ . s
" Family Sitk o ‘ _ - '
beath . ____ . = _
Total hon-scheduled paid days off ~ (__ )  (39-40)
Total, - - . ‘. g o
Less unpaid days off .
sick . . ST . T
: Family Sick '_'___, S . . s ‘e
"/~ .Death. |
B G Unexcused : - - -
- ¥ Total. unpa:l.d da.ys ofL ] (' i 3 (41 42)
e Total unscheduled days off . (43-44)
‘ Total days worked - (.4’5_47) . .
" Total days paid . .- - ) . 48%50) | .
' ” ! L T .
415 |
, . E - r .
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APPENDIX K

v - SELECTED EMPLOYEE COMMENTS .
) | The child day care program at my company is a big plus for
the corporation and its employees It is such’'a relief to be

. able to.go to work knowing my cHild is right on the grounds if

. she needs me, just footsteps away. &and I enjoy-that she's’
learning and working in a structured environment all day. That
is what makes me regret that I have to take her out of the day

o care this summer for financial reasonsﬂ it would be nice if the

. company conld plck up more than lO%, maybe a schedule baﬁed on
'salaries ) _ ' : . )
" On-site : "
o Single parent-living alone with children'

Salary $10,400 - 18,000 S

» “hauing a day?care program on the worksite has lifted a lot:
of worry that I use to go through wondering what ‘they were
doing - w1th this worry lifted I believe I.can handle my job
© and the stress and pressures wmth it much better, S0 when,I go
"for the day I feel fresh and secure my' daughter has had a good
'day, the same as me. Also I am able to‘S€é her each-day at
lunch =-- and we Share our morning progress. These special mo~

ments sure change your daily outlook if things are going bad. — -

Again Ehat reassurance she 1s safe.
“On-site - - @_uﬁqﬂﬁh
Single parent liv1ng ‘alone with child |
&Salary. $10, 000 - 18 000 .~

. My child was 5 months old before the child development
“ center was open ‘ After our son had been at the center at ﬁy
place of employment for about a month my husband commented on »
the fact that my attitude about working was a lot better.

On-site \ - .
Married parent liVing w1th spouse and child
"w Salary: $18 001 - 26,000 - . - ‘a
.’ Family Income: over $35 UOOW B L
“%’ ‘. . o - . . “ .’,' | .
L ' : C i

?’«1@&% Er R I e

{

g .
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® At one time I conSLGered acceptlng a pos;tlon outs;de of the.
. hospital, but because of the child development center I wlthdrew .
Wy application, A . - ’
," Being able .to spend time with dy-chfld during working hours = -
made it. easier to. adgust to. worklng*after ‘maternity leave, I
. don' t worry about him as much_ and am able to- concentrate on my
ng much better., I'm’ sure it has reflected in mny attendance w7 !
‘ recorg and certa&nly—contrlbutes to my attifude towards my gob.
- - - - On=-site A o - ‘.‘ U %
. Married parent.living with £pouse andtchildren -~ - .
Salary: *$10,000 - 18,000 ' ' o
.. | «Family Income: $18,001 - 26,000 . ) .
e I would not have stayed as long as/ I have at thlS job were -
- 1t not for the oay care-klndergarten program.© My péace of mind
‘ about my Chlld s ‘care does make me a better employee, ' )
On—SLte i . T, - ‘ \w T
Marrled parent living with spouse.and child
_ Salary:. under $10,000 _’ . -
v Family Incoe: $26,001 - 35,000 | SR
S _ , _ o ¢
. It meant a great deal to me to be able to continue breast ° ‘
'{ "feedlng my baby until she weaned herself, "I am o%ten able “to Y

visit with her during the day, as my schedule permits, . KnOW1nq
-I am right there should she become sick or injuréa*ts‘a*great-f
relief, . I'm sure our center has ellmlnated much Stress many

- working motners must feel. Suén straﬁses are very counter .
- productive for an employer. : , _a

‘ On~-site - . oo, A ' »
Marrled parent living w1th spouse and Chlld |
: . Salary. $18,000 - 26,000 -

BBgaﬁuly Income. over_sgs,ooo ’ R E {:::




+

_o% ‘At the time of hlre I had no 1nterest in the child care pro—

-1 1gram...now that s _why I'm sgaylng . u

- Chrld care is only open day Shlft arid not on weekends. . I

L]

Gan only work, days M-F. \

e

4 * . oA
= LS
- ' I have missed a lot more days- of work /dbe to my children's
' 1llness or'condlt;odéﬁkot allowed 1n day care. ‘ -
& ‘ 2 . “on- s1te . . . o ‘ B
- Marrled parent 11V1ng with Spouse and chlldren =
e, } ‘Fok an- employer to offer Chlld care serv:.ces.r esEeclally as A}
~ ) part of -an employee s heneflt package to it's employees says )
.+ -aldt aﬁbut the employer' (alot of pogltlve things). I greatly
g adm1re ny employer for- Settlng up this service £dr it's employees.
e . L Off-slte e .
s - .Married parent living with spouse and chi ey
Shlary: $10,000 - 18,900
. t 'Family*Income- 6'001*— 35,000
o'-“ My second child has a tended'my employer sponsored/day care

center 31nce -the day 1t'cpened 1ts doors (6 yrs ). With my flrst

chlld ‘1 llved through ﬁorklng full time and constantiy having to_.

- deal w:.th "sitters" whose own l:t.ves-and compl;.cat:.ons made a- very
. inconsistent enéironment for myself my family and most of all

ey

my child.: — , .
5 0nce the day care ceriter opened I was able to depend on: .
1., sqmeone would be. there . to care for my chlld .

B ;-2{, thé care would be conslstent'day to day.

'Myaﬁhole life changed -1 was no . longex worried or hafr\:sed
ab

- I really feel that one. can be a better worker 1f the worry L

child. care és relleved.." . - . T e

LJ

et

’ - 0ff-s1te ," . o S . N )
’ Marrled parent llVlng W1th _spouse and cﬁuldren ‘
Salary " $is, 000 - 26, 900 ) '
Famlly Income.i over $35,000 .,':" S B :fi}

“; .

R L ST
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. It would be very nice if the center would expand its hours
to include the p.m. shift as'there are many emﬁlb?ees who find
it hard to flnd rellable people to watch the1r Children on the
p.m. . shift. i

Off-site v e ‘ "-‘

Married parent-liting with spouse and‘ohild

Salary: $10,000 - 18,000 '

-

? Famlly Income same

= -

.’ If not for the day care. center at my work, I wouia be
seriously con31der1ng‘alte§nate employment. The day care is
one -of the main reasons for my"oontinued stay.

On-site -
Marrled parent llv1ng with spouse and chlldren
Salary . $18, Yoo1 - 26,000 N

" Family. Income: $26,001 - 35,000 _ ' .

n

I Y think subsidized day care is very iﬁportant for parents

“

" and @emonstrates a corporations "human side". Critical to

attracting and keeping the best people 1n the marketplace.

Off-site * . , '

‘Married parent llVlng with spouse, chlld and other adult '
Salary $26,001 =~ 35,000

Family Income: over $35,000 .

-

'Y The services provided didn't help me at all, % still had

to do all the research myself, __§EE§_H*EE*T?TTWRE_EHE‘day—care——

center I chose 1isted. The days I'miss of work aré 99% caused )
by my child belng ill, This company should prov1de subsidiegded L
(sic) day care onssite. Now that would helpi* ' ;

*I &R : : .
slngle parepf'livlnq alone WIth chilgd and other adultzja\

P

- Self $10,000 - 18, 000
Household - same

”~e .
-
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.V1ab1e To truely affect your work attendance, attltude, etc.

_here, and may affect my job a little in that I'm happy with an

T N . - N = - -, . = — - N L . ¥

—y o

). DA . 11
e . I feel the avaitability of % List of daycare people is help-
ful, but other alternatives (newspaper word of mouth, etc ). are

actual daycare centers at work are’ really the only Way

- .'.& v P S —
U —-—+-——I-—-&-——R —— T ﬂ..‘.f . . -~

¢ -

Marrled parent liwing Wlth spouse and chlldren f
salary: $26,00T - 35000 . e L

_ Famaly Income- over $35,00Q Thon - -

S'," -

* I really appre01ate my employer oﬂ’ﬂrlng thlS sérV1ce, it

really helpé for first tlme mothers like myself who reaIly don't -
know wiiere to begin in’ 1ook1ng for child care. < ‘ "

. _
I&R . . ‘ . N .Y F

’ . . v 4
LY

Married paxent living with spouse and child“ .
. Salarys $80,600 - 18, 000 . : o ' 5
Fam:l_ly Incoms: $26,001 - 35,000 KR Coie ]

e I th1nk 1t is 1mportant to note that you a1Ways need back-up
artangements made for child care ‘when y0ur’chle is ill and can t
go to the center and for the-days the center is* cloged You . _
can t‘depend 100% on the center particularly when I'm requlred : =
to work when the center is closed, i.e. 5-11 p.m. and 11 p.m. = - -]

I can't tell you how convenient it is to have your child so
close. Partlcularly with children Wlth chronic problems such as
asthma These chlldren could be fine in the AM and in real dls- :
tress in a matter of hours, yet you could be with them in a -

mattef of a few minutes.,
The @day care had rothing to do with my acceptlng employment

institution: that prov;des this for me. But I can tell you I'd
sure.think a jlong time before leaviné‘- because of the day care. S
. On-site . e, ‘N e ‘ ' '
Marrled parent livlng w;’y spouse ang chlldren
Salary- 518ﬁ001 - 26,000 ’ _
Family Income-,,oVer $35_000 . . o




“c'_ ' - _'-":\- . ' ., n - (, N
o w AT
® Qual1ty day care serV1ces }s flrst‘ﬁnd feremost in the- m;nds 4'
of working moms, dnd dads. The early development of our chlldren ’
is first and foremost in our mlnds. We are all very appreCLatlve,
or- should be, that our company has recognlzed this cruclal bene-

fit and has assisted us in our search for, day care. - T belxeve _

-,
n# .. . el

I&R
Marrled parent llv1ng wath spouse and Chlld ’ : RIS
. Salary: slo 000 - 18,000 )
PO Family Income: $18,001 - 26,000 {T_' g
® Hav1ng a day care center ;lght in the same bulldlng has
: been a tremend‘us benefit. It helps take the guilt away from ';;_
workxng '

gualltz Lﬁ the key Wthh covers every category from changlng‘a
dxaper to rEcognlzlng a problem w1th a child and 1nform1ng the .
parent(s). Thank you. . A - ) i
‘P.gs Every company.should get on - the band wagon an@ aSSlSt - . .;;
. their employees espeC1ally single parents. Rememberlng
-.always these ‘children are the adults of tomorrow A‘
very old cliche -but 0.so real. )

)
. Off-sgite ' o ’ ‘ )
€ - Marrled parent living with spouse and child : . -
Salary. $18,001 - 26,000 < : S *
{ -Fam;ly Income: over $35,000 _ ;
- ® The Child Care Referral and Informatlon Serv1ce is mlnlmal

For an employee of our¢312e offe;;ng child care services hera
or cloge by Seems more appropriat and would be much more help~
ful. It. would also have a pos;tzve effect on ‘my job performance.

. The. day care center here is a top notch day ‘care cente‘\

_;, and I feel very fortunate to have lt here as a benefit. "What .-

_ &nnre of a benefit could you' want
']

On-gite ' _ _ ¥
~ Married parent liviﬂﬁﬂwith;spouse and child
' salary: §10,000 -18,000 o T

Famlly Incoe+. - §26,001 ~ 35, 000. - .- e
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o  The avaxla]:n.l:.t o.f -day care at‘ my work s:.t,e was extremeiy - .;‘ *
':mfluencz.al in ny accept:.ng_,ernployment with' my, ernployer and m' e et
- my cont:.nuinig ernploym%nt. I even accepted a sal!ary lower than I - ’\ -
. - o~
would hdve acceptea from an employer w:.aout day care fac:.l:.tb.e% _2 -

I also feel' it has had a ve.ry positz.ve affect on rny at;tendanc.e.

- On-sz.te'-j‘ T T A R - ,/_"";e-

Marrz.ed parent ,l:.vlng with Spouse and chz.ld L i 1‘,.’-“ ) 1».

. Famlly Incorne- $18, 001 - 26 000 - .| S &

. 1 w

° I recently changed jObS w:.thz.n the hosgltal Erom a, staff N .:,‘ ‘:'tc

nurse -to‘ an J.nstr‘uctor. It! '8 cons:.dered a promotion.. ‘While the oSl
_avallabillty of the child care did not affect fhy promot:.on, it e

made stay:.ng at ‘this :.nst:.-tut:.on rather than a_pply:.ng‘ elsewhere b\.«

very- -desjrable. ¢ R * e g

“ Y off-site o - C
. Married parent l:.mng with spouse and child Ct ;,‘_' 43
Salary not indicated . < ’
oo Fapily Income: .$26,001 - 35, ooo’-g AR ! . .
* W:.thout ‘our day care center, we - would not have been able : ‘ ;i
e to have™a baby because of the lack'of early mfarft. day care. It .
s ‘I-also enables mothers to nurse and cont:.nue to work‘ , f«a.. H’ "b AR
On-site _ L T PN i s \ﬂ T
: ) _ Married parent l:.v:.ng with’ spouse and ch:.ldren AR
' . Salary: $I18,001 - 6,000 = . ¢ : //f"’
I Family Income: ‘oyer $35, 000" T LI BRI
® In relation to.absenteeism, I feelsthat I rnust stay vhome -~ i
when my child is :.ll As there- :.s no one elsé to care for my ' “‘; "

child, this is often thée reason for my missing work _The day " -

&

care center, qulte understandbly, ‘Gannot allow a sick child'te: * . - ]
) N . . N . ":

"attend. . ” . - 3
o _'On-sz.te . N L . .

g ‘ 's;.ngle parenta&:r.vlng alone w;n.th ch:.ld and other adult o
. X sal;ry. under $10,000 . - S T e
‘ . . -Family Income: $18,001- 26,000 " . . % .- L0
e T ‘;-ff; R, R T L .




benefit I recelve from my company. . l

- I wish all employers prov1ded 31m1l}m day care facmlltles
for thelr.employeesl

.
- B *

On-site
_ " Married parent ‘living with spouse and Chlld ’
.Salary°~ $26 001 -~ 35,000

© Family Income: over $35 000 : ' -

-"
-

%

e My employer was very helpful in supplying me Gith many names
for. habysmtters, hut most of the namés llsted as %the- "good”
babysitters, were’ fll ed and- did not” accept new babies. I was
successful in flndang a babysitter through-our church

.
Kl

Marrled parent living with spouse and Chlld ‘
Salary° $1s 001 < 26,000 L .
. ' %ﬁmlly Income: over $35,000 : ‘ '
® I would not be working if my child.was not- prov1ded Chlld

care - he has experlenced so mary things since ‘he was\lB months
o0ld. He con31ders the chlldren at the center as "his kids" -
they are .a second famllxbfor hlm. . - o i; '
Our employer provades excellent fringe heneflts in rates
for all. employees‘- 1 could not proV1de care for hlm anywhere
for the amount I paywdaily C T
Off-site o, , ,
‘ Married parent 11v1ng with spouse and chlldren
Salary: $10,000 - 18’000 . - R

Fam:.]_y Income: ~ $18, 901 - -26,000 T
[3 ‘ség,:
* The avallablllty of the day. care center dlrectly affected

kS
‘\.‘Q&... al

my return to programmlng I was prevzously 1n another depart-
ment on the nlght shlft. ﬂ .aigd not w“*% my. child "in a,center

: far from ny offace? ,f* e S Coerh . ':'% S
' 0n~31te"?$ il lw“ﬁ;ﬁf Cwl E o S
. Married parg@; llVlng w1th spouse agd child -,

- Salary:g@c $187001%~ 26,000~ .
Family mcome.a $26°~‘~001 £ 35 ooo s -,'_

R #-Mt -

. I feel that the Day Care Center is the most important employee -




= T B N o B ]
‘ ' 115
'o My employer has now offered a pre-tax deduction of child
care payments so I have moreﬂspendable income.  I'm not sure I
could afford care anywhere else. ,
Thank you for looking into a very important issue, -
Off-site s ~
 Married parent living with spouse and children
Salary: $26,001 -’ 35,000
Family income: over-$35\000_

o In situations like a hospital where most employees ‘are women

and staff works 24 hrs. a day.- it would be beneficial £o have

day care on the premises 24 hrs. around the clock, plus daycare

could be anf attraction to employment if it were more econouic.t

* Its about time this has become an issue worth looking into, -

women could be much more efficient and positive if reasonable -
consideration‘is given to, their life and work.
' Off-site o . S
3 _ ' gingle parent living alone with child - _ .
A 5 " salary: . $18,001 = 26,000 R ; : o
e 1 believe: the Child Care Center at my- work sto he one of . )
the best benefits- any employer could offer. I'am proud that i
the admlnlstratLOn had the 1n31ght to approve such a venture. ) -

" One area.not really addressed in this questlonnaire was the
quallty of care the chlldren are recelving at the center. The
learnxng opportunltles and advantages glven these children are

- ‘superlor to other- home care oOr day care centers I bellev§,
_that parents have peace of mind, not only because of theé%enter
belng in the 1nst1tutlon, but also because the care is e&cellent

_ My only regret is that’ due to the.:long waiting 1ist, our
3next child may not be ablé: to be enrolled.
On-site o - e
S '“Married pareht liVlng with spouse and child
LA\ 0L L osalaryi (618,001 -726,000 :
- '\,& 'f;__:*'lfz.Famlly Income.- over .$35% 7000.
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. Ms. The:esa dilorenzo

Mr. William R. Brown

- Personnel Dlrector

Allstate Insurance Company
Allstate Plaza
Northbrook, IL 60062
Ms. Lyla Haggard -
Assistant Vice President
Corporate Communications
Bethesda Hospital, Inc.
619 Oak Street
Cincinnati, OH 45206

E=3
Mr. Larry Taylor
Carlson Craft
P.0. Box 8700
1750 Tower Boulevard

North Mankato, MN 56002-8700

Ms. Lillian Kezerian
Assistant Director of
Employee Relations &
Communications
CIGNA Co¥poration
Department A-11 )
Hartford, CT 06152

4

Vice President

. Empire Airlines

Day Care Center -

" Oneida County Airport

Utica—RoFe NY 13424

" Mr. Arthur R. LaPoznt
' pirector, Human Resources

Fairview Hospital

-2312 south Sgxth Street

Minpeapolisd MN. 55454

Ms. Joanne D. Wall
Senior Vice Pre51dent,
Operations

.Family Hospital
2711 West Wells

Milwaukee, WI 53208

‘Mg, Dah L. Craft.
~ Vice President

Director of. Personnel
Ist Source Corporetlon .

- PL0. "Box ;1602

South Bend IN 46634

‘- 515

‘.

Ms. Chris Zackowski

Director - Learning Center

Globemweis/D1V131on of Sheller
Globe Corporation

7 Wood Avenue |

Bristol, PA 13007

| Mr. fhomes L. Uridge

Associate Vice President

Human Resources ’
Ingham Medital Center N
401 West Greenlawn Avenue
Lan$ing, MI 48909 .- .

Ms. Jackie Kasnetz.
Benefits Manager
The Jewish Hospital of
St. Louis at Washington -
University Medical Center
216 South Kingshighway Blvd.
St. Wouis, MO 63178

"Ms. Ruth Brownlng E
- Compensation Analyst.

Lake Forest Hospital-
660 N. Westmoreland Road
Lake ?orest, IL 60045 . é? -

_ Mr. Richard Green

Vice President, Human Resources
thher Hospital, Inc. :
1221 Whipple Street

Eau Claire, WI 54702-4105

Ms. Diane €. Lavine
Dlrector of Personnel -
Lutheran ‘General- Hospital' -°
1775 Dempster Street

Park Rldge, IL 60068‘

Mrs. Barhuya Klracofe

Vice President .

The Lutheran Hospital of
Fort- Wayne, Inc.

. 3024 Fa;rfield Avenue
Fort Wayne, -IN 46807

Kathleen K. Peterson '
Vtce ‘President -~ Human Resources
‘Mt. Sinai Hospital
215 Park.-Avénue South
M;hneapolls, MN 55404 -
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Exs s

:,‘i
’

" Mr. B. W. Pitzer
Manager-Personnel Resources : ..
NCR ‘Corporation - .

: Engmeermg & Manufactunng—

Ithaca .. . ]
950 Danby Road . ° - -
Ithaca, NY.14850 Y
Mr. Don Jancklla T
#¢. Employee. Relatlon/Afflrmatlve
Actich
Northwéstern Ball Telephbne Co.
200 South 5th Street * . v

+

-

Mlnneapolls, MN 55402

. Mr. Ja&es Wyllie
President ) -
Nyloncraft, Inc, )

.234 Schumacher Drive
Mishawaka, IN 46544

My, ‘Jack Lietz ,
General Manager '
Petersen, Health Care of

. 'Wiseconsin, Inc. .
Boyce- Drive- . .
Fhinelander, WI 54501

Mr Ben Katcoff .
Corporate Benefits Manager
Polaroid. Corporyation
750 Main Street

- Cambridge, MA 02139 °

Mr. Charles R. chktor : _
Directér, Personnel. = - .- .
 Saint Mary's Health Center:

6420 Clayton Road - . ; ,
St.- Louls,-MO 63117 . o -
Mr. Edmond F: An ne .-
Personnel Direct 5

Union Fidelity Llfe Insurance Co. -
_ Union Fidelity Offlce ‘Park : .
Trevose, PA119049 B e )
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