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level of eduCation; and respondéntS' current salaries;b
Salary was the most highly rated job'offer feature;1¢hild—»

care was rated lower than both'salarytand‘health¥care.
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NTRODUCTION

Durlng World War I wbmehﬁwéré~summoned*to*Wofk«

:?ﬂ”out81de the home, taklng the place ofvthelr husbands,?

?h;ffathers, and brothers who had 301ned the war effort._'_ en
t,f the war ended most of them returned to thelr homes as yf

B wrves, mothers, and daughters. Agaln durlng World War II,Lfofff'm

vffjwomen went back to work en masse and became a crlticalbp :t
bh:of the war effort as “factory and clerlcal workers 1n war—“flv

g_related'lndustrlesv‘(Neft and Lev1ne, l997,»p 49) Thls Tffv{;fx;Tu

':tlme, however, more women than ever before elected to stayﬂ
"filn the labor force, fllllng clerlcal and serv1ce p051tlonsﬁ1fff{fh

:that were becomlng avallable in the postwar economy

-‘Durlng the war years,'many employers sponsored chlld—care EET

'>programs for the women worklng 1n thelr factorles. The

fLanham Act prov1ded government'support for these programs,ﬁfflh

'ﬂbut when the war ended ~so dld the chlld—care programs

j;(Mlller, 1984)

\ﬁff ThlS unprecedented movement of women 1nto the labor

"7:?fforce sparked a new fleld of research as to the effects oflczgf

.‘rj_maternal employment on Chlld development It also marked

‘*.f[;the beglnnlng of Chlld care as a bus1ness.vAt the close of




athe twentleth century,‘chlld-care had become a 20 to 30

v‘bllllon dollar 1ndustry in the Unlted States'(Kossek~and'&ffm7

’gNlChOlr 1992, Jordano and Oates, 1997) ‘As more and more L

w0men'with?children haVeﬁelectedjto remaln_injthe-‘z'l
- workforce, the need for child¥care has "increais"’ed "
:proportionately »”ln»1994 57. 9 percent of all women w1th

- at least one Chlld under the age of s1x were 1n the labor f

"‘force (Maynard, 1994) d Thatxfrgure“was“up.fromj39'percentfiﬁ:hv

ldpin-l975 (U; S;\Bureaulof haboriStatiStics, l987Y'and'is'l;¥lb}
| expected to be more than 60 percent by the year 2000 -
::(Jordano ‘and Oates, 1997) R
| Eewerbthantseven_percent:of:1U}:srgfamllieSlare«n§Wl:w‘J
trepresenteddbyltheﬁtraditionalftwoeparentlmodelpoffTT

h:father/hUSband'asfflnancialpsuppbrter}and'mother/wifeoa8~,;7>V

§ homemaker., The 1ncreased number of women remalnlng 1n thegﬁ7’

J,work force at the close of World War II began a trend that?;'u
"»has contlnued to the present The result 1s that thls

1trad1tlonal famlly 1s no longer the norm.v Women w1th>

'v{ch;ldren,wOrklng_Outslde‘the hOmeahas replaced the ﬁofmfofj;]f,s”

k~the mother as. homemaker as’ was tradltlonal prlor to Worldpf@”'”m

‘vf¥‘War T (Braverman, 1989)

rSeventy‘percentvof:all‘school%agefchildrenjinfthe{




lsegment ‘f the work force (Solomon

-persuasive ev1‘ence documentlng a dramatlc change 1n the

C mpos1tlon of UiS famllles,vthere has been ll,<le changeﬂp

nﬂthe workplace to assrst employees 1n the battle“of G

lanc1ng job/famlly 1ssues f For the most parh,vthe

'ﬁsbworkplace has been relatlvely unrespon81ve to the needs off}*h*{;ft

\men and women who both work and bear the respon51b111ty of'

?rearlng chlldrenl(Scarr/ PhllllpS, and McCartney,‘1990)

(N?Thls changlng workforce,.now 1nclud1ng a hlgh percentag"

gomen of Chlld bearlng age, many s1ngle parents, andvmor

ual 1ncome famllles,,callsvforﬂorganlzatlons to help

work and'famlly filt;wh

;people manage the duallty ‘01

‘Women have be.omeicontrlbutors 1n the workplace and

fAmerrc n buSlness, as well.as j

: famlly budget AS the number'--""*

:chlldren ‘ncreases,'the need for _g“

“famllieSLStruggle_to'malntaln.agbalanLeﬁbetweenﬁtheirﬁjobs




‘rlfhaVaIlablensﬁr?
”,fhlncreased the number of studles done on the 1mpact of
'ffc:Hoffman/ 1989,:Z1gler,_1989 )‘”

"hffibelng 1s measuredxl'”

VﬁrﬁffWomen who have had chlldren durlng a tlme when they we

(elther avrelatlve or a low cost

;”Stlpek and McCroskey (1989)

ff}the no.—WOrklng mother
?fiaffordable chlld—care wasi
wn?fwho were worklng part tlme sal

‘iﬁhours on the jOb 1f affordable Chlld care were made

”Hq;Importance of Chlld—care to Worklng Parents

:11The 1ncrease of mothers 1n the workforce has also"

gy“work/famlly confllct on the well belng of the

vwfemployee/parent (Gallnsky, 1986 Hughes and Gallnsky, 1994

_‘,In thesejstudles, well#f'

terms of stress related to work/famll

if~confllct and 1ts 1mpactzo? effectlveness 1n the workplace"

_.also:commltted’to'worklng‘outs1de‘thevh0me, know that

7j7cr1t1cal 1ssues related to chlld—care affect thelr personalﬂ*;ftfff‘f




| weli-being and perfornsnce on the job. buen those who have

‘supportlve spouses and well paylng jObS experlence dlstressf; o

5__and anx1ety when chlld—care arrangements break down (Mason f}g:f~”f

'ivand Dubersteln, 1992)

:nIn'1987 Gallnsky and Hughes conducted a study of
nddual 1ncomevparents w1th chlldren age 12 and under. They
- found that on- the jOb stress related to dlfflcultles w1th

Chlld care arrangements was predlctlve of absenteelsm at

fwork‘(Gallnsky; 1992).1‘Other literature supports'this AT

_flndlng and also reports that mothers w1th preschool .

chlldren were tardy more often, mlssed work more often, andx s

,,eXperlenced more. work/famlly Confllct (Emlen and Koren,
._‘>1984 Frenandez, 1986:‘GallnskY/“l988’ Goff,‘MOunt,,and:,
Jamison, 1990),:""“ o S T '

‘, ACééfding‘t§;KCSsekyand Nichol (l9§0),;jobperformanee
‘“isva»éombiﬁatibn‘dfdébiiifyfiopportunlty, ‘and motiéatian}"'g

'Chlld care may prov1de employees an opportunlty to perform

i ,to the hlghest of their abllltles u_“Employees who - are“

-freed from Chlld care worrles may hold better attltudes
about managlng workﬁand*child—care, be better able to
concentrate, and less frequently have to play catch up on

the job” (Kossek:and Nlchol, 1990)} _Ready accessdto chlldfvf”


http:related.to

care gives employees more controlAOVer work/famiiy
conflict, helping to reduce the.negative spillover between o
tne two'domains'(Goff, Mount, and Jamison) 1990).

Child care programs may also increase Women’s‘self7
confidence in their abilities to manage the'dualityof
maternal and professional,work roles (Bandura,'1986). An v
on-site chlld care center is a v1s1ble organlzatlonal stepd
towards creating a climate in mhlch women with young
chlldren view their_professional work roles as a priority
as well as a normal function in their lives (KoSsek and
.Nichol, i992).’ Even though more men are participating in
: parenting at a greater level of involvement than in
Hprevious decades, research shows that working women
continue to spend more time on‘chiid—care‘than“men‘do,
regardless of marital'status-(HugheS'andiGaiinsky) i994;

Naff, 1994; O’Carolan, 1987).veﬁeSearch alsovsnOWS that
women with children have fewer:chances for career
advancement tnen men with‘children.v Frequently being.the‘
primary sonrce‘of ohildjoare, women often dO'not haye'the”
ﬁlexibility'to WOrkvlonger‘honrs. Beoauseof thesev
_obligations, women may be bypassed in consideration for

promotionstor important career developmental opportunities



(Naff, 1994).

Bédaﬁée womeh arevmore likely to be responéibie‘for
the care of’Childrén.andtherefore‘cannot work as late, or
" may be absent more'frequently,-empioyers may béiie&e thét_'
' women'afe less committed té‘their céreers than men. The
impaét of these assumptions on the developmental éspects 6f
women’s careers is an importént faétor for ofganiéations to
recognize. Even though many businesses afe taking steps tob
assist families in their struggle to maintain balance
between home and the workplace by providihg child-care,
womeﬁ with young‘children may still be denied career
development opportunities based on an assumption of lesser
commitment to their careers (Lewis, 1993). Ellen Galinsky
of the Work and Family Institute says, “..work and family
- programs may allow women to work fewer hours, perhaps
inadvertently Creating a ‘mommy track’ where women are seen
as less committed and less worthy of promotion””
(Shellenberger, 1992).

Preferences for Job Attributes

Past research has shown that men place more importance
on job content, self-expression, long-term career

objectives, and decision-influencing factors at work than






Previous research had shown marital status as a
variable affectingpreferences of job attributes according
to sex (Jurgensen, 1978) . Lacy,‘Brokemeier,band Shepard
(1983), found oniy slight differences,.in_that,divorced
women and widows mere more likely to cnoose income as their
first preference'in Jjob attributes;‘vOne,limitation to this
study, however, Was:that it.did not mentiOn_the presence of
cnildren:to support as a-ﬁariabie.

The “Mommy Track”

Felice Schwartz (1989), examined the differences
between professional men and‘women at work in their
commitment, turnover rates, likelihood of promotion, and
career interruptions. She proposed that two separate *
career tracks should be developed within organizations
because many gender differences-result from issues
involving maternity rather,than socialization. She labeled
'thettWO tracks as “career—primaryf and “career—and—family”
(Schwartz,_l989). Tne'career—and—family track wasidesigned
to.put.tmommies” into part-time positions with fewer
‘benefits and opportunities for promotion. The career—:
primary woman would be in a full-time track in Competition

with men and not'associated with the potential of



1jf{(Dubeck anmeorman,‘l997) : Unfortunately,

'”fﬂy»d1v131on of roles may recognlze the 1mportance of

' [”des1re to have

'lfj:Women have moved 1nto the profess1onal workforce to,a

't~fsgreater extent than men have_moved 1nt handllng

v’“;ﬁeVerTbefore; there 1s Stlll a wage gap 1n the workforce

Td-{iLToday they earn‘

*mothering’ respo

‘dgfworkplace or chlld—_earlng and chlld—care respons1bll

| -parentlng,,these career tracks appearvto_penalize women who:

famlfyjhnd develop careers 81multaneo sly

A5“hough°men are. parents 1n the same percentage as

vvln the process of developlng thelr careers they dOQ)-;[

Qﬁlnot spend as much tlme carlng for thelr chlldren as women

'gf-home/famlly respon51bllltles such as

hﬂhousework (Vallan 1998) ﬂ Worklng'women are averaglng three u_gwﬂ

”dflhours a day on housework whlle thelr husbands are averaglnggfgf;”

'”:17 mlnutes,_ Further,_although more women are worklng{than

*fOne hundred years ago,_women earned 606 of what men}d“d

of‘what men do and.after worklng a fulltﬂh”}lwlfd

.fffday out51de the home, -sﬁ“second shlft”'when theyﬂf;Q‘flfﬁf

ivevat homee(Hochsc_k ‘,,cFew.WOrkplacesvassrstiwrff“

'themployees of elther gender 1n the balan01ng of famlly anda‘fﬁfl

3a“gprofe551onal llves (Vallan, 1998)




The importance of income cannot be underestimated
because parents with a dual income~pay an average of 10% of
their combined eérnings for Childfcare; single ﬁothérs
aVerage'over 21% (Maynard} 1994), Some émployers are
: éddréssing the issues of cost ‘and on-the-job stress feiated"'
vto child-care problems through their willingness to
implemént child;care programs to meet‘théir employeés*
needsl(Petersen & Massengill,.i988; Maynard,. 1994); ‘Many |
are realizing that child-care beﬁefits enable employeés to
perfbrm.at a greater capacity by relieving sdﬁe of thé
stress of juggling work/family issues and,aliowing them to
focus on their jobs (Kossek and NichOl, 1992).

The numbers of wérking parents and the pgrcentage of
their salaries spent on:child—éare clearly indicate a |
growing need forbchild—café prograﬁs. Howevér impressive
these statistics that document thé inadequacies of chiid—
care availability, they do ﬁot adequafely portray the -
issues employees éncounter in daily conflict between their
work andbfamily responsibilities. They,ddn’t tell the
stéry of anxiéty in the early morning’rush as parehts get
their kids out of bed and begin the daily routine of

getting everyone fed, dressed, and bff to school or day-

11



care;‘while getting themseivés tg Work on time.‘Nor‘do they-
Show the angst that a working parent experiences oh.days 
}When their child is ill and needs a docﬁorfs-care, or is
having trouble in_schooi (Stipek and McCroskéy, 1989);
Stétistics do not give a realistic biétﬁré‘of the “thfee
o’clbck syndrome” - the»anxiety-bérents éxpefience inﬂlaté 
afternoons.when the clock sayé échooi‘is out aﬁd theif
thoughts travel to the bus.stop aﬁd whether their éhild has
»arrived safely at:home or their pdint of after school déy—v
care. Employeesvdo not believe they can be honest about
work and familyfissues_that overlap, causing-éonfliCt;~
without jeopardizing their caréers and may disguiée‘time
awaybfrom the job for reasons other than child—care;
‘Parents still prefer to say they have éérvtrouble réther
than child—caré problems (Solomon, 1994).

~ Former U. S. Congresswoman Pat Schrbederkclaimed that
. many ofiour representatives in'Washington éfgue‘that,
;‘business neeas £O'come to the aid of thé‘family unit. -
Hdwever, few législatofé have taken actionbtoward the
implementation bf}“fémily—friendly”'initiatives. Her study
,vdf‘the issqes showed that one argument.qften made by

- business owners and employees, as well, is that child-care

12



‘beéﬁSiﬁe (Schr

: reSSed, those who'pay a

~5ncome for chlld—care ;*JVQ;fj V”_l_‘¢i k (SéIom6n,v1994)

}ffEIn 1991 Gallnsky andf




a year in businesses rangihg from 500vto 0ver,50}000
employees. Rosemary Jordano, president of Children‘Fifsf,'
Incorporated, a firm that develobs and operatesvcorpOféte
child-care centers, said that child-care reléted absences"
resulted in a cost of $3 billion in lost‘broductivity‘for
busineéses nationwide (Jordénd and Oates, 1997). In a
vreview'of these déta, Solomon (1994)7¢onclﬁded that?'
businesses_Who help their empldyees.with chiid—care‘will
experience a decrease in abéeﬁtéeism;itéréiﬁéss and
productivity.

Benefits to Businesses Who Sponsor Child-care

In the U. S}, 6,QOO businesses’(out of a total of six
million) offer child-care benefits to their employees.
This number has increased an estimated 400 hundred peréent
over the figures reported ten years ago by the Family and
Work Institute of New York City (Maynard, 1994). An example
is provided by Union Bank of.Monterey Park, California,
which built an on-site center for 60 children of their
l,SOd employees in 1987. The cost of the child-care is
subsidized by the bank to keep the cost to the employée at
a minimum. The cost to the employee at the start-up time.

was $80 pér week for infants and $60 per week for children

14



aged one or more years. ‘The bank’s expefien¢e provides a
look at how companies c¢an benefit ffém.heiﬁing.their
employees‘who have child—éare needs.

| “Thé effects of Union Bank’s on-site child-care cehter
onbwork behaviérS'of selécted employeés were compared
before and after uéing the center. They were compa?ed té
one or more of the‘following_éroups:‘ |

¢ Themselves during_the year ?rior to using the

center. | |

K Empioyees using othef types of'child;café.

‘e Employees who were;bh the‘waiting iist for ﬁse of

the on-site center. |

o Other bankvemployees in the same area.

(Ransom;‘et al, 1989)

In the first year of operation, thé turnoverirate at
Union Bank decreased by 7.3 percent (Ransom(‘et al, 1989),
Twéhty—seven percent‘of applidants for open positions at
the bank said that the child-care'benefit was>an important
factor in their decision to apply for-work at the bank,
supporting the éontention‘that successfui recruitment is

partly the result of émployer prbvided child-care.

Furthermore, 61 percent of Union Bank’s new hires said that



‘the on 51te center was a- factor 1n thelr dec151on to accept,sf-”

'fffa p051tlon‘at the bank‘(U.wS Small Bus1ness’
"“"‘Adlnlnls.tratlon, ,(1994) | LT
| Unlon Bankbalso foundvthatbabsenteelsm decreased by
“;{:1’9 days per person among%parents utlllrlngbtheicenter.lf}:,

'f'Thls reductlon translated to an estlmated sav1ngs of

f$19 OOO Moreover,vmaternlty leaves averaged 1 2 weeks

tshorter than for those mothers who used Chlld care i

"erlseWhere.. In the flrst year, Unlon Bank estlmated that 1tfffft

\g‘reduced labor costs by $138 OOO to 232 OOO through a y[

o reductlon in absenteelsm, tardlness, and turnover : Thls

fp*l‘flgure was based on the welghted average of monthly “M

:gsalarles of those absent and compared w1th the average cost

m:,of a replacement worker 1n areas where a replacementfwas

‘ ’bf'necessary (Ransom, et al, 1989); Data from‘actual profrtfdf?ff,.l

‘{ Vand loss statements have not been made avallable, but

.51mllar success storles have been reported by numerous
tbflother companles of varylng 81zes.! These results from Unlonaffﬁt'
’%beank’s experlence suggest that the payback perlod for'jy,

“b*recoverlng the 1n1t1al outlay of funds for on 51te chlld—

”’fcare 1s less than flve years (U S Small%Bu31neSS" R

_,,fAdmln¥StIatlQh, 1994)? Although actual StatlSthS have notsl”**ﬁ3'




been made available, Nyloncraft, Inc., of Mishawaka,
Indiana, Lincoln National Life Insurance;Companyvin Fort
Wayne, Indiana, and Hoffman-LavRoche, Inc.,‘in Nutley,.New
Jersey, all repoited significant drops in levelé Qf’
absenteeism and turnover, as well as improvements in-
productivity with the implementation of child?care programs
(Petersen & MaSsengill, 1988).

The start-up costs‘for Union Bank were $430,0QO. Tnei
bank’s'contributiqn to the annual costs amount to 40
percent of thé operating expense of the child-care center,
with the remainder of the fundS‘coming from-the individuals,i
‘using the center. Although Union Bank reported a recovery‘
of initiating funds through reduced labor costs (Ransém, et
al, 1989; Maynard, 1994), to what extent can other
companies expect this same outcome? Can a firm with fewer
employees afford to implement a similar program to help
meet the needs of its employees? The answers to these
questions lie in careful scrutiny of the type of‘benefité
offered to employees and how closely the benefits fulfill
the needs of the company as well as its employees; A
business owner might think of child-care only in terms of

an on-site center, with substantial start-up costs,

17






centers. Again the_empléyer is not actually providing
child-care, per se. Instead,‘a contract is established
with a referral service that is expert in locating |
availablé child-care facilities and caﬁ assist employees as
they interview and select a poténtial child-care Qenter.f‘
The cost of‘referral services is low in comparison to
opérating an on-cite center of subsidizin§ tbe'feés‘charged‘
by day care centers. | | | | o
Consortium of firms. :PetéfSén and Maséenéiii,}iQSS),,j
‘label the third possibility a coﬁsortiﬁm df:firﬁs; in this -
case, several'businesses podlvreSOurces to suppdrt,a common
child—care facility. An example wbuld be an induétﬁial park
‘where‘séVeral businesses ¢ollectively provide thévfunds;
space, opératioﬁ,.and maintenaﬁce fér a ééntér intended for
the combined usé of their.eﬁpIOyées.i Aﬁ exampie'of.this‘ ”
typé ofvarrangément can be féund in Atlaﬁta wheré the.First
Nationai Bank and fopr,other’organiZatiohé pooléd resoﬁrces'
to build a child—care center that was in a location centrél
fto‘éll five cohtfibuting Eusinesses.‘jOne'drgéﬁiZation
'donéted'the spacéband all five split the.costbof,
constructioh for a facility thétvprovides day—bare fQi‘lzb,‘_;

- children. The cost of operation is covéred by fees paid by o
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| those u51ng the fac1llty plus subs1dlzlng funds from the

sponsorlng employers (Petersen & Massenglll 1988)

Publlc—prlvate partnershlps,l A fourth pOSSlblllty 1s'fhf"f°

'the publlc prlvate partnershlp.‘ In thls 81tuatlon,”ftff“

Cbus1nesses contrlbute funds to 01ty and/or county'”“

government~agen01es‘to'bequedifOrvlocal chfld care~

doenters; In some 1nstances, local governments requlre

'nfbu31nesses to prov1de chlld—care or to contrlbutetfunds to e

3fbe used towards affordable Chlld care fac1llt“eS‘f r low tOC¥i,f3 |

_moderate 1ncome famllles.,Such'partnershlpS'areiusually

.nfound in large metropolltan c1t1esyf””

' frCallfornla was the jOlnlng of the BankAmerlca Corporatlon,_;:

vyChevron, Clorox Company,‘Mervyn s) McKesson Corporatlon,fﬁ
iand Pa01flc Gas and Electrlc Company 1n commlttlng funds tof?

W"QSan Franc1sco and Contra Costa countles for local chlld—sv

lcare centers and referral agen01es\(Eetersen3&fMa8s;nglll”4;h)f

:?1988)

‘ﬂaFlex tlme schedullng A flfth optlon for a551st1ng

”‘jthough the slldlng band of the tlme frame may be only'hne;

fﬁytfto two hours, lt lS generally enough to cover the




;f_differencefinuwork school and day care hours of one or x_hf”“

vkboth parents (Solomon, 1994) Accordlng to Barney Olmsted,fsfl

”jp.co dlrector of the San FranClsco based flrm, New Ways to:;7~,f”°

'h'Work “Flex1ble work arrangements mean the ablllty to

"reallocate hours of labor w1thout hlre/flre ramlflcatlons” i}7*7

(Solomon,‘l994).'.One thlrd ofudual'lnCOme”coupIes'handle]pfff?f'“

: thelr chlld—care 1ssues by worklng sequentlal ShlftS. ﬂone],f
fparent works the day Shlft, whlle the other stays home w1th'}f

“p'the chlld/ren, then they sw1tch roles for the evenlng

.Shlft These couples rely on the flex tlme schedules to

’ ”gbalance,the;r work and chlld=care needs‘. Thevdown*SIde toj"f?;f‘

Tthisyapproach, accordlng to Dr. Harrlet Presser, of the

'V§niversityfof5Maryland,‘1s“that thellackwofat;me‘coupleslaj"'d'

'lspend}together?may COntribute{togajhigher;dlyorce_ratevghl‘fnﬁ

' (Shellenbarger, 1998).

Z?Benefits of.On-sitefChildfcare

The flnal arrangement Petersen and Massenglll (1988) ‘7lff'

uoutllned 1s the on 51te program Desplte the relatlvely
-hlgh start up costs prev1ously mentloned,,on 31te

f,facrlltles arelthe szt advantageous'arrangement forsthe?ﬂ

':femployee'withvchild;care needs._ Employees can brlng thelr klj‘"v

s'chlldren w1th them when they come to work and v151t them ::ka*"

!



vduring breaks throughout'the;déy. “When the work day is
finished, parents have their Chlld with them during the
ride home, eradlcatlng another worry that traffic w1ll

- delay their arrival at day care (Solomon,,1994), Also,
businesées that operate afoundithe cloék,»seven days a week
can accommodate their employees’ needs when the
conventionalbhours of fo—site.éenters may not be able to
do so (Petersen & Massengill( 1988).

With more innovative programs being developéd in
response'to the'changing needsrof the wérkforce, businessb:
intefest in the possible involvement in child-care is
increasing (Stipek & McCroskey (1989). However, systemic
Change is not an easy task. In most work environments,
managers still establish performance standards for
employees whovwork at the same desk from nine to five
(Solomon, 1994).  Kossek and Nichol (1992) repbrt that
supervisdrs and/or managers are more likeiy to rate
employee performance highly, if child—cafe—related
‘absenteeism is viewed as being low. Goff, Mouﬁt, and
Jamison (1990) found that the less work/family conflict
related to_Child—care that emplbyees experienced, the lower

the level of absenteeism.
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*[1options, followed by a complete udlllﬁy/cost analys1s |

”fffresultlng in, a reallstlc expectatlon of proflt and loss .ﬂ;ff

?3(Petersen & Massenglll 1988) Amerlcan bu51nesses have anfijf}zr

E;tjopportunlty to reallze a return .on-. thelr 1nvestment through~ft'V7

7{~wflower absenteelsm and turnover, lmproved product1v1ty, :

: Stlpek & MCCrOSkey/ 1989

'{l}improved‘

ﬂslhlgher morale,‘and more successful recrultment when they

Ln;}prov1de chlld care programs‘(Petersen*&’Massengill 1988,1

”ffKossek & Nlchol 1992 Maynard 1994 Soléﬁbn,zl994

"anordano & Oates,‘1997)

The llterature rev1ewed shows a need and de51re for

fs_chlld care programs that functlon 1n'harmony w1th the 7

,_lglér, 1989, Goff et al,v1990 S

vﬁ?fdemandsaof;parents{cWQrkgschedulesrandasalarles, along w1thf{ﬂf”}ltﬂh

&TdrkfrecordSTand prodﬁé v1tyfthat comes to s

ﬂffemployers when the anx1ety of work famlly confllct 1s

relleved For many bu51nesses,vemployer1sponsored Chlld- %»57“




‘care may be a sound business decision.

.'Employeé Beﬁefitsf

"Benefitslafé én‘expected-means of compensation.for

. most,émployees. vFQr.szt employers, beﬁefité beyéﬁd salary
may accountvfor 50% of‘an employée’s cost. ASIWith child-
“Care,’thé hiétory qf beﬁefits ektends to Wofld Waf II.
During Worid War.II, thefe were few people a&ailable fo?'

- the number of jobs left Vacant‘bthhQse'fighting-the war;

' There were féderal cOntrolSVQn,the maximum amount of o
salaries that made it difficult.to,attract, motivate éndb'
rétain employeeé, As a result, employers began offering
benéfité Such as health insurance, mulﬁi—year contrécts.and
training’tp reéruit the best applicanﬁé.}Benefits alsql
becaﬁé a strong bargaining tool for uniohs. When a behefit
"becomes part of a labor contract, it'remainsra benefit for
the duratibn of thét contréct,and any price incréases fqr
thét‘benefit are absorbed by the employer. From the
emplOyee's perspective, the face value of many bénefits>is
| greater When compaied'to the 6ut—of—pocket expense invblved
if the employee pays»for an individual insurance policy or
private service such as child—care‘(Wallace aﬁd Fay, 1988).

Salary, on the other handris a finite sum paid on a regular
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' ;fbasis;'and/accordintho'Heneman and Schwab”(lQBS): employeef"ul

'usatlsfactlon w1th beneflts 1s 1ndependent of and separate el

‘ffrom salary satlsfactlon : Beneflts tend to be glven 1n a l-~

"lblanket” style by organlzatlons. rIf{one employeegrecelvesflaj,;fft

~fha beneflt, alliemployeespof‘a;bargaining grouppreceiVewthatfjt\;{f

~ybenef1t

In atstudy donebonbcompensatlon satlsfactlonwln
relatlon to.the amount of coverage and thevsupplementalv.
"1cost to the lndlv1dual employee, researchersifoundxthat ii{fffn
.employees who had accurate 1nformatlon astothe actual iii‘*l
.1{ecosts of beneflt coverage placedla hlgher value on theb

lbeneflt than on the cash compensatlon‘(Dreher, Ash

h Bretz,,l988) : Employees who had no perceptlon of the B

dglnd1v1dual cost of beneflts such as health 1nsurance placedfpf”"

pa hlgher valueion salary. .Thelr:concluslon waS'that anylyi::v
'f rncrease in the level.of coveragetwould’have alpositlvé duﬁi
"‘effect onlybon a spec1f1c group of employees’ o
fSpec1f1cally, those who had an accurate perceptlon of the
._iout of pocket expense requ1red to- prov1de the Same- coverageldﬁ
'gforvthemselves and thelr dependents, valued the beneflts
,over the salary’level;‘ They further suggested that o

companles 1nvest 1n programs to educate employees on the
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cost of‘benefits and keep employees iﬁformed as to.any
~changes in the levels of behefits (Dreherj Ash,'& Brétz,
1988) .

’,As corporate downsizing and outsourcing have becéme a
means‘of trimming overhead expensé for large corporétions
and:ﬁbre and more college graduates entef the competitive
job market,bbenefits have become‘an impdrtaﬁt tool in
recrﬁiting and retainingvthe best applicgnts for
employment. For parents in the job market, bénefits‘have
become a critical issue in balancing work and family life.
From the developmental aspect, this study examines:the
correlations of age, education, and fype‘of child;éare uéed
by parents with at least-oné child in‘need.éf‘fuli‘time
care during the workday.

The purpose of this résearch is to show how the
parameters Qf the workplace directly or indirectly efféct
an individual’s development across the life—span through
the choices they make in order to balance their family
needs with their_work schedules.‘ Developmeﬁtal le#els such
as age, education, and type of child-care used were
correlated with choices of job—offer scenarios with varying

levels of employer-sponsored benefits. = The researcher also
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looked at‘the-respondenté’ Chdices inﬁoiving career
advancement.dver their chQices-of beﬁefits such as:childf
éare and healtﬁ—éare periSioning. ThéseChoicés“might.
effect the developmental processes df working parehts:és, .
well as the type of care received by their children dufing
workiﬁg hours. The choices méde by job applidahts'might_:
also effect the quality of staffing sought by employeréf‘ 
It is diffiCUlt to accurately assess the needs of an

: individual at work without‘integfating the-develbpmentalﬂh
processes and growth patterns of that samé person kKoSsek.&
 Nichol, 1992) .

‘Hypotheses

Two hypbtheses were propbéed}

1.) ‘the availability of avchild—care program will be
‘rated highly and significantly in job seiéction
by WOrking pafents who have children still at
‘home, in comparison Withﬂother“job»benefits; 

2.) vparents'With smali childrén will rate child-care

vhigher than career:advancement opportunities.
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METHOD

Pilot Study
Purpose. “Ajpilbt study was cohducted'tovSQIect‘the,

.ﬁoét‘deSiféble job'characteriStiCS to be used asbthea

’ﬁ'. dependéht‘variabLes”in_thevmain research project. PreVibus»-j,

7;researcﬁiﬁés-Compérea‘differént‘salarylévels‘to leahkét—

 s£ylé5fbéﬁéfi£§'cb%éragevWitﬁ véried Cosfs to the |
 foindi§idu$itémpldyeé (Dréhét, et al, 1988);_,The‘pil§t study
“ ééﬁght tb §épa#at¢‘thé béhefits brevious reséarch:compared"
'f;ih combihétidn to sélary alone.

vSéﬁplé,-Qne-huhdred—fifty students ih psychology

"f CLaést atPCalifb£nia State’University, San Berhardino,“who"

ﬂhﬁhad atfleaétYOneidhild‘under‘the age of six, participated
 :in the-pilbt stﬁdy;'
o meateri5185 'The“éurvey'consisted of;two>parts,, The

.;firStvpért;of.théﬂsﬁrvey'liSted‘tén~job characteristics.

“V,ﬁaiThe pértiCipants Wefévaskedfto rate them abcordihg to their

>1péﬁspnal’préfereﬁéé oﬁ’a'Likert scale of one to five with
‘ane‘béiﬁg.notiimpbrtapt,”and’fivé:being extremely
‘f.impdrtant.,- 

The.second paﬁt*of the'survéy'preSented'thé same‘jdb

28



i éharaéteriStiesfinﬁthe~saﬁeﬂdrdert The part1c1pants wer
:Jfasked to rank them from one to ten w1th one belng the most

rignlmportant and ten belng the least 1mportant._(SeeIAppendiXQ

’[;E for the pllot survey )

‘h&*;f Results. In Part I of the pllot study, the flvev

1mportant) and flves (extremely 1mportant) were as follow

Qrf§Salary,;97 3o,;’2 )
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Table'2v

Frequency Distributions for Pilot Study Pért IT

. N Fredq. . Percent
~ Salary '
1 119 119 79.3
2 133 14 9.3
3 141 8 5.3
4 146 5 3.3
5 147 1 .7
=/>5 150 3 2.0
Driving Dist.
1 9 9 6.0
2 35 26 17.3
3 49 14 9.3
4 90 41 27.3
5 142 52 34.7
=/>5 150 8 5.4
Child-care '
1 -5 5 “3.3 .
2 33 28 18.7
3 93 . .60 40.0
4 132 39 26.0
5 140 8 . 5.3
=/>5 150 10 6.7
Health~-care
1 1 1 .7
2 40 39 26.0
3 79 39 . 26.0
4 110 31 20.7
5 139 29 19.3
=/>5 150 11 7.4
Promotion
1 ’ 14 14 9.3
2 49 35 23.3
3 68 19 12.7
4 92 24 16.0
5 133 41 27.3
=/>5 150 17 11.4




FeffeQuestloneélre than Sample I' pertalnlng‘-oﬂthe type and

"‘H?kfcost of Chlld care they were presently u31ng,



"W?fﬁedueation‘andnemployﬁenterooraisince'high’SChOolLlfThéa;FrJWJ“"“¢

“;ffaverage respondent in’ Sampl

]I*was 31 years old, female,

ilﬂiwhlte, had some college and had two chlldren.w (See L

‘ieiAppendlx C for the demographlc’sheet and refer to tables 3;:R5*

“V”fand 4 for statlstlcs regardlng the dlfferences between thehinfdniff'




'“frg}Descrlptlves of Samples I, 'II and Comblned Group

Sample I ;;fQSample II ‘;' Comblned
B R v.‘~~'" Samples

0 fff-Ge_ﬁ:d;e‘r 3

'Feﬁéleff“7-»7i7l*xf7;_,fg:@ﬁ68 (77 39){}'“‘139'%--ﬁt%y
Male: *~"3\3“163,l.;';f_;!§20 (22.7%) | 36 (20.6%)
~Total | 87 ( '“~,1ﬁ88 (100°)T:j 175*”,‘;4);

Ethnlclty ' L G T e

$) | 49 (55 7%)5_._ﬁ‘957(54 3%y
§) | 16 (18.2) | 31 (17.7%) |
&) { 17:(19.38%) | .27 (15.4%) f
) - ' 11 (6% 36);t

Whlte ‘_ | 46
Afro —Amer | 18
Latlno 1 10
S A51an,f ;f 5
. Natlve Amer. | 1
o Indlan . o1
Other 4
Undlsclosed 5
ol Total . | 87
8 Level of Ed S

NETREEN

‘m

OO0 O
1O 9000 g0 oo
h
OV OV

O‘-’(.OO\QO\O

o\ovv
v“

N T TR

TR
g o\°‘:e\0 0\9,'10\@70\9 CiN O

v RO

R Ll

o
o
oe

T o e i
O N e
,Oo\O
_‘o‘P

ngh School »’ff# S 4
Some College,*;_f&41(96.6%)-*[\58"
o B.S./B.A. ~,g:;~16¥(3,4%); 9.
| Grad Student | L7
M.S./M.A. |8
CPhLD. 2
 Total | 87 (100%) | 8
Marltal Status ‘_;=y7 e

HEASTGT O 0 N
3 R )
00 00 00 00 o0

~J
63

SR Sk
o°

Marrled | 1!;42](42}3%)¢j517”g
Dlvorced 'SEQIL;LIZQ6%YF],,
Separated 1 oa(aes) |10
- Widowed %¢*¢ﬁ,}Q;(O%y‘V“;{f?{?;f' %)
" Single QVS‘EZQ‘(33 3 ijis_t,a 61y
dUndlsclosed 1o1a1e) |
L Total *7f§*ﬂ*787u(100%) |




Note *'Indicatesrsigﬁificant differences between the two.

‘samples.

rable 4

:’Deécfiptives'fbr.Samples I, II and Combined Group.

Sample I-

" Combined

Samples‘

" N
- Mean
- Std. Dev.
Minimum
- Maximum

87
28.40
7.10 .
19.00

1 58.00

’ Sample IT

88
30.57
- 8.69
18.00"
©51.00

175
29.09

o T7.92

18.00
58,00

: Age/YQuhgest_‘ 

Child

N
Mean
Std. Dev.
Minimum
Maximum

87
1.71
2.78
.20
 6.00

88
2,79
1.77

.25

6.00

175
2.78
1.74

.20.

6.00

Number of Kids *

.
» - Mean
- std. Dev
- Minimum
Maximum

87
1.72
.96

1.00
6.00

88

2.17
1.27

1.00

 6.00

175
1.95
1.15
1.00
6.00

Annual Income

N
Mean
Std. Dev.
Minimum
Maximum

87
$31,479
$23,209
0.

88
$38,264
$26,829

$3,000

$130,000

175

“$34,891}‘

$25,253
0

$105,000

35

$130,000 |




. Note,*vIndioates:siéniffoaﬁtfdifferencesabetweenftﬁeygﬁ”'*“u"

‘wsamples.‘_gﬁf ﬂfﬁflé~-.*¢u'“

dijollapsed Sample !

To determlne 1f the two samples could be collapsed, ﬁeﬁ,f;

'I@“tests were run for Sample I and II on respondent's age,,f];fzagi;‘“'

”K”fﬂnumber of chlldren,'respondent’s age and annual 1ncome.u.Ash{ﬂf7-f"

'?“fpyounger and had fewer chlldren than 1n Sample II

'f*Table 5

'tcan be seen 1n Table 5 part1c1pants ln Sample I were

Eyt tests Comparlng Sample T W1th Sample II :p_;‘ -

Sample # _ffNﬁf.w‘ Meanf': Std 'Dev

— . 2.00 arsoQﬁ 3o 54fﬁ“ﬁ%jf ‘

TégAge oF . 1.00 | 72 | T2.76 | -

QfYoungest RN R j’f' R
xChlld 2,00 [0 T 2.78°

“"Number E 1.00 [ 72 | 1.71 | T.o1 | [ |
“_;“Of Klds 2,00 |80 | 2.18 | 1.30 | |

ukannuélﬁ~-ufjieQOﬂr‘772¥  §34,024 | s$23,936 | . | |
T T a3 | zae |

" | Income. 2.

00 | 80 | $38,850 | $27,867

Chl squares were run for ethn1c1ty, gender, level of :fﬁ

educatlon and marltal status.v leferences were found for 'hi.f“




:t] the~level of education;'LPartioipantsﬂinlsampleﬁIdhadfless?

"w,meducatlon than those 1n Sample II

"gTable 6 k

_'Chi+Squares for'Samplés\I'andHII'5x-w'

‘:EthniCj" Gender :lLevelEd 4‘ffMarstat;@;i_

o ﬂChiQSquaret - 11.23 | :.739 ".Qﬁggg_’.t.n 4{87;~‘r '

Sig. Level | .129 | .390 | .o0o0 |  .z01 |

| For'thenmainrstudy, the samples were comblned and the t
variables age, eduCation,nand number of chlldren Were,va

‘ff"analyzed for the comblned sample and the samples

,:,,separately; Wlth the two samples comblned, the_typidalvj‘.f

d,,_respondent was 29 years old, whlte, female, had"someopffpy

F'COllege, marrled and the parent of two chlldren.‘wseé 'f

d'Tables 3 and 4 for descrlptlves of the comblned samples.;ﬂv"_df»

Whlle all the respondents of the flrst group 1nd1catedf§h“l

'an annual 1ncome, they were not spe01flcally asked 1f they,gf€l~‘

“‘tthemselves were employed All elghty—elght respondents Ofidﬁﬁ*

ﬁ“;the second group 1ndlcated they were employed,'almost all *'"*

di((96 69) were employed out51de the home ‘ For sample II, the:p__Lp

'~weekly average number of hours spent on the job was 345;} jt‘




- The average number of yearé in thevwork fdrce sihce
_graduating‘from high school was 11.  The total hoﬁéehold
annqal income feported ranged froﬁ $2,200. to $130,000; and
the mean was $34,891.

MATERIALS

Sample T

| The survéy for the first sample consisted of 81 job
scenarios with all possible combinations of four job
characteristicé (salary, promotion rate, type of health-
care, and child-care proviéioning) at levelé of‘above
average, .average and bélow average for fhe industry. -The'
séenariés ranged from one combination having the highest of
“each job benefit to one scenario having all below average
job benefits. For example, scenario number one‘offered a
job with above average salary, fast rate of promotion,.besﬁ
health plan and on-site child-care. Scenario number 81
offered a job with below average salary, slow rate bf
promotion, not the best heaith plan and no child-care.
- Respondents were asked to rate on a scale of 1'to 9, with 9
being the highest the degree to which each of these

hypothetical job offer scenarios was most acceptable tQ
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them)fo: employment (seé'Appendix.A for,the actual»survey),
Sampie IT | | |

The seéond sample received a sufvey wifh the same set
of séeﬁarios with.a more‘detéiled set'ofvdemographic
'questions, including specified choices of child—cére,
monthly cost of child—care;uspecified,rénge Qf éducation in
both undergraduate and graduate‘levels, specified choices
of ethnicity including White, AfrofAmefiéan,vLatino, Asiah,
Nétive American,ilndiaﬁ, andﬁother‘ QUestions COhCernéd‘
wiﬁh,employment included whefher or»ndf théffeépondént was
_cufreﬁtly employed, how manyjhoUrS‘péf wéek spent on the
job,‘how many yeérs since high school have been spént in
the Work force, and the total household annual incomef(sée
- surveys .in Appendix A). |

PROCEDURE

’isample I :

1Thevfirst_survey was disfributed to students in

' psydhoiégy‘classes at ali‘levels of education atvCalifornié'f
'Stéte.Universityp San Bérnardino,‘who had at least one

child under the age of six. Upon completion, students_"
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:ﬁreturned the surveys to the Psycholooy Department Peer
_Adylslno Center, Where theylrecelyed an extra credlt‘
Jrece;pt;' . , o .

" sampi,e;;n :

;c;vTheaséeondbset?of suryeys;wasvdistributed to.morkiﬁgj“[;

Adparents mith.at leastrone:chlld under"the'agelofwslx.vyfhe

’respondents came from the Psychology Department at

Callfornla State Unlver81ty, San Bernard1no,3utlllzlng both.dfv

graduate‘and'undergraduatefstudents,‘as well as faculty
members} and at. four day-care fac1llt1es in- San Bernardlno -
County._ Thefresearcher_personally collectedthe_surveys,di'~“
Psychology students'Were‘giyen'anvextra,credit'réCelptoifl'T'.
'fpthe-suryevaascompletedbanduall requlrements ford,smyfi‘f
:participatlon>Were met The parents at the day—care
‘faCllltleS were approached by the researcher ‘SThetlfk
respondents.fllled out an entry blank at thelr'respectiVedfp

"day—care centers and were automatlcally entered 1nto a-Vﬁ |

,draw1ng for $5O 00. The’managerS’of.the'day—carercentersil:lvs-4'

collected the surveys and submltted the entry blanks.r E
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 ANALYSES

The‘pollcv‘cabturlnglmethod was used‘to develop{the»

j_‘scenarlos and to explaln the judgment of each part1c1pant'5?‘
{strategv for comblnlng the 1nformatlonal cues-(Dougherty;5:=fgﬂ.

fsiEbert, and Callender,1986) Uslnj a slnple model of llnear’éﬁmh

‘jregre531on, the value a531gned by each part1c1pant to the PO

‘.1nd1v1dual scenarlos was regressed agalnst the values

& fass1gned to each of the dlfferent levels of the job

“:x::L;fDESCRIPTIVES and FREQUENCIES were run to Veri‘y that all

f~-'benef1ts w1th1n the scenarlos.”vAs each part1c1pant’

l'judgment 1s-observed¢‘the dec1s1on maklng pollcy is: .f_i;'”'khi S

”summarlzed 1n the beta welghts and szalues;that~result

’~“ThlS approach called bootstrapplng;fhas*gene‘aily'beenww

'_superlor to the dec151on maker 1n a varlety of 5udgmental
.5'sett1ngs‘because lt svstenatlcally smoothesrthe varlances
'”uln the cue to judgnent relatlonshlps””(Dougherty, Ebert,
"Qland Callender 1986, p 9) oy

Before the regress1ons Were conducted, SPSS "

“t“responses were w1th1n the approprlate ranges‘and‘that none ,Llﬁﬂ;v=

t jof'the,responsesHwereimlscoded_out81deﬂthe expected~rangeiff_"'"'”'




qulflndependent varlables were the quallty leVél Of the sal

"iflhealth—care beneflts offered For example, scenarlo numberflfibfggﬁﬁ

ﬁv_;p0531ble combinatlonslandleach‘jobﬁbenefit»wasﬁcodéddl,

*12Aﬁtér7allfkﬁawﬁ¢érrbr’: re3located*andl
ﬁfatests and Chl squares were run, as noted earl
fq{;determlne 1f the two samples could be comblne”

For each partrcrpant, they81~scenarlosvwer

~f”1n1t1al data p01nts,_ The ratlng each part1c1pant»ass1gned

“c;fto each scenarlo was the dependent varlable. ©. The

"7fand promotlon rates,-tYpe Of chlld—care, and the amounfl

'fﬁjone was~Composed ofi above 1ndustry average salary (coded 3f;ff

vlfOn a l to 3 p01nt scale) faster rate of promotlon (coded Bl:ilk‘lwl

zwuon~a 3 p01nt“scale) than other companles 1n the area,,onen;f;;a_fﬁﬂﬁ;

_of the best health care plans avallable ,(coded”-3 "“onf a 3

ap01nt scale) and an on s1te chlld—care at no cost to the

‘.d_enployeez(codedp3~on:a,3»éolntﬁscale),.xscenar;o*ngmber;4,vft;
 (average sslasy; sverage rate of promotion; average health-
's;carevblan, sub81dlzed chlld—care)‘was coded 2 each, as au
f‘mlddle of the road” comblnatlon oflall‘p0331blewoffer1ng;{g¢;

’ijThe last scenarlo (81)vrepresented;the,leastwofmally;,jf,f},_”"if”“

Multlple regressrons were run to determlne

’ffstandardlzed welghts (betas) for each of the four

e



employment incentives fef each barticipant}‘ﬂThese vainee
,were the.data.efainterest and.were:entered into the |
idemogfephicndata‘file, aleng wiﬁh the multiple Rfof”eacnlf”‘
participent and»the error term for the iegression equetion
to deternine the relative impdftenCe of each Ofthese‘four'
indenendent variables on fhe dependent variable |
(respondent'e reSpectiVe ratine).

‘Correlations were run to determine if'regression |
weights Were_related to the demographics of level of
educatien, age, fype of'child—eaﬁe need, cost of child-
care, time in the weﬁk force, and ennuel income. All
parﬁicipants had one or more children aged 6 years or
lese. The age of the youngest child (chage 1) was
correlated with the beta weights in each case assigned to
child-care and rate of promotion to test for significance
as to whether or not parents‘of small children in need of
full time day—care might forgo possible career advancement

in a job offer, in favor of child-care as a job benefit.
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:lpktlof Betas Relate _to Selected Demographlcs

‘Notel** Indlcates 51gn1ficanceuat the 01 leve

K ;f * Indlcates 51gn1flcance at the .05 leve

ANCILLARY ANALYSES

tffdetermlne the effect of the 1ncreased demographlc |

',:}1nformatlon collected 1n Sample II A.multlva_latepﬁf]stﬁ

“wanalysls,of“varlance (MANOVA) Of beta Welghts was run by

b’h&ﬁhéﬁfyp of Chlld care used A subsequent multlvarlatedhm
of co varlance (MANCOVA) was run w1th salary as ﬂ:vj

‘=f${the co varlate to determlne the effect of respondentsﬂ.‘

‘f;factual salary on the type of Chlld care sought by the
'i}part1c1pant The same analy51s was repeated w1th

'partlclpants_wrthjchlldren;unde:.thedage of slx (the group

17t,44ﬂtjed

;f}Correlatlons were run w1th1n the 1nd1v1dual samples to ;Lpgr


http:infofmation;collected.in

needing the maximum amount of child-care during‘normalv
working hours), level of education of and annual inbcme-;
., réported by the respondent.

RESULTS -

:Rs for the regressions ranged f£0m .087 toi.9?iawith a
mediaﬁ of .829 and a ﬁeaﬁ«éf .7935“,ReSpondéﬁts’ dataﬁwhoéé
vR—values were»below .7 wére;gqnside;edito bevsuffiqientiy
inconsistent in theirlrespoﬁseé (less fhéni50%vbﬁ the.
vafiance accounted for‘iﬁxtﬁeir ratihgsj-and Qéfé'feﬁoved
from subsequént analyse84vPérticiééﬁ£$v3}“5,7;'65,and»i75
were femoved’from théianalysis, as~their responses appéared 
to be‘réndom. Rémoving thesé respondeﬁts left 152
participants Wﬁosé R—vaiues ranged ftom .708 tdv.97IIWith a.'
medianiof .843 and a'méan-of».841. >The beté_wéights fdr' ‘
the séiary‘component ranged from .120 tb'.955 withia medién‘

of .542 and a mean of';537;'for_pfom0tion rate, the betas

ranged from =.068 to .648 with a median of .218 and a mean

of .238; for health-care benéfits, the,betaS‘ranged‘from -

.037 to .785 with‘a‘median‘Of .395 and a mean of .379}’and'

“finally for Child—care,‘the betas ranged from —;367‘tof;846 #

. with a mediahﬂof,;146 and a mean of .204.
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Table 8

‘Descriptives for Betas of Scenarios v

N .

Minimum

Maximum-

Mean

Median

Tstd. Dev.

152

.708

.971

.841

843

7.058

Salary

152

.120

7. 955

.537

542

~.205

Promotion

152

Z.068

.648

.238

218

142

‘Health-
- care. .

152

-.037

.785

379

.395

T .182

T Child-
C“are ‘

152

- -.367

.846

T .204

146

292

A repeated ANOVA indicatethhatVthe beta weight for

Salary was significantlyiéreatér'than.théthhefvjdb“

characteristics. (F =

58.136, p < .005). Health-care was

"rated;less5imp0rtant>than:salary,»bﬁt more important_than

child-care and promotiohxrate,(F

58.176, p < .005).

The betas for ﬁdriables of intereétb(Salary, héélth?:

care benefits, promotion rate and child-care) were inter-.

cOrrelated»and.cbrrelatéd‘with numberfof Children, a@éybf_

- the youngest Child,.respondentsf’level of eddcatioh;_éndff1

 respondents’ current salaries. Betas for salary correlated

negatively and’signifiCantinWith child—care'availability’

(-.595) and health-care behefits‘(—.590),‘ Salary =
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correlated negatively but not signifinantiy’with thé amounf
of money respondents reported spending on child-care .
(COSTCC, -.302) and their level of éducation (—;319). The
level of education correlated positiveiylwith nhildfcare..

- (.410) and the amount of money-spent‘on child-care (;657).
Table 9 | |

Correlation of Betas

Health CostCC | LevelEd

N = 152 | Promot Childcar

Salary | -.153 | —.590% | -.595+ ~.302% | -.319~
Promot .008 ~.233 —Tes ve.151

Health .103 .156 131

Childcar 441+ .410%
CostcC . 657

Note * Indicates significance, p.< .05."

The second hypothesis stated thatvparents with
children under the age of 6, and in néed of fuli time day-
care would forgo possible cafeer advancement opportunities
in favor of chiid—care as avjob benefit. COrrelations were
run between the ages of the 2 youngest children (to include
those who had more than one child nnder the age_of‘6) and

the betas for child-care and rate of promotion. The age of
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Although many

BN
\

employees do not realize the cost of benefits

“to their emplﬁyer, most havevdirect knbwledge of the out of

pocket expense
ithemSelves {Dr
‘ Anfincomé
wés répOrted‘b
iess than $10,
émplbyment ine
wefé parents o
at home with t
child-care wit
theﬁselves.
On the on
a st:éngth, as
:seeking‘full't
_resﬁlts sUggéé
, sélary. In co
 _,older'employee
combining paré
‘unsympathetic'
'childfca;e pré

‘availability o

|
' whe

n they are paying fOf théSe bénefitS-‘
eher, Ash, &iDretz, 19885. |

status lessvthan the national povertyvlével’
y 23.8%, and 19% percent'reported earniﬁgs of
000. Evéﬁ with'these féﬁorts of low‘income,

xperience and youthful ages, all participants

f at least one child.‘.Many were still living

heir parents acting as the‘primary,sdurce of

h‘novmohetary cost'fo the participant,'

e hand, the youthfulness of the sample may be

most of these young college students will be

ime emploYmeﬁt after graduatidn. These
k fhat what‘young‘job seekererant most is‘
ntrast,:child—care may be mofé valued by
S»Whé‘had expefien;ed”the frﬁstfétion éf
nting and working full time for an’ |
employéﬁ, ﬁmployees‘with’children in need of
grams have'experiénge'in the cost and

f such programs. Employees with this type of
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‘f_p:dec181ons when comp051ng beneflts packages fo’ﬁﬁjng'tf

Vkﬁbw;édgegaﬁd ’experlence mlght be in a better pos 'fbﬁft&ﬂﬁ**~

: gweigh7theyvalueﬁofgjob—benefltsvprograms, enabllng them to

,h,makexaFmore“informedfChoice; They also have experlence in

y;balanc1ng thelr home llfe and jOb respon81b111t1es;m,

:fsisample of part1c1pants drawn from these parents may{renderfydf'

‘fva more adequate plcture on what employers may base the_r't

'firecrultment and retalnment of quallfled job appllcants.~fﬁuli

The ablllty 6 determlne the value of chlld—care as a*ff75ff

ﬁ“fﬂbeneflt mlght have ‘been enhanced had salary been held at a;ffﬁwed'f

f'ffconstant level of acceptablllty,;accordlnd to 1ndustryb
y:standards,‘whlle rate of promotlon, health care and chlld-fiéijvf
fh‘care.malntalned the varlablllty of‘hlgh; medlum, and lowtfyb;f“.in
lfde51rab111ty 'Agaln the demographlcs of the partlcrpants
.fr”p01nt to low 1ncome and jOb status, Wthh may have made theih:h
"-f7attractlonkofvfhe salaryvlevels seem more 1mportant : -
'fih'Several‘part1c1pants:commented=that:theemeasuretwas'h:ff‘"

i long and tedlous. Seventy—one surveys were dlsqualk;f¥?

-p’because of random answerlng or the lack of completlon.ha}.c

"._:Holdlngfsalary atkamconstanthgjusthasfeachbscenarlof*

_fromfhomeﬁhwould.havefshortened~theimeasure;frompalftof27v1f_ L




' }j.scenarlos, maklng 1t less tedlous.,

Z;;f;;parents in. the workplace today 'Young~college»student_;who

An overall plcture of the study p01nts to the

“571mportance of the sample 1n capturlng the needs of W' klngv

J;Thave a young Chlld before they have begun a profe581onal
sllfe as.alcontrlbutor to thelr chosen fleld may not‘have
-f:;been the most approprlatebsample for thls type of study
*lAlthough there was no overwhelmlng s1gn1flcance 1n the

"iuratlng3of»chlld-care;over‘othernjob-benef;ts, some of the

,5Jda£a Collectedvfromaolder Marentsuwithﬂmorefeducatlon-and'ﬁ4yiux

nexperlence 1n the workforc / as well as from those hav1ng

h”ﬂ futlllzed profe831onal chlld—care centers,’Sh9w*a't?endWe,,ﬁﬁ*Vriwf-1

In theirfstudy offchild—carepas é;ij benefit}"f:]ff{ﬁ

‘Petersen and Massenglll (1988) conclude that'it is,aﬁ,;,;iff"

nfavaluable tool for employers to con81der 1n the recrultment’x

"lof des1rable job appllcants ‘NOrmatter how”carefullyathe

53fdata are collected and how accurate they are, however, 1tl;fgv*“*"‘
y.ls extremely dlfflcult to keep condltlons in. the
norganlzatlon constant enough so that the 1mpact of chlld-,,»

5flcare can be 1solated and measured Stlll vw1despread

a_»p051t1ve reports by employers suggest that whlle beneflts'



:5-25-;,52:“1;6 : the ‘:organi‘za»tgio‘nf may '-b,é ‘difficult to measure, they are

‘freal and, 1n many cases, considerable7g(Eetersenﬂandf},

The.lack_of181gn1f1cance 1n support of the h pothe51s

/fﬂﬁythat‘parents w_;h-small chlldren would forego developmentalr'fv”

lﬁlopportuntt

. 1n‘the1r career paths 1n favor of employer
':‘;g“sponsored/sub81dlzed chlld—care may also be due to the'

'Wf:youth of the sample . The”lndlcatlonﬁhere\ls alsovthat,ﬂfU

"lffglven 8 hlgh enough salary other beneflts may be purchased

~ase an out of pocket expense to the employee.flﬁ'”V

FUTURE STUDIES




'Vi_fjwork. fMommy~stayed~home?'

=5to worklng parents. &:i“:

Flftyb“ears ago, forfmany mlddle class Ame_

a”x;fworld of work:and famlly rarely colllded Daddyi

ﬁVMom s hand as well chlld—care problems are spllllng

1'l1nto the workplace.f A great deal of data h ‘

Vh;chlld—care programs does affect absenteelsm;,l
"product1v1ty levels of many employees who‘

u‘flemotlonal fatlgue, anx1ety levels and paths of careerfﬂ

“jadevelopment of these same employees are also affected by |

'uff1c1ent chil”—c‘re'programsx”

;ytaklng actlon to ass15t thelr employees by 1mplement1



child—care programs as a.benefit of employment. However;
feéultsvof these programs are'difficuit to measufe. To
obtain reliable data about the true impactiof'child—care
programs,oh issues such as absentéeism, furnover;
productivity, recruifment and»moralé, accurate measurements
of thése functions‘wouid be crucial. A time series |
analysis dating back to at least one year beere the
implementation of a child-care progfam woﬁld be best suited
for the generalizing of any results impacting absenteeism
and tardiness. A.longitudinal study'would be called for in
the accurate measurement of productivity, morale and
recruitment. A comparison of data collected a year
following the introduction of a child-care program to the
data documented before may yield reliable iﬁformation on
which companies can base‘a decision for change in policy.
Realistic expectation of profit and loss through the
implementation of any child-care program ought to be based 
on: 1) an accurate assessment of the employee needs and
desires, 2) an in-depth investigation of all bossible
options and 3) a thorough analysis of projected costs.

The effects of insufficient child-care programs on the

career development of parents in the workforce might best
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be measured over time in comparison studies done on matched

' groups‘bf'employéesdwithfto thoSekwithout3chlldren;JJff@;ffd*?fx

The results of thlS study show that most workers stllldy}yiiy?l'

1":‘belleve that a rlch enough salary would allow them the |

}ilypurcha81ng power needed to fulflll the needs of health and ,15'7d~“

‘Chlld care. Thealmmedlate 1mpact of salary 1ncreases have
“abdrrect 1mbact on‘the cash flow and operatlng costs.of

bu81nesses‘large and smallv 'As~noted earller, the cost of f‘
" beneflts to an employer may be less than to the 1nd1v1dual f-

employee,for the’same”coverage. Addltlonally, benefltsw.gyi;fu

packages often prov1de tax breaks for both the employer anddf&h:T-

the employee._ Therefore; 1t may*beCome’more“prudent*for.;”'

1h"bu81ness to prov1de more in. beneflts than 1n hard cash for‘ple .

:salarles:,-
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o "ichﬂd-care center of the employees chorce

meemNDIX A
 QUESTIONNAIRE -
Read each scenarlo carefully and rate it accordmg to your preference by clrclmg one of the numbers

~ from1to 9, with a 1 = Not atall acceptable, and a 9 = A job. rd take ina second with the numbers m
. between representmg varylng degrees of acceptablhty SO : S - o

. Salary = monies pa1d for jOb performance ' s e F :
Rate of promotlon amount of time on the jOb before belng consrdered for promotlon and/or ralse
'Health-care = health insurance paid by the employer. . : :
. On-site child-care = day-care center at the job site. - ' ' B .
Subsidized child-care = -employer prov1des monetary payment up to a certam amount pa1d dlrectly to th AR

' 1 Job offer wrth above average salary, fast rate of promotlon best health plan on-sne chlld-care

e A company has offered you a job w1th1n a comfortable dnvmg dlstance from your home ThlS
~_company is known to offer salaries that are about 30% above industry average and a faster rate of ol
. promotion than most of the companies in the area. ‘They offer one of the best health-care plans T
Lo avallable and they have an on-sne chrld-care center at the _]ob sue S : L

o "-Not atall acceptable 1 z 34 5 6 7 s 9 A job I’d take in asecond

o '_TO REDUCE YOUR READING, RELEVANT CHANGES N EACH OFFER ARE UNDERLINED

o All further lob offers are Wlthln a com_fortable dnvmg dlstance fro YO ur home. ”

Ave g salary fast rate of promotlon best health plan on-srte chlld-care

"‘ "'Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A]Ob I’dtakemasecond

3 Below averag salary, fast rate of promotlons best health plan on-srte ch11d-care

: 6 _ Below average salary average rate of promotlon best health plan on-s1te chrld-care.;"_ o

. _Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJOb I’d take in asecond
i';"_'-»'Above averag salary, verage rate of promotron best health plan on-s1te chrld-care

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-°A _|0b I’d take in asecond

- 5. Ave g salary, average rate of promotlons best health plan on-sue chlld-care

L Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJob I’d take in asecond

.x‘Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJOb I’d take masecond
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‘Below averag salary, average rate of ‘ promotmn average health plan on-s1te chlld-care

-,v_f'Not at all aeceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A Job I’d take in asec nd .
S § ‘Above average salary, average rate of promotlon not the best health plan, on-51te Chl]d- ¢

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 9 A»Jobf‘I’d take masecond 7




10t the best health plan; on-site child-car

" Not at all -acc«gptable :




: 33 Below averag salary, average rate of promot n; best health plan subsrdrzed chlld-care.

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A jOb I’d take masecond

3¢ b‘;’:" Above averag salary, slow rate of promotlon best health plan sub51dlzed ( 11d-care

: ‘.i‘Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A]Ob I’d take masecon '

ka 35 verag salary, slow rate of promotlon best health plan, subsrdrzed chrld-care L ‘j

© Notat all acceptable ‘ .2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 A.lob I’d take “‘as“"“d

R . 36 'Below averag salary, slow rate of promotxon best health plan subs1drzed chrld-care ‘f

b,', Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ‘8‘ 9 A _|ob I’d take masecond

o .}".37‘;’>’Above averag salary, fast rate of promotron ve g health plan sub51drzed chlld-care

. Not atall acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A _;ob I’d take masecond

8. Average salary, fast rate of promotlon average health plan, subsrdlzed chrld-care S

3'57Not atallacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJOb I’d take masecond

o "; 39 Below averag salary, fast rate of promotron average health plan, subsrdrzed chlld-car

o :_:-:"‘Not at all acceptable 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A_]Ob I’d take m asecond ‘ ,
40 Above average salary, verage rate of promotlon average health plan subsrdmed chlld-care

*;Not at all acceptable 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A Job I’d take in asecond

41 verag salary, average rate of promotron average health plan subsrdrzed chrld-care

o :‘-:-k‘.‘Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4. 5 6 '9‘-‘ A Job I’d take in asecond

SR 42 Below averag salary, average rate promotlon, average health plan subsrdrzed chlld-care

\ 't‘at all acceptable 1 2 3 4" 5 6. 7 8 9 A ]Ob I’d take in asecond

B f-ff“;43,‘_;;Above averag salary, slow rate of promotlon average health plan subsrdrzed chrld-care.‘f S

,v’-'Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJob I’d take in asecond

- 44 Average salary, slow rate of promotron average health plan subsrdrzed chrld-care

""Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A;ob I’d take in aseco“d

45 ‘Below averag salary, slow rate of promotlon average health plan submdrzed chrld-care, ‘_ o o

- Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A jOb rd take masecond




“ ‘\“.-,"v‘Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJob rd take masecond
,-‘.47;, :
v‘ {f»"v"fNot at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7’8_-9 A jOb I’d take in asecond

.
?‘.:‘,Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A JOb I’d take in asecond

2 :50.,._

' ."_Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A jOb rd take in asecond
sl
| . Not at: all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Ajob I’d take masecond :
2
53.

54.

6.
-1

58,

. _1_6_,_g_ salary, fast rate of promotron not the best health plan subsrdlzed chrld-care i

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A jOb I’d take m asecond

Above averag salary, fast rate' of promotron not the best health plan subsrdlzed chlld-c‘

Below averag salary, fast rate of promotlon not the best health plan sub51dlzed clnld-care
Above averag salary, avera, g rate of promotlon not the best health plan subsxdrzed Chﬂd-C

verag salary, average rate of promotron not the best health plan sub81dlzed chlld-care

»B_____g_elow AVErage salary g average rate 0f promotlon not the best health plan subs1dlzed chlld-carer; o PR

Above average salary, slow rate of promotron not the best health plan; sub51dlzed chlld-care

'Not at all acceptable 1 2 3456 78 9 A JOb I’d take in asecond

Average salary; slow rate of promotron ot the best health plan, subsrdlzed chlld-care

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89 A _|0b d take in asecond o

Below averag salary, slow rate of promotlon not the best health plan sub51dlzed chlld-care

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A _|0b I’d take in asecond

. Above averag salary, fast rate of promotlon best health plan no chlld-care

‘Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 56789 A JOb I’d take m asecond

verag salary, fast rate of promotron best health plan no chrld-care

i Not at:all acceptable 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A jOb I’d take 1nasecond

Below averag salary, fast rate of promotlon best health plan no chrld-care :

‘,Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A Job rd take in asecond

Above average salary; a ve ge rate of promotlon best health plan no clnld-care."' Al

Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 789 A JOb I’d take in asecond
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59;}" Averag salary, average rate of promotron best health plan no chrld—care “
o Not at all acceptable 12345 6 7 89 A jOb ra take in asecond o
e R 6'0.».Below average salary, average rate of promotron best health plan no. chrld-care

[ ._Not atallacceptable 123 45678 9 A_]ob I’d take masecond

L 61 .5Above averag salary, slow rate of promotron best health plan no chlld-care

S J'Not at all aceeptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89 A job I’d take masecond

' '._6",2‘.?"»Averag salary, slow rate of promotton best health plan no chlld-care
_,"}-Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4567 g 9 A ]Ob I’d take masecond

o 'i“ﬁ, _63‘.;Below averag salary, slow rate of promotlons best health plan no chrld-care R ; ‘i_-_]” ; |

T Notatallacceptable 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 AJobI’dtakemasec X

. 64 Above averag salary, fast rate of promotron ave g health plan no cluld—care

. f:‘.-Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 89 AJOb I’d take masecond
65 Mge_salary fast rate of promotlon average health plan no cluld-care
| : "::Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A jOb rd take in asecond -
'i k ‘:yl"IGto',,.i‘Below averag salary, fast rate of promotlon average health plan no chﬂd-care
Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Ajob I’d take masecond

i 67 ,b Above average salary average rate of promotlon average health plan no chrld—care: o

RS ,_,,:NOt atauacceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A]Ob rd take masecond

- . 68. Averag salary, average rate of promotron average health plan no chrld-care

i‘:;fv";fNot at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 56 7 s 9 A _]0b I’d take in asecond

EERE 69. V'Below averag salary, average rate of promotron average health pIan no chrld-care." o

- gNot at all acceptable 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 A_lob I’dtakelnasecond e

0. Above averag salary, slow rate of promotron average health plan no chrld-care

o 'Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 s 9 A Job I’d take masecond

71 , verag salary, slow rate of promotlon average health plan no chrld-care

‘Nog;at_ al_lacc_eptahle_l:_2, ”_,4 567 s 9 Ajob rd take masecond




72 Below averag salary slow rate of promotlon average healthp :

: ‘-Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 45 6 7 '8 5_,-'--' job I’

S 73, Above average salary, fast rate of p motlon not the best health plan no chrld-care'; o -[‘5 e

LT Not at all acceptable 1 2 3

6 ‘ 7 8 »9 A Job I’d take ina second

74 Averag » salary, fast rate of promotlon not »the best health plan no chrld-care

% ’Not at all acceptable 1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 8 9 A JOb I’d take m asecond o ‘
f 75 ,Below averag salary, fast rate of promotlon not the best health plan no chrld-care o

f':f-:"'Not at all acceptable 1 2 v3.v 4 5 6 7v 8 9 A jOb I’d take m a second

o 76 Above averag salary, verage rate of ’ promotron not the best health§ no chﬂd-care.\ . o

Not at all acceptable 1 2 ’3".4 5 6 7 8 9 AJOb I’d take masecond

Averag salary, average rate of promotron‘ ; not the best health plan no chlld-care 5



' DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIRE - SAMPLE I ~

 Ages of children

1985 dare. taad. L

" Female SR

| Marital status:

Married  Divorced  Separated _ Widowed

Single _




. APPENDIX c

DEMOGRAPHICS QUESTIONNAIR»J

i DEMOGRAPHICS s

Age _

“;x';Number of Chlldren

i’t‘nges of Chlldren

'7?1TYPé-of Chlld—care Used “ProfessionaliDayfcare"‘u

'ZI pay a s1tter 3Qf‘5ﬁﬂ' 'relatlve ‘or frlend
: prov1des day—care at no.. cost to meg

“_Averagefamount of money I spend on day— .care per month
’ »(1f you pay: nothlng for Chlld— care, please enter ;ero);

'7-fLevel-of Educathn:'_lix :'ojHigh.School_s_znff 1";§¢mé*}f[,_xn,ﬂ

'{,COllege f3§ff b Bachelor s Degree‘4,v “"‘Gfad.eStidénf.dr

5_ Master ‘s Degree | __Bh.D.

ltMarltal Status 1 Marrled "--‘?2.‘Divorced~~‘
‘;f13 Separated ﬂ 4 Wldowed A 5; Slngle’IVTH' |

ﬂvEthnlC Backgroundbvf“~f1§77ﬁ ‘White"Z:fi' Afro—Amer

't“4, j]‘*Asién’fs,.{f dNatlve‘Amer.rgda“”

Indlan ¢7;:}W - 1".dftOther;kpleaSé1Sbé¢i£Y),irfff

ffEmployed fsyfffinYes ‘f«: TNof‘

“?‘Average Number of Hours Worked Per Week;

aSlnce hlgh school how many'years”have y u:been 1n the work force°u

3 'Totai.Househoid Ihdéﬁé‘Péeréa#ng




' ‘APPENDIX D '
'QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT STUDY
:Please rank ‘the follow1ng job characterlstlcs accordlng to
your personal preference in the prospect of seeklng

employment upon college graduatlon,e

1 not 1mportant, 2 = somewhat 1mportant 3 = 1mportant,
4 = very 1mportant, and 5 ' extremely 1mportant

\1»1 Aﬁtonomy in job deSCrlptlon,v*”~

2. Chance for rapia rate of promotion.
l3."ChildfoareprQVieion;t{
4. Comfortablé driving di stance ff‘?‘m;'fﬁome, :
’5'°,:‘Ele‘vi—.time»'l.‘hoﬁr's...:: e R

>6;t;Health*oare;5

"-7,’pOpportun1ty to exer01se 1nd1v1dual creat1v1ty e

,fTSJefProfit_sharing?jft
':9;veSalarYFl

’-lng»Stooklpﬁrchase options.




 APPENDIX D

PART II

Now that you have rated each of these aspects of possible
jobs, please rank order them with 1 representing the most
important and 11 being your least important job
characteristic.

 Autonomy in job description.

Opportunity to exercise ihdividual creativity on the
Jjob. . L o

Chance for rapid rate of‘prqmotiOn.
Child-care provision..

Profit sharing.

Comfbrtable driving distance from home.
Salary.

Flex-time hours.

Stock purchase options.

Health-care.

Other .
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 APPENDIX E

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

‘Infofmed Consent

: _ The study in Wthh you are about to part1c1pate is

o de51gned to investigate the desirability of job :
characteristics and benefits as priorities for appllcants.
The survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.
The study is belng conducted by Jennifer L. Kellum,

- graduate student in psychology, under the supervision of

- Dr. Janet L. Kottke, Professor of Psychology. This study
has been approved by the Psychology Department Human
Subject Review Board California State Unlver51ty, San
_Bernardlno

All information you provide will be held in the
strictest confidence by the researcher. All data will be
reported in group form only. Your participation in this
research is completely voluntary and you are free to
withdraw and to remove your data at any time during the
study: Any additional questions about this study should be
directed to Dr. Kottke by calling 909-880-5585. You may
‘obtain a copy of the results by contacting Dr. Kottke after
July 15, 1998.

I acknowledge that I have been informed of, and
understand, the nature and purpose of this study, and I
freely consent to participate. I am at least 18 years of.
age. : v o v

Check here if you consent to part1c1pate . Today'’s
date 1is . o :
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APPENDIX F

DEBRIEFING STATEMENT FORM

Debriéfing'statement'

. The purpose of this study is to investigate the
importance that college graduates place on child-care
provisioning as a benefit of employed by companies in
recruiting and retaining employees. The results will be
used to better understand the types of benefits most
effective in recruiting the best job candidates. It is not
the intention of the researchers to mislead the '
participants in the project, in any way.

Researcher’s signature o - Date
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