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ABOUT THE 
SURVEY T

I",e 1998 Survey of Work!lifo Initiatives 1s a 
benchmark: study jointly sponsored and con­
ducted by Bright Horizons Fll'nily SolJtions 

MOALE Of PARTtCIPAnNG COMPANIES 
-:he companies responding to this benchmark 
s~rv~ typically employ more than 1,000 worke~s 

{BHFS} and William M, Mercer (Mercer), The but fewer than 10,000. The average workforce is 
study exp'ores 1'18 mo:ivations for corporato;n­ 63% ferr"lale and 15% uoionizeo, More than half 
vestments in work/life strategies and investigates of the participating compart4)s have nO unionized 
over 100 differem work/life initiatives in terms of workers (58%). 
their reach and imoacl. Manufacturing firms comprise 26% of the 

The written survey was distributed in JJn6 sample, Nine companies fall into the category of 
1998 to a random samp,a of 5,000 companies on pharmaceutical manufacturlf!g, and they afe con­
the Dun & Bradstreet roster, stratified 10 capture sistently the group offering the most support for 
t'1Ose U.S. compames w,th between 500 and vlOfk/lite in 'tiati',las, t Service firms comprise' 7% 
1.000 employees, 1,000 to 5,000 employet!s and of the sample and another 16% ara in the health 
over 5,000 emp:oyees. care industry, 

Foor hundroo employers par.:icipated in this Sixty percent of these firms had worldwide 
benchmarking effort, provlding a rich profile of sales of (JOOer $1 billion in 1997. The lacgest por­
!Jusiness efforts to address the workJUfa concerns t:on of €<mployers are based in the Midwest 
of their employees. Because the respo.'1se raw is 137%) followed by firms {tom the South 125%), 
low, these fi:-.dings may not be general.zable to The company representatives whO completed 
the populalio1) of all U,S, compa"lies. We do be­ the survey afe primsnly female {80%J. 31d have 
lievEI-, however, that the companies in this sample been with their firms for al"'nost nine years, on 
provide valuable information. The study inCludes average. Over threa-quarters are in the Benefits 
some of the most ptcgressiW'! firms in 1M£! coun­ or Ht.mSr) Resource area, Only 6% hold a specific 
try, as well as companies tha: are just begif'f1ing "work/llfe" title, which is surprisingly low consid­
to explore their options, !:xn: al this point are doing ering that 45% of responding companies haW'! a 
very little, formal wo~i:Jlile program, None;heless, a:rnost 

On averafje, the companies in this sll,mple have half of the indivkluals compleling the survey have 
a moderate level of investment in workJlife iniiia· ane:1ded at least ope wcr!</life conference in the 
lives. On the BHFS-Mercer Work/lite htiativeS past yem, 
Index created for this S1Udy, the average score 

was 72 out of a possib:e score of 248, We believe 
the bvrgeMing commitment expressed by some 

!Bectruse ofti'll smaH!lumbar of philr'r~ce.tlietil ';I'l"1~ they have 
no! 00Uf\ toighiigllleO rtl!~.Jt 1M; ~1 fOI '1'!61r Qfogr....s$ilf(l 
po<icics, 

medium-sized companies, comblnoo wit.... soma 
large-company leade~s that have been evolving 
theIr WOfkJIife ager,das over the past <Je~ade, GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS 
allow fa; a reasonable analysis of the work/life USED IN THE ANALVSlS 
initiatives offered by companies Wilh 
sarno commitment to doing so, We 
have also found that tt>ese results are 
consistent with othor national bench­

m!lrk surveys, given difteranc0S in 
the sample.~ Yet. this group may st;1I 
be somewhat mQn~ supportive of 
~Mife initiatives than the popUI.,. 
tioo as a '!\inole because of thei' will· 
ingness to complete the survey, 

'rhl;lWuvelencllol various initiativos [S COrlliH$\Ont wim 
n 1338 benChmark stlJdy oonducl11d by li'vl r":1'i~es 
arod Work InS\Itv\(J. which InVIlNOO8 rnndom $$fTIp/(I 
of comp~i'l;cs ""jh MQ'e ['till: '\00 e~Plty(JOS, 

r•• w..' ,.1)10< 
onduO.........-,­
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Number of employees 


Less than 1,000 
 2'" 

1.000-,5.000 3. 

5.000-10,000 20 

10.000-20.000 10 

20.000 + 11 


Mean of total sample: 11,670 


P~m:«l\tago of famalo omplQyel.l:f 

Les-$. than 30% 15% 

30%-49% 25 
50%-69% 31 

70% + 30, 
Meanoi total sample: 53% 

Perl':ol\tago unlonlzO'd employe" 


Nons 5B% 


Less man 50% 28 


50% + 14 


M&6n Oilota, S3!'flPle; 15% 

Industty 

ManufactVflflg, other 20% 

Sennces ;7 

I-<ealth cafe 18 

Whole:mle/(!):tail 12 

Floaf'ciat setVicesf,nsuranea HI 

Manufacturing, computer/electronics 4 

Tlal1sportation/utiln., 4 

CommunicatIOns ' 3 

Manufacturing. ph,,-~celJticel 2 

Oth6r· 11 

1997 allrtutil wortdwidtt sakis 

Less than S1 billIoo 60% 

$1 billl0n tD 59 bll:ion 30 
$10 billion + 10 

Regi(ID 

West ,17% 

Mjdw~t 37 

'7 
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A word about benchmarking 


Most companies are driven by com­
petition not just in their products. 
but-increasingly in a talent-scarce 

labor market-in the policies, programs and 
environment they offer to thei( employees. 

• A benchmark study can pinpoint where cur­
rent ef:orts are less generous than cOf'1peti­
tors' or where they are unique and provide 
the company with a recruitment OJ retention 
advantage. 

There 8:-e, nowever, some Imitations to 
benchmarking. It can't always measu-a the 
ideal. !n the workJIife arena, it is well docu­
mented that policies and programs are nec­
essary, but not suff:cient to making the 
company truly people-friendly. The factors 
that influence job satisfaction and work/life 
bafance are related more to the culture of 
the comparry, support from mallagers an.d 
co-workers, respect for employees, and 
measures of performance, than they are to 
specific benefits, policies or programs. 
These critical ingredients of a work/life 
agenda are difficult to ask about on a bench~ 
mark survey and difficult to answer by only 
one person in the organization whose per~ 
spective on tbe cu:ture of the entire organi· 
zation may not be representative. 

A benchma.rk study of this kind provides 
one sotm::·e of data for guiding the direction 
of a cornpcny's workJIite strategy_ It has 
iimitations in that it does not provide a qvali· 
talive assessment of program QualitY, utiliza­
tion or effectiveness. It merely compares the 
work/lire initiatives amorg comoan'es to 
ga'Jge cc:"npetitiveness and areas of foc\Js. 
An employer must decide if the competitive 
position it occupies among this group of 
comoa,lies :s apPfopr:a:e, and w1ether their 
activi:;es make sense to emulate, T:1is inforM 
mation should then be considered in conM 

junction with other intern.al research at the 
company regarding the reeds of the omp1oy­

ees and the business, 

This report 

ThIs report presents the participatirg com­
paries' genera! aoproach to workllife initia­
tives-their objectives, commitment. and 
staffing support, and the recognition they've 
received for their work/life efforts, The 
preva ence of 105 wmk/life initiatives are 
reviewed next. broken down into 12 cate­
gories. Comparisons have been made 
among companies of varyrng size a~d con­
centrations cf wome:"! and u:iic:iized employ­
ees, and among different industries and 
regions. Finally. the effects of workjlife initia~ 
tives are described through respol1dents' 
evaluations ot the:r organizations' work/l:fe 
agenda overall. of the perceived value of 
specific initiatives, and of the extent of backw 
lash they believe exists against these efforts. 

This profile of 400 U.S. employers high­
lights the diverse levels of commitment and 
ways of responding to work/life issues. 
Where some companies have introdllced a 
range of innovative family and personal sup­
ports even during periods of restructuring, 
others have maintained a host of traditional 
benef;ts that help employees ach:cve a de­
sired Quaiity of life, but are not indicative of a 
deliberate attempt to update the workplace 
for the 21st century employee. Less than 
half of these employers be!:eve work/life ini­
tiatives are critical for meeting st~ategk busi­
ness goals. However, as monitors of 
corporate fOtays Into the work/life arena for 
the past 20 years, the authors believe this 
pro~;le of cO:'Y'pan·es demonstrates sig')ifi~ 
cant growth in the scope and creativity of 
worMife initiatives and in the range of com­
par:ies ihat have become jrvolved~ 

http:intern.al
http:benchma.rk




Commitment and Approach 
to Work/Life Initiatives 

, 

Company commitment to the worklllfe 
concerns ofemployees cannot be mea­

sured solely by [he numbers of progmms or 

policies offi."red, While necessary, these ini­

tiatives are not sufficient for creating truly 
supponive work environments. This study 

measures the company commUment to a 

wOrk/life strategy in two ways: 

• 	 A self ranking of commitment based on a 

1~1O scaJe 

• 	 A score on the Work/Ufc Initiatives Index 
created by 8HPS and Mercer that includes 

both policies and some aspects of the 
environment. 

These measures are described in greater 
dc....1ail below and are then compared. Do the 

companies that rank themselves high in 
commitment also Score high on the Work! 

life Initiatives Index? This analysls follows 

the desCription of the two measuN..-S, 

Self Ranking We asked survey respondents 
to rank their company's commitment to 
\vork/life issuC5 on a l-lO scale: the average 
rating was 5.2. Larger companies, in tenus of 
sales (over $1 billion) and wotktorcc size 
(10,000 or more employ{,"(;s), rated them~ 

selves a!. more committed than smaller fums, 
with larger firms rating themselves 5.B on 
,average and smaller firms rated at 4.7 011 

average. 

Work/life Initiatives Index Each of the 
105 initiatives included in the benchmark 
survey does not have the same value to em­

ployees or potential return to the company, 

As a way of comp:lring each company's full 

complement of initiatives, we created the 

Bright Hori7.0ns Family Solutions-Mercer 
Work/Life Initiative lndex_ Each initi:;ltiv-e 

was mnkcd on a SCOlle of 1 to 3, with the 

higher number given [0 those initiatives that 

Commitment to work/life initiatives 
SElf SCOI'U' COMPAREU TO W<JRKA.IfE INITIATMS Wot>: 

...,,"""""
SElfSCOflE mm"~51ND£X -"""" 
, ~, 

3 " '" 
4 62 

5 81 

6 80 

7 " 6 118 

9 123 

10 126 

Commitment to workJlife initiatives, 
by company demographics 

'NORK!UI'£ 
SfLF INmAtlVES 
SCORE" INOEXSCOlIS' 

·r..lI_.. Io_..... ..,...d1.Ht_ll1l>oollOIM_ ............0<I 

~1ni1.'_I"_ ...... I.""._IoI"'(f-~,_l<lbo<"1i 
"'......Itm.......... cf .n""",,,m. 


Number of employees 

Less than 1.000 ewployees 

1,000 -9.999 employees, 

Hl.OOO..- emp~5 

1991 annual worldwido sales 

Less than $1 billion 

Mote lhlln $1 oHhon 

Indusb'y 

MtlnufaClt-rin;L 
pl"armaCflulcal 

Coromonication 

Fi.'lIL"lcialf.1surtlnee 

Honllt- care 

Manillacll.mng, 
computef/tl10ctfooic 

£ducation . 

Transportatiorv'utilltlos 

MMufaclUring, othor 

Services 

Who!esale/retai! 

4.7 6<l 

5.2 7. 
'.8 100 

4.9 6B 

6.0 95 

7.4 13' 

6.4 102 

5.8 92
8,5.7 

5,3 79 

NfA 79 

4.9 73 

4.9 70 

5.0 69 

4.7 6' 

,, 



readl more employees, have the potential of 
helping them or the company more, or arc 

more progre~sive or cutting edge, (TIle rat­
ings for all items included in the Work/life 
Initiatives lndex are included in the Appen­

dix.) Out of a total possible score t?f 248, 
thi.<;: group ofemployers received an average 
scor~ of 72, ransi,og from a low score of 8 

points to a high ~f 183 points, Due to the 
greater number of child care initiatives com­
pared to other categories, there is a slight 

bias in the Index toward companies that 
have invested in child care solutions, 

The companies with the top 10 scores on 
the Work/Life [nitlatives Index are generally 

weU known as leaders in the provision of 
work/Ufe supports, most of whom have 
been recognized as one of the 100 Best 
Companies for Working Mothers by Work~ 
frrg Mother Mtlgazine. TIley include (in al­
phabetical order); 

• Bristol-Myers Stjuibb 

• Chase Manhattan 

• Cigna 

• DuPont' 

• Ford 

• Gannet 

• John Hancock 

• Mobil 

• PflZer , 
• Sequent Computer Systems 

As suhjective as they may he, the self.t"'J.tings 
of those compkting the survey are very con· 

sistcm with ratings on the WorklUfe Inlria· 
tives Indoc The low~nued companies 00 the 
Index hat.! an average self-muking of only 25 
on a scale ofl-W, whtle those r,ncd as hav· 

iug a high Index SCQre had an average self· 
rnnking of 8.1,. 

Perceived Benefits of 
Work/Life Initiatives 

'I'he commitment of II company to work/lifc 
initiatives is in11ucnct:d largely by the degree 

to which they are perceived to benefit the 
bUSiness. The moderate commitment to 

work/life initiatives among this group of 

companies may be c..'Xplaincd by the fJ.ct that 
mnre than hili say work/lifc initiativc.s ,are 
not at all or only somewhat imponaot to 

business competitiveness. Illgh technology 
firms arc those most likely to report work) 
life issues a<; very important to buSiness 
competiUveness, 

To the degree that workJlife initiatives pro­
vide a competitive advantage, most compa­

nies are hoping their workllife efforts help 
them address issues of retention, mor..lc and 
productivity, Among the three most irnpor­
tam ohj<.'Ctives given for their companic.:$' 

work/life dfons, retention is mentioned 
most m..'quentty, and almost twice as often as 

recruitment. M<l!luf.lcturing firms are signifi· 
cantlr marc likely than service firms to say 

retention is one of the three most important 
objectlvcli- of their workllifc initiatives (85% 



versus 68% for services firms). Attendance is 

a more important objective for a work/life 

effort in companies with higher concentrJ.­

tions of women and unionized workers. 

Morale as a driver appears to be most impor­

tant to health care organizations, computer 

manufacturers and utility firms. 

Commitment During Restructuring 

On.e compelling measure of a commitment 

to work/life initiatives is what happen~ 

when the company undergoes radical 

change: Do work/life issues move to the 

back burner or can they be addressed during 

a period of upheaval and uncertainty?
• 

Two-thirds of the companies in this study 

reorganized or restructured in the past two 

years and very few decreased the investment 

of funds for work/life supports during this 

period. In fact, two-thirds maintained the 

same level of funding, and a quarter in­

creased funding for work/life initiatives. 

About the same number of those with sales 

above and below $1 billion decreased their 
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funding ofwork/life programs during a re­

structuring, yet, twice as many of the higher 

grossing companies increased their financial 

support of work/life during this period than 

did those with sales under $1 billion. 

Desire for Recognition 
of Work/Life Efforts 

If an employer is to derive maximum com­

petitive advantage from its work/life initia­

tives, their efforts must be made public. The 

best publicity is frec publicity, which the 

winners of current magaZine-sponsored con­

tests receive in abundance. Wbrklllg Mother 

reports that in the first hour after the release 

of its list of the best 100 companies, the 

story was picked up in 280 broadcast news 

stories, and subsequently appeared in 97 

newspapers and 80 websites. Companies on 

which these honors havc been bestowed 

can incorporate this recognition into their 

company's pedigree, to be distributed to re­

cruiters and web sites around the world. 

Twenty-eight companies in this sample have 

been on Working Mother's list of /00 Best 

Companies/or Working MotlJers, and some 

of the same companieS have been named as 

one of Fortune's 100 Best Companies to 

Work For. In addition, 15% of this group of 

Has won awards for work/life efforts 

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF 
COMPANIES COMPANIES 

Working Mother 1 00 Best 2. .% 
Fonune 100 Best 13 4 

Fonuno's Most Admired 9 2 

Business Week 2• 
Baldrige Award 4 

Ron Brown Award 1 <1 

Other, State, Local. National 55 15 



, 
companies bave received some sta,tc, local 

Of national recog~ition ruf their work/life 
cffom, Over a thi~ of all respondents says it 

docs not aspire to win any of these awartls: 
only 7% aspire to win them to a great extent. , 
Manufu~.uring firms express the greatl."St in­

tcrc5t in coveting ,awards or recognition for 
their work/l.ife efforu, 

A Formal Program for 
Work/Life Initiatives 

A formal name for the constellation of work! 
life iniriatiVt.'S is one expression of a commit­
ment to work/lifc issues, yet 55% of this sam­

pic of companic...-s do not have one. Among: 
those (hat do, ~work!life is used more than 
twice as often as "work/famil),," Among 

I, 
I 

those who selected ~othcr~ titk.-s the trend is 
still towards a broader workltife connota· 

tlon. e,g. "Quality of Life," "Life Balance," 
"Ufcstyle ncnct1ts.~ ~nd ~Ufe Care," 



The Range of Work/Life Initiatives 


~is survey benchmarks 105 different 

1 worklljfc initiatives broken down into 

12 categories: 

• Flexible Work Arrange~ents 

• Time Orf Policies 

• Child Care Initiatives 

• Elder Care Initiatives 

• Health Care Initiatives 

• Information and Counseling Support 

• FinanciaJ Assistance 

• Training 

• Convenience Services 

• Strategic Alignment 

• Community Investment 

• Implementation and Evaluation 

Companies offer 33 work/lifc initiatives, 
on average, with far more offered by larger 

companies with sales over $1 billion.111e 

bulk of thc~e initiatives are in the area of 

health and flexibility-the two ar~as which 

re~pondcnts believe have the greatest value 

to 'employees. 

When examining these categories of initia­

tives in terms of company commitment, em­

ployee size or annual sales, sevcr.tl areas of 

focus arc more likely to account for the dif­

ferences found. For instance, where there 

are differences in the company's self-ratings 

or the Initiatives Index, strategic options and 

information and counseling services explain 

more of the variance. However, when exam­

ining the differences among comp,mies with 

different work populations or anllual sales, 

dependent care, flexible work arrangements, 

and financial supports explain the differ­

ences. This suggests that larger companies, 

by virtue of size or sales, are in a better posi­

ti(~m to offer programs and policies that in­

10 BHFSJMERCER SURVEY OF WORK/LIFE 1NITIATIVES 1998 

valve significant investments of dollars. 

TIlese costly initiatives are less predictive of 

company commitment, where more stl".lte­

gic and lower cost initiatives account for the 

v....riance in the Initiatives Index. 

Flexible Work Arrangements 

In this period of Mtime binds~ and Mtime 

famine" it is not surprising that employees 

continually rank flexibility as one of their 

most needed work/life supports. Changing 

when or where they work as a way of bal­

ancing the demands of work and personal 

life is something that all employees typically 

seek at some point in their lives. Flexible 

work arrangements and time off policies, 

along with health initiatives, are more popu­

lar corporate offerings than dependent care 

initiatives, for instance, because they arc in­

c11lsive and not limited to those employees 

providing care to c:hildren or elderly 

relatives. 

It should also be pointed out that many 

"flexible~ work policies were adopted long 

before workllife issues came into vogue. 

They were designed to address commuting 

problems and labor issues. The growth of 

flexible work armngements today may he 

driven more by environmental concerns 

than by employee concerns. 

An important factor in the provision of flexi­

ble work options is the reliance on manager 

discretion for permis~ion to work on a flexi­

ble: schedule. As a result, many companies 

have poliCies on flexible work armngemcnts, 

but very few people arc able to use them. 

This study did not measure utilization mles 

of these flexible work armngements. As a 

result, the perccnlagcs of companies indi­

cating they have a policy that is available 

http:sevcr.tl


throughout the company may o\'crst~ue the 
extent to which cmployct.'S (eel they can usc 
these arrangements without fear of hurting 

their careers. 

The most pn..'Y:l1cnt fom} of ficxihlliry is ca~ 

sual on.'Ss-indu¥ed in this c....tegory be· 

cause jt reflects on the company's infiucm."C 
on one's personal choices. More than four 

out of five companies allow i..'aSuaI, dress, 
with the majolity allowing it all yenr, t."Vcry­
day (45%) or on certain days all year (47%). 

Casual dress app~rs to be most popular in 
the retail industry, with 94% of firms permit~ 

ting it, and lenst Popular in health can: firms, 
where uniforms are more often required. 

In terms of flexibJe hours of work, this Sllf' ­

\'Cy finds more companies offering part-time 
work than any aJternative schedule. Many 

pw-time jobs, however, are neither flexible 
nor chosen by the employee; they simpl)' 
reflect staffing needs. Among the sun'eyed 

companies, pan-timers are as likely to be of­
fered medical benefits as nm. Interestingly, 
job.sharing policies arc more likely to in· 
clude medical benefits than not, Health care 

finns are the most likclr to offer part-time 
t..:mployment without medical ben(!fus. Em­

ployees must work an avcr.:Jf.,'C of 26 hours 

in order to be eUgible for benefits, Retailers 

and other service finns require more hours 
ofwork to be eligible (or benefits (29 hours, 
00 average). 

Between 30% and 40% of companies in the 
sample offer each of the traditional flexible 
work :ur.mgements-compressed work· 
weeks, telecommuting, job sha.r:ing, and tJex~ 

time. Although these data, when compared 
to earlier benchmark studies, suggest an 
inctt,,>ase in flexible work optiOns, their avail· 

ability has not kept pace with the demand 
from employees, as indicated on employee 
needs assessments It is encouraging to see 

that some portion of those "ith policies on 
flexible work arrangements have issued 

guiddioes to hdp employees and managers 
negotiate them (26% of aU companies have 
such guidelines). Communications firms are 

Signific.lntly more likely to have polides on 

Flex:ible work arrangements 

HIl'di CONSIt!£ftlNG 

Dlsu;}1 dmss 84% 3% , 
Par!·tirre wi~h or withoJ~ be1'1efits .3 2 

Perrnanant pa'i·time, 

flO ti'lGdiCa! be'\etls 57 

Permanent pa'1·tlme,. 

with rnedical benefits 3
5. 

Compressed workweek 42 5 ,Job share, with or without beliefits 39 

Job Sharing with 

m~dical ooM!its 30 4 


Job sharing, no 
 ,medical benefits 22 

Flsxtimo ""lith band of My length 39 5 

Flextime. 2-hour bilnd 36 5 

Flextime, 4-hour band 17 4 

Te~commuting on a regular baSlll 36 11 

Flexible work arrangement 
guidelines 26 , 

,Midday flex 11 

Phased retirement 16 3 



telecommuting and compressed workweeks, 
;m~ 62% of these firms bave guidelines on 
bow to use them. Other obsenratinns on the 

prevalence of support for flexibility include 
the following: 

• Compressed workweeks are more preva­
lent (42%) than is flextime, job sh>lring or 

telecommuting. In most cases, employees , 
are pennitted to work four, ten hour days .f 

week. A few companies permit emploYees 
to work SO hours over 9 days, known as the 

'9/80~ 

• At;xtime with a tWtrhour band (for exam­
ple, the ability to arrive at work between 7 

AM and 9 AM) is offered by twice as many 
companies as is flextime with a four-hour 

band (for example, the ability to arrive at 
work h,etween 6 ....M and 10 ","M} 

• '«lljle less than a third of companies cur­
rentlr altow tc!ecommuting on :.Ii regular 
basis, it is the policy most companies indi­
cate as "under con:>lder;lUon" (I tl)(,), 

Olmpanics gencf"Jlly bave not Hmitcd thesc 
flL'"Xible work options to headquarter:> only, 
Typicalt}·, casual dreM, part-time work, Ocxi­

ble work guictelioc:- and phased retirement 
arc offered tit all sitcs of the sponsoriT!M com­
p;my, The morc lr.ldit-iooal flexible work 
arrangements-flextime, compressed work­

week, job sharing, and telecommuting-are , ' 
mor<! likely to be available only at ~omc sitcs, 

, 
TIme Off Policies 

TitTle off pOIiCic1> help control ahsc.:nccs for 
tbe compan}' and provide occasional relief 
to employ~l.:s when unexpt'cu:d pcr)i()nal 
situations arise. Thel'i<: policies have far 
greater impact on the work/life balance of 

non-exempt employees, especially when 
~occurreoces" on one's abscnce record can 
lead to tl.:rmination, r..:xcmpt employees arc 
more likely to be able to leave mld-day to 
take a parent to the doctor or work (rom 
home when their child is ill, 

While two-thirds or more of partidpating 
companies offer unpaid leaves for family and 
pcrsonal reasons, over half of companies 
offer paid sick days for DIe care of others, 
'i\':ith an equal number oFfering unpaid per­
sonal days. The combination of V'Jeation, 
sick days and pcr1>ona1 days into one P".till 
Time Off (PTO) hank is a Stralegy offcr<:d by 
4 i% of companies, and is the time off policy 
that the sreatest pen;;entage uf companies 
is considering (12%), 

These time off policies an: equ.1l1y ;tV'.Ii1able 
to exempt and nOfK:xempt populations 
except in the areas of paid sabbaticals and 


. malerniry leaves, Qfthose offering paid S;:lo. 


h~ticals, nearly all (92%) offer them to their 

exempt employees, while only 3!Y'A of tht.~c 
('tunpanit.'S make thent avaIlable to the nun­
t.".Xempt population. A smaller di5Crt:p~mcy 
exists with regard to paid maternity it.'aYes 

Time off policies 

~'" CON~R!NG 

Unpaie leave of absarn::e lor 
noo·FMLA rC"$On$ .", '" Paid persona! days/fIoaIIDg dars 70 I 

Unpaid faTli!y leavo boy<md FMLA 63 1 

P<l:d s'ck dsys for C<l'!'! of ot-.ers 54 3 

Unpak'l pers01/l' oays: 53 1 

PrO bark lvacatkin, sick, pefSo:rnl} " " Paid maternitY beyOfld disability 

Pa'd leave adOptiVE! par(l'~s 

Leave pool 

16 

16 

14 
•, 

Paid sabtJalicais, 11 2 

Paid pa\efnitv leave 10 4 

II 



I, 
beyond the period of disability: 100% of 

companies offering the policy make it avail­
able to exempt employees, and 90% make 

it available to non-cxempt employees. 

Where he<llth care firms are the least likely 
to offer paid sick days for the cate of family 

mcmhcr5 (32%), they arc the most likely to 

offer l>aid TIme Ofr policies (71%) or a leave 
pool (31 %). Fin?incial service firms arc 

among the most likely to offer paid personal 
days and paid sick days to care for family 
members. 

About half or more of comp:mies allow part­
timers to use these time off policies, except 
for paid sabbaticals, which only 15% of com­
p.1nies allow parHlfficrs to ~se, Over two­
thirds of part-time workers can use the com· 

pany's unpaid personal dars. p<lid parcntity 
kave, or unpaid family leave beyond FMU. 

Child Care Initiatives 

The work/life movement in the u.s. has its 

roots in employer-s.upported child care. In 

the early 1980s. many believed the only way 
to express support for fflmilies was to bulid 
a child <'-'are center. The rnnge of options for 
child care exp~nded in 1983 after Section 
129 of the IRS Code was passed, designating 
dependent care as :a non-taxable benefit, and 

after IBM creflted a natlunal service for child 
Clfe information And referral. The range of 

employer-supported child care options con­
tlnues to gt'()W, with comp:mh:s expanding 
services to include back-up "care, on·site 

schools, and adoption as!'i:>1:ance, 

Since dependent care became a non-taxable 
benefit, flexible spending accounts (FSA) for 
dependent care have h('-c'n the most prt:Vl1­

Child care initiatives 

CONSIDERING""" Depender,t care lle:>jb!e 

sp!lnd!l1g 1l>XO*J;r( BZ% 7% 


Child care reSOUfC'J 8t'!d tl)lOrr;)j 38 9 
Adoption subsidies 6 
College i:)!Of'llatioNsc"loo! match " 21 4 

On-si1G child cale conter @ 9 

Gel well CalO 9 
Baci:·l.lp cam 10 " 11 

Holiday/vacatioo aYe 10 5 ,SUMmar camp 10 

Aftru·schoo! caftt 70Reimbvsemeni 101 chird cafe 
wI-en Irave: flO 9 3 

Befor&-schOO care g 7 

NeaN;rte child car(! center 10• 
C~jld CMe vovehius 7 4 

Contribution 10 floxible 
spenClI1g accooi"lt 7 4 

Consortium rente: 5 9 
On-site school 3Q) 

lent form of corporate assIstance for child 

care. Among ll,le surveyed companies in t111" 
study, 82% offer an fSA for dependent care, 
The nc.x:t most popul:lr option is child care 
resource and fderml services, which 38% 
of companies offer. 

A fifth of respondents hayc sponsored somt' 
form of a child care center: £2% have on-site 

cemers, s<'A. sponsor ncar..sitc center!', and 
5% are involved in a consoi-tium center, with 

sevcl"'J.I offerlhg multiplt: typ<.."S of centers. A 
third of companies with on-site centers offer 
morc than {~nc center, as do a quarter of 
tho'>!.: with ncar-site or consortium ccntc:r.s, 
llicrc is no better endorsement of the cen­
ter 4\pproach than thi:; level of m~lltiple­
ccmcr sponsorship. AbOut JO% of compa­
nks arc considering each of these three 

str,lIegics for cre:nio~ child care centers. 

http:Baci:�l.lp


Several patterns emerged regarding sllOnsm·· 

ship of child care cetuers: 

• Companies in the health ('"1lre l.ndustry are 
the most acthle in sponsorshIp of on-site 
centers and centers for mildly in .;:hUdreo. 

• About half of the companies spon:ooring 
on-site centers offer them at headquarters 
only (56%), while near-site centers are more 
likely to be offered at non-headquarter shes, 

• In this survey, more than half of the on­
site' centers are owned and oper:ued by the 
spon$Oring company, and over a third are 

owned by the company, but managed by an 
outside ven!.lor. This pattern does not reflect 
the general trend toward more companies 

com.....cting out the management of their 
centers, Near-site centers, like consortium 
centers, arc most likely to be owned and 

operated by a vendor, ""th the company 
providing ongoing finandalsuppon, 

• (n most C1SCS, part-timers are eligible to 
uSC: the cnmpany's on-site or near-site ","Cnter. 

Adoption assistance With the increllse of 
delayed dtlklb('''aring in the U.S., in part due 
to women'li participation in the Ia.bor furce. 

there has been an increase in fenmty prop. 
lems creating increased interest in adofl'" 
tions, The costs of adoption agency (:(.'$ and 
the finandall!c'11pport of birth mothers arc 

heyond the re;lch of many families, COSts are 
even higher for those pursuing foreign adop­

tion't Not only have .more companies hcgun 
offering adoption assistance, bot the gen­
erosity of their support has increased as 
well, 

In this benchmark study, one in nve com­

panles offers adoption sulY.;idies, which 
amount to $3,000 on aYe"ragc. Among 80 
companies that indicated how much adnp-

Amount of adoption subsidy· 

Less than $2.000 14% 

$2,000-$2,999 4':) 

S3.000~$3,999 27 

$4,000-$10,000 19 

Mean: $2,960 

tlon support they offer. nearly all allow 

fund5 to be use<lto wver both publiC and 
private adoptions. Very few companies stip­

ulate the age that a child must be in order to 
be covered under the adoption policy, How­

ever, less than half of the companies With an 

adoption policy will cover adoptions of a 
grandchild or stepchild, Nearly all of these 
companies aUow adoption subsidies to cOVer 
legal fccs and agen",y/placemcnt fees and 

oYer Imlf will cover bit'ih mother expense..., 
child's medical trCiltment prior to adoption, 

and lr.tvcl costs for foreign adoptions. 

Elder Care Initiatives 

In 1986. The Conferen(:e Hoard sponsol"ed a 
muional conference entitled: Elder Can:: 

The Benefitoftbe 1990$1 Now that lhe 
19905 are nearing an end, we can answer 
the question posed :u this conference with 
an unqualified NO, While the graying of 

America is of concern when discllssing So­

cial Security and Medicare, the issues of car­
ing for the parents of the baby boomers 

have not been adequately addressed hy 
either the business community or govern­
ment agendcs. [n fact, the Busin(.'Ss Task 

Force of the American SOCiety on Aging had 
to fight to have elder care on the agenda of 
the 1997 White I-louse Conference on Aging, 

111C low level of cider care support from the 

companies in this sample is consistent with 



Information and counseling 

H"" """""ruNG 
EAP oontracled OLf or in-house 77% 7% 

EAP con1ftlClOO OUt (14 6 
EAP it'!-hov$(I 26 4 

Stre:;$ mar,ageffionl cOlJnselnQ 51 5 

Pre-retire'ne'1t rour'ooling 50 10 

;:itnesshutoitioaal counseling '5 7 

Seminars on wmkjhfe issues 3a 9 

WorkJIife r.ewsleusr Of COkHT\I'l 32 9 

te{lOI assistonce 

SvP;;Ort 9:0",p5 
2' 
22 

6 , 
SpQuse job pja<:;em(lnt for 
rekx:ation 

Caregi'lers fair 

19 ,. • 
7 

Pr&--marrioge, marriage, 
step-family cQunselil1g 1a \ 

Ufe cycle resource and raferral 13 5 

Logal insurance 

Retiree help·Hne 

9 

9 

10 

• 
on an outside vendor, and 26% offer an in­
house EAP. A tifth of companies link their 
nAp to a resourCe and referral servj,e, a 

growing trcniJ in the industry. Over tllR:t> 
quarterS of firms in manuf.u::turing, financi:t! 
services, communi.cations, and tnmspona­

(ion/utility lmJustries offer an EAI" on a con· 
trncted baSis. Jiealth care firms lIrc most 
likely tQ provide EAP as lin In-housc service, 
Firms in the retail industry lind sen.'ice sec~ 

tor are the least likely to uffer any kind of 
EAP (roughly on,,"third do not.) 

About half of companies offer counseling for 
stress management (51 %), pre·re(ir(~ment 

pl~ulfling (50%). and fitness anu nutritiun 

(45%). Ten percent of companies arc consid· 
ering It:'gat insurance and pec-retiremem 

counseling, mnre than anf olhcr initiatives 
in tht: CltcgOry of information and coun­
scling. 

Work/Ufe issu(!5 are also dealt with in semi­
nars (38%), newsleuers 02%), support 
t,t:roups (22%), caregiver f.lirs (19%) and lift;; 

cycle resource and referral services (13%). 

Companies offering work/life seminars typi· 

c.tlly offer between one and four each year, 

With the exception of caregiver fairs, workJ 
life seminars, and fitness and nutrition coun­
seling, at least 50% of companies offering 

these infonnation and counseling services 

make them available to employees at all 

sites. Part-timers are gener::tlly eligible for 

aU of these services, with the exception of 
pre-retirement counseling, legal insurance. 

:tod relocation :tSSist.:Ulce. 

Financial Support 

The 401(k) retirement plan has become II 
standard p;trt of the employcr-sponsored 

benefit package: ;12% of survey respondents 
offer onc, While 401{k) plans were originally 

designed to t:nco\!f"'.igc retirement savings to 

supplement a pen5ion, a growing number of 
employers now usc them as the primary or 

sole retirement income vehicle. Surveys con­
Sistently find that employees value the 40J(k) 

plan above all other heneftts, or on par with 

health benefib, 

Consequently, companies hoping to differen­
tiate thcm:;dves in the employment market 

Finam:;ial support 

CONSIDERINGH"" 
401«<;) retirement plan 92% \% 

TU'tion reimbursement for 
eMployees' continuing education 85 3 

Pl:!yroll $l)Virlgs plart 55 

Financial planning services 3Z 
" College loans or scholarships 

for employees' dependents 27 2 



are offering other forms of financial support, 

The maJority' of companies in this survey 
(85%) provide t~lition reimbursement for em­
ployees' continuing education (which bene­
fits both the company and the employee)., , ," Over half offer payroll savings plam, and a 

r,! third provide financial planning services. , 
About a quarter offer college l~ans to em­
ployees fnr their children's education. . , 
'These SUPIWl1S arc generally available on a 
company-wide basis, With tw<>-thi....w; ofpart­
timers ellgihle for the 4.01(k) retirement pJan 
and financial planning services, Financial scr~ 

vice firms are significantly more likdy than 
firms in most other industries to octer a pay~ 
roU savings plan (72%), and manufacturing 

firms arc most likely to provide college 
scholarships or loans for employees' depen­
dents (89%). 

Training 
I 

On individual company surveys conductedI 
by Bright Horizons Family Solutions, mostI. 
employees indicate that their ahility to bal­I 
ance work/life issues depends on whom 
they huve for a supervisor. The work of 
Uncia Duxbury at Carleton University Busj­

ness School demonstrates thut employee.. 
with supportive supcn'isors-tho:;c who 
help [hem gel their jobs done and who con+ 

sider their personal nceds-have signifi· 
c:lmly higher ievels of job satisfaction, 

company commjtment and job security, and· 

lower levels of strcs.'i than those with unsup­
pottive supervi50rs. "Illese f1ndin~ suggest 
that corporate investments in ~anager train­

ing can have a POWLTIuI effect on employee 

productivity a'nd well-being. 

The 1997 stu4y, ~Rdinking Work and Ufe N 

rele<L.~~d by th'c Ford Foundation suggests. 

Wotk/Jife issues addressed in training 

Leadership training 52% 

Car,,&!" rra'1agement 42 

OngOing coachi'1Q 39 

Team bUilding 38 

MiiMg6t ttbltll!"lg. VOk.'rtUn'y 23 

Msrwger !fOlining. mandated 8 

that when personal considerations are taken 
into account in general management prac­

tices, more positive outcomes accrue for 
both the employee and employer. Yet, ac­

cordms [0 this benchmarking study. about a 
half ofemployers incorporate a work/life 
focus into their training efforts on leader­
ship, and only a third do so in their training 

programs on career development and team 
building. This omission suggests that work! 

life issues are not yet considered integral to 

critiCll strategic goals of the organi7Jllion. 

Convenience Services 

As we head into the 21st century, employers 
have begun to resurrect practices that were 

common during World \Var n. A... Rosie the 
Riveter dropped off her children at the 
plant's on-site child care center; she also 

dropped off her laundry. At the end of the 
day, she picked up her children, clean laun­
dry and a hot dinner. These practices, which 

disappeared after the War, are re-emerging >15 
a way to save employees time and eliminate 

worries about errands they can't perform 

during the workweek. They may al:oo help 
employees stay longer at work. 

About a third of surveyed companies subsf.. 
dize meals af work, offer discounts for major 

purchases, and house facilities for hankil'!S. 
harber shops, stores, dry cleaning, and car 
repairs. Fewer than one in five subsidize 

I!HFSft,.1EACEA SURVEY OF WORKIlIF£ INITIAl"'£!> lOOi1 l' 
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Convenience services 

CONSIDERING""" 
Free or subsidized meals at work 36% 1% 

On-site banking, barber, store 34 6 

Discounts for major purchases 31 4 

Take-home dinners 18 

Subsidies for non-public 
transportation 17 3 

Subsidies for public transportation 13 4 

public or private transportation or offer take· 
home dinners. 

, . 	 liealth care companies are significantly 
more likely than ,otht;r industry groups to 

subsidize meals at work. Communication 
and financial service firms are more likely to 
offer on-site concierge services than other 

industries. 

Strategic Alignment 

As the earlier cited Ford Foundation study 

explained, work/life initiatives will not be 

effective if they are marginalized and un­
related to other strategic concerns of the 
business. This survey inquired about nine 

different strategies that can help align work/ 

life dforts with core business issues. 

The most common alignment strategy 

among the surveyed companies is to include 

questions about.workllife issues in the orga· 

nizational climate survey (42%), which is 

conducted less than once every two years 

for the majority of employers (35%), and an­

nually by only 16% of firms. More than a 

quarter of companies currently have or have 

had a task force on work!life issues ( 16% 

and 12%, respectively). About a quarter of 

companies have considered work/life issues 

in their restructuring efforts, which may 
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help explain the earlier finding that the 

majority of companies maintained and even 

increased their support of work/life solu­

tions during a period of restructuring. Only 

16% of the companies in this study currently 

have a workllife coordinator, responsible for 

managing the various work/life initiatives 

offered. Very few companies have incorpo­

rated support for work/Iife issues or flexi­

bility into performance criteria. This is a 

missed opportunity for holding managers ac­

countable for addressing work!life concerns 

and flexibility, as stated in policy. Finally, 

only 9% of companies have issued guidelines 

on the use technology, e.g., e:mail, voice 

mail, and pagers, as a way of helping em· 
ployees set boundaries between their work 

and home life. 

Unking work/life initiatives and 
diversity The evolution of work/life issues 

at the workplace has occurred simultaneous 

to the emergence of a diversity focus at .the 

workplace. Since many of the same strate­

gies and behaviors are required to help peo­

ple feel included (diversity) and to help 

Strategic alignment of 
work/life initiatives 

TO HAVE "''' H'''' 
Work/life issues in climate survey 42% 9% 

Work/life considered in 
restructuring 24 2 

Work/life considered in total quality 19 3 

Work/life in mission statement 16 

Task force on work/life 16 12 

WorkJlife coordinator 16 2 

WorkJlifo sensitivity in supervisory 
performance criteria 16 3 

Flexible work arrangements as 
business tools in supervisory 
performance criteria 13 

Guidelines on technology 9 



them find some balance in their lives (workJ 
life), it is interesting to explore t·he func­
tional and structural linkages between me 
two issues as they are addressed by the 

,
organization, 

, 
At a 1994 conference on linking wQrk/life 
Issues And diversity sponsored by The 
Conference Hoard, some diversity managers 
expressed a (;oncem about me linkage be· 
tween the two foe fear that it would lead [0­

the predominance ofgender, i.e. women's, 
issues, over race or other areas of diversity. 
Both managers of diversity at'Id workllife 
agreed that wh~t it takes to help people fcc! 
included in the organization and what it is 

thar helps employees achieve balance in 
their lives ar.: very similar. It is related to 
how people are valued and treated in the 
organization, Neither arc marginal programs 
and both can be strengthened bf addressing 
them in an integrated manner, 

Among the group of surveyed companies, 
41% do not havt: a diversity effort, Among 
those [ruu do, 46% address workJlife is.<;ues 
in a separate functional area. About 19% in­
dude work/life issues a:> one of several is­
sues under the diversity umbrella. and 14% 
of companies consider both topics of equal,
importllOce in one divLo;ion. 

Community Investment 

Abom halfof the companies in (oe study 
express their commitment to supporting the 
rommunity to !jomc or a great extent. Com­
panies have traditionally invested in commu­
nity programs, hur rho:>e efforts arc rarefy 
aligned whh tIle work/lifc efforts pursued 
though Human, Resources. There are some 
nmallle exceptions. The most ambitious Is 
the American Husincss Collaboration for 

Quality Dependent Care (ABC), in which 
209 companies have contributed $127 mil· 
Ilon since 1992 to augment family support 
services in 68 communities, Companies are 
also learning the importa.nce of aligning in­
ternal and external initiatives. For instance. 

efforts to encourage employees to volunteer 
in the community cao be undermined if time 
off policies do not allow some midday 
flexibility. ' 

The most prcv:ilcm form of community 
support from the companies in this stud), is 
financial contributions to United Way. The 

majority of companies aL<;o allow employees 
to serve on local hoards and councils. Less 

than half of the companies have made any 

other kind of commitment to improving the 
availability of workllifc supports in the com­
munity. Larger companies and those with 
annual sales over $1 bil1lon are sJgnificamly 
mOfC likely to make community invest­
ments. Employers with high concentrations 
of unionized workers arc also more likely to 
engage ill public·private partnerships: 64% 
of employers with more than half of their 
workers in unions have engaged in public~ 
private pannerships, compared to 44% of 
those companies v,}1th no unions represent­
ing their workers. 
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Forms of community commitment 
,,,,Supports United Way 

Employees serve on local councils 74 

Offers in-kind services 47 

Participates in public-private partnerships 47 

Gives matching gifts to employee charities ®Sets a high priority for family services 
in donations 33 

Gives community service,awards 22 

Gives volunteer grants 20 

Maintains special fund for family programs 18 

Has formal policy for release time to volunteer 15 

Participates in the American Business 
Collaboration for Quality Dependent Care 6 

Manufacturing firms are significantly more 

likely than firms in other industries to make 

I,) family :-;upport a priority in charitable giving, 
, i' to give volunteer gromts, where funds are 
! donated to nonprofit agencies in which em· 

~Ioyccs volunteer, and [0 m~uch employees' 

gifts to charities, Financial service fIr'ms also 

provide more matching gifts than companies 
in other industries, 

Efforts to Help Low-Wage Workers 

After years of corporate experimentation, it 

became clear that many of the work/life ini­

tiatives offered by well·meaning companies, 

were not reaching employees who needed 
the most support.:....those with limited in­

comes, A group of companies was assem­

bled by the Families and Work Institute in 

1996 to examine the special needs of low­

wage populations and recommend solutions 

in response. They concluded that financial 

subsidies and linkages with community· 
based programs may provide the best avo 

enues for addreSSing their dependent care 

~eeds 

1).J.id Time Off progt"'J.ms can also benefit low· 

wage populations by eliminating punitive 

occurrence policies, panicularly onerous for 

single parents who have no choice but to 

stay home when child care breaks down or 

children arc ill. Certainly, the government's 

efforts [0 enlist companies to employ former 

welfare recipients underscores the kinds of 

basic supports these employees need: hous­

ing, clothing, transportation, and child care. 

Some companies are concerned that em­

ployees who have managed [0 hang on with· 

out any public assistance arc not eligible for 

these supports, even though their need for 

them is as great as those coming off welfare. 

Companies in this study have focused only 

slightly on this population. Less than a quar­

ter of respondents have made efforts ([0 a 

great or some extent) [0 address the needs 

of low-wage workers (23%). At the same 

time, over a third feel (to a great or some ex­

tent) there is a need [0 specially target low­

wage populations in order that company ef· 

forts benefit them (38%). Companies in the 

health care industry are more likely to have 

targeted their work/life efforts for low-wage 

workers than firms in other industries. 
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Impact of Work/Life Initiatives 


Backlash 

Despite the media covcrngc of backlash 

against work/life initiatives, the companies 

participating in this survey do not see back­

lash to be a Significant problem. TIle major­

ity (59%) report no backlash at all, while a 

third report backlash to a limit~d extent. 
Only 8% repor: backlash to some or a great 

extent. 

To the extem that it exists, the source of 
backlash is most likely related to employees 

without dependents who feel they deserve 

equal benefIts (56%), or employees who can· 
not use the company's work!1ife supports 
because they are not available where they 

work (48%), About a third of respond ems 

sense that employees without dependents 
who do extra work because of those with 

depcndems m,ay be a source of some 

backlash. 

All in all, this survey is consistent with other 

research suggesting limited backlash to com­

panies' work/life initiatives from those who 

do not currently benefit from them. 

Have experienced backlash against 
work/life initiatives 

..... "t 3ft. ,,,,,.t.U _ 

Measuring the Impact 
of Work/Life Initiatives 

The majorily of companies reports that 

some of the objectives of their work!1ife !ni­

tiatives have been met (60%). Only 5% say 

that all objectives were met, and 1% say their 

objectives were <-Acceded. About 3% say 

their objectives were not met. 

These views are largely based on conjecture, 

since three--quarters of surveyed companies 

have not conducted any form of ev.tluation 

to confirm whether objectives have or have 

not been met. 

Among the quarter of companies that have 

eVJ.luated their work!1ife efforts, most rely 

on employee polls and reviews of utilization 

rates. Only about a quarter of those which 

eVJ.luated their efforts conducted a formal 

study (27%), and a ftfth conducted a cost/ 

benefit analysis (21 %). 

This is one of the great ironies in the work/ 

life arena: Most companies conSidering 

work/life initiatives want data to substantiate 
the potential return on investment, however 

most companies having implemented work/ 

life initiatives do not spend the time or re-

Achievement of work/life objectives 

No' "u,". 
don', '"_ 
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sources to ew1wue them. Many companies 

are reluctant to spend :ldditlonal funds and 
are ~'3tisfied knowing that employees usc the 
programs and are generally pleased with 

them. Not only does this Jimit our under­
standing of tbe impact of work/life initia­
tives, but it also reduces the ability to 

identify and concentrate on those initiatives 
yielding the greatcbi impact on work effec­
tiveness a.nd person:ll well being. 

The Bottom Line 

Among the nine categories of programs and 
policies whose value was compared, compa­

nies indicate that health care StlPpo~.. hold 
the greatest value to employees. (63%), The 

next most valuable work/life supports reI te 
to issues of time off and flexibility, Only,. 

fifth of companies selected child care ser­
vices as tbe work/life initiative ofgreatest 

value to employees and only 3% indicaH.'d 
such v.due from elder ore suppOrts. lIow­
ever, the portion of the workforce that 

would henefit from each group of initiatives 

is likely to have influenced scl(."Ctions, While 
all employees can potentially benefit from 

health supports and 11t..-xihility. and only 

~orkllife initiatives of greatest 
value to employees· 

Yea!lh 63% 

Time ofl!1eaves 50 

~Ie)(:ble vvork arrangements 42 
T .. 
.ralf~mg 3D 

Information and counseling 25 
Child caro 20 

Finnncial suppon 7 

Convenience services 4 

Eldm C3'8 3 

those with children or ciders to support. C'.tn 
benefit from dependent care initiatives, It is 

not then surprising that health care and flex­
~bility would be indicated as having the 

greatest value to employees. llowcver, given 
the Hmit<.:d extent to which these initiatives 
have been evaluated, true value among sul)< 

groups of the workforce may differ- from the 
opinions expres.....ed in till., study. 

Conclusions 

This profile of U.s. employers is somewhat 
sobering in the f..cr of ~ 100 Best Lists$. and 

~- ~ 
COV<..T· 'or!(ti(rConn:renc~ hest prnc­

ce. Once past die exemplary firm. it is im­
portant to be reminded that many m~ 
companies have emhrnced work/lifc t a 

Vet}' limite" extent or not a . e in­
las to any study of this kind is that 

those who have .oot developed work/lifc 
solutions are not well represented in this 

study. 

Among companies that have addressed the 
work/fifc concerns of employees, the r:m~e 

of initiatives they offer includes some poli­
cies and progmms that were II part of bene­
fits initiatives long before work/life concern~ 

came into vogue. TIley were- induded in thi~ 
stutl}' because tl1ey dearly help reduce the 
str.lin or expense of family and pcrsonallifc. 
Thfs survey finds that the:>c more traditional 

initi..tives continue to be more far more 
prevalent tban any of thl; neWer initiatives 

that 3fC more spcdfkally worktHfe- focused, 
e,g. dependent C"M'C. Among all {he initia­

tives provided h>' at ka~t Mit of the compa­
nies surveyed, none of the newer WOrk/life 

initiatives make fhe list. 

Not surprisingly. (he options which compa­
nics arc likely to be consi<.lering for the fu. 



Initiatives offered at by at least 
500/, of companies 

~O1(~1 refrer"ent 92% 

Tuition mimDurso:im:'\~ as 
Unpaid !eave, oon-FMLA B5 

Casual dress @ 
Part-time 'ffl¥k B3.,FSA, dependent care 
Employoo assistance proglsm 72 

FSA. health eaJu 74 

Persona) days 10 

Job sblls training 70 

Unpa;d larnily llli!'Ve beyond FMLA 

Payroll savings 

Faid sic\;; days jor Qtt;ers 

Unpaid personal days 

Cul:ura' oiversity tmiring 

Leadersh:p lraini1g ioclJded in wo"kf ~e 

Stress mQ~~n( counseling 

Pra.retirement OOUl'lseling 

ture are, in fact, more directly related to 
workllife concerns, Of the 105 initiatives, 
only 9 arc under consideration by 10% or 
more of the companies surveyed, with an­

other seven added if we include initiatives 
that 9% or more of companies offer. Only 

one option is under consideration by more 
than 12% of companies: long term care in­
surance to address the needs of older work­

ers or family members (20%)., 
While {his sample of companies has ex­
pressed some commitment in work/life con­
cerns thf\1\lgh a V"Jriety of traditional and 
non-traditional initiatives, they seem to fall 
short of embracing wort/life as an effective 
strJtegy for business ("ffccUvenc~ and 
competitiveness, This is most apparent in 
examining the implementation strJtegies for 
m,my initiative!) lhat tender these efforts less 
effective than lht:y might othcrv."isc he_ for 

initiatives companies are 
considering for the future 

Long Term Care insurance 20% 

Paid "liMO Off banI<; " 
Fimmtial planning 12 

TelecornmLlti~g II 
Ba;;k-vp chik! care U 
Near-Site center 10 

P(frretirem!)nt tot;nsaE'lg 1D 

Legal inSu'atlte 10 

On-5lte Child c<n.(; cooter 9• 
ConsortiUM cNld CRre carter .!. 
Child care resource and referral 9 

Get wall child care 9 

work/life ssrnirws 9 

WOltjlda newsletters 9 

f!exible WOfk guidelines 9 

Medical coverage for same sex partners 

inStanCe, a policy on flexible work arrnnge· 
ments needs. to be accompanied by guid,-'­

lines and only a quarter ofcompanies has 
glljdelincs. for these arrange.mcnL;L further­
more, very f(..w hold managers accountable 

for addressing issues of flc.xibiHty by incor. 
porating this concept into performance cri­
teria. Similarly, while many have manager 
training, fewer than one in ten mandate it, In 
another example, the increased opportuni­
ties fur employee volunteerism arc thwarted 
by the Jack of midday flexibility. 

Howa t:ompany implements its politics and 
tbe environment- in which UH:Y arc impl~ 
mcntcd have significant bearing on whelher 

the policies wiu be uS'-'Xl and to wh:tt effect. 
Furthermore, since smaller firms are better 
able to create a supportive culture than they 

are to introduce a variety of costly programs, 
i{ is particularly imp<>rtam that companies 
continue to focus on strutcgic allgnm\''1H of 
worklJife initiatives. 



Bright Horizons Family Solutions-Mercer Work/Life Initiatives Index 

POINTS POINT: 

,, 
Implementation and evaluation 
,Designated term for initiatives 
Conducted evaluations of initiatives 

8 , 
3 

Training 
Mandated manager training on work/life 
Voluntary manager training on work/life 

2. 
3, 

Addressed needs of low-wage workers 

Elder care 
Long term care insurance 
Elder care resource and referral 
On-site elder care center 
Elder care center in the community 

3 ,. 
2 
3 
3 
2 

Ongoing coaching of managers regarding wfl 
Job skills training 
Multi-lingual training 
Cuttural diversity tmining 
Sexual orientation sensitivity training 
Disabled sensitivity training 
Work/life issues in leadership training 

3, 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Health care 14 Work/life issues in team building training 3 
Medical coverage for same sex partners 3 Work/life issues in career management training 3 
Accommodation for nursing mothers 
On-site fitness center 
Fitness center discounts 
On-site nurse/physicianlhealth services 
Health care flexible spending account 

3 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Flexible work arrangements 
Handbook on policies 
Flextime 
Midday flex 
Job sharing 

17, 
1 
3 
3 

Informlltion & counseling support '8 Permanent Part-time 

Caregiver fairs 
.Fitness/nutritional counseling 
Pre-retirement counseling 
Retiree help line, job listings 

Phased retirement 
Telecommuting 
Compressed workweek 
Casual dress 

,,, 

I
I: 

Legal insurance 
,Legal assistance 
Lifecycle resource and referral 
Spouse job placement assistance for relocation 
Pre-marriage, marriage and step-family support 
Stress management counseling 
Support groups 
Work/life newsletter 
Seminars on work/life issues 
EAP IEmployee Assistance Program) 

Child care 
On-site center 

, 
3 , 
3 
3 
3 
3 ,, 

43 
3 

lime off 
Paid Time Off policy 
Paid sick days for care of others 
Paid personal days/floating days 
Paid sabbaticals 
Paid maternity leave beyond disability 
Paid paternity leave 
Paid adoption leave 
Leave pool to share 
Unpaid personal days 
Unpaid leave of absence for non-FMLA reasons 
Unpaid family leave beyond FMLA 

27 
3,, 
3 
3 
3 
3 ,,,, 

, 

", i .' 

;i1 
" 

Ii 
i"
", 

Near site center 
Consortium center 
Back-up care 
Get weI! care for mildly ill children 
Before/aftor school care 
On-site school 
Holiday/vacation care 
Summer camp 
Dependent care flexible spending account 
Employer contribution to FSA 
Child care vouchers or other form of subsidy 
Child care reimbursement when on co. travel 
Child care resource and referral 

3 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3,, 
3 
3 
2 

Strategic alignment 
Task force on work/lile issues 
Work/life manager 
Guidelines on people-friendly technology 
Work/life sensitivity in performance ratings 
Flexibility as measure in perlormance ratings 
Work/life mentioned in mission statement 
Work/life considered in restructuring efforts 
W/L considered in total quality management 
Work/life addressed in opinion/climate survey 
Regular opinion survey 

Community investment 

30 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

23 

'I 
College i(lformation or school match service 
Adoption subsidies 

2 
3 

United Way support 
In-kind donations , 

" 
Convenience 5ervices 
On-site convenience (banking, store, concierge) 
Free or subsidized meals 
TaKe-home dinners 
Discounts tor major purchases or services 

'Transportation subsidies 

8 , 
1 
3 
1. 

Serve on local councils 
Volunteer release time 
Designated fund for family support programs 
Volunteer grants 
Gives community service awards 
Gives matching gifts to employees' charities 
ABC sponsor 

2 
3 
3 , 

3 

Financial assistance 11 Family a priority in giving 3 

Financial planning services 2 Public·private partnership 3 

Payroll savings plan 2 
College scholarships for employees' dependents 3 
401 K retirement or savings plan 2 
Tuition reimbursement for continuing education 2 

« 
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