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Abstract

The main goal of this research is to explore the impact of different types of employee involvement (EI) on job
satisfaction and organisational commitment to give a clearer method for HR practitioners to identify the most
suitable type of EIl. This study took place through a quantitative methodology using data from the Workplace
Employment Relations study in 2011, which is known as the largest dataset in the UK that explored employees’
relations by surveying a total of 21,981 employees in 2,680 workplaces. The findings of the statistical analyses
show a strong correlation between both kinds of direct employee involvement (El-autonomy and El-decision)
with job satisfaction and organisational commitment. However, involvement through influencing decisions
making was found to have a slightly stronger correlation with both satisfaction and commitment than
involvement through giving employees autonomy over their work. In addition, age, gender and employee salary
were found to have no influence on the relationship between the three constructs.Based on the findings of the
data analysis, this research recommends considering the use of both methods of employee involvement in

organisations in various situations, regardless of an employee’s age, gender or salary.
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1. Introduction

Market globalisation has increased the rivalry between companies worldwide to acquire better market share.
This has led to companies considering better policies and practices to reinforce organisational performance, in
turn achieving competitive advantage. Innovation is a key success factor for organisations in different sectors.
Nowadays, the changing values of employees and the use of advanced technology have impacted the workplace
and the need for human skills [30]. The participation in decision making, employee work autonomy and the

sharing of new information and ideas results in an overall innovative environment within the organisation [52].

In the last two decades, organisations have been incorporating the view of involving employees directly in
decisions making rather than indirectly through trade unions. In modern organisations, there is a trend of
replacing workplace bureaucracy with democracy by focusing on employees’ participation and appreciating the
value of human capital [37]. Numerous studies show that the appreciation of workers’ opinions leads to better
organisational performance [7, 8, 45, 21]. The new managerial style is focusing on releasing employees’ skills
and potential through involving them in influencing the organisations decisions on different levels in order to

enhance workplace outcomes.

It is believed that three initiatives that have supported employee participation in the UK are the European
Company Statute (ECS), the European Works Council Directive (EWCD) and the Information & Consultation
of Employees Directive (ICE) [10]. According to [19], ICE and EWC are considering issues regarding the lower
managerial level of worker representation, while ECS is focused more on higher level of workers representation.
The new trend of human resources management (HRM) in the UK is more focused on the direct participation of
employees in the workplace, ranging from information sharing to decision making. However, there is a concern
that under this type of managerial style employees’ voices might be reduced and their representation will be
limited in general. The author [50] found that both direct participation and unions can work collaboratively to

improve productivity, since direct participation is mostly in areas that are not covered by unions.

The implementation of the ICE in the UK in 2004 has indeed stimulated the direct participation of employees in
organisations and forced employers to consult with and keep their employees informed [17]. However, further
research is required to analyse the real impact of El in the workplace. The aim of this research is to investigate

the impact of different types of El on job satisfaction and organisational performance in the UK.

2. Literature review

2.1 Employee involvement

The word ‘involve’ is defined as the cause to participate in an activity or situation [30]. Employee involvement
(EI) can be defined as the actual participation of an employee in the decision making process in an organisation
[1]. Some authors distinguish between employee involvement and job involvement. They have defined job
involvement as the degree to which a person identified the importance of his job to his self-image [20&11].
From this definition, it can be inferred that job involvement focuses on the attachment employees have to their

jobs. However, El refers to the extent to which employees are informed and whether or not they can influence
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new decisions [23]. The concept of El has three main elements: influence, interaction and sharing information
with employees. In addition, having autonomy over work is also considered as El, since it gives an employee the
ability to influence how he does his work, the pace of his work, the order in which he carries out tasks and when

he conducts his work [43].

Moreover, the term employee participation has been used by many authors to indicate El, since it refers to the
same concept. For example, employees’ participation in trade unions through representatives is one type of
employee participation which is also an EIl approach [5,26]. Furthermore, some authors combine both
involvement and participation to indicate El, and the term ‘employee involvement and participation’ (EIP) is
used when referring to the sharing of information in the organisation and participation in the decision making
[43&49].Despite the differences between authors regarding employee involvement terminology, the majority
agree that sharing information and participation in the decision making process are the core of El [43,29]. The
concept of El in this paper covers employee participation in the decision making process and the employee work

autonomy.

2.2 El and gender

Research shows that ‘greater participation of women lead(s) to better outcomes when innovation and complex
problem-solving are required’ [52:1063]. However, gender discrimination has been used, to the advantage of
men, especially in selection and promotion. In general, the HR profession is considered a feminine job and
women are recruited more for HR jobs than men, especially in lower level managerial jobs [31]. According to
author [48] there are two main types of sex stereotyping in work. The first type is called descriptive, which
occurs when relying on the characteristics of a certain job that is believed to be occupied by only a male or a
female. The second type is the prescriptive stereotyping, which occurs when it is believed that an employee
succeeded or behaved in the opposite gender’s areas of specialty. This stereotyping has in fact been in the
female’s favour in terms of EI. When the concept of El has expanded in the HR arena, females were believed to
have the suitable characteristics to apply EIl rather than men, due to their positive attitudes towards more
consultations and focusing on relationships [6]. Furthermore, women mostly occupy lower level managerial
jobs, making them experience more EI since senior managers mostly have larger gaps in dealing with lower
level employees. However, earlier studies on managerial attitudes in terms of gender have found that there are
no huge differences between male and female managers in terms of performing tasks and applying different
skills [13].

The authors [31] surveyed 902 managers in large US organisations to examine the presence of El based on
gender. Their findings show that in organisations that support El, female managers are more represented in low
level managerial jobs than males. More precisely they found that men have double the chances of being in top
management than women. This proves the claim that top managerial jobs are considered to be masculine jobs as
well as the claim of sex stereotyping in managerial jobs. Their study implies that women are more influenced by
El as well as being better able to implement EI. However, this is might have occurred due to their dominant

presence in lower level management. Thus the first hypothesis for this study is:
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Hypothesis 1:

H1,:There is no gender difference in the influence of El on job satisfaction and commitment

H1,: There is gender difference in the influence of El on job satisfaction and commitment

2.3 El in the UK

The execution of the Information & Consultation of Employees Directive (ICE) in 2004 was a turning point for
El in the UK [10]. The ICE has given many rights to employees in terms of being more informed and
participating in decision making. This indeed urged HRM practices in the UK to become more focused on the
direct participation of employees, ranging from information sharing to decision making, as an addition to the

involvement through work autonomy [19].

However, the authors in [18] conducted longitudinal case studies on 25 British organisations particularly to
investigate the effects of ICE regulations on EIl. His study is based on three waves, starting from 2006 by 13
organisations, to the second wave in 2007; the final wave included four organisations in 2009. He found that the
ICE regulations have no significant impact on El in all 25 organisations. Therefore, he argues that ICE will not
be simultaneously applied by management and employers are the ones who determine what regulations can be
applied and ignored. He recommended that employee representatives pressure management to allow them more
involvement. Without this employee action, their privileges would be limited, unless management adopts these
regulations over time, which is unlikely [18]. Interestingly, the authors in [17] has predicted these results earlier
by stating ‘while the regulations can be expected to prompt the voluntary introduction or reform of organisation-
specific information and consultation agreements, the extent to which this will happen is likely to depend on
employers’ assessment of employee demand and the risk of the regulations’ negotiating procedure being
successfully invoked’ [17:125-126].

The author in [12] conducted a detailed investigation into the changes in El in the UK. He compared WERS
work in 2004 to WERS work in 2011 [16] to see what changes had occurred as a result of the implementation
of the ICE regulations, developing an index containing all the items that measure El. He found that El had
considerably improved by 2011, as shown in Figure 1. Overall, workers who believed they were involved
increased by 4%. The literature shows evidence of strong relationships between El, job satisfaction and

organisational commitment, as will be discussed later in this chapter.

The authors in [50] conducted a study on twenty five British companies operating across Europe to investigate
direct and indirect El. They divided EI into four levels based on the involvement depth: not informed, informed,
consulted and participated in decision making. In their analysis, they used three statistical methods in the
following sequence. Firstly, exploratory factor analysis was used to determine the level of involvement and how
it is connected to specific involvement channels. Secondly, cluster analysis based on the dimensions of the
exploratory factor analysis was used to determine a common approach of El being used frequently. Finally,

correlation analysis defined the link between different channels of EI used for specific involvement issues and
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situations. They found that both direct participation and unions can work collaboratively to improve

productivity, since direct participation is mostly in areas that are not covered by unions’ roles.
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*Statistical significance at the 95 per cent confidence level, n=21375 (2004);
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Fig 1:Employee involvement index in WERS 2004 and 2011. Source [12:15]

2.4 Job Satisfaction

Different methods are used to increase job satisfaction within organisations. Interestingly, El is found to be
among the top practices that have positive effects on employee satisfaction. By proving this relationship, it is
expected to urge organisations to adopt El in their managerial practices in order to achieve better job satisfaction

for their employees [15].

Job satisfaction is believed to be positively associated with many positive outcomes such as loyalty and
organisational commitment. Much research has been conducted to identify what practices and activities could be
used by the management to increase job satisfaction for employees [9,53]. The study by the authors in [15] was
conducted on 198 employees in the US in order to measure the impact of various HR practices on employees’
behaviours within organisations. They found that promotional opportunities, performance management
processes, participation and involvement in decision making are the HR practices that give employees the
greatest feelings of being more valued and appreciated, which results in increasing satisfaction, productivity and

delivering a better quality of work.

On other hand, it is argued that this relationship is biased and inconsistent across different cultures since most
studies on the relationship between El and job satisfaction are conducted in Western countries, especially the
UK and the US. The author in [39] argued that what determines job satisfaction in a certain culture may not be
the same determinant of satisfaction in a different culture. His argument states that EI does not necessarily
influence job satisfaction in certain cultures, and there are different cultural factors that affect employee
satisfaction. However, many empirical studies across different cultures contradict Spector’s claim. The study by
the authors in [28] on a sample of 350 employees in New Zealand and Ireland proved a strong positive

correlation between the two constructs. Similarly, the authors in [33]conducted an empirical study on 268
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employees and found that the more the employees participated in the decision making process the more they
were satisfied. Studies show that the more employees are involved and have decision influencing power, the
more they are satisfied and committed to work. However, there is a lack of research on both practices that affect
El and the role HRM plays in this relationship [15,153]. Recently, the authors in [44] conducted their study on
the police service in Slovakia to identify both internal and external factors affecting job satisfaction. They found
that the strongest factors influencing job satisfaction are gender, length of service, working conditions, job

location, position, trust in managers and pay level.

Another study the author in [34] proved this relationship between the two constructs by examining 146
American health service administration centres. Their results show strong positive correlations between El and
job satisfaction. This relationship directly enhances the overall organisational productivity. In addition,

empirical evidence from the British NHS has also found similar results. This leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2:

H?2,: Both kinds of direct El are not positively associated with job satisfaction

H?24: Both kinds of direct El are positively associated with job satisfaction

2.5 Organisational commitment

It is believed that through efficient application of either direct or indirect El, organisational commitment can be
enhanced significantly, which may lead to achieving better organisational performance [54]. However, the

investigation on the impact of El on organisational performance is not within the scope of this research.

The clear understanding of organisational commitment and its implications will provide better justifications of
employees’ behaviours at work. Of course, negative attitudes such as high absenteeism and low productivity are
considered as consequences of weak work commitment, which is not favourable to any organisation. However,
in order to avoid these attitudes, the causes of such behaviours should be identified and managed properly. El is
considered to be one of the effective methods of stimulating high organisational commitment [4]. The positive
impact of El on organisational commitment has been investigated by much empirical research [14, 25, 36, 43].
These studies showed that if there is little or no participation of employees in the decision making process; there
will be less employee commitment to their work [2].

The authors in [14] did not use the WERS dataset; rather they used the same indicator variable to measure EI on
their research sample. They conducted the study in the UK on 5 companies and 3 public sector organisations
that had the same organisational change activity. They were able to use a sample of 2,291 employees from all of
the 8 organisations that participated in the study. Using multiple regression analysis, the findings of the study
confirm previous studies that more EI increases organisational commitment with a coefficient value of = .404.
The use of El is found to be more effective to enhance commitment when used on low-level employees. They
also recommend that a good relationship between line managers and employees through regular consultations in

decision making further enhances commitment and gives the employees the feeling of being appreciated.
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Frandale and his colleagues study confirms the validity of the social exchange theory [3] that the more the
employees are receiving benefits (employees are being consulted and having their views appreciated), the more

they feel commitment to pay back to the organisation.

In addition, organisational commitment was found to act as a mediator between EI and organisational
performance. The authors in [30] have reviewed the literature about the relationship between El and
organisational performance and they interestingly found that organisational commitment is a mediator between
the 2 constructs. They introduced other elements of employee involvement besides the 2 elements mentioned in
the [35] study. The 4 elements are power, information, skills and rewards. However, their argument is based on

previous literature and has not been applied empirically. It can be thus hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3:

H3,: Both kinds of direct El are not positively associated with organisational commitment

H3;: Both kinds of direct El are positively associated with organisational commitment

3. Data and methods

Henceforth, this research aims to generalise some of the HR and managerial practices; a credible data set is
crucial to obtain accurate results. This research is based on secondary data adopted from the 2011 WERS, which
is known as the largest dataset in the UK that explored employees’ relations by surveying a total of 21,981

employees in 2,680 workplaces.

The National Centre for Social Research (NatCen) has conducted 6 main studies since the early 70s and the
study used in this research is the latest and most comprehensive carried out by NatCen. The study was
conducted from 28th January 2011 to 30th August 2011. Furthermore, this study was sponsored by respected
and specialised organisations from both public and private sectors namely, the UK Commission for Employment
and Skills (UKCES), the Advisory Conciliation and Arbitration Service (Acas), National Institute for Economic
and Social Research (NIESR) and the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development (CIPD).

The official register of British employers (Inter-Departmental Business Register IDBR) was used to select
British employers. Two types of samples were used in the study, cross section cases and panel cases. Cross
section cases were randomly selected from the IDBR list excluding previously participating workplaces;
whereas, panel cases were determined by using workplaces that had participated in the previous WERS study in

2004 to identify new changes in employment relations.

The secondary data adopted from the WERS (2011) study [16] were analysed using SPSS software. Initial
screening was conducted to accurately specify those employees who had complete data for items related to El,
job satisfaction, and organisational commitment. Employees whom did not provide answers to questions related
to these constructs were removed from the sample. To check that all measurements were reliable, Cronbach's
alpha, the most common measure of reliability for Likert scale questions, was used. A score above 0.7 is

normally considered an acceptable value for Cronbach's alpha [41]. In addition, the bivariate correlation was
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used to measure the strength of the relationship between El and job satisfaction, as well as between El and
organisational commitment. The value of the correlation ranged from 0 (no correlation) to 1 (perfect
correlation), and values closer to one indicated a stronger relationship between the two variables. However, the
bivariate correlation is only able to measure the relationship between two variables [41]. Therefore, a regression
analysis was used to measure the relationship between all the main variables, El, job satisfaction and

organisational commitment as they related to the three control variables (age, gender and salary).

4. Results

Two types of direct EI were of primary interest. The first was employee involvement as estimated by the level
of autonomy that influenced their specific jobs (El-autonomy). The other type was employee involvement as
estimated by employee perception about their organisation, in regards to being kept informed concerning
organisational matters, and their ability to influence final decisions (EI- decisions).

4.1 Reliability analysis

All items for all three variables were tested for reliability using Cronbach's alpha. Figure 4 shows the results of
the tests of El-autonomy, El-decision, job satisfaction and organisational commitment. In all of the four tests the
value of Cronbach's alpha is higher than 0.7. The highest score is for El-autonomy (o = .89), and the lowest
score for organisational commitment (o = .76). From these results it can be seen that all items used to measure
both kinds of El, job satisfaction and organisational commitment are reliable measures, since a high level of
internal consistency is evident. Thus, all these variables can be used to test for correlations and regression
analysis.

Table 1: Values of alpha if item is deleted

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Cronbach's

it Item Variance if Item-Total Alpha if Item

Deleted Item Deleted Correlation Deleted
El- autonomy
In general, how much influence do you have 7.02 33.021 710 873
over the tasks you do
In general how much influence do you have 704 30 339 748 864
over the pace at which you work
In general, how much influence on order carry 7 95 31.112 7o4 854
out tasks
In general, how much influence do you have in 7 28 31 489 788 856
how you do your work
In general, how much influence on time
start/finish working day 6.56 30.220 660 8839

EI- decision

How goqd are managers _att_ellmg staffabout 16.59 128.335 679 824
changes in how organisation is run
How good are managers at_ informing 16.56 194 451 672 892
employees about changesin staffing
How good are managers at informing s_taﬁ' 16.71 126125 &08 859
about changes in the way you do your job
How gqod are managers at informing staff 16.89 117 699 519 845
about financial matters
Qverall: how good are managers at seeking 16.54 123,599 680 891
views of employees/employees reps
How goc_:d are managers at respondingto 16.61 117 329 676 819
suggestions from employeesfwvorker reps
How good are managers at allowing N 16.77 110,352 581 839
employeesfworker reps influence final decision
How satisfied are you wth th.e _amoum.of 16.95 143187 4TS 847
invelvement you have in decision making
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Job satisfaction

:g\rp;satlsﬂedwnh sense of achievement from 16.14 81.830 713 863
qu satisfied are you with.. The scope for 16.18 80,901 719 862
using your own initiative
How_satlsﬂed are you with.. The training you 1578 77933 653 867
receive?

- . .
How satisfied are you W|th.lThe opportunity to 1572 76.900 724 859
develop your skills in your job
How sa’ugﬂed are you with.. The amount of pay 15.32 80,084 620 870
you_ recejye?
How satisfied are you with.. Y our job security? 15.95 77.355 503 890
How satisfied are you with.. The work itself? 16.16 81.338 696 864
How satisfied are you W|t_h...The amount of 15.96 78.445 679 864
influence you have over job
Organisational commitment
Using my own initiative | carry out tasks that 6.04 15.803 450 765
are not required as part of my job
| share many of the values of my organisation 6.06 13.115 562 J14
| feel loyal to my organisation 6.07 14.913 673 655
| am proud to tell people who | work for 5.97 15.453 601 .689

Table 1 presents the change in the value of alpha if the item is deleted. The column on the right shows the value
of Cronbach's alpha if the item is deleted. None of the items, if deleted, increased the overall Cronbach's alpha.

Therefore, all items were considered in the statistical analysis.

4.2 Data Screening and Subscale Scoring

The WERS dataset contains information on 21,981 employees. However, not all of the employees responded to
the questionnaire items of interest to this study. Thus, initial screening reduced the file to those employees who
had complete data on the items dealing with El, job satisfaction and organisational commitment. This resulted in

a file containing 17,269 employees that completed all the items of primary interest.

Four subscale scores were obtained as follows:

. Employee Involvement- autonomy (5 items)

. Employee Involvement- decision (8 items)

. Job Satisfaction (8 items)

) Employee Organisational Commitment (4 items)

As described in Chapter 3 the items were responded to on a 5-point Likert scale where 1= Strongly agree, 2 =
Agree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Disagree, and 5 = Strongly disagree. Employee subscale scores were
obtained by summing their responses on each subscale for a total subscale score. Further, because there were a
different number of items in the subscales, the total subscale score was divided by the number of items in the
scale. This allowed for comparing the scores across the scales.
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The screening and scoring resulted in the data file that was used for the analyses. This file contained the item-
by-item responses to each of the WERS questionnaire items with the addition of the four subscale scores used

for the correlation and regression analyses provided in a later in this chapter.

4.3 Demographics

The WERS survey collected a large number of employee personal demographics ranging from religion to sexual
orientation and racial/ethnic origin. This study utilized three of the demographics — gender, age, and annual
salary in the regression analyses and they are provided in Table 2. It may be seen that the percentage of males
and females was similar with there being approximately 10% more males than females (54.8% to 44.9%
respectively). Ages ranged from 16 through 65 and older with the highest percentages in the 30 — 59 age ranges.
There was a wide range of annual salaries from less than £3000 pounds to over £54,000 with the greatest
numbers being in the £8000 to £36,000 range. As also may be seen there were employees that did not provide
answers to the questions. However, the sample size of over 17,000 was so large that missing responses had little
effect on the subsequent analyses where the three demographics were used as control variables in the regression
analyses. The numbers associated with each of the variables (Gender 0-1, Age 1- 7, and Salary 1-14) will be

referred to in the analysis section where the descriptive statistics are presented.

Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of Employees (N=17,269)

o
8

Characteristic bl

Gendsar

1. ™viales FT3I0 44 o
2 Females (g S =i S48
Mot provided T -+
P =
1. 1656-21 G320 2.6
2 2220 2502 14 =
3. 3 0-329 3IT48 217
4. G40-40 S4oa 1l 287
5. 50— 59 41323 23 9
o, G0-G<t o553 5.5
7. 65 and above 263 1.5
Not prowidasd o 5
Salary in pounds per rear
1. 3 120 or less <O 2> 4
2 3121 5 2040 5T 27
32 52201 — & TS0 453 26
4. G, 761 — 8 840 Lol =
S, B.841 — 11440 1059 Sl
S.11.441- 13 520 1088 L
Fo12.521 — 16,120 1803 10
B 16120 — 19 20 1733 100
o, 19241 — 22 360 1937 11 =
10, 22 361 — 27 00 2u0HHL 1165
11, 27,041 — 323 _ 800 1679 o7
12 232 .801-306.120 1420 83
13 26,120 — 42 640 T S.6
14 42 64941 — 54,601 BBO =1
ot paroracked 683 <+ O

Note. Totals of percentages are not 100 because of rounding.

4.4 Bivariate correlations and regression analyses

The analyses were guided by an overall research question as stated below.

What is the relationship between EI and employee job satisfaction and employee organisational

commitment when employee gender, age, and salary are taken into account?
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As discussed earlier direct EI was defined as two types. One type was El autonomy and the second type was El
decision. Hierarchical multiple regression was used to analyse the data [41]. Regression is used to determine the
correlation between an independent variable (IV) and a dependent variable (DV). Multiple regressions allows
for multiple IVs. For these data, EI autonomy and EI decision were the primary 1Vs of interest in respect to the
relationship with satisfaction and commitment. Gender, age, and salary were also designated as Vs in order to
control for their possible influence in the overall correlation. Thus, there were five IVs. Job satisfaction and
organisational commitment were the DVs. Regression is limited to one DV per analysis. Thus, two multiple

regression analyses were conducted.

Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for the DVs and IVs. The means and
standard deviations are shown in the first two columns. As described in the section above on scoring, the means
and standard deviations for satisfaction are based on the 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 5
(Strongly disagree). Thus, the means could have ranged from 1 to 5. The questionnaire items were worded such
that the lower the score the more favourable was the employee’s perception. Observation of the means in the
table indicate that the employees as a group were quite favourable in respect to job satisfaction, organisational
commitment, and their autonomy involvement in their organisations in that the means were closer to the
agree/strongly agree end of the scale. The mean for decision involvement (M = 2.75, SD = .96) was closer to
neither agreeing or disagreeing with being involved in decisions making in their organisations. As indicated in
the note under the table the subscale reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) are shown in the diagonal. A reliability of
approximately .70 or greater is generally recognised as being adequate to combine items into total scale scores
[41]. The reliabilities ranged from .76 to .89 and thus considered as quite adequate. Gender, age, and salary were

single item questions and thus not appropriate for reliability analysis.

The control 1Vs of gender, age, and salary were collected by the WERS questionnaire as categorical variables as
shown in the demographics table above. Regression assumes that the variables are continuous with ratio or equal
intervals. Because the categories were continuous with equal intervals from low to high for age (7 levels, coded
from 1-7) and salary (14 levels, coded from 1-14) they met the regression assumption, as did gender where
males were coded as ‘0’ and females as ‘1’. Thus, the gender mean of 1.55 indicates a higher ‘score’ for females
which corresponds to the higher percentage of females in Table 1. The mean age (M = 5.36, SD = 1.16)
indicates that the employees, on average, were approximately 50 - 59 and the SD of 1.16 indicates that the
majority of employees were between the ages of 40 and 64 years of age. These values correspond to 4, 5, and 6
levels in Tablel for age. The average salary (M = 8.83, SD = 3.16) shows that the employees, on average,
earned approximately £19,241 to £22,360 per year with the majority earning £11,441 to £36,120 per year based
on the SD of 3.16.

The correlations of most interest are shown in the first two rows of Table 3. These are the bivariate correlations
between the DVs (Satisfaction and Commitment) with each of the 1Vs. In observing the first row for satisfaction
the highest correlation was between satisfaction and El decision (r = .64). The correlation between satisfaction
and EIl autonomy was also high (r = .58). Although less in magnitude, the correlations between decision and
autonomy EI followed the same pattern (r = .52, r = .44 respectively). As can be seen, the correlations between

the three control variables were small and near zero for both satisfaction and commitment.
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All of the correlations are highly statistically significant (p < .001). However, statistical significance depends
almost entirely on sample size. When the size is large, as in this study, even near zero correlations will be
statistically significant and thus meaningless. In addition, regardless of sample size, statistical significance

provides no information about the importance of a correlation.

Effect size is an indicator of the importance of a relationship and is independent of both sample size as well as
statistical significance. The correlation coefficient can be interpreted as an effect size. A commonly used rule of
thumb for interpreting correlation coefficients as effect size is as follows:

. Small effect size .10
. Medium effect size .30
. Large effect size .50

In the context of effect size, using the above values, the correlations between job satisfaction and El-decision (r
= .64) as well as El-autonomy (r = .58) can be considered as large effect sizes and indicate important
relationships. This would be the case even if they were not statistically significant. Likewise for the correlations
between organisational commitment and El-decision (r = .52) and El-autonomy (r = .44). Conversely, the
correlations for both satisfaction and commitment with gender, age, and salary were statistically significant, but
small, and of little practical importance.

Table 3: Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for Employee Job Satisfaction and El,

Gender, Age, and Salary

Variable M D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
DVs

1. satisfaction 2.45 .73 (.89) .60 .58 .64 -.07 -.02 -.06
2. Commitment 2.17 .71 (.76) .44 .52 -.02 -.03 -.08
IVs

3. EI-autonomy 2.05 .69 (.89) .46 -.01 -.06 -.20
4. EI-decision 2.75 .96 (.85) -.02 .04 .02
5. Gender 1.55 .50 _ -.04 -.30
6. Age 5.36 1.16 _ 11
7. Salary 8.83 3.16

Note. Coefficient Cronbach's alphas are in parentheses along the diagonal. All correlations are significant at p <.001

Tables 4 and 5 provide the results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses. This procedure enters the
variables in a series of steps. The first step shows the results for the first variable entered. The next step adds the
second variable. This continues until all the variables have been entered. For these analyses there were five IVs
thus five steps. The first column shows the standardised beta weights (). Because the weight is standardised the
weights can be compared directly. The greater a weight is relative to the other weights the more important it is
as a predictor of the DV. A t ratio is associated with each beta weight and its statistical significance is shown (p)
The multiple correlation (R) indicates the relationship with the DV. The squared correlation (R2) indicates the

shared variance with the DV. The last column is an indicator of effect size (f2).
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Table 4 shows the analysis for employee job satisfaction. El-autonomy was entered as the first step. Its
correlation with satisfaction (R = .58) is the same as the bivariate r shown in Table 3 because the first step is a
single variable. Step 2 adds El-decision to the model. When the two variables are combined the multiple
correlations increases substantially from .58 to .72 and R2 increases from .33 to .51. In addition, it may be seen
that the beta weight for El-decision is greater than that for El-autonomy. This would be expected because the
El-decision bivariate correlation with satisfaction was greater than the El-autonomy correlation with
satisfaction. Steps 3, 4, and 5 add the three control variables to the model. As can be seen they add nothing to
the multiple correlation and their beta weights are near zero. They are statistically significant (p = .001) only

because of the large sample size.

The effect size (f2) is an indicator of the magnitude of importance of the multiple correlations and interpreted as

follows:

. Small effect size .02
° Medium effect size .15
o Large effect size .35

Given the above, when autonomy and decision El are combined the multiple correlation of .72 shows a very
large effect size (f2 =.73) and suggests that the relationship is an important one. Further, observation of the beta
weights autonomy that decision EI contributes the most to the effect size (f = .48 versus = .36). The gender,
age, and salary variables, although statistically significant, had negligible contribution to the multiple

correlations or effect sizes.

Table 4: Hierarchical Regression Summary for Predicting Employee Job Satisfaction

Step B & = r =2 a2
Predictors
Stepr 1
EI —autconomy .58 93 .14 - 001 .58 .33 .49
Stepr 2
EIl —autonomy .36 59 .85 - 001
El-decision .48 79 _52 -o01 N -51 I 3
Step 3
EIl —autonomy .36 59 _96 - 001
El-decision .47 78 .80 -o01
Gender - .02 -3.37 -o01 .72 -51 .73
Stepr 4
EIl —autonomy .36 59 ._43 - 001
EIlI-decision .48 7B .90 -001
Gendexr — .02 -3.51 -001
Age - .02 -3_.70 -o01 .72 -51 .73
Step S5
EI —autonomy .36 57 .93 -001
ElI-deci=sion .48 78 _42 -o01
Gendexr - .02 -3 .20 -o01
Age - .01 -3.73 -.001
Salarw .00 .52 -610 N -51 .73

Table 5 provides the multiple regression summary for employee organisational commitment. As may be seen
the results are similar to the job satisfaction analysis. The multiple correlation, although large (R = .57), was
noticeably less than that for job satisfaction as was the effect size (f> = .47). However, the effect size can be

considered as large and important based on the criteria for evaluating effect sizes.
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For all hypotheses we reject the null hypotheses except for hypothesis 1. Since gender has no influence on any
relationships. The WERS questionnaire data were utilized to determine employee involvement with
organisations. Both autonomy and decision involvement was positively correlated with job satisfaction and
organisational commitment. The correlations can be considered large in magnitude based on their effect sizes.
The correlations of gender, age, and salary were also statistically significant with job satisfaction and

organisational commitment although small in magnitude. The next chapter further discusses these findings.

Table 5: Hierarchical Regression Summary for Predicting Employee Organisational Commitment

Step B = =] r w2 F=2
Predictors

Stepr 1

EIl -autonomy .44 65.14 o011 .44 .20 .25
Step 2

EI-autonomy 26 36.95 001

El-decision -40 56.03 001 .57 .32 .47
Step 3

EI -autonomy 26 37 .30 001

El -decision .39 55.04 o011

Gendex - .05 -8.03 o011 .57 .32 .47
Stepr 4

EIl -autonomy .26 36.72 o011

EIlI-decision -39 55.32 -.001

Gender - .05 -8.23 001

Age - .03 -5.33 001 .57 .32 .47

Step 5

EI -autonomy -25 24 .04 001

El -decision .40 55.89 o011

Gendex - .07 -10.09 -.00o1L

Age — .03 —4 .69 -o01

Salary - .05 -7.53 001 .57 .32 .47
5. Discussion
Hypothesis 1:

H1,:There is no gender difference in the influence of El on job satisfaction and commitment.

The results showed no effect at all of age, gender or salary on the relationship between either El-autonomy or
El-decision and either job satisfaction or organisational commitment. Thus we fail to reject the null hypothesis.
Although demographic variables such as age and salary are considered sensitive to human behaviours, prior
research does not show much effect of these two on the relationship between EI and either job satisfaction or
organisational commitment. The authors in [44] argue that gender and salary are among the strongest factors
influencing job satisfaction. However, our study shows no such influence from either factor on any of the

relationships between job satisfaction and EI.

The authors in [35] argue that a low level of pay can be compensated for by employee involvement in the
decision-making process. According to our findings, El-decision was found to be associated with job
satisfaction, including pay-level satisfaction, but salary has no effect on this relationship even though pay-level
satisfaction is one of the eight items used in this research to measure total job satisfaction. This study adds two

main elements to the findings in [35]. Firstly, the more employees are involved, the more they are satisfied,
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including with salaries. Secondly, although El-decision is correlated with satisfaction, as the authors in [35]

found, El-autonomy has a similar level of correlation with satisfaction.

Moreover, the literature shows an effect of gender on El or vice versa. Both studies in [6,31] argue that females
practice EIl better than males because they already have the characteristics needed for positive attitudes toward
more involvement. According to our results, however, females are not more influenced by direct El than males.
This does not contradict the argument in [6,31]; rather, it proves that there is no gender bias when employees are
more involved. Our findings are supported by empirical research that has found no large difference between

male and female in terms of performing tasks and applying different skills [13].

Hypothesis 2:

H?24: Both kinds of direct EIl are positively associated with job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3:

H3;: Both kinds of direct El are positively associated with organisational commitment.

For both hypotheses 2 and 3, we accept the alternative hypotheses. The positive relationship between El and job
satisfaction is supported by many studies that show similar results [33, 53, 9, 15]. Similarly, the literature also
supports the findings of a positive correlation between El and organisational commitment [14, 25, 36, 43, 54].
The distinction of this study is that it proves that both kinds of direct El impact both job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. Having proof of these relationships, especially from a dataset as large as the
WERS, has great implications for management. Our findings are consistent with the social exchange theory of
Blau in [3] that when a benefit is provided by the organisation to the employee (in this case El), the employee
will usually feel obliged to respond positively in return. This positive response by the employee will always

reflect his sense of commitment to the organisation.

Both kinds of direct El were tested for correlations with job satisfaction and organisational commitment using
the data from WERS in 2011, and both were found to have a stronger relationship with job satisfaction than with
organisational commitment. Although both kinds of involvement were found to be strongly associated with
satisfaction and commitment, El-decision was found to have the highest correlation. However, this higher
correlation does not imply that it is the sole kind of involvement that organisations should encourage to satisfy
employees and make them more committed; both kinds of involvement are needed, since they are found to be
correlated. The literature also shows that direct involvement through participation in decision making and

information sharing has a stronger influence on employees’ behaviours than does work autonomy [14, 15, 53].

El-autonomy was found to have a positive impact on satisfaction and commitment when applied through
different practices such as giving employees the authority to influence how they do the work and the time they
start and finish their work. All these actions were found to enhance satisfaction and commitment. In addition,
El-decision also was found to have more influence on satisfaction and commitment when employees were kept

informed and allowed to influence final decisions.
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6. Conclusion

This study has identified two kinds of direct involvement (El-autonomy and El-decision), both of which are
associated with job satisfaction and organisational commitment. It therefore has clear significance for proving a
positive relationship between El and both job satisfaction and organisational commitment. The outcome of this
research supports the argument for more involvement of employees in decision making and work autonomy. No

negative effect of El was found to exist in either prior research or this study.

Direct El can be practiced through giving employees autonomy in their work and authority to influence final
decisions. El-autonomy can be introduced by managers through giving employees the authority to influence
how they do the work, the order in which they carry out tasks, the time they start and finish their work and the
pace at which they work. In addition, El-decision can be applied by keeping employees informed from the
beginning about changes in staffing, financial matters and new decisions, and also by seeking their views,

responding to suggestions and—most importantly—allowing them to influence final decisions.

6.1 Limitations and further research

Even though it is an advantage to use a large sample for reliable results, WERS (2011) was conducted three
years ago. It does not include changes in El, job satisfaction and organisational commitment from 2011 to date.

More recent data would provide more up-to-date results.

Moreover, the research aimed at investigating the influence of direct EI due to the emphasis it was given by the
implementation of the ICE regulations in 2004. Indirect El is also worth investigating to bring a broader
overview of EIl in workplaces and how it can affect job satisfaction and organisational commitment. As
mentioned in the literature review, there are different levels, forms and scopes that El can take, and all of them
require interviews and questionnaires designed to measure them. The measurement of both kinds of direct El
was based on only 13 items in the questionnaires, which limits the exploration of different approaches to El in

workplaces.

The research used a quantitative approach only, whereas a combination of a quantitative and a qualitative
approach would give more depth to an investigation of direct and indirect EI and how they are applied by

managers and perceived by employees.
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Appendix

Questionnaire

UK Data archiee Study Rumber 7228 - workplaze Srgloyee Relatiorns Survey, 2011

Ll Department for Business
Erirna BI S | Inncvesion & Sidlls
Relaticns

ahdhy

Workplace Employment
Relations Study 2011

Carmried out for the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills®

SURVEY OF EMPLOYEES

Completing this questionnaire

This is a national survay of people at work. We are intarested in your views about
your joband yourworkplaca.

You can also complete the guestionnaire onlina. Plaasa sea the
accompanying lettar fior information on how to do this.
Everything that you say in this questionnaire will remain confidential.

Thea questionnaire should take mo more thamn 15 minutes to Fill in.

Pleaza use a blua or black pento complate the questionnaire, and try o answer
avary question.

Plaase try to return the completed guestionnaire within the next two weaks.

Thank you for your help.

*In collaboration with Acas, LIK Commission for Employment and Skills, the Economic and
Social Beseanch Council, and the National Institute of Economic and Social Researche
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A. ABOUT YOUR JOB

How many years in total have you been working at this workplace? Byworkplace
we mean the site or location at, or from, which you waork.

Le=s than 1 1t le=s than 2 2ioke==thans S5tole=s than 10 10 yaars or
yEar YEEME yaars yoars MM
E Which of the phrases below best describes your job here?
Tiok one bax only
Parmanent |:|

Temporary —with no agreed end date |:|
Fined period — with an agreed end date ||

What are your basic or contractual hours each week in your job at this
workplace, excluding any paid or unpaid overtime?

Contracted hours fto nearest howr) I:I:I

How many hours do you usuallywork in your job each week, including overtime
or extra hours? Exclude mea! bresks and fime taken fo fravel o work.

=zual hours perweek {to nearest howr) |:|:|

E Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your job?
Thok one box in sach row

Nelther

Strongly agree nor strongly  Don't
Agree  disagree Disagres disagree

[]

[]

[]

waork very hard
I h
Mimetogetmywoncaone L1 (1 [

e e L1 O O [

r'““““""“”"E"““E“'mlilma 0 O 0O [
[] [
[

Think about how people in your kind of job progress - for ewamiple get a
promotion. Do you agree or disagres that people in this workplace who want to
progress usually have to put in long hours?

Tick one box oniy

Melher Strongly
Strongly agree Agrae agree nor disagres Disagree disagres
[] [] [] L []
Page 2
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m In general, how much influence do you have ower the following?

Thok one bax in aach row

A ot Some A little

The tasks you do in your job I:l |:|

The pace atwhich youwork [ ] []

How you do yourwork [ ] []

The order inwhich you camy out tasks |:| |:|

The fime you start or finish your working day |:| |:|

.

g
=

OO0 §
o [

E How satisfied are you with the following aspects of your job?

Tick one bax in aach row

Nelther
very satisied nor very
satisiled SatisTled dissatislled Dissatisiled dissabiisiled
The sens= of |:| |:| |:| |:|
achievement you
get from your work

The scope for using
your o inifiative

The amount of nfluencs
you have over your job
The training you receive

The opportunity to
develop your skills in

your job
The amount of
pay you receive

Your job security
Thework itssi

OO O oo o
I R I B R
o o i O
O I Y

000 0D oog O
000 O 000 O §8

Thinking of the past few weeks, how much of the time has your job made you fesl

each of the following? B )
11CR Ovme DOX [N 8&Ch FOW

All o the Mostofthe  Some of the
tima time tim=

Tense |:|
Depressed |:|
Worriad |:|
Gloomy |:|
Unisasy |:|

Miserabile |:|

i | o
I | o

i
DDDDDDE

o [

Page 3
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B. ABOUT YOUR WORKPLACE

In the last 12 months, have you made use of any of the following arrangements,
and if not, are they available to you if you needed them?

Tick one bax in agch row

Ihave  Avallable to Mot
used this mebutide avallable Con't

arrangement notuse tome Know

Flesai-tirme

Jobsharing (sharing a ful-time jobwith somecns)
The chanca to reduce yourworking hours (e.g. full-
time to part-time)

Working the same number of hours perwesk acmss
fawer days (e.g. 37 howrs in four days instead of five)
Working at or from home in nomnal working hours:
Paid leave to cars for dependsnts in an ememgency

L1000 O O G
L1010 OO O OO
L1000 O O G
L1010 OO O OO

Mow thinking about both your commitments at this workplace and outside of work,

do i with the following?
you agree or disagres ng Tick one box i1 each row

Halther

d A ula.'ng'r: Disagres  disagres
a
| often find it difficult fo fulfil rmy s ares

commitments outside of work becauss of

the amount of time | spend on my job D D D D |:|
| often find it difficult to do my job
because of itments

propery e I D I

Apart from health and safety training, how much training have you had during the
last 12 months, either paid for or organised by your employer? Plaaze only includs
treining whare you have basn given time off from your normai dedly wonk duties to
undertake the frzining.

Tick ons box omy

lessthan  1tolessthan 2tolessthan Stolessthan  10daysor
MNone 1 day 2 days 5 days 10 days maore

Ll Ll Ll [] L] L]

How well do the work skills you personally have match the skills you need to do
e Thok one bax omy

Muchhigher  Abfthigher Abouithesame A bl ower Much lowier

My own skills are [] [] [] [] []
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Did any of the following happen to you as a result of the most recant recession,
whilst working at this workplace? Tick a8 nat spoiy
| was notworking at this workplace during the recession D—r Gc.tum

My workload increased |:|

Wy work was recrganised |:|

I'was moved to another job |:|

My wages were frozen or cut I:l

Ky non-wage benefits (2.g. wehicles or meals) wers reduced |:|

My contracted working hours were reduced ||

Arccess to paid overtime was restricted |:|

|'was required to take unpaid leave |:|

Access to training was restricted |:|

Mone of the above |:|

In general, how good would you say managers at thisworkplace are at keeping

employees informed about the following? R —

Viery good nor Very Don't
~ good Good poor  Foor  poor  kmow
Changes to meu'aym?:'lmm.;ﬂrbﬂﬂ |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|
changesinstafing [ | [ [ [ [0 U
Changes in the way you do your job |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|
Financial matters, includingbudgetsorprofis [ | [] [ [ [0 [

E Owerall, how good would you say managers at this workplace are at...

representatives
Responding to suggestions from employees
or employee reprasentatives

Allowing employess or employss
representatives to influence final decisions |:| |:| I:l I:l |:|

very
good Good poor
Seaking the views of employess or employee |:| |:| |:|
1 O O

Owerall, how satisfied are you with the amount of involvement you have in
decision-making at this workplace? 7ok one box only

MWekhar satisfiad
\iary satisfied Sati=fed nor dissatisfied Dissatisfiad ‘iery dissatisfed
L] [ L] L] []
Page 5
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C.YOUR VIEWS ABOUT WORKING HERE

To what extent d o you agrese or disagree with the following statements about

working here? Tick one box I 8sch oW
Melther
strongly agres nor Strongly Dot
Lsing m mmin'rtiaﬁu‘elﬂilwagm foree cisae Degee deae e
u.rt?sglsi-:;thataanﬂtmquimd |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|
a= part of my job
I share many of the values of
ged=i] O O O O O
Meelloyaltomyorganisation [ ][] [ [ O [O
| d to tell who |
smpreust F&DF':}:rrH[:r |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:|

Mow thinking about the managers at this workplace, to what extentdo you agres
or disagree with the following?
Thok ong box In sach mow
Melther
Strongly Bgres nor Strongly  Don't
Managers here... agree  Agree disagree Disagree disagree  know

e (1 O O O O O

unﬁﬂwmi"mwm 1 O O O 0O O

Dealwihemployseshonestty | | [ ] [ ] [ [] [

Unl.:h"EIIEI.I'I-Ij about mﬂuyms

havingtomeetresponsitiies [ 1 [ | [] [ [ [

eemsEpecpEdE [ 0 O O O O
1 OO O 0O [

Treat employees fairly |:|

In general, howwould youdescribe relations between managers and
employees hera?

TIck ane box omy
Melther
Very good Good @ood nor poor Poor Viery poor

[] [] [] [] L]

Page &

394




International Journal of Sciences: Basic and Applied Research (IJSBAR)(2014) Volume 18, No 2, pp 368-400

D. REPRESENTATION AT WORK

Are you a member of a trade union or staff association?
TiCk OV e Oy

ka0, Dl have ko, have nevar
Yias Deen inthe past [»2en & member

[ [] [

Ideally, whio d o you think would best represent you indealing with managers hare
about the following? Tick ane box in each row

Emiployee
Trade  representative Line Another

Myself Union non-unicn]  manager  employes
Getting increases in your pay |:| |:|

i your employerwanted to
reducs your howrs or pay D |:|
L]

Getting fraining |:|
[]

If you wanted to maks a |:|
[]

complaint aboutworking hers
if a managerwanted fo
discipline you |:| |:|
How would you describe management's general attitud e towards trade union
membership among employees here?
Management is.... Thck o Bax oy
In favour of trade union membership |:|
Mot in favour of trade union membership |:|
Neutral about it |:|
Don™t know |:|

RN
L1 OO0
L1 OO0

Is there a trade union or staff association at this workplace?
Tick ons box only

"l'hﬁ.D—hGutu

Don't know E}'&mm

Do you agres or disagree with the following statements abouwt unions or staff

associations at this workplace? Tick ane box i 8ch row
Helther
Unions/staff Strongly agree nor Strangly
associations hare... apres m l’|m Dlsagme- d

Isagree
e e (] O O O O
...aalﬂk&naﬂ'inmh'bymﬂgﬂrmllzl |:| |:| |:| |:|

L1 [

...mkaaﬂmtn%mlﬁﬂh::;[l D D

OO0 §¢
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E. FINALLY, ABOUT YOURSELF

m #re you male or female?

Male |:| Female |:|

E How old are you? Tick ane box omy

16-17 [_] 2229 [ ] 50-59 [ ]
18-18 [ ] 3039 [ ] B0-64 [ |

20-21 [ ] 4049 [ | 6Sandabove [ |

Which of the following describes your current status?
Tick ons box oniy

Maried or Iving
Single with a parfner Divorced/separatad Widowed

[] L] [ []

How many dependent children do you have, if amy, in the following age groups?

Enfer nmbar Enfar nwmber Tick i
of cilioen off Cfulanan appias

0-2yeas[ ] -ty ] Mook
E—dym:l 12—151_.FE|E|1'E:|:|
E—T-'yml:l 16—151_.Faar5|:|

Do you look after or give help or support to any family members or friends who
hawe a long-term physical or mental illness or dizability, or who have problems

related to old age?
Tick ona DoX arnly
Yes, 0-4 Yes, 3-8 Yes, 10-18  Yes, 20-34 Yes, 35 or
Nours & hours a hiours a haurs a mare hours a
Mo WEEK WEEK weak WEEK WEEK

[ [] [] L] [ L]

Are your day-to-day activities limited because of a health problem or disability
which has lasted, or is expectad to last, at least 12 months? Please inciuvde problems
redated fo old age.

Tick ons box oniy
MO fias, limitad a litte Yes, imiltesd 3 lot

[] [] Ll

Faged
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Which, if any, of the following academic, vecational or professional
qualifications have you obtaimed ¥ Tick al fnaf aopy

GIZSE grades D-GCSE grades 2-5,

SCE O grades D-EFSCE Standard |:|

grades 4-7
GCSE grades A-C, GCE "0'-level

passes, CEE grade 1, SCE O grades |:|

A-C, SCE Standard grades 1-3

1 GCE "A'-level grades A-E.1-2 SCE
Higher grades A-C, AT levels

2 or more GCE “A'-levels grades A-E,

[

Lewel 1 MW or SV,
Foundation GNWD or GEVD

Lewsd 2 WVE or SVC, Intermediate
GMVO or GEVQ, Gity and Guilds Craft, I:l

BTEC First'General Diploma,

ASA Diploma

Lenval 3 BWWE or SWQ, Advanced GRWD
or GEVE, City and Guilds Advanced |:|
Craft, BTEC Mational, RSA Pdvat:ed

3 or more SCE Higher grades A-C Diploma
Level 4 NV or SVO, RSA Higher
First degree, eg BSc, BA, BEd, HND, (] Dip e ':-‘ml []
HMG, MA at first degree level loma, igher

Higher degree, eg MSc, MA, MBA,
PGCE, PhD

Other academic qualifications ||
Mo academic qualifications ||

Level 5 NVD or SVO [
Gurrpl-elmc-ft'ﬂ.damprmlinamplzl

Crther wocational or pre-vocational l:l
qualifications, e.g. OCH

Cither professional gualifications, =.g. D
qualified teacher, accountant, nurse

Mo wocational or professional |:|
qualifications

What isthe full title of your main job?

e.g. Primary School Teacher, Stake Reglsiersd Murss, Car Mechanlc, Benafits Asslstant.
if you are & chil 2envant or local government officer please ghve your job tithe, nof your
gradce or pay band

E Describe what you doin your main job. Please describe as fully as possible.

Do you superviss any other employess? 4 supanizor, foraman or ine managser is
responsible for overseeing the work of other ampioyess on & day-to-day basis,

Yes [ ] No [ ]
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How much do you get paid for your job here, before tax and other deductions are
taken out? i your pay before tax chenges from wesek to week because of overtime, or
bacsuss youw work different hours each weak, think about what you sam on average.

Tick ang bok oy

P60 or less per week (£3,120 or less per year)

i1 - 100 per week (£3,121 - £5 200 per year)
EA0A - E130 per wesk [£5,201 - £6, 760 per year)
E131 - 170 per wesk (D6, 781 - £8,840 per year)
E171 - E220 per weak (T8 641 - £11 440 par year)
£221 - E260 per week [£11,441 - £43 520 per year)
E261 - E310 per weak (£1.3,521 - 216,120 per year)
£311 - E370 per weak [£16,121 - £18,240 per year)
£371 - E430 per weak (019,241 - 222 360 per year)
E431 - ER20 per weak [£22 361 - £27 040 per year)
£521 - BAS0 per week (227,041 - £33 500 per yaar)
Efi51 - ER20 per weak (£33 801 - £42 640 per year)
821 - £1,050 per weak (D42 641 - £54 600 per year)
1,051 or more perwesk (E54 801 or more per year)

LI

N

Emufﬂﬂ following do you receive in your job here?
Tick all that apply
Basic fised salaryiwage [ |
Peyments basad on your individusl performance or output |:|
Paymenis based on the overall performance of & group or a team |:|

Paymenits bazed on the overall performance of your workplace or |:|
organisation (e.g. profit-sharing scheme)

Ewxtra payments for additional hours of work or owvertime |:|
iContributions to a pension schema |:|
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To which of these groups do you consider you belong?

Tick one box ondy

White Britizh [ |

irish [ ]

Any other white background |:|

Mixed White and Black Caribbean | |

White and Black African | ]

White and Asian [ ]

Any other mixed background |:|

Asian or Asian British indian [ ]

Pakistani [ |

Bangladeshi |:|

Chiness | ]

Anvy other Asian background |:|

Black or Black British Caribbean [
African [ ]

Any other Black background |:|

Other ethnic group Arab |:|

Any other ethnic group |:|

Emﬁamr religion? Tick ane box only

Mo religion ||
Christian {including Church of England, Church of

Scotland, Cathalic, Protestant, and all other Christian ||
denominations)

Buddhist [_|

Hindu [ |

Jewish [ ]

Musiim [ ]

Sikh []

Another religion ||

Which of the following options bestdescribes how you think of yourself? =
P Thck Oe Do anly
or straight Gay of lesblan Elsanual Other Prafer not to say
FPage 11
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Do you hawve any final comments youwould like to make about your
workplace, or about this questionnaine?

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.

Please now return the questionnaire by using the freepost envelope provided.
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