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Abstract

The employees in Hong Kong, as in many other industrialized societies, are facing competing
demands from their work and family. Long working hours and the associated problem of work-
family conflict is a serious social policy issue in the society. Although a number of family friendly
policies (such as the five-day working week, paternal leave, and flexible working time or location)
have been introduced, their effectiveness on enhancing work attitudes and behaviors is still largely
unknown, especially in the local context. With the growing number of dual-earner couples and
intensifying work-life conflict, this study is a timely and comprehensive one that examined both the
effect of individual policies and the sum of a number of such policies, aiming to distinguish the
effect of support and flexibility measures. The study looked into the impact of availability and the
use of family friendly policies in relation to work-related outcomes of employees, and examined if a
family friendly organization can have an impact on the utilization of such benefits in society.

The results of this study have strong theoretical and practical implications for future research on
supervisory family support. While past research mainly focused on the direct impacts of family
friendly policies and their outcomes, this study is one of the first that explored the role of the
mediator, that is, organizations perceived by employees as family supportive. Our study indicates
that the availability and utilization of family-friendly policies influence the attitudes of employees
toward work. For both employees and the organization as a whole, supervisors play a meaningful
part in establishing the way employees perceive and experience the organization’s environment,
and hence high-quality relationships between employees and supervisors is crucial for developing
employee-organization exchange. What is more, our study demonstrates that supervisor social
exchange was linked to positive work-related outcomes such as work performance, organizational
citizenship behaviors, and organizational commitment, it is therefore recommended to develop
high-quality exchange relationships between employees and their supervisors, and hence
employees and their organization. All in all, supervisor support and employees’ perception of how
their organization supports their family are fundamental to developing positive work attitudes in
the workplace, improving job satisfaction, and reducing work-family life conflicts. If supervisor
support is absent, or an organization is not perceived to be family-supportive, availability and
utilization of family friendly arrangements will be unlikely to generate positive work attitudes and
behaviors.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 The Steering Committee on Population Policy published a population policy consultation paper
last October, and the consultation was completed at the end of February this year. Aging
population and scarcity of workers remains the top concern of policy makers, and thus issues
such as family friendly measures and work-life balance have come in the limelight to foster a
supportive environment for forming and raising families. The Hong Kong SAR Government is
under constant pressure of manpower shortage, and is thus determined to maximize the
utilization of the workable workforce through introducing homemakers to the labor market. In
order to attract housewives to join the labor market, Hong Kong needs more effective, wide-
reaching and coordinated family friendly policies (FFP) through public-private partnerships.

Importance of Family Friendly Policies

1.2 The changes in the workforce demographics have aroused policy makers’ awareness of the
need for implementing family friendly policies. The 2011 Population Census revealed that the
number of dual-earner married couples and the percentage of employed mothers with children
under the age of 17 were on a rise (Census and Statistics Department HKSAR, 2012). The gap
between adult men and women participating in the labor force substantially narrowed in the
past 30 years. The proportion of children living in single-parent families also increased from 61
431 in 2001 to 81 705 in 2011. On the other hand, due to the aging population, the need for
elder care is likely to increase greatly, and it is foreseen that the labor shortage is becoming
acute in the coming three decades.

1.3 The issue of long work hours is so common in Hong Kong’s labor force that over one quarter of
them (25.8%) work more than 50 hours per week (Chung et al., 2010). Moreover, employees in
Hong Kong are more likely to worry about the effects of long work hours on their personal lives
than their counterparts in London and in three cities in the United States (Wharton & Blair-Loy,
2006). It was empirically found that work-family conflict in Hong Kong is at least as intense as or
even worse than the situation in the Western countries (Ngo et al., 2009; Ngo & Lau, 1998). It is
a well-known fact that the implementation of family friendly policies is not only associated with
lower levels of work-family conflict (Allen, 2001; Bond et al., 2002; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007),
but also related to a range of benefits for workers and organizations, including improved health
(Boushey, 2008; Butler et al., 2009; Halpern, 2005; Jang, 2009), better work-family balance and
enhancement in both the work and family domains (Boushey, 2008; Jang, 2009). Organizations
may also benefit from these policies through increased employee engagement, commitment,
attachment to the organization (Casper & Harris, 2008; Halpern, 2005), decreased absenteeism
(Halpern, 2005), and work performance (Anderson et al., 2002; Glass & Finley, 2002; Wang &
Walumbwa, 2007). Whilst family friendly arrangements are associated with a number of
benefits, there are very few studies focusing on the impacts of family friendly policies on
employees’ work attitudes (e.g. job satisfaction, affective commitment, and intention to stay)
and behaviors (e.g. work performance).

10
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Inconclusive Results regarding the impact of family friendly policies

1.4 Although family friendly policies are meant to help attract and maintain human resources, and
enhance employees’ work attitudes (Kossek & Friede, 2006), there have been no consistent
findings on the positive link between family friendly policies and employees’ attitudes (Kelly et
al., 2008). While family friendly policies are found to be associated with higher organizational
commitment (Grover & Crooker, 1995), intention to stay (Thompson & Prottas, 2006), and
lower levels of work life conflict (Thompson et al., 1999). On the other hand, some investigators
have failed to identify its link with job satisfaction (Thomas & Ganster, 1995), intention to stay
(Glass & Riley, 1998), and work life conflict (Goff et al., 1990). Similarly, mixed findings have
been reported in the relationship between family friendly policies and employees’ work
behaviors in previous studies (Anderson et al., 2002; Glass & Finley, 2002; Wang & Walumbwa,
2007).

Limitations of previous studies

1.5 The reasons for these mixed results may be attributed to how family friendly policies were
measured. First, some studies examined only one policy or measure, while others explored a
list of policies or measures (Kelly et al., 2008). The aforesaid difference is important because
there may be a dosage effect of the availability or utilization of family friendly policies (Arthur,
2003; Casper & Buffardi, 2004). Second, some investigators argued that family friendly policies
were not homogeneous, and there were two main categories: support measures which
provided resources for dependent care such as child care centers; flexibility measures which
offered alternative work locations or work time, e.g. flextime or home offices. In this study, we
examined both the effect of individual family friendly policies and the sum of a number of
such policies, and distinguished the effect of support and flexibility measures.

1.6 Third, most previous studies have examined the impacts of family friendly policies on
employees’ well-being but not their job performance (Bagger & Li, 2014; Muse et al., 2008). Job
performance could be measured by discretionary behaviors of employees (Rotundo & Sackett,
2002), which may be composed of task and contextual performance, citizenship behavior
toward supervisors, and work withdrawal. Task performance refers to the degree of which
workers satisfactorily accomplish the job assigned (Williams & Anderson, 1991), while
contextual performance consists of a set of social behaviors such as cooperation, consideration,
helpful act, that support the interpersonal context in which jobs could be achieved (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Citizenship behavior toward supervisors
refers to workers’ extra-role behaviors to benefit their supervisors (Gerstner & Day, 1997),
while work withdrawal is defined as tactics that employees utilize to minimize time or effort on
their work, and thus results in behaviors such as absence from work without a legitimate reason
and taking longer time-out (Hanisch & Hulin, 1990; Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Moreover, most
studies rely on self-reported data by employees themselves to measure work behaviors (Casper
et al., 2007). To reduce such same-source bias which are common in work-family literature, we
measured work behaviors by asking respondents’ immediate supervisors. In this study, we
measured work behaviors including task and contextual performance, citizenship behaviors
towards supervisors, and work withdrawal based on the reports from employees’ immediate
supervisors.

11
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1.7 Likewise, another major limitation of previous studies regarding the impacts of family friendly
policies is that the mechanism underlying the link between policies and employees’ work
attitudes has not been examined systematically. Also, most previous studies are cross-sectional
in design; therefore, the temporal order of the relationship between family friendly policies and
outcome measures cannot be ascertained. To address all the aforementioned limitations, not
only did we examine the direct effects of family friendly policies and their outcomes, but also
the mediators in the link. To do so, we conducted a one-year panel study as a basement
assessment, in which respondents were interviewed two times a year.

Availability and Use of Family Friendly Policies

1.8 Another explanation for the inconsistent findings is that some studies examined the availability
of family friendly policies, while others measured the utilization of those policies. However, it is
well established that these two constructs are related but not the same at all. In fact, the
availability of family friendly policies may not necessarily result in their utilization (Fried, 1998;
Hochschild & Machung, 1997). It has been found that the correlation between provision of such
policies and their utilization ranged from weak to moderate (Allen, 2001). Similar results were
reported in Hong Kong where only about 60% of employees actually utilized family friendly
policies, although they could access at least one family friendly policy (Vyas et al., 2016). Some
also suggested that accessibility and utilization of family friendly policies may be associated with
different outcomes (Kossek, 2005; Kossek et al., 2006). Therefore, the impacts of these two
constructs, namely the availability and utilization of family friendly policies, were examined
separately in this study.

Availability of Family Friendly Policies, Perceived family-support organization and work attitudes as
well behaviors

1.9 The literature has suggested a positive link between the availability of family friendly policies
and employees’ work attitudes (Beauregard & Henry, 2009; Butts et al., 2013). Based on the
Signaling Theory (Spence, 1973), it is the case because employees may form impression of their
employers’ motives (not observable) by interpreting their employers’ behaviors (observable).
For instance, if the organization allocates substantial financial resources to employee training, it
may give employees the impression that their employers value them, and is committed to long-
term employment (Suazo et al., 2009). Similarly, the availability of family friendly policies may
be interpreted as a signal by employees that their organization cares about them (Butts et al.,
2013; Casper & Harris, 2008; Grover & Crooker, 1995) and their families, i.e. the family-
supportive organization perception (Allen, 2001). In accordance with the social exchange theory,
the relationship between employees and employers is not only based on economic exchange,
but also non-financial exchange (Blau, 1964). Hence, employees may respond positively by
forming positive work attitudes and behaviors. In relation to this study, the first objective was
to evaluate the impacts of the availability of family friendly policies on employees’ work
attitudes (job satisfaction, affective commitment, and intention to stay) and their behaviors
(work withdrawal and contextual performance), and to examine whether the link would be
mediated through family-supportive organization perception.

12
Department of Asian and Policy Studies, EQuHK



Use of Family Friendly Policies, Work-life conflict and Work Attitudes as well as Behaviors

1.10 For employees who actually utilize family friendly policies available in their organization,
they will learn more about the policies, at the same time, they will experience less work-life
conflict after using those policies. According to the self-interest theory (Lind & Tyler, 1988),
employees who receive benefits of family friendly policies will experience reduced work-life
conflict. Likewise, employees’ work attitudes will become more and more positive, and their
work behaviors will improve so as to maintain the gain received by utilizing family friendly
policies. In other words, the impact of family friendly policies on work attitudes and behaviors is
mediated by the reduction of work-life conflict (Beauregard & Henry, 2009; Butts et al., 2013;
Grover & Crooker, 1995). The second objective of this study was to evaluate the impacts of
the use of family friendly policies on work attitudes (job satisfaction, affective commitment,
and intention to stay) and their behaviors (work withdrawal and contextual performance),
and to examine whether the link would be mediated through reduced work-life conflict.

The role of Supportive Supervisor

1.11 Aside from formal family friendly policies, informal family support practices such as the
presence of family-supportive supervisors (Allen, 2001; Jahn et al., 2003) has also been found to
be associated with positive work-related outcomes. According to social exchange theory, if the
supervisor is continuously family-supportive, employees will reciprocate the favor by
developing and maintaining one type of leader-member exchange, namely a quality exchange
relationship with a high level of mutual trust, respect and liking (Graen & Scandura, 1987). In
fact, the effectiveness of family friendly policies on improving work attitudes will be marginal if
employees’ supervisors are not family supportive (Behson, 2005; Rooney & Gottlieb, 2007;
Thompson et al., 2004). Supervisory family support refers to how supervisors facilitate their
employees in achieving work-life balance (Thomas & Ganster, 1995), for example, expressing
concerns to employees, encouraging employees who experience high work-life conflict, caring
about employees’ family obligations or needs, and offering employees more flexibility to help
them strike work-life balance. By the same token, supervisory family support is highly
associated with work attitudes such as job satisfaction and intention to stay (Anderson et al.,
2002; Breaugh & Frye, 2008; Cook, 2009), as well as work behaviors (Aryee et al., 2013). In an
intervention study, it has been shown that enhancing supervisors’ family supportiveness has a
positive impact on work attitudes including job satisfaction and the turnover intention of
employees (Hammer et al., 2011).

1.12  Although previous studies have examined the role of supervisors on their staff's work
attitudes (Behson, 2005; Hammer et al., 2009) and behaviors (Aryee et al., 2013), another
major limitation is that the mechanism underlying the link between supervisory family support,
work attitudes and behaviors has not been examined except for two recent studies (Aryee et al.,
2013; Bagger & Li, 2014). Social exchange theory can be applied to explain the relationship
between supportive supervisors and employees’ work attitudes (Bagger & Li, 2014). According
to social exchange theory, if a supervisor is continuously family-supportive, employees will
reciprocate the favor by forming positive work attitudes through developing and maintaining
leader-member exchange, specifically a high-quality exchange relationship featuring high levels

13
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of mutual trust, respect and liking (Graen & Scandura, 1987).

1.13 Additionally, work-life conflict (Anderson et al., 2002) and perceived control over work time
(Thompson & Prottas, 2006) may also mediate the relationship between supervisory family
support, work attitudes and behaviors. In this study, we tested the relationship between
supervisory family support, employees’ work attitudes and behaviors, and examined the
relative roles of these three mediators, namely high quality exchange relationship, work-life
conflict, and perceived control over working time, in the link between supervisory family
support, employees’ work attitudes, and behaviors.

Moderating Effect

1.14 Another limitation of previous studies on the impact of supervisory family support in
relation to employees’ work attitudes and behaviors is that the link between informal
organizational support and formal organizational support has not been examined. One
exception is a recent study in which the interaction effect between supervisory family support
and the availability of family friendly policies was examined (Bagger & Li, 2014). In that study,
the availability of family friendly policies moderated the impact of supervisory family support on
high-quality exchange relationship and work-related outcomes, such as work performance and
citizenship behavior toward supervisors (Bagger & Li, 2014). Specifically, the study showed that
supervisor family support was more strongly associated with high-quality exchange relationship
(the mediator) and work-related outcomes when a few formal family friendly policies were
available. It may be due to the fact that when there are few family friendly policies available,
the supervisor will become the major source of support that employees will receive to lower
their work-life conflict. Similarly, the study indicated that the impact of supervisory family
support was stronger for work performance and citizenship behavior to supervisors when there
were a few family friendly policies available (Bagger & Li, 2014). However, the use of family
friendly policies has not been measured in that study (Bagger and Li, 2014).

1.15 We argued that a similar interaction effect may occur for supervisory family support and the
utilization of family friendly policies. Employees who use family friendly policies may not be fully
satisfied with the policies, or may not experience less work-life conflict if they are afraid of
backlash and other negative career consequences after utilizing those policies (Kirby & Krone,
2002). For instance, a supervisor may consider employees who make use of family friendly
arrangements being less committed to the organization, and less likely to prioritize their family
over their career, so he may punish them by giving them more workload (Allen & Russell, 1999;
Grover, 1991; Ryan & Kossek, 2008). On the contrary, if the supervisor is family-supportive, the
aforesaid consequences resulted from utilization of such arrangements may not be actualized.
Thus, the fourth objective of this study was to examine the moderating effect of supervisory
family support, and the relationship between the availability and utilization of family friendly
policies on employees’ work attitudes and behaviors, and the relationship between the
availability and utilization of family friendly policies with their potential mediators.

14
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1.16 A graphic representation of the model presented in this report is given below:
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Chapter 2. Objectives of the Study

2.1. The overall objectives of the proposed study are to identify the underlying mechanism and
examine the effect of family-friendly policies on workers. The specific objectives of this study are as
follows:

2.1.1. To evaluate the effect and impact of the availability of family-friendly policies on work
attitudes (e.g. job satisfaction, affective commitment, and intentions to stay) and behaviors (e.g.
task and contextual performance, behavior towards the immediate supervisor, and work
withdrawal) as well as examine whether the link is mediated through family-supportive
organizational perception;

2.1.2. To evaluate the impact of the utilization of family-friendly policies on work attitudes and
behaviors as well as examine whether the link is mediated through reduced work-life conflict;

2.1.3. To test the effect of supervisory family support and work attitudes as well as behaviors, and
examine the relative role of these three mediators, namely high quality exchange relationship,
perceived control over working time, and reduced work-life conflict in the link between supervisory
family support and work attitudes as well as behaviors; and

2.1.4. To examine the moderating effect of the supervisory family support in the link of the
availability and utilization of family-friendly policies on the work attitudes and behaviors as well as
on the relationship between the availability and utilization of family-friendly policies with their
potential mediators.

16
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Chapter 3. Scope of the Study

3.1 To achieve the objectives mentioned in Chapter 2, a two-wave panel study was conducted to
establish the temporal relationship between family friendly policies and two outcome variables,
i.e. work attitudes and work behaviors. The study was composed of two stages, namely the
baseline assessment and the follow-up assessment.

3.2 Baseline Assessment: A panel study was conducted as a baseline assessment, in which
respondents were interviewed two times a year.

3.3 Follow-up Assessment: A one-year follow-up assessment was undertaken upon completion of
the one-year panel study to increase the reliability of the research results, considering the fact
that the one-year panel study was too short to capture the changes in employees’ work
attitudes and behaviors.

17
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Chapter 4. Baseline & Follow-up Assessments:
Methodology

Sampling

4.1 A survey method with probability sampling, that is, a multi-stage random sampling method was
adopted to select an entirely new sample of respondents. The target respondents satisfying the
following criteria were selected: 1) aged 25 or above; 2) fluency in speaking Cantonese; 3)
residing and working in Hong Kong; 4) being married with at least one dependent aged 17 or
younger; 5) being employed on a full-time basis during the research period; and 6) working
under an immediate supervisor. If there was more than one potential respondent in a
household, the potential respondent would be randomly selected for an interview according to
the “next birthday” rule, that is, the person whose next birthday would be the soonest was
selected.

4.2 At first, 1,000 companies were randomly selected from Hong Kong Yellow Pages, a phone
directory where the contacts of Hong Kong’s business establishments are listed. A letter was
sent to each of the 1,000 companies, where they were informed of the purpose of the study.
Following the letter, a follow-up phone call was made to each of them to solicit their
participation in the study. If they agreed to do so, each participating company was asked to
nominate an employee-supervisor pair for the study. Following that, well-trained and
experienced interviewers paid a visit to all participating companies and conducted a face-to-
face interview with the participants on-site.

4.3 Household addresses were randomly selected from the Census and Statistics Department’s list
through multiple stages. For instance, the segment frame began with geographical areas:
districts, Tertiary Planning Units (TPU), streets and blocks. The selection of respondents was
also based on the classification of quarters made by the Census and Statistics Department to
maximize the efficiency of the sampling method. Also, the immediate supervisors of the
employees were invited to participate in the study.

Data Collection

4.4 Consequently, 401 dyads of employees and their immediate supervisors were interviewed in
the one-year baseline assessment, yielding a response rate of 47.1%. The average age of the
employees was 38 (SD = 7.9), and 66% of them were women. Among those participants, 91% of
them were married, and the average number of working hours per week was 50 (SD = 8.8). As
for the two-year follow-up assessment, it was conducted with the participants 12 months
following their first interviews. Consequently, 252 dyads of employees and their immediate
supervisors were re-interviewed. Face-to-face interviews were conducted with the participants,
which was the most appropriate way of data collection because the length of questionnaires
might limit the responses obtainable from the respondents. Data were also collected by making
use of questionnaires, which were mostly composed of close-ended questions. Two rounds of

18
Department of Asian and Policy Studies, EQuHK



interviews were conducted with each employee-supervisor pair: the first round of interviews
lasted for three months, and started from the fourth month; and the second round of
interviews started from the 15™ month, and were completed by the end of the 17" month.

4.5 It took about 30 minutes to complete an interview. Interviews were performed by four well-
trained, experienced part-time interviewers, who were closely monitored by a fieldwork
supervisor. The supervisor ensured the quality of data collected by the interviewers through
daily supervision. Random checking of 10% of all completed questionnaires was also performed
by the principal investigator (Pl) and co-investigators (Co-Is). Intensive training was provided to
interviewers to ensure inter-rater reliability and their performance over time. The interviewers
were provided with an entire set of materials, including an interviewer manual, a letter from
the Pl explaining the significance and objectives of the study, a name tag, and a set of
guestionnaire with a cover page for tracking purposes. The questionnaires distributed to
employees and their immediate supervisors during the baseline assessment stage are
appended at Appendices A and B, and those to employee-supervisor pairs during the follow-
up assessment stage are appended at Appendices C and D.

4.6 It was crucial to make sure that the interviews conducted for the basement assessment and the
interviews conducted for the follow-up assessment were approximately one year apart. If the
time interval between them varied among different employee-supervisor pairs, it would
seriously complicate the analysis. To avoid this from happening, respondents and their
immediate supervisors were contacted one month before the follow-up interview, so that all
employee-supervisor pairs would be interviewed as per the schedule.

4.7 Locating respondents for follow-up assessment was a major challenge of the study. According
to our research experience, Hong Kong respondents tend to be highly mobile (Chi & Chou,
1998). Preventive measures should be taken into account in the research design process, and
implemented at the beginning of the study to minimize the dropout rate. The locator form
initiated at the time of enrollment in the study could help us to locate or track individuals
successfully (Anglin et al., 1996). Agreement of our using the locator form was obtained from
the respondents. The purpose of using the locator form was to collect information including the
respondents’ names, work addresses, and phone numbers, as well as the names, telephone
numbers, and addresses of two of their family members or friends. Such information helped us
to locate the respondents in the follow-up assessment. Lastly, the time interval between the
first interview for baseline assessment and the second interview for follow-up assessment was
12-month long. In order to update the locator form, the respondents were contacted by phone
six months following the baseline assessment.

4.8 The attrition rate was 37% for non-legitimate reasons, such as refusal, moving out without
notice, or immigration. Attrition analysis was conducted to assess the differences between the
dropouts and survivors by making use of t- or Chi-square tests featuring Bonferroni adjustment
and logistic regression. The comparison using t- or Chi-square tests was made to measure all
dependent, independent and control variables. A logistic regression was run using the
dependent, independent and control variables as the predictors, and retention in the two-year
follow-up assessment as the dependent variable.
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Major Dependent Measures

4.9 Work attitudes. Work attitudes including job satisfaction, affective commitment, intention to
stay, and job engagement served as the dependent variables in this study. Job satisfaction was
measured by three items extracted from Michigan Organization Assessment Questionnaire
(Camman et al., 1979). An example item of job satisfaction was “All in all, | am satisfied with my
job.” Affective commitment as a sub-scale of organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1993)
was used to measure affective commitment. An example item was “l enjoy discussing my
organization with people outside it,” and “This organization has a great deal of personal
meaning for me.” Intention to stay was measured by three items adopted from a previous study
(Cropanzano et al., 1997).

4,10 Work behaviors. Work behaviors including task performance, contextual performance,
citizenship behavior toward supervisor, and work withdrawal were measured by interviewing
respondents’ immediate supervisors. Task performance was assessed using a 7-item scale
developed by Williams and Anderson (1991), in which all items were rated on a 7-point scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). An example item of the scale was “In
general, your employee adequately completers assigned duties.” Secondly, contextual
performance was measured using a 15-item scale developed by Van Scotter and Motowidlo
(1996), in which all items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 5
(extremely likely). Some example items included “Praise co-workers when they are successful,”
“Say things to make people feel good about themselves or the work group,” “Take the initiative
to solve a work problem,” and “Exercise personal discipline and self-control.” Following the
practice adopted by several recent studies, the scores on the dimensions of interpersonal
facilitation and job dedication were combined to form a composite item to assess contextual
performance (Berry et al., 2007; LePine et al., 2002). As for citizenship behavior toward
supervisor, it was measured using a 5-item scale developed by Rupp and Cropanzano (2002), in
which all items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). One
example item was “How often does your subordinate help you when you have a heavy work
load.” Work withdrawal was measured using a 12-item scale developed by Hanisch and Hulin
(21990), in which all items were rated on an 8-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 8 (more than
once weekly). Some example items included “Taking sick leaves without being sick” and
“Making excuses to take a long break.”

Major Independent Measures

4,11 Availability and Utilization of Family Friendly Policies. According to Kossek and Michel (2010),
family friendly policies are categorized into five types: (1) flexibility in the timing of work
including flexible working time, five-day work week, and compressed work week; (2) flexibility
in work continuity including paternity leave, extended maternity leave, taking career breaks,
and taking time off or extra unpaid leave to meet family obligations; (3) flexibility in the amount
of work, including reducing work hours while remaining in the same position, and having input
into the amount of over-time hours worked; (4) flexibility in the place of work, including the
option of working remotely or at home; (5) supporting measures including child care services.
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Each option was analyzed using separate models to preserve information in their distinct
dynamics, and to ensure that the distinction between access to and utilization of flexible
options would be dealt with as rigorously as possible. For each option, respondents were first
asked “Do you have access to the following option at your workplace”, and if “yes, have you
used it before or in the past year”. The responses available for choice included the following:
“No, | have no access to this measure”, “Yes, but | have never used it before”, “Yes, | have used
it before”, and “Yes, | have used it in the past year”. Respondents could either choose the
fourth or the last options at the same time..

4.12 Supervisory family support. 4 items adopted from previous studies (Bagger & Li, 2014;
Thomas & Ganster, 1995) were used to measure supervisory family support. Such items
included: “My supervisor share ideas or advice about handling work and family responsibilities,”
“My supervisor switches schedules to accommodate my family responsibilities,” “My supervisor
listens when | talk about my family,” All items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Mediators

4.13 Perceived organizational family supportive. An 8-item scale was used to evaluate whether
an organization was perceived to be family supportive (Jahn et al., 2003). Some example items
included: “My organization makes an active effort to help employees when there is a conflict
between work and family life,” and “My organization helps employees with families find the
information they need to balance work and family.” Respondents were asked to rate on a 5-
point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

4.14 Exchange relationship with supervisors. The social exchange quality relationship between
employees and their supervisors was assessed by an 8-item scale developed by Rupp and
Cropanzano (2002). The scale represented to what extent an employee believed that the
relationship was of high quality in social exchange. Some example items included: “My
supervisor has made a significant investment in me,” and “l have an effective working
relationship with my supervisor.” All items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

4.15 Control over work time. Control over work time was assessed on a 7-item scale developed
by Thomas and Ganster (1995). Respondents were asked to rate how much control they had
over work time on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (very little) to 5 (very much). Some example
items were “when you begin and end each workday or each work week,” “when you take
vacations or day off,” “when you can take a few hours off,” “the number of hours you work
each week,” and “the number of times you make or receive personal phone calls when you are
at work.”

4,16 Work-to-family conflict. Work-to-family conflict was measured by two sub-scales developed
by Carlson, Kacmar, and Williams (2000), namely strain-based and time-based work-to-family
conflicts. Each of them was assessed based on five items. An example item of strain-based
work-to-family conflict was “I am often so emotionally drained when | get home from work that
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it prevents me from contributing to my family”, and an example item of for time-based work-to-
family conflict was “My work keeps me from my family activities more than | would like”. Items
were rated on a 5-point scale. The Chinese version of the two scales were used in previous
cross-cultural studies of work and family balance (Masuda et al., 2011).

4.17 Control variables. We also included six control variables in the study, namely age, gender,

marital status, number of children under the age of 15, average number of working hours per
week, and their tenure with their employers (in years).

4.18 All dependent, independent and control variables were assessed in the baseline assessment,

whilst only the dependent variables were assessed in the two-year follow-up assessment.
Besides, only the utilization of family friendly policies in the past year was measured in the
follow-up assessment.

Statistical analysis

4.19 A model was estimated in which the T2 levels of outcome measured: job satisfaction,

affective commitment, intention to stay, job engagement, task and contextual performance,
citizenship behavior toward supervisors, and work withdrawal was regressed on T2 predictors,
while holding the initial level of the dependent variable constant in the equations (i.e.
conditional-change model; see Finkel, 1995). The assumption behind this specification is that
the causal lag is short, compared with the 12-month duration between two measurement
waves. Such a specification allows the findings to be interpreted as the immediate impact of a
family friendly policy and of a supervisor on employees’ work attitudes or behaviors, over and
above what is expected based on previous levels of work attitudes or behaviors. The model thus
accounted for the presence of inertia in work-related attitudes or behaviors, and the likely
trend of workers who did not change their work attitudes or behaviors. By adjusting for
previous levels of work attitudes or behaviors when predicting the current one, the model also
indirectly accounts for unmeasured, previous effects on the outcome (Davies, 1994).

4.20 To achieve our objectives, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed for the

four measures of work attitudes: job satisfaction, affective commitment, intention to stay, and
job engagement, as well as four measures of work behaviors: task and contextual performance,
citizenship behavior towards supervisors, and work withdrawal. The independent variables
were categorized into three blocks that were consecutively taken into the regression model.
The variables in the first block were used as control variables including the dependent variable
at Time 1, age, gender, marital status, number of children under the age of 15, the average
number of working hours per week, and their tenure with their employers. The second block
covered all major independent variables, namely, availability of family friendly policies, use of
the policies, and supervisory family support. The third block was composed of the potential
mediators, namely perceived organizational family supportive, exchange quality relationship,
control over work time, and work-to-family conflict.

421 The mediation effect of perceived organizational family supportive, exchange quality

relationship, control over work time, and work-to-family conflict on the link between availability
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and use of family friendly policies as well as supervisory family support and work attitudes and
behaviors was evaluated after having been adjusted for all three blocks of variables mentioned
above (Baron & David, 1986). That is, when the mediating role of organizations perceived to be
family supportive was tested in the relationship between availability of family friendly policies
and employees’ work attitudes, three conditions were tested.

4.22 First, we tested if there was a significant association between availability of family friendly
policies in the first phase of the data collection process (that is, the baseline assessment, aka T1),
and employees’ work attitudes (job satisfaction, affective commitment, or intention to stay) in
the second phase of the data collection process (that is, one year following completion of the
baseline assessment, aka T2) after having been adjusted for other variables at T1 including work
attitudes variables, age, gender, marital status, number of children under the age of 15, the
average number of working hours per week, and their tenure with their employers (Condition 1).
Secondly, we evaluated whether there was a significant association between organizations
perceived to be family supportive at T1 (the mediator) and the work attitudes variables at T2
after having been adjusted for other variables at T1, including employees’ work attitudes
variable and six control variables (Condition 2). Thirdly, we verified if there was a significant
association between organizations perceived to be family supportive at T1 (the mediator) and
employees’ work attitudes variable at T2 after controlling for work attitudes variable at T1, with
the association between organizations perceived to be family supportive at T1 (the mediator)
and employees’ work attitudes variable at T2 being non-significant (supporting the presence of
a completed mediating effect), or reduced significantly (supporting the presence of a partial
mediating effect) when received organizational family supportive at T1 (the mediator) was
controlled (Condition 3) (Baron and David, 1986).

4.23 To examine whether the interaction effects of supervisory family support and the
availability or use of family friendly policies on work attitudes and behaviors would be mediated
by the mediators (perceived organizational family supportive, exchange quality relationship,
control over work time, and work-to-family conflict), a moderated, mediated analysis was
conducted (Preacher et al., 2007). First, we tested if the interaction effect would have a
significant impact on the mediator. Second, we evaluated whether the interaction effect would
affect the work attitudes variable. Third, we then examined if the interaction would affect the
work attitudes or behaviors variable when the meditator was adjusted. Finally, we performed
bootstrapping analysis to test the significance of the conditioned indirect effect.
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Chapter 5. Research Findings & Results

5.1 In this section, the research methods and the results are presented under two sections, one
covering the baseline assessment, and the other covering the follow-up assessment.

5.2 To increase the reliability of the research results, the availability and utilization of family friendly
policies were treated as five different variables based on their types, and they were used to see
if any difference would be identified. It was found that the results were similar.

A. Baseline Assessment

5.3 The descriptive statistics for and the intercorrelations among the variables are detailed in Table
1. The study focused on 17 family friendly benefits. Participants were asked to indicate whether
any of the benefits were provided by their employers, and whether they had ever utilized them.
As for those variables resulted from a combination of items, the Cronbach’s alpha indicating the
reliability of the combined scores is also reported in Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among study variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Economic exchange 22.96 6.87 (.92)
relationship
2. Social exchange relationship | 18.90 4.60 13* (.88)
*
3. Work-family conflict 23.87 10.58 .15% - (.93)
* 16**
4. Perceived control over 12.19 4.07 - A1* .04 (.86)
working time 20%*
5. Perceived family supportive 26.15 9.15 -11* .15% -.05 .26* (.94)
organisation
6. Supervisory family support 9.35 2.43 -.10 .38* -.36* .20* 37* (.86)
*
7. Number of family friendly 4.13 3.21 -.07 .04 .10* .35% .28% .03
policy available *
8. Number of family friendly 2.55 2.20 -.12* .04 .05 .36* .26* .09 .83*
policy used before * *
9. Job satisfaction 11.66 2.76 - 21% - A7* .16* .24% .05 .07 (.77)
.19** * .25** *
10. Affective 28.46 7.83 - .32% -.10 .30* .33* .33* .16* 13* .59* (.92)
commitment A17** * * * * *
11. Intention to stay 7.26 2.38 - 27* - .26* 27* .38* .14%* 13%* .58% 77* (.90)
.18** * .26** * * * *
12. Job engagement 29.07 9.20 - 27* -11* 22% .36* .26* .18* 23% A5% .58* A4*
.19** * * * * * * *
13. Task performance 18.46 3.20 -.03 13* -.06 -.05 JA1* .16* -.02 -.05 .34% 29%* .24*
* * * *
14. Contextual 19.96 5.24 - .14* -.01 .07 J13* .15% -.05 -.01 .23* .16* .10*
performance: OCB(l) 16%* * * *
15. Contextual 17.93 5.76 - .15% -.04 .09 21%* 2% .03 .03 .26* 29% J19*
performance: OCB(O) L15%* * * * *
16. Citizenship 12.98 3.77 —-.06 23%* -.04 A1 .07 .15% -.05 -.06 31* 23%* 17*
behaviour * * * *
17. Work withdrawal 11.16 4.55 .23% - .18* -.02 —-.18* -.16* -.03 -.07 - - -
* .15** * ‘50** .45** .43**

** p<0.01; * p<0.05. The Cronbach’s alpha is shown diagonally.
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Mediating Analysis

5.4 Hierarchical regression was performed to examine the mediating effect of perceived family
supportive organization on the link between the number of family friendly policies available,
employees’ work attitude and work behaviors. It was found that the number of family friendly
policies available was significantly correlated with the mediator, namely perceived family
supportive organization (f= 0.83, p <0.01). It fulfilled the first requirement of mediation (Baron
& Kenny, 1986). As Table 2 revealed, the number of family friendly policies available was
significantly correlated with affective commitment, intention to stay, and job engagement,
which met the second condition of mediation. Also, the mediator was significantly correlated
with job satisfaction, affective commitment, intention to stay, and job engagement, which
satisfied the third condition of mediation. More importantly, with the inclusion of the mediator,
the association of the number of family friendly policies available with affective commitment,
intention to stay, and job engagement significantly diminished, showing that the Sobel’s (1982)
test was passed. Therefore, perceived family supportive organization is the partial mediator in
the relationship between the number of available family friendly policies and affective
commitment, intention to stay, and job engagement.
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Table 2. Mediating analysis of perceived family supportive organization in the impact of family friendly policy on work attitude
Affective commitment

Variable
Step 1: Control variables
Age
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female
Education attainment (Ref:
Upper secondary or below)
Matriculation
Post-secondary or above
Marital status (Ref: Not
married)
Married
Step 2: Independent variable
Number of family friendly
policy available
Step 3: Mediator
Perceived family supportive
organisation
Number of family friendly
policy available
Sobel’s test

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.

Job satisfaction

B Total R?
0.05
0.05**
0.72*
0.90*
0.69
0.95*
0.05
0.06
0.07
0.04**
0.02
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AR?

0.00

0.02

§

0.32%**

1.95
3.84**
2.65*

0.50**

0.24**
0.29*

7=4.29**

Total R? AR?

0.12

0.16 0.04

0.23 0.07
27

Intention to stay
Total R?

B

0.08**

0.26

0.49

1.31%*

1.23%*

0.13**

0.06**
0.08*

Z=3.77**

0.11

0.14

0.19

AR?

0.03

0.05

Job engagement

B Total R?

0.03
0.19**

0.54

0.96
3.46*

-0.25
0.07
0.58**

0.17
0.33**

0.31*

7=4.50**

AR?

0.04

0.10



5.5 Then we examined the mediating role of perceived family supportive organization in the
relationship between the number of family friendly measures available and work behaviors
including task performance, contextual performance, citizenship behaviour and work
withdrawal (see Tables 3a and 3b). As mentioned above, the first condition of mediation was
met. However, the number of family friendly measures available was not significantly associated
with task performance, two measures of contextual performance, citizenship behaviour, and
work withdrawal, while perceived family supportive organization was significantly related to
task performance, two measures of contextual performances, and work withdrawal. Based on
these results, perceived family supportive organization did not correlate with the number of
family friendly policies available and five measures of work behaviors.
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Table 3a. Mediating analysis of perceived family supportive organization in the impact of family friendly policy on work behaviors
Task performance

Variable

Step 1: Control variables

Age

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female

Education attainment (Ref: Upper
secondary or below)
Matriculation

Post-secondary or above
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married

Step 2: Independent variable
Number of family friendly policy
available

Step 3: Mediator

Perceived family supportive
organization

Number of family friendly policy
available

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.

B
0.02
0.27
0.48

—-0.08
0.86

-0.01

0.04*

-0.05
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Total R?

0.01

0.01

0.03

AR?

0.00

0.02

Contextual performance: OCB(l)

B Total R? AR?
0.04
0.01
-0.29
2.01**
2.66**
-0.18
0.05 0.01
-0.12
0.07 0.02
0.09**
-0.19*
29

Contextual performance: OCB(O)

B Total R? AR?
0.04
0.04
0.36
2.24%**
2.92%*
-0.16
0.04 0.00
0.05
0.08 0.04
0.14**
-0.07



Table 3b. Mediating analysis of perceived family supportive organization in the impact of family friendly policy on work behaviors

Variable

Step 1: Control variables
Age

Gender (Ref: Male)
Female

Education attainment (Ref: Upper secondary or

below)

Matriculation

Post-secondary or above

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married

Step 2: Independent variable

Number of family friendly policy available
Step 3: Mediator

Perceived family supportive organization
Number of family friendly policy available

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Citizenship behaviour

B Total R? AR?
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.82
1.22%
0.65
0.02 0.00
-0.07
0.03 0.01
0.04
-0.10
30

Work withdrawal

B Total R?
0.07
—0.12**
—1.23**
—0.28
—-1.54*
-1.93
0.07
-0.09
0.10
—0.09**
0.01

AR?

0.00

0.03



5.6 Thus, we examined the mediating role of work-life conflict in the association of utilization of family friendly measures with work attitude
and work behaviors. However, the number of family-friendly benefits used was not significantly associated with work-life conflict.
Therefore, the first criterion for mediation was not met. However, both the number of family-friendly policies utilized and work-life conflict

were significantly related to intention to stay and job engagement (see Table 4):

Table 4. Mediating analysis of work-life conflict in the impact of use of family friendly policy on work attitude
Affective commitment

Job satisfaction

Variable B Total Rz | AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.05

Age 0.05**

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female 0.72*

Education attainment (Ref:

Upper secondary or below)

Matriculation 0.90*

Post-secondary or above 0.69

Marital status (Ref: Not

married)

Married 0.95*

Step 2: Independent variable 0.05 0.00
Number of family friendly 0.09

policy used before

Step 3: Mediator 0.12 0.07
Work-life conflict —0.07**

Number of family friendly 0.10

policy used before
Sobel’s test

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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§

0.32**

1.95

3.84**

2.65*

0.52**

—-0.06

0.53**

Total R? AR?

0.12

0.14 0.02

0.14 0.00
31

Intention to stay

B

0.08**

0.26

0.49

1.31%*

1.23%*

0.14**

-0.06**

0.15**

Z=-0.90

Total R? AR?
0.11

0.12 0.01
0.18 0.06

Job engagement

B Total R?

0.03
0.19**

0.54

0.96
3.46*

-0.25
0.09
1.00**

0.10
-0.10*
1.02**

7=—0.86

AR?

0.06

0.01



5.7 Conversely, work-life conflict was significantly associated with one measure of work behavior, namely work withdrawal (see Tables 5a and

5b).

Table 5a. Mediating analysis of work-life conflict in the impact of use of family friendly policy on work behavior

Variable

Step 1: Control variables

Age

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female

Education attainment (Ref: Upper
secondary or below)

Matriculation

Post-secondary or above

Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married

Step 2: Independent variable
Number of family friendly policy used
before

Step 3: Mediator

Work-life conflict

Number of family friendly policy used
before

** n<0.01; * p<0.05.

Task performance

B Total R?
0.01
0.02
0.27
0.48
-0.08
0.86
0.01
-0.07
0.02
-0.02
-0.07
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AR?

0.00

0.01

Contextual performance: OCB(l)
B Total R? AR?
0.04

0.01

-0.29
2.01**
2.66**
-0.18
0.04 0.00
—-0.09
0.04 0.00

-0.01
-0.09

32

Contextual performance: OCB(O)

B Total R? AR?
0.04
0.04
0.36
2.24%**
2.92%*
-0.16
0.04 0.00
0.03
0.04 0.00
-0.03
0.03



Table 5b. Mediating analysis of work-life conflict in the impact of use of family friendly policy on work behavior

Variable

Step 1: Control variables
Age

Gender (Ref: Male)
Female

Education attainment (Ref: Upper secondary or

below)

Matriculation

Post-secondary or above

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married

Step 2: Independent variable

Number of family friendly policy used before
Step 3: Mediator

Work-life conflict

Number of family friendly policy used before

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Citizenship behaviour

B Total R? AR?
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.82
1.22%
0.65
0.02 0.00
-0.13
0.03 0.01
—0.01
-0.13
33

Work withdrawal

B Total R?
0.07
—0.12**
—1.23**
—0.28
—-1.54*
-1.93
0.08
-0.15
0.10
0.07**
-0.17

AR?

0.01

0.02



5.8 Finally, we examined the association of supervisory family support on job attitude and behavior, as well as the mediating role in exchange
relationship, work-life conflict and perceived control over working time in that link. The first condition of mediation was met for all four
mediators, namely economic (= -0.31, p <0.05) and social exchange relationship (8= 0.71, p <0.01), work-life conflict (B= 1.52, p <0.01),
and perceived control over working time (B= 0.37, p <0.01). As Table 6 revealed, supervisory family support was significantly correlated
with four measures of job attitude, job satisfaction, affective commitment, intention to stay, and job engagement:

Table 6. Mediating analysis of the impact of supervisory family support on work attitude
Job satisfaction

Variable

Step 1: Control variables
Age

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female

Education attainment (Ref:
Upper secondary or below)
Matriculation
Post-secondary or above
Marital status (Ref: Not
married)

Married

Step 2: Independent variable
Supervisory family support
Step 3: Mediator

1) Economic exchange
relationship

Supervisory family support

2) Social exchange relationship

Supervisory family support
3) Work-life conflict
Supervisory family support
4) Perceived control over
working time
Supervisory family support
Sobel’s test

Economic exchange
relationship

B

0.05**
0.72*
0.90*
0.69
0.95*
0.29**
—0.07**
0.26**
0.08*
0.23**
—0.05**
0.21%**
0.08*

0.26**

Z=1.91

Total R?

0.05

0.11

0.14

0.13

0.14

0.12
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AR?

0.06

0.03

0.02

0.03

0.01

Affective commitment
Total R?

B

0.32**

1.95
3.84%*
2.65*
1.09%*
-0.12*
1.05%*
0.33**
0.86**
0.04
1.14%*
0.44**

0.93**

7=1.64

0.12

0.23

0.24

0.26

0.23

0.27

34

AR?

0.11

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.04

Intention to stay
Total R?

B

0.08**
0.26
0.49
1.31**
1.23%*
0.38**
-0.04*
0.37**
0.06*
0.34**
-0.03*
0.34**
0.10**

0.34%**

Z=1.61

0.11

0.26

0.27

0.27

0.27

0.28

AR?

0.15

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.02

Job engagement

B

0.19**
0.54
0.96
3.46*
-0.25
1.00**
—-0.21%**
0.93**
0.37**
0.74**
-0.01
0.98**
0.39**

0.85**

7=1.85

Total R?

0.03

0.10

0.12

0.13

0.10

0.13

AR?

0.07

0.02

0.03

0.00

0.03



Social exchange relationship 7=2.42% Z=3.65** 7=2.33%* 7=3.28%*

Work-life conflict Z=3.43** Z=2.40%* ---

Perceived control over Z=2.10* 7=3.43%** 7=2.94%** 7=2.79%*
working time
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5.9 In addition, the study revealed that supervisory family support was significantly correlated with five measures of job behavior, task
performance, two measure of contextual performance, citizenship behaviour, and work withdrawal, which fulfilled the second condition of
mediation (see Tables 7a and 7b).

Table 7a. Mediating analysis of the impact of supervisory family support on work behavior

Task performance Contextual performance: OCB(l) Contextual performance: OCB(O)

Variable B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.01 0.04 0.04
Age 0.02 0.01 0.04
Gender (Ref: Male)

Female 0.27 -0.29 0.36
Education attainment (Ref: Upper
secondary or below)

Matriculation 0.48 2.01** 2.24**

Post-secondary or above —-0.08 2.66** 2.92%*
Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 0.86 -0.18 -0.16
Step 2: Independent variable 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.02
Supervisory family support 0.22** 0.35** 0.32**
Step 3: Mediator
1) Economic exchange relationship -0.01 0.04 0.00 -0.07 0.08 0.01 -0.08 0.07 0.01
Supervisory family support 0.22%** 0.33%* 0.30*
2) Social exchange relationship 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.09* 0.07 0.00 0.14* 0.07 0.01
Supervisory family support 0.17* 0.28* 0.22
3) Work-life conflict -0.00 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.21%** 0.38** 0.32%*
4) Perceived control over working -0.08 0.05 0.02 -0.00 0.07 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.00
time
Supervisory family support 0.25** 0.35** 0.30*
Sobel’s test

Economic exchange relationship

Social exchange relationship --- 7=2.02%*

Work-life conflict -—- - -

Perceived control over working time | ---

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 7b. Mediating analysis of the impact of supervisory family support on work behavior

Variable
Step 1: Control variables
Age
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female
Education attainment (Ref: Upper secondary or
below)
Matriculation
Post-secondary or above
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married
Step 2: Independent variable
Supervisory family support
Step 3: Mediator
1) Economic exchange relationship
Supervisory family support
2) Social exchange relationship
Supervisory family support
3) Work-life conflict
Supervisory family support
4) Perceived control over working time
Supervisory family support
Sobel’s test
Economic exchange relationship
Social exchange relationship
Work-life conflict
Perceived control over working time

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Citizenship behaviour

B

0.02

0.01

0.82
1.22*

0.65
0.24**

-0.01
0.24**
0.16**
0.13
0.00

0.25**
0.05
0.22

Total R?
0.02

0.04

0.04

0.07

0.04

0.04

AR?

0.02

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

Work withdrawal

B Total R?
0.07

—0.12**

—-1.23**

—-0.28
-1.54*

-1.93
0.10
—-0.30**

0.15** 0.14
—-0.25**
-0.07 0.10
-0.25%*

0.05* 0.11
-0.22%*

0.02 0.10
—-0.31%**

AR?

0.03

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00



5.10 We then entered four potential mediators one by one. It was revealed that all four
mediators were significantly associated with four measures of job attitudes, except for work-life
conflict which was not significantly related to affective commitment and job engagement (see
Table 6). The inclusion of the mediator, both social exchange relationship and perceived control
over working time, the magnitude of the association of supervisory family support with four
work attitudes significantly reduced, as indicated in Sobel’s test. In addition, the inclusion of
work-life conflict also significantly lessened the association of supervisory family support with
job satisfaction and intention to stay. In other words, both social exchange relationship and
perceived control over time were partial mediators in the link between supervisory family
support and all four measures of work attitude, while work-life conflict partially mediated the
effect of supervisory family support on job satisfaction and intention to stay.

5.11  When we introduced the mediators to the link between supervisory family support and job
behaviour, only four mediating effects were found; specifically, social exchange relationship
completely mediated the effect of supervisory family support on contextual performance,
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB (0)), and citizenship behavior, while both economic
social exchange relationship and work-life conflict were partial mediators in the relationship
between supervisory family support and work withdrawal (see Table 7).

Moderating Analysis

5.12 The interaction between supervisory family support and the number of family friendly
benefits available significantly impacted affective commitment and intention to stay (Tables 8a
and 8b), while supervisory family support interacted with the number of family friendly
measures used (Tables 8a and 8b). The study did not indicate any significant interaction term
for job behaviors including task performance, contextual performance, citizenship behavior, and
work withdrawal.

38
Department of Asian and Policy Studies, EduHK



Table 8a. Interaction effect of family friendly policy available and supervisory family support on mediators

Economic exchange relationship | Social exchange relationship Work-life conflict Perceived control over working
time

Variable B Total Rz | AR? B Total R? | AR? B Total R? | AR? B Total Rz | AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.05

Age -0.01 0.04 —0.05 -0.01

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female 1.24 0.27 -0.93 -1.01*

Education attainment (Ref:

Upper secondary or below)

Matriculation —2.38* -0.92 4.,09** 1.28*

Post-secondary or above —5.45%* 1.66* -2.03 1.48*

Marital status (Ref: Not

married)

Married -0.54 0.33 -1.37 1.01

Step 2: Main effects 0.10 0.01 0.17 0.14 0.16 0.13 0.20 0.15
Supervisory family support -0.31* 0.70%* —1.54%** 0.35%*

(SFS)

Number of family friendly -0.09 0.04 0.38* 0.42%*

policy available
Step 3: Interactions 0.10 0.00 0.18 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.20 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available -0.04 —-0.06* 0.00 0.00

** n<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 8b. Interaction effect of family friendly policy used and supervisory family support on mediators

Economic exchange relationship | Social exchange relationship Work-life conflict Perceived control over working
time

Variable B Total Rz | AR? B Total R? | AR? B Total R? | AR? B Total Rz | AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.05

Age -0.01 0.04 —0.05 -0.01

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female 1.24 0.27 -0.93 -1.01*

Education attainment (Ref:

Upper secondary or below)

Matriculation —2.38* -0.92 4.,09** 1.28*

Post-secondary or above —5.45%* 1.66* -2.03 1.48*

Marital status (Ref: Not

married)

Married -0.54 0.33 -1.37 1.01

Step 2: Main effects 0.11 0.02 0.16 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.20 0.15
Supervisory family support -0.29* 0.71%* —1.55%* 0.32%*

(SFS)

Number of family friendly -0.22 -0.00 0.40 0.60**

policy used before
Step 3: Interactions 0.11 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.20 0.00
SFS x number of FFP used -0.06 -0.06 0.01 0.04

before

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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5.13 Moreover, Tables 9a and 9b showed that social exchange relationship was a mediator when it came to the impact of supervisory family
support on the number of family friendly measures available on intention to stay. First, the interaction was significantly associated with
social exchange relationship (B=-0.06, p <0.05), which met the first condition of mediation. The second condition was fulfilled as discussed
above. When we introduced the mediator, social exchange relationship, it was not only significantly associated with intention to stay (B=
0.05, p <0.05), but also led to the disappearance of the association between the interaction terms and intention to stay.

Table 9a. Hierarchical regression analysis on work attitude

Job satisfaction Affective commitment Intention to stay Job engagement
Variable B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.05 0.12 0.11 0.03
Age 0.05** 0.32%** 0.08** 0.19*
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female 0.72* 1.18 0.26 0.54
Education attainment (Ref:
Upper secondary or below)
Matriculation 0.90* 1.95 0.49 0.96
Post-secondary or above 0.69 3.84%* 1.31** 3.46%*
Marital status (Ref: Not
married)
Married 0.95%* 2.65%* 1.23** -0.25
Step 2: Main effects 0.11 0.06 0.26 0.14 0.28 0.17 0.14 0.11
Supervisory family support 0.28** 1.06** 0.37** 0.96**
(SFS)
Number of family friendly 0.05 0.46** 0.12%** 0.55%**
policy available
Step 3: Interactions 0.12 0.01 0.27 0.01 0.29 0.01 0.15 0.01
SFS x number of FFP available -0.03 -0.11* —-0.03* -0.11
Step 4: Mediator
1) Economic exchange -0.07** | 0.15 0.03 -0.12* 0.28 0.01 —-0.03* 0.30 0.01 -0.20** | 0.17 0.02
relationship
SFS x number of FFP available —0.04* -0.11%* —-0.03* -0.11%*
2) Social exchange relationship 0.07* 0.13 0.01 0.30%** 0.30 0.03 0.05* 0.30 0.01 0.34%* 0.17 0.02
SFS x number of FFP available —-0.03 —0.09* -0.02 —-0.08
3) Work-life conflict —0.05** 0.16 0.04 0.02 0.27 0.00 —0.03** 0.30 0.01 -0.03 0.15 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available —0.03* -0.11* —-0.03* -0.11
4) Perceived control over 0.08* 0.13 0.01 0.35%* 0.30 0.03 0.08** 0.30 0.01 0.27* 0.16 0.01
working time
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SFS x number of FFP available -0.03* -0.11* —-0.03* -0.11
Sobel’s test
Social exchange relationship Z=-1.91 Z=-1.55 -

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 9b. Hierarchical regression analysis on work attitude
Job satisfaction

Variable

Step 1: Control variables

Age

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female

Education attainment (Ref:

Upper secondary or below)

Matriculation

Post-secondary or above

Marital status (Ref: Not

married)

Married

Step 2: Main effects

Supervisory family support

(SFS)

Number of family friendly

policy used before

Step 3: Interactions

SFS x number of FFP used

before

Step 4: Mediator

1) Economic exchange
relationship

SFS x number of FFP used

before

2) Social exchange relationship

SFS x number of FFP used
before

3) Work-life conflict

SFS x number of FFP used
before

4) Perceived control over
working time

SFS x number of FFP used
before

** p<0.01; * p<0.05.

B

0.05**

0.72*

0.90*

0.69

0.95*

0.28**

0.05

-0.03

—0.07**
-0.04

0.08*
-0.03

—0.05**
-0.03

0.08*

-0.03

Total R?
0.05

0.11

0.12

0.14

0.13

0.15

0.13
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AR?

0.06

0.01

0.02

0.01

0.03

0.01

Affective commitment

§

0.32%**

1.95
3.84**
2.65*
1.05**

0.40*

-0.15*

-0.12*
-0.16*

0.32**
-0.13

0.03
-0.15*

0.42**

-0.17*

Total R?
0.12

0.24

0.25

0.26

0.28

0.25

0.29
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AR?

0.12

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.00

0.04

Intention to stay

B

0.08**

0.26

0.49

1.31%*

1.23%*

0.37**

0.10*

-0.04

-0.03*
-0.04

0.06*
-0.04

-0.03**
-0.04

0.09**

-0.04*

Total R?
0.11

0.27

0.27

0.28

0.28

0.28

0.29

AR?

0.16

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.02

Job engagement

B

0.19*

0.54

0.96

3.46*

-0.25

0.91**

0.90**

-0.12

—-0.19**
-0.13

0.36**
-0.09

—-0.03
-0.12

0.26*

-0.13

Total R?
0.03

0.15

0.15

0.17

0.18

0.15

0.16

AR?

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.03

0.00

0.01



5.14 It was found in the baseline assessment that while FFPs affected employees’ attitudes, the
same did not necessarily apply to employees’ behaviors. However, the baseline assessment
showed that supervisor support had grave impacts on both individual and employer levels.
While employees can enjoy job and life satisfaction and better family-life balance, employers
can benefit from enhanced performance of employees, reduced absenteeism, and staff-
turnover. This study is one of the few studies that evaluated the consequences of family-
supportive supervisor behaviour, and its impact on cultivating family-work balance. It is
suggested that supervisory support should be provided via training. That will help to redesign,
rationalize, or modify the prevailing family friendly initiatives.

B. Follow-up Assessment

5.15 This section covers the research results of the follow-up assessment. Table 1 details the
descriptive statistics for the dependent variables, major independent variables, and mediators.
In addition, Table 1 shows the intercorrelations among the variables. For those variables
resulted from a combination of items, the Cronbach’s alpha which indicates the reliability of the
combined scores is also reported in Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations among study variables (N = 252)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Economic 16.29 6.15 (.91)
exchange
relationship (T1)
2. Social exchange 19.21 4.88 -10 (.91)
relationship (T1)
3. Work-family conflict | 24.17 10.75 | -.09 —.24* (.95)
)
4. Perceived control 12.24 4.16 32* 12 .04 (.87)
over working time
(T1)
5. Perceived family 26.62 9.11 .26** .10 -.02 24* (.94)
supportive
organisation (T1)
6. Supervisory family 9.32 2.51 9% A4 | —.38* 22% .32% | (.87)
support (T1)
7. Number of family 3.94 3.1 AT .06 .15* .35 22% .02
friendly policy
available (T1)
8. Number of family 2.40 2.21 .15* .07 .08 37 21% .08 .84**
friendly policy used
before (T1)
9. Job satisfaction 12.57 2.53 4% A9 | -1 9% .07 1 .24** 23 (.72)
(T2)
10. Affective 29.40 6.31 .02 29% | =27 A3 A3 .34** 13 AT .64** (.91)
commitment (T2)
11. Intention to stay 7.42 2.35 .04 27 | =27 A2 .06 .32* .02 1 53** 76** (.92)
(T2)
12. Job engagement 30.72 7.97 .15* .05 -12 AT A4 21%* 16** .24** .59** .53** 45 (.95)
(T2)
13. Task performance | 17.83 3.00 -.08 .09 -12 .08 .09 13* .08 .07 .32* .38 .26** .34* (.93)
(T2)
14. Contextual 19.52 4.71 .03 14* -.18** | —-.05 .04 A2 .01 .04 A9+ 29* 21 .32% 42+ (.91)
performance:
OCB(l) (T2)
15. Contextual 18.84 5.30 .16* 1 —.20** .09 A3 .20%* 1 AT .23 29** 22% 45+ .33 T (.92)
performance:
OCB(0) (T2)
16. Citizenship 12.39 3.30 .07 .16* —-19** A2 .06 .15* .03 .06 22* .30** 19 .28* 49 .62** 57+ (.87)
behaviour (T2)
17. Work withdrawal 10.92 4.46 | -.08 -.03 -.02 -1 -.09 -.01 -.16* -12 —29** | =30* | —22** | —40* | =.35* | —19* | —18** | —25" | (.86)
a2
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05. The Cronbach’s alpha is shown diagonally.
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5.16 Following the descriptive statistics, we evaluated the effect of using family friendly policies on employees’ work attitudes, and whether
such a link was mediated through the mediators (namely, perceived family supportive organization, economic exchange relationship, social
exchange relationship, perceived control over working time, and work-family conflict). The results are detailed in Table 2. Our findings
indicate that utilization of family friendly policies generated positive impacts on job satisfaction, affective commitment, and job
engagement (see Step 2). Also, our findings establish that social exchange relationship and work-family conflict mediated the effects of

using family friendly policies on affective commitment (see Step 3).

Table 2. Mediating analysis of the impact of family friendly policy on work attitudes

Job satisfaction

Affective commitment

Intention to stay

Job engagement

Variable B Total AR? B Total AR? B Total AR? B Total AR?
R? R? R? R?
Step 1: Control variables 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.12
Age —0.02 0.05 0.06** —0.00
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female -0.16 -0.04 -0.21 -1.49
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 0.34 —0.54 0.20 —-0.89
Number of children aged under 15 -0.18 -0.27 —0.01 -0.50
Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.05 0.01 -0.03
Tenure with supervisors 0.08 —-0.03 0.03 -0.12
Work attitude variables at T1
Job satisfaction 0.33**
Affective commitment 0.38**
Intention to stay 0.27*
Job engagement 0.28**
Step 2: Independent variable 0.20 0.04 0.23 0.02 0.19 0.01 0.15 0.03
Number of family friendly policy used before | 0.26** 0.44* 0.12 0.64*
Step 3: Mediator
1) Perceived family supportive —-0.01 0.21 0.01 -0.01 0.23 0.00 —-0.01 0.20 0.01 —-0.00 0.15 0.00
organisation
Number of family friendly policy used before | 0.27** 0.44** 0.13* 0.64**
2) Economic exchange relationship —0.00 0.20 0.00 -0.12 0.24 0.01 -0.02 0.19 0.00 0.07 0.15 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before | 0.26** 0.47* 0.13* 0.63**
3) Social exchange relationship 0.05 0.21 0.01 0.18* | 0.25 0.02 0.09** | 0.22 0.03 -0.05 0.15 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.25** 0.43* 0.1 0.64*
4) Perceived control over working time 0.02 0.20 0.00 -0.13 0.24 0.01 —0.01 0.19 0.00 0.05 0.15 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before | 0.25** 0.51* 0.12 0.61*
5) Work-family conflict —-0.01 0.21 0.01 -0.13** | 0.28 0.05 —0.04** ] 0.23 0.04 -0.09 0.16 0.01
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Number of family friendly policy used before

0.26**

0.50**

0.14*

0.68**

Sobel’s test

Perceived family supportive organization

Economic exchange relationship

Z=0.34

Social exchange relationship
Perceived control over working time
Work-family conflict Z=-1.50 Z=-1.57

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.

5.17

We then turned to evaluating the impacts of using family friendly policies on employees’ work behaviors, and whether such a link was

mediated through the mediators (namely, perceived family supportive organization, economic exchange relationship, social exchange
relationship, perceived control over working time, and work-family conflict). The results are detailed in Tables 3a and 3b. Our findings
indicate that utilization of family friendly policies generated positive impacts on contextual performance, that is, OCB(O) only (see Step 2).
Also, it was demonstrated that work-family conflict mediated the effect of utilizing family-friendly policies on contextual performance:

OCB(O) (see Step 3).

Table 3a. Mediating analysis of the impact of family friendly policy on work behaviour

Task performance

Contextual performance:

Contextual performance:

OCB(l) 0OCB(0)

Variable B Total R? | AR? B Total RZ | AR2 B Total RZ | AR2
Step 1: Control variables 0.05 0.09 0.13
Age 0.03 0.11** 0.04
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female -0.45 —0.36 -1.34
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 0.95 0.43 -0.74
Number of children aged under 15 —0.09 -0.37 —0.53
Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.02 —0.08
Tenure with supervisors —0.03 —0.20* -0.22*
Work behaviour variables at T1
Task performance 0.19**
Contextual performance: OCB(l) 0.20**
Contextual performance: OCB(O) 0.26*
Step 2: Independent variable 0.06 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.15 0.02
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.11 0.14 0.38™*
Step 3: Mediator
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2) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.02 0.06 0.01 —0.02 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.15 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.10 0.16 0.36*
2) Economic exchange relationship -0.07* 0.08 0.02 —0.02 0.09 0.00 0.07 0.16 0.01
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.13 0.15 0.36*
3) Social exchange relationship 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.13* 0.1 0.02 0.1 0.16 0.01
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.1 0.12 0.37*
4) Perceived control over working time 0.03 0.06 0.00 —0.11 0.10 0.01 —0.01 0.15 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.09 0.22 0.39*
5) Work-family conflict —0.03 0.07 0.01 —0.08** ] 0.12 0.03 -0.10** ] 0.19 0.04
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.12 0.17 0.42**
Sobel’s test
Perceived family supportive organization
Economic exchange relationship
Social exchange relationship
Perceived control over working time
Work-family conflict --- Z=-1.25
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 3b. Mediating analysis of the impact of family friendly policy on work behavior

Citizenship behaviour

Work withdrawal

Variable § Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.11 0.09

Age 0.01 0.03

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.13 0.75

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 1.37* -0.34

Number of children aged under 15 —-0.02 0.31

Number of working hours per week —0.02 —0.00
Tenure with supervisors —0.08 0.06
Work behaviour variables at T1

Citizenship behaviour 0.24*

Work withdrawal 0.26**

Step 2: Independent variable 0.11 0.00 0.10 0.01
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.09 -0.21

Step 3: Mediator

3) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.01 0.1 0.00 —0.01 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.09 -0.21

2) Economic exchange relationship 0.00 0.1 0.00 0.02 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.09 -0.22
3) Social exchange relationship 0.08 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.08 —0.21
4) Perceived control over working time 0.05 0.1 0.00 -0.05 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.06 -0.18
5) Work-family conflict —0.05** 0.14 0.03 —0.02 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.12 -0.21

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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5.18 Apart from examining the relationship between utilization of family friendly policies and employees’ work attitudes and work behaviors,
we evaluated the impacts of availability of family friendly policies on employees’ work attitudes, and whether such a link was mediated
through the mediators. The results are detailed in Table 4. Our findings indicate that availability of family friendly policies generated
positive impacts on job satisfaction only (see Step 2). It was interesting to find that availability of family friendly policies impacted affective
commitment positively as long as work-family conflict was introduced into the model (see Step 3)

Table 4. Mediating analysis of the impact of family friendly policy on work attitude

Job satisfaction Affective commitment Intention to stay Job engagement
Variable § Total AR? B Total AR? B Total AR? B Total AR?
R? R? R? R?

Step 1: Control variables 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.12

Age —0.02 0.05 0.06** —0.00

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.16 -0.04 -0.21 -1.49

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 0.34 —0.54 0.20 —-0.89

Number of children aged under 15 -0.18 -0.27 —0.01 -0.50

Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.05 0.01 -0.03
Tenure with supervisors 0.08 —-0.03 0.03 -0.12
Work attitude variables at T1

Job satisfaction 0.33**

Affective commitment 0.38**

Intention to stay 0.27*

Job engagement 0.28**

Step 2: Independent variable 0.20 0.04 0.22 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.13 0.01
Number of family friendly policy available 0.17** 0.19 0.03 0.26

Step 3: Mediator

1) Perceived family supportive —-0.01 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 —-0.01 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.13 0.00

organisation
Number of family friendly policy available 0.18** 0.19 0.03 0.25
2) Economic exchange relationship —0.00 0.20 0.00 —0.11 0.23 0.01 -0.02 0.18 0.00 0.07 0.13 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.17* 0.22 0.03 0.24
3) Social exchange relationship 0.05 0.21 0.01 0.19* | 0.23 0.01 0.09** | 0.21 0.03 -0.05 0.13 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.17** 0.20 0.02 0.26
4) Perceived control over working time 0.02 0.20 0.00 -0.09 0.22 0.00 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.10 0.13 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.16™* 0.23 0.02 0.21
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5) Work-family conflict

—0.01 0.20

0.00

—0.14**

0.27 0.05

—0.04**

0.21

0.03

—-0.09 0.14

0.01

Number of family friendly policy available

0.18™*

0.27*

0.05

0.30

Sobel’s test

Perceived family supportive organization

Economic exchange relationship

Social exchange relationship

Perceived control over working time

Work-family conflict

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.

5.19

Likewise, we evaluated the impacts of availability of family friendly policies on employees’ work behaviors, and whether such a link was

mediated through the mediators. The results are detailed in Tables 5a and 5b. Our findings indicate that availability of family friendly
policies generated negative impacts on work withdrawal only (see Step 2). Interestingly, it was also found that availability of family friendly
policies impacted contextual performance: OCB(O) positively as long as work-family conflict was introduced into the model (see Step 3).

Table 5a. Mediating analysis of the impact of family friendly policy on work behavior

Department of Asian and Policy Studies, EduHK

Task performance Contextual performance: OCB(l) | Contextual performance: OCB(O)
Variable B Total R? AR? § Total R? AR2 § Total R? AR2
Step 1: Control variables 0.05 0.09 0.13
Age 0.03 0.11** 0.04
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female —0.45 —0.36 -1.34
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 0.95 0.43 -0.74
Number of children aged under 15 -0.09 -0.37 -0.53
Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.02 -0.08
Tenure with supervisors -0.03 -0.20* —0.22*
Work behaviour variables at T1
Task performance 0.19**
Contextual performance: OCB(l) 0.20**
Contextual performance: OCB(O) 0.26*
Step 2: Independent variable 0.06 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.14 0.01
Number of family friendly policy available 0.09 0.06 0.18
Step 3: Mediator
2) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.01 0.06 0.01 —0.01 0.09 0.00 0.03 0.14 0.00
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Number of family friendly policy available 0.08 0.07 0.16
2) Economic exchange relationship -0.07* 0.08 0.02 —0.02 0.09 0.00 0.07 0.14 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.1 0.07 0.16
3) Social exchange relationship 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.13* 0.1 0.02 0.12 0.15 0.01
Number of family friendly policy available 0.08 0.05 0.17
4) Perceived control over working time 0.03 0.06 0.00 -0.10 0.10 0.01 0.02 0.14 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.07 0.1 0.17
5) Work-family conflict —0.03 0.07 0.01 —0.08** 0.12 0.03 —0.10** 0.17 0.03
Number of family friendly policy available 0.10 0.10 0.22*
Sobel’s test
Perceived family supportive organization
Economic exchange relationship
Social exchange relationship
Perceived control over working time
Work-family conflict Z=-1.80
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 5b. Mediating analysis of the impact of family friendly policy on work behaviour

Citizenship behaviour Work withdrawal

Variable § Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.11 0.09

Age 0.01 0.03

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.13 0.75

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 1.37* -0.34

Number of children aged under 15 —-0.02 0.31

Number of working hours per week —0.02 —0.00
Tenure with supervisors —0.08 0.06
Work behaviour variables at T1

Citizenship behaviour 0.24*

Work withdrawal 0.26**

Step 2: Independent variable 0.11 0.00 0.10 0.01
Number of family friendly policy available 0.03 -0.19*

Step 3: Mediator

3) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.01 0.1 0.00 —0.00 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.02 -0.19*

2) Economic exchange relationship 0.01 0.1 0.00 0.03 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.02 -0.20*

3) Social exchange relationship 0.08 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available 0.02 -0.20*
4) Perceived control over working time 0.07 0.1 0.00 -0.04 0.10 0.00
Number of family friendly policy available —0.01 -0.18

5) Work-family conflict —0.05** 0.14 0.03 —0.02 0.11 0.01
Number of family friendly policy available 0.05 -0.18*

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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5.20 Following that, we turned to examining the impacts of supervisory family support on employees’ work attitudes, and whether such a
link was mediated through the mediators (namely, perceived family supportive organization, economic exchange relationship, social
exchange relationship, perceived control over working time, and work-family conflict). The results are detailed in Table 6. Our findings
indicate that supervisory family support generated positive impacts on affective commitment, intention to stay and job engagement (see

Step 2). However, it was found that work-family conflict mediated the effect of supervisory family support on affective commitment and

intention to stay (see Step 3). Social exchange relationship was also a possible mediator as the effect of supervisory family support

diminished with the presence of the mediator.

Table 6. Mediating analysis of the impact of supervisory family support on work attitude

Job satisfaction

Affective commitment

Intention to stay

Job engagement

Variable B Total AR? B Total AR? B Total AR? B Total AR?
R? R? R? R?
Step 1: Control variables 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.12
Age —0.02 0.05 0.06** —0.00
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female -0.16 —0.04 -0.21 -1.49
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 0.34 —0.54 0.20 —-0.89
Number of children aged under 15 -0.18 -0.27 —0.01 -0.50
Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.05 0.01 -0.03
Tenure with supervisors 0.08 -0.03 0.03 -0.12
Work attitude variables at T1
Job satisfaction 0.33**
Affective commitment 0.38**
Intention to stay 0.27*
Job engagement 0.28*
Step 2: Independent variable 0.16 0.00 0.24 0.03 0.21 0.03 0.14 0.02
Supervisory family support 0.01 0.49* 0.19** 0.44*
Step 3: Mediator
1) Perceived family supportive —-0.01 0.16 0.00 -0.02 0.24 0.00 -0.02 0.22 0.01 —-0.01 0.14 0.00
organisation
Supervisory family support 0.02 0.51** 0.21** 0.45*
2) Economic exchange relationship 0.01 0.16 0.00 -0.12 0.25 0.01 -0.02 0.22 0.01 0.06 0.14 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.01 0.51** 0.20** 0.43*
3) Social exchange relationship 0.06 0.17 0.01 0.12 0.25 0.01 0.06* | 0.23 0.02 -0.16 0.15 0.01
Supervisory family support 0.03 0.42* 0.15* 0.56*
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4) Perceived control over working time

0.07

0.17

0.01

—0.05

0.24

0.00

0.01

0.21 0.00

0.11

0.14

0.00

Supervisory family support

—0.00

0.50**

0.19**

0.41*

5) Work-family conflict

—0.00

0.16

0.00

—0.10**

0.26

0.02

—0.03*

0.23 0.02

—0.04

0.14

0.00

Supervisory family support

0.01

0.33*

0.15*

0.37

Sobel’s test

Perceived family supportive organization

Economic exchange relationship

Social exchange relationship

Z=1.93

Perceived control over working time

Work-family conflict

7=2.04*

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.

5.21 Likewise, we examined the impacts of supervisory family support on employees’ work behaviors, and whether such a link was mediated
through the mediators (namely, perceived family supportive organization, economic exchange relationship, social exchange relationship,
perceived control over working time, and work-family conflict). The results are detailed in Tables 7a and 7b. Our findings indicate that
supervisory family support generated positive impacts on contextual performance only, that is, OCB(O) (see Step 2). However, work-family
conflict mediated (and offset) the effect of supervisory family support on contextual performance, namely, OCB(O) (see Step 3).
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Table 7a. Mediating analysis of the impact of supervisory family support on work behaviour

Task performance

Contextual performance: OCB(l)

Contextual performance: OCB(O)

Variable B Total R?2 | AR? B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR2
Step 1: Control variables 0.05 0.09 0.13
Age 0.03 0.11* 0.04
Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.45 —0.36 -1.34
Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 0.95 0.43 -0.74
Number of children aged under 15 —-0.09 -0.37 —0.53
Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.02 —0.08
Tenure with supervisors -0.03 -0.20* -0.22*
Work behaviour variables at T1

Task performance 0.19**

Contextual performance: OCB(l) 0.20**

Contextual performance: OCB(O) 0.26™*
Step 2: Independent variable 0.06 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.16 0.03
Supervisory family support 0.1 0.17 0.38**
Step 3: Mediator
1) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.01 0.06 0.00 -0.02 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.16 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.10 0.19 0.37**
2) Economic exchange relationship -0.07* 0.08 0.02 -0.03 0.10 0.00 0.06 0.16 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.14 0.18 0.36™*
3) Social exchange relationship 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.12 0.1 0.01 0.05 0.16 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.10 0.07 0.34*
4) Perceived control over working time 0.04 0.06 0.00 -0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.16 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.10 0.20 0.38**
5) Work-family conflict —-0.02 0.06 0.00 -0.07* 0.12 0.02 -0.07* 0.17 0.01
Supervisory family support 0.08 0.06 0.28*
Sobel’s test

Perceived family supportive organization

Economic exchange relationship

Social exchange relationship

Perceived control over working time
Work-family conflict Z=2.01*
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 7b. Mediating analysis of the impact of supervisory family support on work behavior

Citizenship behaviour Work withdrawal

Variable § Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.1 0.09

Age 0.01 0.03

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.13 0.75

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 1.37* -0.34

Number of children aged under 15 —-0.02 0.31

Number of working hours per week —0.02 —0.00

Tenure with supervisors —0.08 0.06

Work behaviour variables at T1

Citizenship behaviour 0.24*

Work withdrawal 0.26**

Step 2: Independent variable 0.12 0.01 0.09 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.15 0.06

Step 3: Mediator

1) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.00 0.12 0.00 -0.02 0.09 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.15 0.09

2) Economic exchange relationship 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.15 0.06

3) Social exchange relationship 0.06 0.12 0.01 —0.01 0.09 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.10 0.07
4) Perceived control over working time 0.05 0.12 0.00 -0.10 0.09 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.13 0.09

5) Work-family conflict —0.04* 0.13 0.01 —0.03 0.09 0.00
Supervisory family support 0.08 0.02

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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5.22

Table 8a. Interaction effect of family friendly policy used before and supervisory family support on mediators

We subsequently focused on assessing the interaction effect of the major independent variables (namely, supervisory family support
and availability and utilization of family friendly policies) on the potential mediators (namely, perceived family supportive organization,
economic exchange relationship, social exchange relationship, perceived control over working time, and work-family conflict). The results
are presented from Table 8a to Table 8d. Our findings confirmed the interaction effect of supervisory family support and availability of
family-friendly policies on perceived family supportive organizations (Step 3 of Table 8b). However, our findings do not indicate any
interaction effect of supervisory family support and utilization of family friendly policies on all mediators.

Perceived family supportive

organization

Economic exchange relationship

Social exchange relationship

Variable B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR? B8 Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.02 0.05 0.03

Age 0.02 —-0.08 —-0.01

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -2.16 —2.32** 0.02

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married —0.80 0.44 1.23

Number of children aged under 15 -0.16 0.17 0.59

Number of working hours per week 0.06 0.00 0.05

Tenure with supervisors 0.19 0.24* 0.16

Step 2: Main effects 0.15 0.13 0.09 0.04 0.21 0.18
Supervisory family support (SFS) 1.07** 0.38* 0.82**

Number of family friendly policy used before 0.78** 0.31 0.07

Step 3: Interactions 0.16 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.21 0.00
SFS x number of FFP used before 0.22 -0.04 0.00

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 8b. Interaction effect of family friendly policy available and supervisory family support on mediators

Perceived family supportive

organization

Economic exchange relationship

Social exchange relationship

Variable § Total R? AR? § Total R? AR? B8 Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.02 0.05 0.03

Age 0.02 —0.08 —0.01

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -2.16 —2.32** 0.02

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married —0.80 0.44 1.23

Number of children aged under 15 -0.16 0.17 0.59

Number of working hours per week 0.06 0.00 0.05

Tenure with supervisors 0.19 0.24* 0.16

Step 2: Main effects 0.16 0.14 0.10 0.05 0.21 0.18
Supervisory family support (SFS) 1.10** 0.39* 0.82**

Number of family friendly policy available 0.65** 0.30* 0.09

Step 3: Interactions 0.19 0.03 0.1 0.01 0.21 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available 0.21** -0.07 —0.02

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 8c. Interaction effect of family friendly policy used before and supervisory family support on mediators

Perceived control over working time

Work-life conflict

Variable § Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.08 0.06
Age —0.03 —0.18
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female -2.06** 2.78
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 0.90 —0.63
Number of children aged under 15 0.22 -0.84
Number of working hours per week —0.06 0.26**
Tenure with supervisors 0.1 -0.10
Step 2: Main effects 0.22 0.14 0.21 0.15
Supervisory family support (SFS) 0.29** -1.63**
Number of family friendly policy used before 0.64** 0.55
Step 3: Interactions 0.23 0.01 0.22 0.01
SFS x number of FFP used before 0.06 0.19
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
Table 8d. Interaction effect of family friendly policy available and supervisory family support on mediators

Perceived control over working time Work-life conflict
Variable B Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.08 0.06
Age —0.03 —0.18
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female —2.06™* 2.78
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 0.90 —0.63
Number of children aged under 15 0.22 -0.84
Number of working hours per week —0.06 0.26*
Tenure with supervisors 0.11 -0.10
Step 2: Main effects 0.23 0.15 0.22 0.16
Supervisory family support (SFS) 0.31* -1.61**
Number of family friendly policy available 0.47* 0.49*
Step 3: Interactions 0.23 0.00 0.22 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available —0.00 0.07
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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5.23 We then turned to assessing the moderation effect of supervisory family support and the availability of family friendly policies on
employees’ work attitudes, as well as the relationship between the availability of family-friendly policies and their potential mediators. The
results are presented in Table 9. Our findings do not indicate any interaction effect of supervisory family support and availability of family-

friendly policies on employees’ work attitudes.

Table 9. Hierarchical regression analysis on work attitudes

Job satisfaction

Affective commitment

Intention to stay

Job engagement

Variable § TotalR? | AR? | B TotalR? | AR? | B TotalR? | AR? | B Total R? | AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.12
Age —0.02 0.05 0.06** —0.00

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.16 —0.04 -0.21 -1.49

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 0.34 -0.54 0.20 -0.89

Number of children aged under 15 -0.18 -0.27 —0.01 -0.50

Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.05 0.01 -0.03

Tenure with supervisors 0.01 -0.03 0.03 -0.12

Work attitude variables at T1

Job satisfaction 0.33*

Affective commitment 0.38**

Intention to stay 0.27**

Job engagement 0.28*

Step 2: Main effects 0.20 0.05 0.25 0.04 0.21 0.03 0.15 0.03
Supervisory family support (SFS) 0.01 0.50** 0.19** 0.45*

Number of family friendly policy available 0.17* 0.21 0.03 0.27

Step 3: Interactions 0.20 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.22 0.01 0.15 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available —0.01 -0.05 —0.01 0.03

Step 4: Mediator

1) Perceived family supportive -0.01 0.20 0.00 | -0.03 0.26 0.01 -0.02 0.22 0.00 | -0.04 0.15 0.00

organisation
SFS x number of FFP available —-0.01 -0.04 —0.00 0.04

Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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5.24 We also assessed the moderation effect of supervisory family support and the availability of family friendly policies on employees’ work
behaviors, as well as the relationship between the availability of family friendly policies and their potential mediators. The results are
presented in Tables 10a and 10b. Our findings confirmed the moderation effect between supervisory family support and availability of
family friendly policies on work withdrawal (Step 3 of Table 10b). Besides, we evaluated if such moderation effect would be affected by the
potential mediator (perceived family supportive organization). Our findings do not establish any such effect (see Step 4).

Table 10a. Hierarchical regression analysis on work behavior

Task performance Contextual performance: Contextual performance:
OCB(l) OCB(0)

Variable B Total RZ | AR2 B Total R2 | AR? B TotalR2 | AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.05 0.09 0.13

Age 0.03 0.11* 0.04

Gender (Ref: Male)

Female -0.45 —-0.36 -1.34

Marital status (Ref: Not married)

Married 0.95 0.43 -0.74

Number of children aged under 15 -0.09 -0.37 —-0.53

Number of working hours per week 0.02 0.02 -0.08

Tenure with supervisors -0.03 -0.20* -0.22*

Work behaviour variables at T1

Task performance 0.19**

Contextual performance: OCB(l) 0.20**

Contextual performance: OCB(O) 0.26**

Step 2: Main effects 0.07 0.02 0.10 0.01 0.17 0.04
Supervisory family support (SFS) 0.1 0.17 0.38*

Number of family friendly policy available 0.09 0.06 0.17

Step 3: Interactions 0.07 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.17 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available —0.01 0.03 0.02
Step 4: Mediator

1) Perceived family supportive organisation 0.01 0.07 0.00 -0.04 0.10 0.00 —0.00 0.17 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available -0.02 0.04 0.02
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Table 10b. Hierarchical regression analysis on work behavior

Citizenship behaviour

Work withdrawal

Variable § Total R? AR? B Total R? AR?
Step 1: Control variables 0.1 0.09
Age 0.01 0.03
Gender (Ref: Male)
Female -0.13 0.75
Marital status (Ref: Not married)
Married 1.37* -0.34
Number of children aged under 15 —-0.02 0.31
Number of working hours per week —0.02 —0.00
Tenure with supervisors —0.08 0.06
Work behaviour variables at T1
Citizenship behaviour 0.24*
Work withdrawal 0.26**
Step 2: Main effects 0.12 0.01 0.10 0.01
Supervisory family support (SFS) 0.15 0.07
Number of family friendly policy available 0.02 -0.20*
Step 3: Interactions 0.12 0.00 0.13 0.03
SFS x number of FFP available —-0.00 0.10**
Step 4: Mediator
1) Perceived family supportive organisation —0.00 0.12 0.00 -0.03 0.13 0.00
SFS x number of FFP available —-0.00 0.10**
Sobel’s test Z=-0.81
Note: ** p<0.01; * p<0.05.
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Chapter 6. Policy Implications & Recommendations

6.1 This study not only focused on the availability of family friendly policies and their utilization, but
also tested the effect of supervisory family support on work-related outcomes, and examined
the relative role of these three mediators, namely high-quality exchange relationship between
respondents and their immediate supervisors, work-life conflict, and perceived control over the
work time, in the link between supervisory family support and work-related outcomes.
Research data on work-related outcomes such as task performance were collected from
employees as well as their immediate supervisors. In this study, we examined the effect of both
formal and informal workplace family support on work-related outcomes. The findings of the
study will offer employers in Hong Kong some unique insight into the effectiveness of formal
and informal family friendly practices in fostering a family-supportive work environment. The
findings of the study will also impact policy debates in Hong Kong significantly, offer concrete
recommendations for restructuring the present family friendly policies and the work
environment, and improve work-life balance of Hong Kong employees, ultimately leading to
increased labor participation of female adults at the time when Hong Kong is facing a labor
shortage amidst an aging population. All in all, the study has an impact on the lives of the
working-population and the mindset of policymakers.

6.2 Employees are placing more emphasis on the availability of family friendly programs and
benefits in the workplace. Although there has been empirical evidence indicating that both
organizations and employees will greatly benefit from such arrangements, the positive effects
of the arrangements will not realize until policymakers and employers are willing to invest in
them, and when employees do not feel discouraged from participating in them. Hence, it is
important for policymakers, employers, and employees to be aware of the fact that family
friendly programs can contribute to a mutually beneficial scenario for every party. The
recommendations for different parties are grouped under the corresponding headings.

For Policy makers/ Hong Kong Government

6.3 Despite the well-supported benefits of implementing family friendly benefits in the workplace,
our study shows that family friendly policies are still uncommon in Hong Kong’s workplaces, and
where they are adopted, employees tend to be under too much pressure to put their work
before their families to take advantage of them, and the local corporate culture is generally not
supportive of family friendly practices. It is important to understand that family supportive
policies are not something that exists as an option. Rather, they offer significant relief from the
conflicts and distractions of family responsibilities while one is at work. Implementation of such
benefits will enable employees with family obligations to concentrate more on work, and help
them to work at a more productive and consistent pace. In other words, family friendly policies
are forward-looking. Policymakers should appreciate their benefits not only for employees, but
also for businesses and taxpayers in terms of enhanced productivity on the job, and the ability
to provide cost-effective care for employees’ children and parents. We recommend that the
government make family friendly policies a legal requirement in recognition of the facts that
family support is one of the public policy functions, and that work and domestic commitments
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have to be reconciled. By doing so, more mothers will also be motivated to return to work
amidst a labor shortage and an aging population.

6.4 Our study indicates that supportive supervisors play a crucial role in the utilization and
implantation of family friendly policies, and that employees receiving social support from
supervisors will report less work-family conflicts. However, training for supervisors is severely in
lack even though their organizations adopt family friendly benefits, meaning that supervisors
distributing the policies may have difficulty dealing with employees with family commitments
who juggle between work and family responsibilities, and interacting with the staff needing the
policies in a supportive way. We recommend that the government require business
establishments or organizations in Hong Kong to arrange and organize proper trainings for
supervisors on how to deal with work-family balancing issues, and on how to administer
implementation of work-family benefits appropriately, so as to establish strong social
exchange relationships between employees and their organization, and cultivate long-term,
trust-building relationships with their staff.

For Hong Kong Employers

6.5 Our research results show how important it is for employees and their families to gain access to
family friendly benefits, and it is employees’ right to request them when they need them. In
addition, the rise of dual-earning families can be associated with all important outcomes that
would affect employees and their organizations, such as productivity, absenteeism, tardiness,
and turnover. It is therefore important to respond to employees’ potential interest to stay in an
organization for a long time. We recommend that employers assess the resources available at
present (for example, financial resources, equipment available, and the size of organizations),
redefine their family friendly policies so as to attract and retain qualified employees, and
highlight the rights and benefits of employees (for example, flexible work options and
dependent-care benefits) during staff orientations to acknowledge employees’ family roles
and responsibilities, and the management’s role in helping employees to enjoy their rights
and benefits.

6.6 Management training is an indirect but important form of assistance when it comes to
implementing family supportive programs in the workplace. It has been found that even though
such programs are in place, employees may be reluctant to use them because they fear that
supervisors may overemphasize their participation in family friendly programs in comparison to
their work performance within the context of performance appraisals and promotion
decisions. According to Koch and Binnewies (2014), employees may observe supervisor
behaviors as a point of reference when deciding what behaviors and actions are appropriate in
the workplace. Hence, supervisors should be aware of how any behaviors may indicate their
attitudes towards family friendly programs may deter employees from participating in family
supportive programs that would benefit supervisors and the organization. It is therefore crucial
to train supervisors to be family friendly in order to foster a supportive work environment, and
to ensure consistency with which family friendly policies are applied. Instead of simply giving
supervisors some advice on how to deal with employees struggling to balance work and
family obligations, employers should offer formal training to supervisors on the sensitive
nature of work and family issues, that is, helping supervisors to understand that employees’
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participation in family-friendly programs show that they want to be proactive in meeting
work demands efficiently, instead of being uninterested in work or advancement
opportunities. We also recommend that such training aim at helping supervisors to acquire or
improve their skills of empowering and motivating their staff, of improving their relationship
with their staff, and of integrating these policies and benefits with existing processes such as
the performance appraisal system. By the same token, we recommend that programs be
developed to facilitate open exchange and constructive feedback between supervisors and
employees.

For Hong Kong Employees

6.7 Although employers may seem unsupportive of family friendly policies and benefits, it is
possible that they simply are not aware of or not knowledgeable of them. We recommend that
employees interested in taking advantage of such benefits should not refrain themselves from
asking their supervisors about the availability of such programs, and making use of them to
enjoy work-life balance and also become more effective workers.

6.8 Employees can contribute to the success of the organization’s efforts of promoting a family-
friendly culture. We recommend that employees strive to contribute to a supportive work-
family culture on their own initiative. For instance, if there are any workload issues following
participation in a family friendly arrangement, employees should seek out their supervisors as a
way of creating more manageable plans of action. In addition, we recommend that employees
remain vigilant for factors that may discourage them from utilizing family friendly
arrangements.
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Chapter 7. Dissemination of Findings

7.1 The findings of this research were/will be disseminated through press conferences, local
newspaper op-eds, two international academic conferences, and international academic
journals.

7.2 First, the findings of the study will be disseminated to the general public through press
conferences to be held shortly.

7.3 Also, the findings of the study were presented at two international conferences: New York
International Business and Social Science Research Conference on the 14th-16th of July 2016
and the 4th International Conference on Social Policy and Governance Innovation on the 24th of
November 2016 (see Appendices E and F).

7.4 In addition, a copy of the entire report will shortly be sent to Home Affairs Bureau, Labour and
Welfare Bureau, and non-government bodies including the Family Council.

7.5 What’s more, the research articles on the subject are currently under process and will be sent
to some leading international academic journals, including Journal of Social Policy, Journal of
Management, and Journal of Human Relations.
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Appendix A. Questionnaire distributed to supervisors
for the baseline assessment

SO 5
L I 543
BB B AR R
BRI B AT
gt B
p———
) B2 e
TR
PR 2 7
bl e/ 75

Criteria of selecting respondents for supervisor i % HI:

1) Is an immediate supervisor of a subordinate who aged 25 or above; &—44 25 REL LIS
KEB L7

2) the subordinate is working full-time; F B &£ E T;

3) the subordinate is married with at least one child aged 17 or below FEBEEBYEAER/D>—4

17 BB FF&

target sample size = 600

Mr/Miss/Mrs (R IR _E Rl ek A% DU B R Ja8 O ) S /NG R OR 2 2 /A AR -

FWHH PR EEAT —TEEM [ HKERE | BRI, B2k H R e 8- TAE K E M
CIEE R, (ERHIETHBBOR 2% Gk,
The Hong Kong Institute of Education is conducting a survey related to family-friendly employment practices, the
purpose is to find out factors facilitating the work-life balance of employees. They serve as important references for
setting up relevant policy.
FAMR e FUURBE R AR 2 UL R EA R 5 P AR B — UIME N B R e 8 IR

We thank for your participation in this survey. All personal information collected are kept in strict confidential.
ECAN IR RE I, SERE Lads i 8ess, Bl I wlR AR 2 sk, SE I I (1 R
(Please circle the suitable number that best suits you. Fill in suitable information if space is provided)

A. il N & Bl Personal information

1. PRI B BATIHE]: 1=5 Male
Sex (Filled in by interviewers) 2= Female
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2. o PR BLAE R US WA TR L - 1=K1E Single
What is your marital status 2= Married
3= Widowed
4=/rJE Separated
5=BELS Divorced

3. EMRSFE R L% How old are you? X years

4. EME TN EXFEE RSB TIEANL? 1=7& 0=7%
Are you working full-time? 1=Yes
0=No

[FhEFEH: 2P E R AR E WD TE S K, 58— B B TAERHA DA 40 /MR ]
[interviewer: Full-time is defined as working at least 5 days a week or total working hours in a week is not less than
40 hours]

5. aE PVRBE P A 2 A FE K E R ? (BL4E B MK B2 1/ L) 1A
How many household members living with you? (Include yourself and domestic helper) persons

6. A AT P NBOSE R [P DUR e —

Please answers the following question based on your household size

(i) = ANEF: FEEH SN2 TSR HKS3,600 (BE%F 9) 1=/Z Yes 0=
75 No

(i) One-member household: Household monthly income less than HKS$3,600 (Skip to 9)

(i) AN FEEt H RN SR HKS7,700 1=

/& Yes 0=15 No
(ii) Two-member household: Household monthly income less than HKS7,700

(i) Z N FKEER T AN B2 SR HKS11,500 1=5% Yes 0=
75 No

(iii) Three-member household: Household monthly income less than HK$11,500

(iv) PN SR AN B2 B I0R HKS14,300 1=/% Yes 0=
75 No

(iv) Four-member household: Household monthly income less than HKS14,300

(v) WA KRR AN B2 B0 HKS14,800 1=/% Yes 0=
75 No

(v) Five-member household: Household monthly income less than HKS14,800

(vi) 7S NBRRA b : FREESE H IAE N B2 157 HKS15,800 1=/Z Yes 0=
75 No

(vi) At least Six-member household: Household monthly income less than HK$15,800

7. AR, Al /A S AT EE R ? Who are they? NBC (RAEE)

Persons (0 if none) 1. LBk Parents
2. REFE Spouse
3. F& Children

4. WL Rk Sibling
5. BCARACBE Parent-in-law
6. RATHK Grandchildren
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7. LOE /IR b Son-in-law/daughter-in-law
8. B} Grandparents

9. HAtBHA Other relatives

10. MK Friends
11. HAh, 57U Others, please specify: L
8. & IR FEFEE & {F 5 ¥ Dependent care responsibility index (Kossek et al., 1999)
1. B ARN(18 kL ) ¥ lFE Living with ___ adult (aged 18 and above) children
2. Bl A4)5(0-3 5K)FfE Living with ___ children  aged between 0 and 3
3. Ml L (4-14 %) FME Living with ___children  aged between 4 and 14
4, Bl ZRH(65 UL L) A Living with ___ older persons aged 65 and above
5. EARL{E[E(E Living with spouse 1=/% Yes 2=75 No
6. BHTLAE Spouse works 1=4& Yes 2=75 No
7. BFEWBEEMRELFE  Taking care and living with aging parents 1=#& Yes 2=75 No

9. BAEPITA NI, 55 PR BEE H KA R 22

Including all sources of income, what is your household monthly income?

1 = < HK $20,000
2 = HK $ 20,000-$ 24,999
3 = HK $25,000-$29,999
4 = HK $30,000-$34,999
5 = HK $35,000-$39,999
6 = HK $40,000-$44,999
7 = HK $45,000 -$49,999
8 = HK $50,000-$54,999
9 = HK $55,000-$59,999
10 = HK $60,000-$65,999
11 = HK $65,000-$69,999
12 = >=HK $70,000 5%\ I and above

10. Z B FEE? Educational attainment?

1=Form 5 education or less H1 FLE LT

2=Completed Form6or7  tHi// i+t
3=Polytechnic/Technical diploma E I JEE47 18
4=Undergraduate degree (BSc, B.A, B.Eng) 2124
5=Postgraduate degree (MSc; MA; M.Eng; MBA) fHE£:47 5% DL

11. B3  Occupation

1= &3 AT\ B Managers and administrators
2 = B35 \ & Professionals
3 = fifiB B 35 N\ B Associate professionals
4="VEXHENE Clerical support workers
5 = R LA J 848 N\ B Service and sales workers
6=_LE AR N B Craft and related workers
7 = #E 6 Bk s /E B K45 B Plant and machine operators and assemblers
8 = AEF 17 T\ Elementary workers
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9 =HAth (others), & it B (please specify)
12. 173  Industry

1 = 83 2 Manufacturing

2 = ##i 2 Construction

3=dEHI O, fbEE & EE 2 Import/export, wholesale and retail trades

4 =g, B3 KT RS 2 Real estate, professional and business services

5 =i Jli M Jiki# 3 Hospitality and tourism

6=% ilEHZ Sod e Information technology

7= Rt K ARBSE 3 Financial and insurance activities

8 = JHilly . AJE. BIEUAHLE ARG 3 Transportation, storage, postal and courier services
9= NHATH. #HE. ANFEERFE & TIEE) Public administration, education, human health and social
work

10=HAh (others), &5t ¥ (please specify)

13. 1= Title: 2=JH 48 [F] % Refuse to answer

14. How long have you been working in this position: __years ____months

REEERMLTIEZA: _F__ A

15. Average number of working hours per week =____hours

RERWT Y AR 8= /Ny
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A. Task performance (Williams and Anderson, 1991; Chinese: Wu et.al, 2011)
55 R 1) 2 25 4 Ak 2 7 AR [F] 7 BN [A] 2 Please answer the following questions using the scale below:

1= JEH AN[A] & Strongly disagree 2 =AN[A & Disagree
3 = JHAN[E] 2 Disagree slightly 4 =BT RE [F] B AN A Neutral
5= JfH[E] = Agree slightly 6 =[A & Agree

7= A& Strongly agree

1. This subordinate adequately completes assigned duties.

PRI B RS JE AT A/ 4 ) AR S 123456
7
2. This subordinate fulfils responsibilities specified in job description.

PRI TS JB e %00 5 s A/t P AR BT ] P9 P B B A 1234567
3. This subordinate performs tasks that are expected of him/her.

PRI & BES) 58 R i 7€ AT 12
34567
4. This subordinate meets formal performance requirements of the jobs.

PRE T B BESIE B P AT St/ ) I EE R 123456
7

B. Citizenship behaviour towards supervisor (Rupp and Cropanzano, 2002)
B EFRRARITR
How often does your immediate subordinate show the following behaviour using the 5-point scale

AT AR B & B LU AT A R

1 =14 Never 2 =fi/b> Rarely
3 = f4FF Sometimes 4 =f&"H Often

5 = &% Always

1. How often does this subordinate accept added responsibility when you are absent?

EARGRENIRE, AR T 8 & RS2 B EAT? 12345

2. How often does this subordinate help you when you have a heavy work load?

EARTAEZER, R T EE R mIR? 12345
3. How often does this subordinate assist you with your work (when not asked)?

PRI 8 8 75 B (75 1A EER N B AR 5E s AR ? 12345

4. How often does this subordinate take a personal interest in you?

PRI & & 75 R R B 0 ? 12345
5. How often does this subordinate pass along work-related information to you?

PRI J& & 75 e AR I A B AR AR ? 12
345

OCB (I) Lee & Allen, 2002; Chinese version: Cheung & Lun, in press; remark: the original scale is originally self-rated
OCB): rate your subordinate

How often does your immediate subordinate show the following behaviour using the 5-point scale (1 = never;
3=sometimes; 5 = always)

AT AR 0T B & B DU AT R AR

1=1ER Never 2 =fifi/l> Rarely
3 = I Sometimes 4 =f&"H Often

5= &% Always

1. This subordinate helps others who have been absent 12345
PRE) T J B Bhw T i R =
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. This subordinate is willing to use his/her time to help others who have work- 12345
related problems
PRI B AT B R IR ] 25 1% Bl H At [ < P T R ) e

. This subordinate adjusts his/her work schedule to accommodate other employees’ 12 3 45
requests for time off
PRI 8 A 1 B A [ AR R R, e i B g S AR 2 L&

. This subordinate goes out of his/her way to make new employees feel welcomein 12345
the work group
PRI T8 i T e -2 ) 2 381 AR [ 5B A 41

. This subordinate shows genuine concern and courtesy toward co-workers, even 12345
under the most trying business or personal situations

SIS T AN, URIN S J83 475 e ST [R] R 3 L R ) B 1 S e

. This subordinate gives up time to help others who have work or non-work 12345
problems
PRI B RS AEE B O IR ] 25 B B[R] 3 2 AR B AR TR B R

. This subordinate assists others with their duties 12345
PRI T8 3 B Al ] 2 Bl SR A AP 1) 8 3

. This subordinate shares personal property with others to help their work 12345

PREAT a5 R R] 2570 =t BT A O DAL B A AP i 2 T A

OCB (O) Lee & Allen, 2002; Chinese version: Cheung & Lun, in press)
How often does your immediate subordinate show the following behaviour using the 5-point scale (1 = never;
3=sometimes; 5 = always)
FE AT AR IR 8 B H B LA T AT AR (1= T84S, 3= ; 5 = £8H)
This subordinate attends functions that are not required but that help the 12345
organisational image
HESR I W, AR R AT & R — SRR 7R B LA TR RN TS S
This subordinate keeps up with developments in the organisation 12345
TEATH BT 2 T AR 1Y) 95 e
This subordinate defends the organisation when other employees criticise it 12345
B AR R FHHEEP RIS IR, VR IC T B & A e e
This subordinate shows pride when representing the organisation in public 12345
B AP B I A S5 ke At AP e 3 g A
This subordinate offers ideas to improve the functioning of the organisations 12345
FRALRE BB SR B
This subordinate expresses loyalty toward the organisation 12345
BB R D
This subordinate takes action to protect the organisation from potential problems 12345
70 ORI A B AR 25 6t G T AE 1) R
This subordinate demonstrates concern about the image of the organisation 12345

JEBUH BRI 5 (N B
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Appendix B. Questionnaire distributed to workers for
the baseline assessment

1 1 1 ik \
A%ﬁé#& A
L ST 4
T BTN ST R R
[REEAE | R HBOE B R
Gest T SR
) B R %§E%%%é§2§f
WY R
PERI R/ 7
Wbt © 2/ %
Mr/Miss/Mrs e e NI /B B

FWHH PR EET AR [ HKERE | B SAETEREE, B2k H R e 8- T/ K EA
CRER, TERHIETHBBOR 2% Sk,
The Hong Kong Institute of Education is conducting a survey related to family-friendly employment practices, the
purpose is to find out factors facilitating the work-life balance of employees. They serve as important references for
setting up relevant policy.
PR s BRI AR A R I R . BT AR 2 1) — DB N & R 48 SR 2

We thank for your participation in this survey. All personal information collected are kept in strict confidential.

MELLTF R b, GERE s 8y, flanIl an SRR R Tk, SEE L E N E R

(Please circle the suitable number that best suits you. Fill in suitable information if space is provided)

A. fEl A& Bl Personal information

1. HERIEI B BT 1=15 Male
Sex (Filled by interviewers) 2 = % Female
2. a8 PR BLAE [ BE AR TR L - 1= KRI§ Never married
What is your marital status: 2 = .45 Married
3 = M8 Widowed
4 = 43 J& Separated
5 = iU Divorced
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3. FEMRAE 2L 5% ? Age at last birthday % years

4, FEMIE T EFFRBARESBI/EANL? Are you working full-time? 1=72 Yes

0=7%

No

(57 S 2 E R AR E R TS R, B2 TAERRA DT 40 ]
[interviewer: Full-time is defined as working at least 5 days a week or total working hours in a week is not less than

40 hours]

5. A AR BAE X o R 2 8 R S RE AR B (B4 H S E L)

How many household members living with you? (Include yourself and domestic helper)

persons

6. A AR P N BGOSR [P DU e —

Please answers the following question based on your household size

(i) = AES FpEdE H N B R CR HKS3,600 (8% 9)

75 No
(i) One-member household: Household monthly income less than HK$3,600 (Skip to 9)
(i) AN/ FKEEREH AN B2 B HKS7,700

& Yes 0=15 No
(i) Two-member household: Household monthly income less than HK$7,700
(i) = AE/ s KERH NSRBI HKS11,500

AN

T NO
(iii) Three-member household: Household monthly income less than HK$11,500
(iv) YN K2R H AN B2 SRR HKS14,300

AN

T NO
(iv) Four-member household: Household monthly income less than HKS14,300
(v) WA KRR AN B2 B0 HKS14,800

(v) Five-member household: Household monthly income less than HKS14,800
(vi) 7S NBRBA F: FREERE ] B4 N B2 07 HKS15,800

(vi) At least Six-member household: Household monthly income less than HK$15,800

7. A b, A/ A AR SEE A EE BCR ? Who are they? NEL
Persons (0 if none) 1. LBt Parents
2. R Spouse
3. F& Children

4. SRk Sibling

5. FCABSCBE Parent-in-law
6. R THL Grandchildren
7. U5/ 08 Son-in-law/daughter-in-law

8. t4&} Grandparents
9. HABFA Other relatives

10. MK Friends
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1=/% Yes 0=

1=7% Yes 0=

1=7% Yes 0=

1=7% Yes 0=

1=7% Yes 0=



11. HAth, F5:EH] Others, please specify:

8. f& e FAFEE H (T 158 Dependent care responsibility index (Kossek et al., 1999)

8. Hl_ AZp (18 BELLL L) F L [FME Living with ___ adult (aged 18 and above) children

9. Hl__ A%5(0-3 k) IFME Living with ___children  aged between 0 and 3
10. B A 5L E (4-14 BR)[FIME Living with ___ children  aged between 4 and 14
11. Bl 7R (65 Bk bl L) FEE Living with ___ older persons aged 65 and above

12. BAFLAR[EME Living with spouse 1=4& Yes 2=75 No

13. B TA/E  Spouse works 1=# Yes 2=75 No

14. AFEEEE[ESE  Taking care and living with aging parents 1= Yes 2=75 No

9. BAEPT A N AR, SRR e H A B 2 b

Including all sources of income, what is your household monthly income?

1 = < HK $20,000
2 = HK $ 20,000-$ 24,999
3 = HK $25,000-$29,999
4 = HK $30,000-$34,999
5 = HK $35,000-$39,999

6 = HK $40,000-$44,999

7 = HK $45,000 -$49,999

8 = HK $50,000-$54,999

9 = HK $55,000-$59,999

10 = HK $60,000-565,999

10. # B FEE? Educational attainment?

1=Form 5 education or less #7 FLEL LA T

2=Completed Form6or7 7/ -t

3=Polytechnic/Technical diploma E _FdFE47 01

4=Undergraduate degree (BSc, B.A, B.Eng) 21247

5=Postgraduate degree (MSc; MA; M.Eng; MBA) T4/ 8 DL -
11. I3  Occupation

1 = &3 AT EE N B Managers and administrators

2= B2 A\ B Professionals

3 = fifi) B2 N B Associate professionals

4=LEZHENE  Clerical support workers

5 = % TAE J 848 N\ & Service and sales workers

6= L. 7 N\ & Craft and related workers

7 = M & KAk asAE 8 K SEFE B Plant and machine operators and assemblers
8 = JEHi 17 .\ Elementary workers

9 =H A (others), 7t (please specify)

12. T3 Industry

1 = #i# 3 Manufacturing

2 =i 3E Construction

3= O, #tTE N FEZE Import/export, wholesale and retail trades

4 =HhE . B3 K7 AR 3 Real estate, professional and business services
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5 = 5 K JiiEE3E  Hospitality and tourism

6 = EalFBHE S A SE Information technology

7 =& K AR % Financial and insurance activities

8 =iElg. B, B HEIEARTS S Transportation, storage, postal and courier services

9= NATH, #HE. ANFEERRE & A T35 E) Public administration, education, human health and social
work

10 =H:Ath (others), &k B (please specify)

13. 1=IfV Title: 2=JH 48 [7] % Refuse to answer

14. How long have you been working in this position: __years ____months

REEERALTIEZA: _F__ A

15. What’s the name of your immediate supervisor?

TREE bRk 44 %

17. How long have you been working with your immediate supervisor: __years ____ months

REE)S LRITAEZA: N

18. Average number of working hours per week =___ hours

TR TAER = __ /D

FKEERE | BB Family-friendly policy practices
(X BERTE | e FHBUCR K A8 Tt e e dr g E3R 0. H 0 & (238 0 815 TAF M X B M (0 1
BURTE M. [ EERE | (R B A e i R R0 B A AR [F) IRy, SHeRF L X g 34T
Family-friendly practices refer to policy provided by employers which aims to improve the work and family balance of
employees.

C. Job satisfaction (Camman, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh, 1979; Chinese: Lu, Tsai and Wu, 2009)
Please answer the following questions using the scale below 55 '~ 41| 2 JEZE 4 2k £ on R A B B AN A = 5% 6] 1

1=9EH A A& Strongly disagree 2 = JEAN[F] & Quite disagree
3= A& Disagree 4= PR AFE  Neutral
5. Agree 6= fH[FI= Quite agree

7 = AEH [E & Strongly agree

1. Allin all I am satisfied with my job.

BRI, RWERM IE. 12
34567
2. In general, | don’t like my job. (R)

B, RAEEERMI/E. R) 12345
6 7
3. In general, | like working here.

B S, REBAEEETE. 12
34567

D. Affective commitment (Meyer, Allen and Smith, 1993)

Please answer the following questions using the scale below: Items measured in a 7-point Likert scale &% H T 1| ;< JIE

EHAR R AR A A A
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1= JE¥% AN [E 7 Strongly disagree 2 = JER[F) & Quite disagree

3="A[A& Disagree 4=MArEEEIEARZE  Neutral
5=[E]7 Agree 6= FH[FE Quite agree

7 = ¥ [Al & Strongly agree

1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 1234567
WY EAETE A7 TAEE ZRIRIK,
2. | really feel as if this organization's problems are my own. 1234567
REMEARIE A A 1 FEE R E DR — .
3. | feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization. 1234567
FRIHIE A 7 A R ) i Uk
4. | feel "emotionally attached" to this organization. 1234567
FHHE 2 A A KNS .
5. | feel like "part of the family" at my organization. 1234567
KRB HOREARAM—h T 1234567
6. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
1234567

SEUNSIES RS SR FUNIDE PN )
7. | enjoy discussing about my organization with people outside it 1234567

> BY 5 = SN E A A
WEZEL A LLAMY NG am R A 7] 1234567

8. | think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as i am to
this one

FAEHIHE 5y Mo HL AR B et B BRI AE A =) — AR R U

E. Intention to stay (Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009; Chinese version: Cheung & Wu, 2013)
i FH R 271 J e A5 4 AR s AR R R A [R]

1= JEF A A& Strongly disagree 2 = AN[A] 7 Disagree
3 = fEFTEE A B AN A& neither agree nor disagree 4 = [ Agree

5 = JE% [F] & Strongly agree

1. Barring unforeseen circumstances, | would remain in this organization indefinitely. 12345
BRAEH BLARRIAS KRS U0, 5 3w PR 1 B e I8 A w) LA

2. If  were completely free to choose, | would prefer to continue working in this organization. 12345
WREEIR e A H R, IR SR RS AR LR

3. | expect to continue working as long as possible in this organization 12345

PMBEF T REAEE AT RAMTAET £

F. TAEH A (WORK Engagement) (Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006)
YR E SRR B — T E AR ERRNEE, G T RS R R R AR R R A R R

The following questions require you to think about your engagement on work, please answer using the scale below:

1 =14 Never 2 = % T A Almost never
3 = /b Rarely 4 = ¥ Sometimes
5= J{1% Often 6 = AL AHE Very often

7 = &% Always
1. At work, | feel that | am bursting with energy 112 3 4|5 6 7
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TARR RIS TR BE

2. At my job, | feel strong and vigorous 112 3 4|5 6 7
AL A R B985 ) Sk 78t

3. lam enthusiastic about my job 112 3 4|5 6 7
BRI TAE

4. My job inspires me 112 3 4|5 6 7
P TAERGE 73K

5. When | get up in the morning, | feel like going to work 112 3 4|5 6 7
R ERRE, REZEIETE

6. |feel happy when | am working intensely 112 3 4|5 6 7
BRI E A TAERy, FRIH| A4

7. 1am proud on the work that | do 112 3 4|5 6 7
RO TIERR H 5

8. lam immersed in my work 112 3 4|5 6 7
RILIA TAEZ F

9. Iget carried away when | am working 112 3 4|5 6 7

HLAE R E 2815 B3

G. A IEMBEFEE Life satisfaction (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin, 1985)

1 = dE% A A= Strongly disagree 2 = AN[d] 7 Disagree
3 = #EFTEE A & A [E & neither agree nor disagree 4 = [d] 7 Agree

5 = R [F] B Strongly agree

1. In most ways, my life is close to ideal 7E/R 2 J71Hi, R A4 & B AR AR V450 . 123456
2. The conditions of my life are excellent &A1& GAEIRIF 123456
3. lam satisfied with my life Fi s H S B4 . 123456
4. Sofar, | have been achieved the important things | want in life 2| H i &1k, K C&E 123456

B)RA G EERHETG,
5. If I could live my life over, | would change almost nothing ¥4 iy ] LAEE BE AR, FRi% 123456
HEEE S,

H. P ET1T 4 Psychological withdrawal behaviours (Lehman and Simpson, 1992)
A& IR B AR B RO AT 2, RIS 2 3 E ), IR MRS BEZIRVEEN X EL . The statements below
describe work-related behaviours. For each statement, indicate the frequency with which you have engaged in that
behaviour in the past THREE months.

1 = JEH A [F & Strongly disagree 2 = AN[A] 7 Disagree
3 = MATRE A B ANA & neither agree nor disagree 4 = [F] 7% Agree

5 = JEH [F] B Strongly agree

1. Thought of being absent from work 1 2 3 4 5
AR T

2. Chatted with co-workers about non-work issues 1 2 3 4 5
B[] S % i B AR B () S EL

3. Left your work station/desk for unnecessary reasons 1 2 3 4 5
AL 2 AN 0 S 1) JER R ) A fo 57 / 0 8 52

4. Daydreamed or allowed your thoughts to wander on the job 1 2 3 4 5
TAERs 3 3 H £ Bzl
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5. Spend work time on personal matters 1 2 3 4 5
E AR IRy i) (iR N 755

6. Put less effort into the job than you should have 1 2 3 4 5
AR AT 42 ) LA

7. Thought of leaving your current/present job 1 2 3 4 5
7 Ji& 16

8. Let others do your work 1 2 3 4 5
A AT B 2 e AR

I. TAEFREARSEBUR (Work-family organizational policies)

AR REZI 7 A w] prae e BT, 38 Ledi it vT DUE B 8 P4 A0 i) AR S e

AiE . SHE T AR IES I, 5 W T SO

Below lists the practices that organizations may implement to enable employees to balance between their work and
non-work-life. For each of the following practices, please answer with the scales below:

(a) A Fl BB O AR AL Tig setg F]? DL R A Rl S g BeAm b], fROGR A= ?
EE—FEN, RARAHBIESAERE? (2558 i URRZ 4 ) 5)
Does your company provide this welfare? If such welfare is available, will you utilize?
In the past year, did you utilize this welfare? (Respondents can answer 4 and 5 simultaneously)
(b) VRFEAFIENH e HFREH) > VR EE 25 5y AR AR ZKRE W 7 75 RS2 (1= RE: 2= A 6E)

Do you think this arrangement enable you to have a better balance between work and family? (1 = Yes; 2 = No)

(a) 1="RA4#M4, WA TFHEE Not available, | do not need it; 2 = ¥RA ML, (HILA]HEE ] Not available, but |
may use; 3= G2t HIREARIEZ A i Available but never used; 4 = f5#24t, &% 4/ H Available and
used before; 5=k, 7rit X —F Y& {HH Available and used in the past year

(b) 1=FE Can; 2="A"fE Cannot

1. SR PR ESERRERORR ST, R B AT A A B 46 A0 7 B AR
[1F5 [H] Flexible working time

2. i@ﬂf_Iﬁf 5-day work week

3. WA LIRS . 2 70 L DA/ R T R 2 5 B e 630 T
AEPREEL, ) hn SRR VYR AR R 26 58 OREE DY -/ INRe IR AR SRR 8, T
WA — M 2 TAETL R Compressed work week: Allow employees

to work fewer days provided they fulfil their total work hours per week
4. SRR S A AR IR A P 5/ 1 A L AE SE 3 Flexible shift
5. SRR 48 TR 2 N AL B A 37 R Paternity leave

6. AT R R N BRI R B ARSI 7 2 I G 22 e 2 101)

Extended maternity leave

BN R JBAT 5 2 5 0 S 2 95 5 T 00

7.

fE34) Family leave
8. EVE*E‘?K@(%%’E&&@%%*{%Hi'ff'a‘ﬁ (1) f 57 ) Career break . . _
9. IR $RAMEAE I s R A AMEW I ET#) Holiday account o o o
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10. SR . e B TAERR B AR E ) 0 TAE AR Bl /b, (BTS2
35157 B 4 B g B M5 Part-time employment o o o

11. TAESE . WAL BRI & B b B0 2R TR EE. #
& BN AE A . B4R B DURIBOE e 0, (H A #48
AR BCR S A By A B AT T 2R R Job sharing o o -

12. AR R A Y R Payable overtime —
13 J&ER TAF/SPE TAFHEE/(E 5 T 1F Options to work remotely/at home - =

14. N S B A SR IR (Bl e IS8/ RH AN B R S B R b0, R

2L FLE IRES) Onsite créche facilities / child care

15, HABSREESCEMRBSI: B oSS O R )

Other family support services (e.g. elderly care, nursery service for sick relative)

16. B TR ET S (9 b BLRR Iy L o S B A o R P i )
Work support services (e.g. employee counselling scheme,
stress management scheme) _

17. %%3{%%%{“@%@11’5&%@@%) Crisis support scheme o o o

18. {igt 3= BR 3% () 5% B V5 81 Family activities organized by employers o o

19. HAh (5571 H) Others (Please specify) o o

J. Control over work time (Thomas and Ganster, 1995; Suggested by Francis)

Pt TARRERH

Please answer the following questions using the scale below

Items measured in a 5-point Likert scale &5 FH T~ /1] 5 i 55 4 3 37 1k [F) i BRAN [A) i JH H DL iRy 3R 5 S5 4ET 55

1=9E%/D Very little 2 = /b Little
3 =J##E Moderate amount 4 =% Much
5= 3% £ Very much/A great deal

1. How much choice do | have over when you begin and end each workday or each 1 2 3 4 5
workweek?
PR H T PERe B — A ARSI A 2/ | F 12

2. How much choice do | have over when you take vacations or days off? 1 2 3 4 5
T E ISR S BE 2 E E 1

3. How much choice do | have over the amount and timing of work | must do at home in 1 2 3 4 5
order to meet my employment demands?

&y 1A TAREOR, BAPINPER) TAF & KANBER ] 2 He 20 B B4k

4. To what extent am | expected to limit the amount of the number of times | make or 1 2 3 4 5
receive personal phone calls while | work?

FE ARG, BAZER PR 555 A2 AN R Al 1 R 2 /0 2
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5. How much choice do | have in arranging part-time employment? 1 2 3 4 5
BB B EEE 20

6. To what extent can | choose to do some of my work at home instead of my usual placeof 1 2 3 4 5
employment?
FBHE Z P AR B AR B S i TAE R B R 2 /2

7. How much choice do | have in making unanticipated child-care arrangements (e.gduring 1 2 3 4 5
unexpected job delays at work, bad weather conditions, etc)?
B RIEEM TR B A 20 3 1 (BSO8R 0 5

Bhal, RN S S 7

K. 93T 5 Bi1& (Economic exchange)

NN R ER AR N B A R AR BAR, 55N 9 SO S AR K R R A R BN R
The following questions require you to think about the economic relationship between you and your organization,
please answer using the scale below:

1= AE% A F & Strongly disagree 2 = fEAN[F] & Quite disagree
3 = fi AR [F & Slightly disagree 4 = f§[F] 7 Slightly agree
5 = §H[A] 7 Quite agree 6 = A H [F]  Strongly agree
1. FRIR A Al s bR — AL 5 R, AT TIEMEMILTE. 123456
My relationship with my organisation is strictly an economic one — | work and they pay me
2. WAET- A v HAZ Re 3R EE,  RAE T8 BAE R IR AL 123456
| do not care what my organisation does for me in the long run, only what it does right now
3. MRS A A WM EZ 2B A H AT 2T H . 123456
| only want to do more for my organisation when | see that they will do more for me
4, PARFE R IRAE A w) e, 0 SR B R b 12
3456
I watch very carefully what | get from my organisation, relative to what | contribute
5. H AR IR, wi e me ST R TAE EAT RIS, 123456
All I really expect from my organisation is that | be paid for my work effort
6. I AE T A TR I TARMR DL, @I & BRI AR A5 5 BRI - 123456
The most accurate way to describe my work situation is to say that | give a fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay
7. IR A B I BHRAY KA NENE, B TR DA EEEA. 123456
My relationship with my organisation is impersonal — | have little emotional involvement at work
8. WAL AR M ER TAE, #FERA T EMHILTE. 12
3456

| do what my organisation requires, simply because they pay me

L. _EEIAEE&ZHBH R (Supervisor social exchange relationship) (Colquitt et al, 2014)
Below are statements that describe the quality of the relationship employees have with their
organization. For each statement, indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement. %]

BIRBRIRHIR T B THREAFKMGFR, FHRHAFSIRERAIRE

1= A% A [E & Strongly disagree 2 = N[l 7 Disagree
3 = MATRE A B ANA & neither agree nor disagree 4 = [F] 7% Agree

5 = JEH [F] B Strongly agree

1. My immediate supervisor and | have a two-way exchange relationship 1 2 3 4 5
I B b A R — 8 € 1) SRR B AR
2. If I do something for my immediate supervisor, my immediate supervisor willeventually 1 2 3 4 5
repay me
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R A EE LR B, R B B Rk

3. My efforts are reciprocated by my immediate supervisor

LS e AR IS bR R

4. My relationship with my immediate supervisor is composed of comparable exchangesof 1 2 3 4

giving and taking
B EJE b ) fH A B AR 2 T BB AR AT H A [ 3R ) S PR A

5. My relationship with my immediate supervisor is based on mutual trust
FRELE B bR 2 R B A L AEAH BAS AT I BEERE L

6. |do not have to specify the exact conditions to know my immediate supervisor will
return a favour

FRANTTZLR 191 A 5 W ol 08 B ) B B ] ErE R N

7. If I shared my problems with my immediate supervisor, | know that my management

would respond constructively and caringly

R SR PR F A PR R ) LB b w] Bk, RNIE R E B SR A g R A

Y 1]

8. | would have to say that my immediate supervisor and | have both made considerable 1 2 3 4

emotional investments in our working relationship

Fe A 0 B L RN SRR BT ) AR BEARIEN KR 1A 5

M. TAERIEFEE Job Complexity (Dean and Snell, 1991)

1=4E% /> Very little 2 = /b Little

3 = /b To a small extent 4 = = A moderate amount

5=18% To alarge extent7 = 3£ £ A great deal 6 = % Much

1. How much technical knowledge does the job | do require?
FRI LA 75 22 /b BT R A ?
2. To what extent does my job involve solving problems?

P LAEA 2 D80 LR e ?

1234567

1234567

= —25 K Not at all 2 = & Little

3 = FHAE #E Slightly complicated 4 = H1%Z Moderately
5 = #%# complicated 6 = KE#5%E Quite Complicated

7 = EH 185 Very complicated

3. How complicated is the job | do?F [/ LVEAG L4 5k ?

N. & HIRESZ# Supervisory family support (Hammer et al, 2013)

1234567

FEF R A I B AR R R R A B B ANE] . Please answer the following questions using the scale below

Items measured in a 5-point Likert scale

1 =JEH A [F & Strongly disagree 2 = AN[A] 7 Disagree
3 = MATRE A B ANA & neither agree nor disagree 4 = [F] 7% Agree

5 = JEH [F] B Strongly agree

1. My immediate supervisor makes me feel comfortable talking to him/her about difficulties 1 2 3 4 5

between my work and non-work/family life.

AT LA BB b m s TR AR B AR A / R b 2 ] 1) DR ST AN I AN E 7
2. My immediate supervisor demonstrates effective behaviours in how to juggle or

coordinate work and non-work/family issues

) BB b R S0 ] SHe B BB A B AR AR /R g I RE AR AT A R 8

1 2 3 4 5

3. My immediate supervisor works effectively with employees to creatively solve conflicts 1 2 3 4 5
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between work and non-work/family issues
W E B BRI BRI RN A AR EE BB TR TAEBEEE T/ K EZ i F
J&
4. My immediate supervisor organizes work in my department/unit to jointly benefit 1 2 3 4 5
employees and the company/organization.

A LR bR AR A T/ A ) AR LA & TR 2 ] JAH A AR A

0. Perceived organizational family support (Jahn et.al, 2003)

AR BB R SR
SNV I EE AR T R IE) BB A [E & Please answer the following questions using the scale below
Items measured in a 7-point Likert scale

1= 45 A % strongly disagree 2 = A A E Quite disagree
3=A[A# Disagree 4 = fETEE R RANFE Neutral
5o Agree 6= fH[FI= Quite agree

7 = AEH [E) & Strongly agree

1. My organization has many programs and policies designed to help employees balance 123456 7
work and family life.
I 2w AR 2 5 EI I EUR LU B e 8 P45 TAEM 52 40

2. My organization makes an active effort to help employees when there is a conflict 1234567
between work and family life.

FEIE B TARM SR BE L 2 [ AT 5, BRI 24 =] e i i B B T

3. My organization puts money and effort into showing its support of employees and 1234567
families.
I A A BOBE S FI%% ), BURH SR B TR M A K e -

4. It is easy to find out about family support programs within my organization. 1234567

TEFR I w) AR 5 38 21 B SRR 2 w1l
5. My organization provides its employees with useful information they need tobalance 123 456 7
work and family.
I 2 7] A B TIR A B~ AR B B2 (R B .
6. My organization helps employees with families find the information they need to 1234567
balance work and family.
FA A w) B B 5 B TS B P AR B SR 1 A

7. My organization is understanding when an employee has a conflict between workand 123 456 7

family.
BB L AR B SR A R IRs, FRIT 2 ) e A B At
8. In general, my organization is very supportive of its employees with families. 1234567

HEREARER, TR A AR AR SRR TR .
9. Employees really feel that the organization respects their desire to balance work and 1234567
family demands.

B T REFR B 24 7] o AP A B TAR B 5K

The following statements require you to think about the advantage of balancing work and family responsibility. Please
answer the questions using the scale below:

1= JEH A [F & Strongly disagree 2 = AN[A] 7 Disagree
3 = MATRE A B ANA & neither agree nor disagree 4 = [F] 7% Agree

5 = JEH [F] B Strongly agree
BB F RN My involvement in family:
1. Helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me be a better 1 2 3 4
worker 5

RO AFE R ERE, BN A R B
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. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better worker 1
B EIRER TR, BRI FE A A

. Helps me to acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker 1
B ESR HRe, BRI E A

. Put mein a good mood and this helps me be a better worker 1
R OELF, BT A A B

. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better worker 1
RS PGS, BT A BT B

. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better worker 1
IR, BRI AR BT JE B

. Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps me be a better worker 1
RN R 78, BRI A B AT I i A

. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and this helps me be a better 1
worker
RARARAE T —FE RO, ISR IR A A 1 B
Provides me with a sense of success and this helps me be a better worker 1

AT T R RN, 3 TR R A e 5

O NN NN NN TN NN NN N

N
w
D

BB TERH A My involvement in work:
1 HERIEE 7RIS, SRS L KR A
Helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me be
a better family member
1 2 3 4 5
2. WP T anE, B IR A I K EE A
Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better family member 1 2 3
5
3. B EE TR, BRI A LK EER &
Helps me to acquire skills and this helps me be a better family member 1 2
4 5
A, SRR, SEARASE T AR 2 T A 1 R B A )
Put me in a good mood and this helps me be a better family member 1 2
4 5
5 AEFRRBIPRLE, BRI R EE R B
Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better family member 1 2
4 5
6. fEFBH O, BT FA A B IF I KRR
Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better family member 1 2
4 5
7 AR IR BN FEEE, TG (R AT A LI R BE R B
Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps me be a better family member 1 2
4 5
8. ARt T —FE R, BRI A A K E B
Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and this helps me be a better
family member
1 2 3 4 5
9. BRI T — IR, SBEARME TR A TE LI KA
Provides me with a sense of success and this helps me be a better family member 1 2 3
5

P. TR ES B E N Preference for segmenting work and family (Kreiner, 2006)
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THIFEER AR — N E LA LRBNEE, 55 T 1 OSSR AR s AR [F) e BN R

The following questions require you to think about your engagement on work, please answer using the scale below:

1= JE¥% AN [E 7 Strongly disagree 2 = JER[F) & Quite disagree
3 = f§AN[F) % Slightly disagree 4 = f§[F 7% Slightly agree
5 = JH[F] & Quite agree 6 = AFH [F 7% Strongly agree
1. | prefer to keep work-life at work F.75 22 R AE A B Rl lR FR AN 6 123456

2. ldon't like to have to think about work while | am at home FEFREHRAEEGEEAHES 123456
B TAERI$.

3. Idon't like work issues creeping into my life at home A ZE TAFHFIMEEEKER 123456
AT .

4. 1like to be able to leave work behind when | go home & ¥ [F] 5 IR 3k A5 BERE S L 123456
1E,

Q. FJFE A O F &R Family role performance scale (Williams and Anderson, 1996)

NHIFEE SRR B — T TAE ERRNEE, &5 TR B R F AR R A R &

The following questions require you to think about your domestic or family-related responsibilities, please answer using
the scale below:

1= JEHW AR Strongly disagree 2 = fHAN[F] & Quite disagree
3 = A IF & Slightly disagree 4 = f§[F] 7 Slightly agree
5 = Jii[F] & Quite agree 6 = AFH [F] 7 Strongly agree

1. Adequately completes expected duties at home. 123456
R TE MR B AR .

2. Fulfils responsibilities expected of me as a family member. 123456
JEAT R BE M O )48 E AT

3. Performs home-related tasks that are expected of me. 123456
TEEAT I 1Y B8 58 R ) LA

4. Meets expected performance requirements or duties at home. 123456
JEATRAER PR B AT IR

5. Engages in activities that will directly affect my performance at home. 123456
S H SRR PR G

6. Neglects to perform essential duties at home. 123456
BRI EEAR TAE,

R. TAEREEE S Work-to-family conflict (1-5) & Family-to-work conflict scale (6-10) (Netemeyer,
Boles and McMurrian, 1996; WFI Chinese version Cheung & Tang, 2012)

1. TARBIRHERYIRE | 30 5 B M 5K R AT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life
2. R TIRHRAFS IR LLUE AT R b2 B4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfil family
responsibilities

3. A AREIE TAEER, {EHR e 58 AR BAE A 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Things | want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job
puts on me

4. TAEGERMBRE], IR SRR EE AT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfil family duties

5. R ELTAEAHRBA TR, PR HESE K EETE B # 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Due to work-related duties, | have to make changes to my plans for family
activities
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6. PG EC A (FF ) B0 ZER W GE 1 B T A AR B 5 B 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

The demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-related

activities

7. DRIR IR AR EAGAE S RE A IRy T T 4 R ZHAE R AR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| have to put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home

8. DRI A N AR (Rl e S FR A K, SRR BB 78 BUAE EAE 2 m B 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Things | want to do at work don’t get done because of the demands of my
family or spouse/partner
9. FMKEEAEIEYBE 7 IRAWE, BIanvER BPE. SERH AR, B T/E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work such as getting to
work on time, accomplishing daily tasks, and working overtime
10. ZXBEAHRR BN, wimE 7 JIEAT TAEARR S AT RS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform job-related duties

S. TAEZEEF#T Work and family balance-satisfaction and Effectiveness (Valcour, 2007) (Carlson et al., 2009)

& PR [ e 3 25 DY =8 AR B 2 B CAR AR AR RSB CIE LR RSB fa 72 AR LA 2 A0 — Ve G 8, A
RIIEN, MRE—R, 2hniEs), 28%) , WAL OB RE R
Please review your work and non-work activities over the past four months (Non-work activities refer to the general
activities other than work, e.g. the time you spent with your family or friends, doing exercise or learning). Please
answer using the scale below:

1= AEW A Very dissatisfied 3 = L8 A AN A & Neutral

2 = 5 EEANTE Slightly dissatisfied

4 = 5 Bhim = Slightly satisfied

5 = JEH WA Very satisfied

1. The way | divide my time between work and personal or family life 1 2 3 4 5
3 H HTLE AR AR s Bl Brige i ke (] L e OR R 1

2. The way you divide your attention between work and home 1 2 3 4 5
B AE TAEFIFE TAE BRI 7%

3. How well my work-life and my personal or family life fit together 1 2 3 4 5
IR H AT AE CAEFIE AR RSB [8 (1 7 Bie 2 5 38 1)

4. My ability to balance the needs of my job with those of my personal or family life 1 2 3 4 5
HEROARE , FRRR AP AR AR AR AR 0 P A 1)

5. The opportunity | have to perform my job well and yet be able to perform home-related 1 2 3 4 5

duties adequately

FAT B R A At 1 [R] B th R 78 20 58 RS BE AT e 1 i e

R PR A0 T 5 S A 2k [ 2 R RE -
Please answer using the scale below:
1=E% AR[A & Strongly disagree 3 = S FTRE A= AN F & Neutral

2 = 5 25N [F] B Disagree slightly
4 =5 25[F & Agree slightly
5 = JEH [F] B Strongly agree

6. |am able to negotiate and accomplish what is expected of me at work and in my family 1 2 3 4 5
FRAT AT B A 58 e LA R 5K i 3 R ) S
7. 1do agood job of meeting the role expectations of critical people in my work and family 1 2 3 4 5
life
FRAT DAt £33 3] 7 2 il B S IRAE AR AN K B v 1) A (L S 2
8. People who are close to me would say that | do a good job of balancing work and 1 2 3 4 5
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family
LR AT ) N B8 A FRAE 4l AR B SR e A 0% AR &F

9. lam able to accomplish the expectations that my supervisors and my family have for me 1 2 3 4 5
FAT PATE AR b ) B ok i S 3R R
10. My co-workers and members of my family would say that | am meeting their 1 2 3 4 5

expectations
TRV A 2 S K e 1l B 58 2 AR AR T2 At AT 36 TP S0 22
11. Itis clear to me, based on feedback from co-workers and family members, that  am 1 2 3 4 5
accomplishing both my work and family responsibilities

PRI R] S S oK B BB K S B, FRAIE B R 1 AR R R R AR

T. T/E-FREFER B IRIMEE Work-family balance self-efficacy (LaPierre et. al,2015)
A& IES A —E N A C R RUE I TR R E BRI BE, sHEEAF S IRIEUHEEIH The
statements below describe one's belief their ability to effectively manage their work and family responsibilities. For
each statement indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement.

1= AE% A F & Strongly disagree 2 = N[F) & Disagree
3 = M T8 A = A A & neither agree nor disagree 4 = [6] 7% Agree

5 = 3% [F] & Strongly agree
FA(Z.07] LL | feel confident that | will:
1. Be able to devote enough attention to the things | find important in my work as well as 1 2 3 4 5
my family life
FRAT DU AR 5 J A 3 v 3 2 2% B L () I 43 N 2 A PR R o

2. Succeed in effectively balancing the demands of my work and family life 1 2 3 4 5
ST b~ 87 AR 5 e A Vi ) 5 3R

3. Succeed in fulfilling my responsibilities both at work and at home 1 2 3 4 5
JD) 58 AR TAE ISR g v i EAT:

4. Arrange things in such a way that | will experience a high level of work-family balance 1 2 3 4 5

15 2 HE A R R B AR - SR RE 1 i P P Al

5. Schedule my time in such a way that | will have enough time for my work as well as my 1 2 3 4 5
family life
FRAE TAF B S v bR 2 R 78 J2 1) IR ]

6. Be able to manage unexpected events that momentarily disrupt my work-family balance
(e.g. sick child, workload, family matters)

A DA P B A R 5~ A ) R S A

-
N
w
I
(%1

U. TS IERGR IR [ 3 BB B SR g, S5 RS IR U2 IH The statements below describe one's belief
their ability to effectively manage their work and family responsibilities. For each statement indicate the extent of

your agreement or disagreement.

1= WA F= Strongly disagree 2 = fHAN[A & Quite disagree
3 = f4 AR [E 2 Slightly disagree 4 = f§[F] 7 Slightly agree
5 = [ & Quite agree 6 = 3 [F] 2 Strongly agree
1. It is inappropriate for a supervisor to ask subordinates about their personal life 1 2 3 4 5 6

(such as where one plans to go for the next vacation)
AN B R A e N R (0 SRS, ST R SEARIRE ], K
BEFEILEE) o
2. I do my own thing without minding about my colleagues, when | am among 1 2 3 4 5 6
them.

FEFSEE T, RAHEGN, AgE DrFH.
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10.

11.

One needs to return a favour if a colleague lends a helping hand.

[FSE TR — AT, VRERZ R R A .

| have never loaned my money to any colleagues

FAEARACEAT 4G [F

We ought to develop the character of independence among colleagues, so that
they do not rely upon other co-workers’ help in their work.

[ < M 7 H 3 AR5 38 EAMKEE I AT

One should express his/her attitude to colleagues and act accordingly.

— (N ERZALE [F) S AT R H SRR EE AT RE AT E)

Subordinates should obey the senior

TR EARERZ IR

Colleagues’ assistance is indispensable to good performance at work.

— (A NEIAS I s, R E B — g AnT /b,

I would help if a colleague at work told me that he/she needed money to pay
utility bills.

o [ R R A AT N, R B B .

In most cases, to cooperate with someone whose ability is lower than oneself is
not as desirable as doing the thing on one’s own.

—fRRE, BL—LUEE L EH ORI NS 1EREE, A E SRR

Do you agree with the proverb “Too many cooks spoil the broth”?

—EA PR, AR LK W, = AR A R K o
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Appendix C. Questionnaire distributed to supervisors
for the follow-up assessment

W 14 H R \
/Azﬁﬁém it R A5k -
- i B A 9 -
EWBHE REEWRBERI AL R
[REERE] BABURREHATRE
i R e 2 3
(BB Er %)
s R

4) R—4 25 BB FBE M EE FF;
5) TEAEBAT;
6) TERCEWEFRD—F 17 BERUTTFX

1) 5 ] 2 B

Je b INH KR SR AR (IR B4 kAL DM B R )

A KBBILET AR [ XEAGE | RABORLERTE, H iR ek fe 877 TF
RFFEMORIER, VERHIFTHBBOR NS % E .

PAMAR AR AR AU UG IS R TR — UME N B R a8 R .
(FECLTRIMIRE b, S E K o I EA09R, WeRFEER RS, EH B E R

A EANEHR

1 MR A BATIHE]: 105 20 %

2 GHPRBAE AU IRAR D 1o RIS 20 O 30 4ok 50
HIELS

3 RS FERLR? 73

4 GEAEMEXFREREBI/EAL? 102 0o
(o &Rl &R ER AT ENRD TS R, B2 TIERRA DR 40 /N

5 A ARBIER A 2 A ERERA? (B B DM SR L)
fir
6 an RUEME ) NBORERIE DU o

i
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i) NMEF FKESH BN R SR HKS3,600 (B2 9)
i) S ANEF FER A AN SR BRR HKS7,700

i) S ANES KERH SN R Z SRR HKS11,500

iv)  PUANAEF: FKEEREH RN B2 SRR HKS14,300

v) | BANEF FERH AN E RS HKS14,800

vi) | S AERRL B FEERE A AN B SRR HKS15,800
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100 HK $60,000-$65,999
110 HK $65,000-$69,999
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20 HEANR
3offBhEHENA

4o LEXERNEG

5o Ik TAE KEEENE

60 LENKFARAA

7 o B MR ERAE B AR B
8o AEHIMT T A
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1o HiEsE
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PRI & RE 2 JE AT At/ 4t ) ARG O

PRI JB8 RE 580 5 Bt/ ) A 38 e N O
IR E I BT

PRI JB8 BE 200 € A O AR o

PRI & RE 23 2 i A7 A St/ 4t
AR,

C. B ERIKARTA

17

s AT RN B & H B A AT A SRR
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Appendix D. Questionnaire distributed to workers for
the follow-up assessment

1 1% B % .
I o
- & B A 5%«
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[KERE ] RABRKEEAERSE
et A B ek A0k
(EJB T B H#)
) B a2 R
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PR NP BIEET —IRA R [ FEACE | (R BOR AR TAE, H R et e 8 -7 Tk
LR BEMOIIEER, FERHIRT B BOR K 2% E R

AR e LR B A 2 L R R B B IS8R 20 — D0 N B R B IR

[FE VAT R E, SEAEEE 1 o N a5k, AR IR R, EH s E R
AR

20 MERIFIME BATHES]: 105 20%

21 an RIAE B QS URAR I - 10 KIS 20 O 30 405 50
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22 REMRSER LR 4

23 GHHEBETEXREREBIEANAL? 10 0o0f
i el e E R AR ENRD TE S R, B2 TIERRA DR 40 /M
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fir

25 DAL NSO [ 2 DA Ho—
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~
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O 0|/0|g|gojg e
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i) ANES FKERE A AN SR SR HKS3,600 (BEE: 9)
i) S NEF FER A SN E SRR HKS7,700

i) | EANEF FKERH AN S & BRR HKS11,500

iv)  POAAEF: FKEEREH RN B &SRR HKS14,300

v) | BANEF FERH RN B SRIA HKS14,800

vi) | AN ANERLL L KEEREH AR S A2 S KA HKS15,800

26 Kb, fl/fiMR R ER A ERE?
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Appendix E. PowerPoint file entitled “Supervisor Support in Advancing the Utilization
of Family-Friendly Policies” presented at New York International Business and Social
Science Research Conference on the 14th-16th of July 2016

- R
The Education University

.- of Hong Kong

Supervisor Support in Advancing the
Utilization of Family-friendly policies

Lina Vyas
Assistant Professor #) 38 #{3%
Department of Asian and Policy Studies 5 # & sk % % % %
14 -16" July / 2016

The Education Uiversiy of Hong Koug mmked 2nd in Asic and 1261 in the world in Edvcation
(0 Workt Universiy, Rawkings by Subject 2016)

* Long working hours in Hong Kong

* Research revealed >25% of Hong Kong
employees work more than 50 hours/week
(Chung, ctal., 2010)

* The average working hours per year in Hong
Kong: 2,606 hours (The longest working hours
among the 71 countries in the Prices and
Earnings Report 2015)

* Long work hours mp Affect personal lives mp

Work-family contlict!

The Educntion Universiy of Hang Kong ranked 3ad in Asin and 120h in the worid in Bducation
(0 Worta Universiy Runkings by Suvject 2016)

* Benelits of implementation of family-[riendly
policies include:

. Lower level of work-family conflict

. Work and family enhancement

. Improved health
Increased employee engagement, commitment,
attachment to the organization

. Decreased absenteeism

W -

w

The Kaucation Unhversty of Hong Koug mnke 2ui in Asie and 1201 in tve worid in Keucation
(05 World University Rankings by Subject 2016)

«  Mainly 3 categories of [amily-friendly practices in
Hong Kong:

. Family leave benefits (¢.g. marriage leave, parental
leave, compassionate leave, special casual leave. and
special long leave)

2. Flexible work arrangements (c.g. five-day work week,

flexible working hours, and home-based work)

3. Employee support schemes (e.g. medical protection
to employees and their family members, child care
scrvices, counsclling scervices on stress or emotional
management, setting up of nursery rooms and
organizing family recreational activitics)

The Kaucntion Univershy of Hong Nong rinked 2ad in Asis aud 130 in e worid in Kdncation
QS Worid Universigs Rankings by Swbject 2016)

* Weak correlation between provision and
utilization of family-friendly policies

« Supervisor support (i.e. supervisor [lexibility &
sensitivity) is crucial to the utilization of the
policies = Workplace interventions (i.c. the
provision of family-friendly policies) have to
be implemented alongside supervisor support
to achieve the desired results (Julien, 2007,
Kelly, et al., 2014; Bagger & i, 2014)

he Ratucasion Unbversin af Houg Kong maket 2ud b Asia and 120 bn tue worid in
(05 Worid Universiyy Raukings iy Subject 2016)

* The survey was planned by the Department of Asian
and Policy Studies, The Education University of
Hong Kong. then conducted by Policy 21 Ltd

The houschold survey was conducted between July
and October 2014, successfully interviewed 1,005
workers aged 25 and above through face-to-face
interview

+ Multi-stage random sampling

* Response rate: 60%

The etucation Universiy Aria and 1208 In R
QS Worsd Untversiny Rakings by Subjoct 2016)
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Provision of family-friendly policies
by employers

The Education University of Hong Keng ranked 2ud in Asia and 120t in the worid in Education The Education Universiy of Hang Kong ramked 2ud in Asin and 1204 in the world in Education
(05 Worit Universiy Raukings by Subject 2016) QS Worsa Universty Kuaklags by Sudject 2016)

The Ktucution Universiy of

The Etucation Universiy of Hong Kong ranked 2ad in Asia and 120 in e world in

Eancation ant 1200 in
(S Work Universty Rankings by Suvject 2016) S World Universy: Rankings by Subject 2016)

Utilization of family-friendly policies

The Raucarion Uninersiy of Hong Kong mnked 2ad b Asla and 1201 bn e world in Récation The Keucation Ak and Rtucation
(05 Worid Universiy Ruukings by Subject 2016) QS Wortd Untversiay Rankings by Subjoct 2016)
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The Bducarion Universin

T — ——
(G5 Woria Universiy Rawkings by Sunjer 2016)

2t in Asia and 1200 i i

QS Worsa University RanXings by Sudject 3016)

(0 Warid Criversiy Ramkings by Subject 2016)

20 in Asta ant suen
(O Worid Universiy Rankings by Subject 2014)

R reh findines ™

Supervisors understand the family
responsibility of employees

The Kaucarion Usiversty;

(O Worid Universiy; Ramkings 2y Subject 2016)

Supervisors understand the family
responsibility of each person

The Raucation 1

1200
(QS Worta Universiay Rankings by Subjece 2016)
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o

Company always expect employcees to
prioritise work over personal or family life

Expectation of employers on the
work of employees

The Bducarion Universin;

Eitucat The Bducation Criversity 2wt in Avia and 1308 i i
(G5 Worss Universiyy Rankings by Subject 2016) QS Woria Universtty RanXings by Sudject 3016)

When comparing to employees not using
family-friendly policies, those using such
policies have fewer chance of promotion

Nepative fopack ot Bumily-Hiendly DRl %
- =

The Ktucation Universiy Asla and. The Btucation y 2w i Avia o 1308 I
(QS Workd Universily Rankings by Subject 2016} (S World University Rauhings by Subject 2016)

* Factors analyzed and statistically significant:

The Raucation 1

1200
(QS Worta Universiay Rankings by Subjece 2016)

117
Department of Asian and Policy Studies, EduHK



/ —atl

» Factors analyzed but not statistically significant:
- Predisposing [actors
1. Age
2. Gender
3. Attitude to work-life balance
- Enabling factor
1. Primary responsibility of promoting work-
life balance
- Need factor
1. Family responsibility

The Bducasion University The Education Avia nd 120k in i

QS Woria Universtty RanXings by Sudject 3016)

(G5 Worss Universiyy Rankings by Subject 2016)

Lactors constitute higher utilization of FI'P:

. Professionals

. Perceived organisational culture on work-
balance

3. Perceived cffectiveness of available family-

friendly measures

[N

e Kucation Universiy:

(0 Worsd Gniversity Rankings by Subject 2016)

(O Worid Universiy: Ramkings oy Subject 2016)
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Results also show that the following combination
of [actors also enhance the utilization of FI'P

* Positive attitude towards work-life balance
and perceived organisational culture
Positive attitude towards work-life balance
and perceived effectiveness of available
family-[riendly measures
Family responsibility and perceived
effectiveness of available family-friendly
measures

The Bducarion Universin;

TR ——
(G5 Woria Universiy Rawkings by Sunjees 2016)

« The most common : 5-day work week ~ Payable
overtime ~ Family leave

* The rarest : Flexible workplace ~ Job-sharing ~
Child care

« The availability of family-friendly policies is
quite different: Child care = 5% vs. 5-day work
week = 48.5%

in Avia and 130k
(U5 Worsa Univorstn

The Education Caiversity i EE
y Sbject 2

* The utilization rate of family-friendly policies in
is low

* The most commonly used: 5-day work week,
Tlexible shift

* Yet a vast majority of the respondents thought
family-friendly policies enable them to have
betler balance between work and family

e Kitucation Universiy of Hong Koug mmket 2nd i Asla and 128 i e wortd in Kucation
(0 Warid Criversiy Ramkings by Subject 2016)

+ Reasons for not using family-friendly policies:

1. 42% supervisors never or seldom understand the

family responsibility of their staff

2. Organizational culture (e.g. prioritization of tasks

over personal or [amily life. otherwise [ewer
chances of getting promotion)

« Those who i) work as professionals, or ii) perceive a
positive organization culturc on work-lifc balance,
or iii) perceive positive effects of the family-friendly
policies, or iv) need to take care of dependents are
more likely to use I'I'P

20 b Avia w1300

(0 Miorid University Rabings by Subject 2016)

The Kaucation Universiy of

* The negative impact of work towards family life
is still common

* The current practice of encouragement may not
enable employees to enjoy family-friendly
policics

* Supervisor support is an important factor
contributing to a higher utilization of family-
[riendly policies in the sense that it will shape
the organization culture

The Hitucation Universty of Hong Kowg muked 2ad in Aska and 1268 tn e wortd in Rucazion
(O Worid Universiy; Ramkings 2y Subject 2016)

* Organizations must demonstrate organisational
culture on work-life balance

Make ellectiveness of available family-[riendly
measures more evident

There must be proper support from supervisors
to build confidence of workers to utilize the FFP
available

The Raucation 1

v ant 12000
(05 Word Universtn: Ranking by Subject 2016)
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* Legislation is essential

Government should also set the example to:
. Improve organizational culture
. Improve the understanding of supervisors

. Make employers understand the benefits of Th nk i
family-friendly policies a Ou

W — e

The Bducarion Universin;

The Education Caiversity i in Avia wnd 120k in i
(U5 Worsa Univorstn by Sabject 2016)

— ——
(G5 Woria Universiy Rawkings by Sunjees 2016)
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Appendix F. PowerPoint file entitled “Impact of Family-Friendly Policies in the
Workplace in Hong Kong” presented at the 4th International Conference on Social
Policy and Governance Innovation on the 24th of November 2016

The Situation of HK Employees
Impact of Family-Friendly Policies I
in the Workplace in Hong Kong

Number of dual-earner couples with chiidren : ties
under 18 years o o
Presented during 1987 - 4Z.7% vs 2011 - 54.1% 3% more (B0hve/wi]
h Internaf e y and Governance Innovation”
Novembe i

of Hang Kong, Hong Ki Number of children Fuing in single-parent

2001 - 61,431 vs 2011 - 81,705 Same to worse than Westem
Dr. LINA VYAS ounterparts
. KEE-LEE CHOU : :

Benefits from Family-Friendly Work Policies

Conflict in Previous Studies on Impact

Correlatior between family-friendly practices based on variable.

Health

] Strong Weal
Work-Family Balance Productivity

Improves e health of Enables empioyees to Inspires a greater sense rganizational commitment Intention to ;"r;:!"““s‘} Lm]”* Ganstor
employees, causing spand more tima with of commitment, 4 actio 200

s, and providig e family, facilitating engagement and loyalty Lewels of wark-life confiict Thompson, Goff, Mount &

time for personal collective appreciation of to the organization; mora Beauwvais & Jamison (1980)
activities fole of work; lessens determination to give Lyness (1999)

Tamily conflict best performance X § :
an policies and work behaviors.

Limitations of Previous Studies on Impact

Mixed results attributable to

@ Use of one policy vs multiple policies (concem; “desage effect” on the
availability/utilization of certain poicies)

Addressing Conflicts and Limitations

@ Argument on non-homogeneity of famity-friandly practices; two categories of
family-friendly practices: (1) supporting measures {i.e. resources for dependent
care). and (2) flexibility measures (i.e. flexibikity of work Iocation)

@ Focus on job satisfaction, not job performance of employess

® Reliance on self-reported data by employees, not data from supervisors and
pears
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Availability of Family-Friendly Practices, Work- Useof Family-Friendy Practices, Work-Life Conflict,
Life Conflict, Work Attitudes & Behaviors Work Attitudes & Behaviors

Rale of Supportive Supenvisors Methods

1,000 companies Experignced interviewers visited
randomly seiected flom  canfimed companies
cllow pages : :
IRl iR, o ccry family support s positively related o work atitude ard vk vl pege conae

® 47.1% response rate

erviews
KL A TR E @ 401 pairs of employees and
their immediate supervisors

High-quality exchange between supervisors and employees
(YO rartially mediates the effect of supervisory family supporton

38 mean age
work attitude and work behavior

86% women

Letters sent; phare calls made
ta continm paricipatia

.
L]
® 91% married
.

60 hrs (average weekly work)

Measures: Employees (1 of 2) Measures: Employees (2 of 2)
Variable Method Used Variable Method Used
Level of family-friendty Respondents asked which 18 family-friendly benefits the Job attitude Divided into four (job satisfaction, affective commitment, ntention
benefits provided and ‘arganization provided and which ones they used 1o stay, work environment); adopted different point and Likert
used scale systems
Supervisory family 4-itam scale was adopted; employees ranked agresability based Job behavier B-item psychological withdrawal behaviors scale; 5-point Likert
support ‘on a 5-paint Likert scale (1-strongly disagrae; S-strongly agrae)

scale (1-never; S-akways)

Perceived family- S-tem scale was adopted; 7-point Likert scale (1-strongly Work-life

10-tem Work-to-Family, Family-to-Work Conflict Scale was.
supportive organization  disagree; 7-strongly agree)

adopted; 7-point Likert scale (1-strongly disagree; 7-strongly
agree)
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Messures: Supervisors
Variable Method Used

Jab behavior Divided into four dimensions (task performance, citizenship
behavior towards supervisor, contextual parformance: OCB (1] and
OCB [O]; adopted different paint and Likert scale systems

Inclusian of four control variables: age, gender, educational level,
and marital status

was all and
LRl E L B e ndent variables, and mediators

Results

Availability of Family-Friendly

Practices, Work-Life Conflict,

Work Attitudes & Behaviors
A perceived family-supportive
organization partially mediates the
effect of the number of available family-
friendly policies on wark attitude, not
work behavior

Results

Role of Supportive Supervisors

High-quality exchange between
supervisors and employees partially
mediates the effect of supervisory family
support on both work attitude and work
behavior.

Recommendations

enjoyed.
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Results

ent study:

ined not only the g
e lirk {l.&

effect of fam
reerved fami

Avaitability of Famiy

Results

Use of Family-Friendly Practices,
Work-Life Conflict, Work Attitudes
& Behaviors

Work-life confifct does rot mediate the effect of
the rurrber of family-friendy policies on work
it ekt ches not s redate thelr effect on
work behavior

Conclusion

friendly policies are corre
commitment and




