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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

GENERAL GOVERNMENT
DiVISION

B-216021

The Honorable Patricia Schroeder
Chair, Task Force on Economic Security
Select Committee on Children,

Youth and Families
House of Representatives

Dear Madam Chair:

This report responds to your April 6, 1984, request for
information on the alternative work schedule program in the fed-
eral government. In subsequent discussions with your office, we
agreed to provide information on the attitudes of federal em-
ployees and managers' views of the program, particularly as they
relate to the six areas of interest in the authorizing legisla-
tion,

Participants in the alternative work schedule program are
not restricted to working a standard 5-day, 40-hour workweek.
Alternative schedules may take a variety of forms. A flexible
work schedule allows an employee to vary (within a 40-hour
workweek and constraints set by the agency) the time he or she
reports for duty and departs from work. A compressed work
schedule is one which compresses the 40-hour workweek into less
than 5 days or, alternatively, the 80 hour biweekly pay period
into less than 10 working days. A third type of schedule,
maxiflex, incorporates features of both flexible and compressed
schedules,

The Federal Employees Flexible and Compressed Work Sched-
ules Act, Public Law 95-390, which was initially enacted in 1978
and extended in 1982, expires in July 1985. According to the
Office of Personnel Management, 41 federal agencies reported
that, as of July 31, 1984, they had alternative work schedule
programs with about 308,000 participating employees. However,
based on the results of our questionnaire we estimate that
489,000 permanent employees work an alternative work schedule in
the continental United States.
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On March 28, 1985, we testified at a hearing held by the
Subcommittee on Human Resources, House Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, on H.R. 1534--a bill to make the program per-
manent. Although our work was not complete at that time, we
reported that our preliminary analysis of federal managers' and
employees' views and interviews with union officials indicated
that, cumulatively, the advantages of alternative work schedules
appeared to outweigh the disadvantages. We also expressed the
opinion that the authorizing legislation should be made perma-
nent., This report presents the final results of our review.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Our objectives were to gather and analyze employees' and
managers' views on how alternative work schedules have affected
the efficiency of government operations (e.g. productivity),
mass transit facilities and traffic, levels of energy consump-
tion, service to the public, increased opportunities for
full-time and part-time employment, and employees' job satisfac-
tion (e.g. morale) and nonwork life. Improvements in these six
areas were specifically cited in the legislation as the objec-
tives of the program. 1In addition, we also gathered views on
how alternative work schedules have affected dependent
care,! an area of special interest to the select committee.

To accomplish these objectives, we first sent a gquestion-
naire to a randomly selected sample of about 2,700 executive
branch employees throughout the continental United States, in-
cluding employees and supervisors on either fixed or alternative
work schedules. The sample results are projectable to an
adjusted universe of 1.3 million employees in the continental
United States. Second, we interviewed 24 officials responsible
for personnel and labor relations functions at 11 federal agen-
cies that used alternative work schedules. We conducted our
review from April 1984 through May 1985. Further details con-
cerning our objectives, scope, and methodology are presented in
appendix I (p. 17) and appendix III (p. 33).

QUESTIONNAIRE HIGHLIGHTS

Our questionnaire addressed a wide range of issues asso-
ciated with the alternative work schedule program. Following
are the major questionnaire findings.

lcare or supervision (e.g. nursing, babysitting, etc.) of adults
or children living in the home that is provided at some time
during the workday.
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--74 percent of the employees indicated that they support
the continuation of the program (see app. II, question
47);

--72 percent of the employees using alternative work
schedules felt that the schedules gave them greater
flexibility to meet family obligations (doctor's appoint-
ments, meetings, etc.) (see app. II, question 30.4);

--74 percent of the employees on an alternative work
schedule believe the program has had a favorable or very
favorable effect on their morale (see app. II, gquestion
29.2);

--89 percent of the employees on an alternative work sched-
ule who have a need for dependent care were satisfied or
very satisfied with their work schedules, while 62 per-
cent of the employees on a fixed schedule were satisfied
or very satisfied (see app. I, table 9).

The percentages are based on the total number of usable
questionnaires (1,976). Appendix II is a copy of our
guestionnaire showing the cumulative responses we received to
each question.

AGENCY INTERVIEW RESULTS

Personnel and labor relations officials at the 11 agencies
we visited said that generally they have had positive experi-
ences with alternative work schedules. They said that, overall,
there have been improvements in service to the public, employee
morale, efficiency of agency operations, and employment oppor-
tunities. Most agency officials stated that alternative work
schedules had no effect on mass transit facilities, traffic
congestion, or energy consumption. All agency officials said
employees were able to devote more time to their families and
personal interests as a result of alternative work schedules.
Appendix III is a summary of our agency interviews.

- - - -

As requested by your office, we did not obtain agency com-
ments on the report. As arranged with your office, we will send
copies of this report to interested parties and make copies
avalilable to others who request them.

Sincerely yours,

William J. Anderson
Director






APPENDIX I APPENDIX 1I

EMPLOYEES' VIEWS
OF ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES

On November 29, 1984, we sent a questionnaire to a random
sample of permanent executive branch employees in the continen-
tal United States. The questionnaire was designed to obtain the
attitudes of federal employees about the alternative work sched-
ules (AWS) program in their agencies.

We asked the employees to complete the questionnaire even
if they were not participating in the AWS program. Completed
questionnaires were received from 1,976 of the 2,633 employees
in the sample, a response rate of 75 percent. About 63 percent
of the respondents indicated that they work a fixed schedule
while about 37 percent work an alternative work schedule.

(See app. II, question 14.) Of those employees working an
alternative work schedule, 69 percent work a flexible schedule;
14.5 percent work a compressed schedule; 9.5 percent work a
maxiflex schedule; and 2 percent work a part-time alternative
work schedule. Five percent of these employees did not specify
which schedule they used. (See app. 11, questions 14 and 15.)
We estimated that 489,000 permanent employees work an alterna-
tive work schedule in the continental United States.

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

The following sections provide a discussion of employees'
responses. Specifically, the data includes responses we
received concerning the

--characteristics of the respondents--their age, sex,
marital status, dependent care needs, geographical work
areas, and type of job held;

--views of those participating in the AWS program regarding
the effect of AWS on each of the six congressional areas

of interest;

IThere are two general categories of alternative work schedules:
flexible and compressed workweeks. A flexible work schedule
allows an employee to vary (within constraints set by the
agency) the time he or she reports for duty and departs from
work. A compressed schedule is one which compresses the
40-hour biweekly pay period into less than 10 working days. A
third type of schedule, maxiflex, incorporates features of both
flexible and compressed schedules.
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--impact which AWS has had on employees with dependent care
needs; and

--opinions of employees, regardless of work schedules, as
to whether the AWS program should be continued and

whether the advantages of AWS outweigh its disadvantages.

Respondent characteristics

We asked questions to determine the a

o as oy _
questions to determine the age, sex,
status, dependent care needs, geographic work areas and popula-
tions, and job types of the respondents. This data appears in
tables 1 and 2.

Qe avima
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TABLE 1

CHARACTERISTICS OF AWS AND FIXED

SCHEDULE EMPLOYEES

Characteristic AWS
Q 2. Age:  TTm=mmmooos
Under 20 *
20 to 24 3
25 to 29 10
30 to 34 15
35 to 44 34
45 to 54 24
55 to 65 13
Over 65 1
Total 700Q
Q 3. Sex:
Female 39
Male 61
Total 100

Q 4. Marital Status:

Married 73
Not married 27
Total 100

Q 5. Dependent Care:

Yes, adults 2
Yes, children
and adults 28
Yes, children 1
No 69
Total 100

Apoes not add due to rounding.
*Less than 1 percent.
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TABLE 2
CHARACTERISTICS OF AWS AND FIXED SCHEDULE
EMPLOYEES
AWS Schedule Fixed Schedule
------------ (percent)-=--=~=-=--~--
Geographic area
Metropolitan Washington, D.C. 19 13
Northeast 16 13
South 20 26
North Central 17 1
Plains and Northwest 1M 15
Southwest 18 _gg
Total 7002 1002
Work area - population
Large city: over 100,000 63 48
City: 50,000 to 100,000 14 20
City or town under 50,000 18 26
Other _5 _6
Total 100 100
F—— —
Job type
Administrative or managerial 22 23
Professional or technical 57 41
Secretarial or clerical 13 15
Trade, craft, or labor 6 18
Other 3 2
Total T00a J002

Apoes not add due to rounding.

Impact of AWS on the six areas
of congressional interest

We were particularly interested in assessing the impact of
the AWS program on the six areas of congressional interest:
employee job satisfaction and nonwork life, efficiency of
government operations, levels of energy consumption, mass
transit facilities and traffic, service to the public, and
increased opportunities for full-time and part-time employment.
The results concerning these areas follow.
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Job satisfaction and nonwork life

We asked AWS employees what effect AWS had on their job
performance, morale, and ability to match work hours with their
workload. Sixty-three percent, 74 percent, and 61 percent of
the employees said that AWS had a very favorable or favorable
effect on their job performance, morale, and ability to match
work hours with workload, respectively. (See app. II, question
29.)

We also asked supervisors of employees on alternative work
schedules to assess the effect of AWS on their subordinates'
morale. Combining the response of the three categories
reflecting a positive result, 69 percent of the supervisors
indicated that AWS had a very favorable, favorable, or slightly
favorable effect. (See app. II, question 42.) Table 3 presents
these results.

In addition, we asked AWS employees what effect AWS had on
their nonwork life activities. Seventy-two percent indicated
that AWS helped them to better meet family obligations, and
about 63 percent indicated AWS allowed them to participate in
more leisure-time activities (See app. 1I, question 30.) The
responses are shown in table 4.

Efficiency of government operations

We asked AWS employees whether AWS has increased, de-
creased, or had no effect on their productivity. We also asked
supervisors {some using AWS themselves) what effect AWS had on
the productivity of these employees. Combining the responses of
the three categories reflecting an increase (greatly increased,
substantially increased, and somewhat increased), 51 percent of
those on AWS indicated their productivity had increased, and 42
percent of supervisors indicated that their subordinates'
productivity had increased. However, approximately 29 percent
of employees and 27 percent of supervisors indicated that the
AWS schedule had little or no effect on their own productivity
or their subordinates' productivity, respectively. (See app.
II, questions 38 and 43.) Table 5 shows the results concerning
this area.

Energy consumption

We asked AWS employees whether AWS had increased, de-
creased, or had no effect on gasoline consumption in their
automobiles. Thirty~seven percent indicated that their gasoline
consumption had decreased or greatly decreased. However, 40
percent indicated that AWS had had no effect on gasoline
consumption (See app. Il1, question 33.) These results are
summarized in table 6.
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TABLE 3

JOB SATISFACTION - SELECTED ITEMS

FOR AWS EMPLOYEES:

Q 29. AWS may or may not have an effect on your job
satisfaction., Please indicate below how favorable or
unfavorable an effect, if any, AWS has had on you in
each of the following work-related areas?

Match work

Work-related areas hours with
Effect Job performance Morale workload
--------------- (percent)=—=—======mw—e---
Very favorable or
favorable 63 74 61
Neither 17 7 15
Very unfavorable or
unfavorable 6 7 7
Don't know or not
applicable 3 1 5
Nonresponse 11 n 12
Total 100 100 100

FOR SUPERVISORS OF AWS EMPLOYEES

Q 42. 1In your work unit, how favorable or unfavorable an
effect, if any, has AWS had on each of the following
aspects of work?

Effect on your subordinates' morale: Percent?
Very favorable, favorable, slightly favorable 69
No effect 10
Very unfavorable, unfavorable, slightly
unfavorable 2
No basis to judge 5
Nonresponse 13
Total 100

@poes not add due to rounding.
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TABLE 4

NONWORK LIFE - SELECTED ITEMS

FOR AWS PARTICIPANTS:

Q 30. One of the purposes of AWS was to provide greater
flexibility in scheduling nonwork activities. Are
any of the nonwork activities listed below ones that
you were able to start doing, or do more of, as a
result of being in the AWS program?

Area
Participate in
Provide dreater Meet family leisure-time
flexibility obligations activities
------------- (percent)--------------
Yes 72 63
No 15 22
Nonresponse 13 15
Total 100 100
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TABLE 5

EFFICIENCY OF GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS - SELECTED ITEMS

FOR AWS EMPLOYEES:

Q 38. Compared to what your productivity might be under a
fixed schedule, has AWS increased, decreased, or had
no effect on your productivity?

Effect Percent?
Greatly increased (60% or more) 4
Substantially increased (30% - 59%) 12
Somewhat increased (15% - 29%) 35
Little or no effect 29
Somewhat decreased (15% - 29%) 3
Substantially decreased (30% - 59%) 1
Greatly decreased (60% or more) 1
No basis to judge 4
Nonresponse 12

Total 100

FOR SUPERVISORS OF AWS EMPLOYEES

Q 43. Compared to what their productivity might be und-- a
fixed schedule, has AWS increased, decreased, - ad
no effect on your subordinates' productivity?

Effect Percenc=
Greatly increased (60% or more) 2
Substantially increased (30% - 59%) 1
Somewhat increased (15% - 29%) 29
Little or no effect 27
Somewhat decreased (15% - 29%) 7
Substantially decreased (30% - 59%) 2
Greatly decreased (60% or more) *
No basis to judge 8
Nonresponse 15

Total 100

Apoes not add due to rounding.
*Less than one percent,



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

TABLE 6

ENERGY CONSUMPTION - SELECTED ITEM

FOR AWS PARTICIPANTS:

Q 33. Compared to a fixed schedule, does AWS increase,
decrease, or have no effect on the following aspects
of your commuting to and from work?

Effect on consumption of gasoline: Percent
Greatly increased 1
Increased 2
No effect 40
Decreased 29
Greatly decreased 8
No basis to judge 6
Nonresponse 14

Total 100

Mass transit facilities

We asked AWS employees whether AWS had increased, decreas-
ed, or had no effect on several aspects of their commute to and
from work. Fifty-seven percent indicated that the degree of
traffic congestion they experienced had decreased or greatly de-
creased as a result of AWS. Also, 53 percent indicated that the
amount of time they spent commuting decreased or greatly
decreased for the same reason. (See app. II, question 33.)
Table 7 summarizes these results,

Service to the public

We asked AWS employees whether AWS had increased, decreas-
ed, or had no effect on their work unit's ability to provide
direct service to the public. Fifty-two percent indicated that
AWS has had no effect and thirty-seven percent indicated that
AWS had increased or greatly increased their work unit's ability

to provide service to the public. (See app. II, question 36.)
The results are summarized in table 8.



TABLE 7

MASS TRANSIT FACILITIES AND
TRANS SELECTED ITEMS

IT -

FOR AWS PARTICIPANTS:

Q 33. Compared to a fixed schedule, does AWS increase,
decrease, or have no effect on the following
aspects of your commuting to and from work?

Degree of Amount of

traffic time spent

Effect congestion commuting

-------- (percent)-=---===-
Greatly increased 1 1
Increased 2 2
No effect 21 27
Decreased 35 38
Greatly decreased 22 15
No basis to judge 5 4
Nonresponse A3 _13
Total 1004 100

apoes not add due to rounding.

10
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TABLE 8

SERVICE TO THE PUBLIC - SELECTED ITEM

Q 36. Compared to a fixed schedule, has AWS increased,
decreased, or had no effect on your work unit's
ability to provide direct services to the

public?

Effectd Percent
Greatly increased 8
Increased 29
No effect 52
Decreased 4
Greatly decreased 0
No basis to judge 7

Total 100

dBecause the questionnaire directed some respondents to skip

this question, it was not possible to determine a nonresponse
category.

Increased employment opportunities

We asked supervisors of employees who work AWS how favor-
able or unfavorable an effect, if any, AWS had on recruiting or
retaining employees. We did not use the results of this ques-
tion because 42 percent or more of the supervisors either did
not respond to the question or indicated that recruiting and/or
retaining employees was not applicable in their area of respon-
sibility. (See app. II, question 44.)

Impact of AWS on dependent care

One of the purposes of AWS was to provide greater flexibil-
ity in scheduling nonwork activities such as family obligations
and dependent care arrangements.

1
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We considered the impact of AWS on dependent care from

two perspectives. First, for those employees with dependents
needing care (see table 9), we asked how satisfied or dissatis-
fied they were with their work schedule. To gain additional
insights, we compared these results to those reported by employ-
ees without dependents (see table 9). We found that those with
and without dependents reported higher rates of satisfaction
when working under an AWS schedule as shown below.

With Without
Work Schedule Satisfaction Level dependents dependents
---------- (percent)-===-----
AWS - very satisfied/satisfied 89 93
Fixed - very satisfied/satisfied 62 75

The lowest level of satisfaction (62 percent) was reported by
those on fixed work schedules with dependent care needs. (See
app. II, question 20.)

We also asked employees whether they preferred to continue
their current work schedule or whether they preferred to change
their schedule to provide more or less flexibility. As shown in
table 10, a greater proportion of employees on fixed schedules
consistently reported that they would prefer to increase their
work schedule flexibility. Comparing responses on the prefer-
ence for more work schedule flexibility, we found the following.

With Without
Work Schedule Satisfaction dependents dependents
-------- (percent)~===----
AWS ~ Increased flexibility 43 34
Fixed - Increased flexibility 56 42

As shown above, those employees who are working on fixed work
schedules and have dependent care needs reported the greatest
desire for more schedule flexibility (56 percent). (See app.
II, questions 5, 20, and 21,)

12
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TABLE 9

WORK SCHEDULE SATISFACTION

APPENDIX I

Q 20. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the work
schedule you generally use?

FOR THOSE WITH DEPENDENTS NEEDING CARE:

Satisfaction

Very satisfied
Satisfied
Uncertain
Dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Total
FOR THOSE WITHOUT DEPENDENTS:

Satisfaction

Very satisfied
Satisfied
Uncertain
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Total

dDoes not add due to rounding.

13
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Fixed

Schedule
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TABLE 10

WORK SCHEDULE PREFERENCE

Q 21, Which of the following best describes your preference
about the work schedule you are currently using?

FOR THOSE WITH DEPENDENTS NEEDING CARE:

Preference AWS Fixed schedule

Continue current one

as 1is 50 37
Increase flexibility 43 56
Decrease flexibility 2 1
Other 5 _1

Total 100 1002
== —_—

FOR THOSE WITHOUT DEPENDENTS:

Preference AWS Fixed schedule
----------- (percent)--=-~-=~~==-
Continue current one,
as is 59 52
Increase flexibility 34 42
Allow less flexibility 3 1
Other 4 6
Total 100 1002
——— -

4poes not add due to rounding.

14
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Continuation and advantages
of AWS program

We asked employees thelr views about whether the AWS pro-
gram should be continued. We also asked their views about
whether the advantages of the program outweighed its disadvan-
tages. On the first gquestion, 74 percent of the employees in-
dicated that the AWS program should be continued; 7 percent said
the program should not be continued; and 19 percent did not
respond. Also, 50 percent believed the advantages of AWS either
greatly outweighed, outweighed, or slightly outweighed the dis-
advantages; 22 percent had no basis to judge; 5 percent believed
the disadvantages either greatly outweighed, outweighed, or
slightly outweighed the advantages; 7 percent believed the
advantages and disadvantages balanced out; and 15 percent did
not respond. {These results are summarized in table 11.) {See

app. II, gquestions 46 and 47.)

15
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TABLE 11

EMPLOYEES' ATTITUDES ON AWS PROGRAM

Q 47. The authorization for the federal AWS program expires in
July 1985, 1In your opinion, should the program be
continued or discontinued?

Percent
Continue AWS program 74
Discontinue AWS program 7
Nonresponse 19
Total 100

Q 46. AWS probably has some advantages and disadvantages to
employees, management and/or the organization. On
balance, do the advantages outweigh the disadvantages, or

not?
Percent
Advantages greatly outweigh disadvantages 23
Advantages outweigh disadvantages 22
Advantages slightly outweigh disadvantages 5
Advantages and disadvantages balance out 7
Disadvantages slightly outweigh advantages 2
Disadvantages outweigh advantages 2
Disadvantages greatly outweigh advantages 1
No basis to judge 22
Nonresponse _15
Total 1002
—_—

apoes not add due to rounding.

16
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QUESTIONNATIRE OBJECTIVES,
SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

To obtain federal employees' attitudes on alternative work
schedules we sent a questionnaire to a randomly selected sample
of federal employees. At our request the Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) selected this random sample from its Central
Personnel Data File. The sample was to include only permanent
employees (full-time and part-time) who worked for executive
branch agencies in the contiguous United States. The sample
excluded employees in the Postal Service and the Senior
Executive Service.

Questionnaire response rate

OPM provided us with a sample of 2,688 employees which was
projectable to the universe of 1,823,180 (consisting of
permanent federal employees in the continental United States).
Analysis of the responses showed that certain employees should
not have been included in the sample, that is, 55 respondents
were employed outside the contiguous United States or were not
permanent employees. Thus, our final sample included 2,633
employees. The sample results are projectable to an adjusted
universe of 1.3 million employees in the continental United
States. The 1.3 million is projected based on the 1,976
questionnaires we received.

17
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The following table summarizes the questionnaire returns.

Percent of

eligible

Questionnaire returns Number guestionnaires
Usable returns 1,976 75
Nondeliverable because 44 2

incorrect address from OPM
Nondeliverable because of

no record of employment

at agency given by OPM 81 3
Questionnaire delivered

but employees no longer

at address given by OPM 160 6
Questionnaire failed edit

check or employee did not

answer 30 1
Questionnaire delivered

but not returned 342 13
Eligible returns 2,633 100
Returns not eligible? 55 =

Total 2,688

3Employees who were not in contiguous United States or not
permanent employees.

Item nonresponse rate

Not all respondents to our questionnaire answered all the
questions.

Overall, the average nonresponse rate per item was 11 per-
cent. The item nonresponse rate varied from questionnaire item
to item. The item nonresponse rates for those questions at
the end of the guestionnaire tended to be higher than for those
items in the beginning of the questionnaire. We believe that
this may have been due to respondent fatigue or misinterpreta-
tion of the instructions.

18
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We computed average nonresponse rates for sections of the
questionnaire. The average nonresponse rate per item for ques-
tions in sections I and II (background and work schedule
information was 4 percent). For sections III (AWS impact) and
section IV (supervisors' section), excluding open-ended response
categories and the item asking the impact of AWS on providing
direct service to the public (see table 8), the average
nonresponse rate was 14 percent. The item nonresponse rates for
the three remaining guestions in section IV (i.e., the guestions
on the advantages of AWS outweighing the disadvantages,
continuing AWS, and changing AWS) were moderate or large (15
percent, 19 percent, and 26 percent, respectively).

Sampling errors

For estimates in this report the sampling error varied de-
pending on the group of respondents. The sampling errors for
estimates in tables based only on those with dependents would
not exceed +6.6 percentage points at the 95 percent confidence
level while for all remaining estimates the sampling error would
not exceed +4.6 percentage points at the 95 percent confidence
level.

19
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APPENDIX II

U.S. GEMERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
SURVEY OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' ATTITUDES ON ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES

INSTRUCT 1ONS

The U.S. General Account ing Office, an agency
of the Congress, is reviewing the federal govern-
ment 's Alternat ive Work Schedules (AWS) program
which allows empioyees to choose fiexible or com-
pressed work schedules.

The AWS program was aut horized on an exper imen-
tal basis in 1979 and (st er re-authorized by the
Federal Employees Fiexible and Compressed wWork
Schedules Act of 1982,

The purpose of this quest ionnaire is to obtain
the opinions of federal employees and managers about
the AWS program. (We wou!d !ike you Yo fill out the
quest ionnaire even if you are not current ly partici-
paing in the AWS program.) P;-f— I of the quest ion-
naire requests background informa ion. Part ||
requests informa ion on the type of work scheduie
you use. Part 11] (to be answered only by employees
part iciparing in the AWS program) asks quest ions
about the impact of AWS on such factors as job
s& isfact ion and service +o the publlic. Part IV (to
be answered only by supervisors) asks quest ions
about supervisors' views on the AWS program.

Your responses will be treared confident jially.
They will be combined with orhers and reported only
in summary form. The quest ionnaire is numbered only
to aid us in our followup efforts and will not be
used Yo ident Ify you with your response. We are
asking for your help. We cannot make a meaningful
assessment wit hout your frank and honesr answers.

Throughout this quest ionnaire there are numbers
printed within parentheses to assist our keypunchers
in keylng responses for computer analysis. Please
disregard t hese numbers.

The quest ionnaire should t ake approximately 20
minytes to complete. Most of the quest ions can be
readily answered by either checking a box or fliling
in a blank. |f you have any quest ions, piease call
Sandra Saseen or Joseph Covas on FTS 632-5517.

Please complete the quest ionnaire and reryrn it
in the pre-addressed envelope within 5 days of
receipt. In the event tha the snvolgpe is mis=
placed, the return address is:

Ms. Sandra M. Saseen

UeSe General Accounting Office
Room 3150

441 G Street, NW

washington, D.C. 20548

1.

2.

3.

4.

BACKGROUND

wha is your current pay category and grade, or
example, GS-5, or WG~9? (ENTER PAY CATEGORY ANO

NUMBER . ) (7-10)
Non-respondent s 120
Pay Gr ade Respondent s= 1856
Cat egory

what is your age? (CHECK ONE.) T
1. { 2] Under 20 years
2. [ 581 20 to 24 yesrs

2. (184] 25 to 29 years

Non-respondent s 2
4. (2921 30 to 34 years Respondent s= 1972
5. (608! 35 to 44 years
6. (508] 4% to 54 yaears
7. [202]1 55 to 65 years
8. [ 191 Over &5 years
whar Ts your sex? a2)

le (7641 Ffemale Non-respondent =26
Respondent s= 1950

2. [(1186] Male

whar is your marit al st aus? [S5-3)
Non-respondent s 6
1o« {1431)] Married Responaent s= 1970
2 [539] Single, divorced, widowed, or iegaliy
separa od

Are there any adults or children living in your
home who require care or supervision (@.g., nurs-
ing, babysitt ing) & some time during the work-~
day? (CHECK ONE.) (14}

1. ( 40] Yes, aduM (s) needing care
2. [545] Yes, child (chiidren) needing care

3 ( 22) Yes, adult(s) and child (children)
needing care

4. [1365] No
Non-respondent sz
Respondent s= 197
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6.

7.

How many children in vhe foliowing caregories do
you have living & your home? (ENTER NUMBERS.)
(IF YOU HAVE NO CHILDREN LIVING AT HOME, CHECK
"te") DID NOT USE THIS QUESTION
le | | There are no children & home (15)
2. 5 years oid or under (16}
3. 6-11 years old 17
4, 12=14 ymars old (18)
Se 15 or older, in schoo! full-time (19)
6. 15 or older, in school part -t ime (200
7. Number tha are working full=time (21)
8. Orher, please specify (22)
In which of the followling geographical areas do
you work? (CHECX ONE.) 23
Te (292] METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON, D«C.
(Inciuding suburban Maryiand and
Virginia)
2. [272] NORTHEAST (Connect icut, Delaware,
Maine, Massachuserts,
New Hampshire, New jersey, P
New York, Pennsyivania, Rhode Isiand,
Yermont )
3. [(456] SOUTH (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississipp!, North Carolins,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
West Virginia)
4. (2581 NORTH CENTRAL (lliinois, indiana,
lowa, Michigan, Minnesora, Missouri,
Ohio, Wisconsin)}
Se (2571 PLAINS AND NORTHWEST (Colorado, |daho,
Kansas, Mont ana, Nebraska, Nevada,
Nort h Dskor a, Oregon, South Dakor a,
Ur ah, Washington, Wyoming)
6. (4081 SOUTHWEST (Arizona, Californla, New

Mexico, Okiashoma, Texas)

Non-respondent s 33
Respondent s= 1943

21

8.

APPENDIX II

which of the following best describes the arsa in
which you work? (CHECK ONE.)

- 124)
e [1031] Large city=-popul & ion over 100,000

2. (2481 City with popular ion between 50,000
and 100,000

3. (445] City or town with popul! & ion under
50,000

4. [107] Orher, please specify

Non-respondent s= 45 Respondent s=1921
Which of the foilowing types of transport & fon do

you primarily use to get to work? (CHECK ONE.)
(29)
e [ 261 Walk
Non~respondent s=44
2. [(1259) Drive alone Respondent s= 1932
3. [(443) Carpoo!l or vanpool
4. (171} Bus, train, or subway
5. [ 111 Motorcycle or bicycle
6. | 1) Taxi
7. [ 21] Orher, pleass specify
What is your work schedule and appoirtment?
(CHECK ONE.) (26)

Non-respondent s=15 Respondent s=1961

1. (1889] Fuil<time, parmanent appoint ment
2. [ 54) Part-time, permanent appoint ment
3« [ 18] Orher, please specify

Which of the following best describes the work you

do? (CHECK ONE.) (27
Non-respondent s=50 Respondent s=1926
1. [(440] Administra ive or managerial
2. {901] Professional or technical
3. [277) Secretarial or clerical
4. [262) Trade, craft, or |abor
5. [ 46] Other, please specify
Were you 8 civilian employee in the federal
governmert Immediately prior to 1979, when the
Alternat ive Work Schedules program was
ast ab! i shed? 28)
1. [1440] Yes
Non-respondent s= 1§
2. (5001 No Respondent s= | 340
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11. WORK SCHEDULES

13. Consider a recent typical 2-week pay period, one during which you were not on sick leave or on vaca ion. Enter
below your actual schedule for start ing and ending work each day and the toral hours worked each day.

S M T w T F S S M T w T F 5
TIME IN (29-42)
TIME QUT
TOTAL (43-70)
HOURS WORKED

FIXED SCHEDULE OEFINITION:

A fixed work schedule requires fuil-t ime employees
o meer all of the following condit ions:

«A 5-day workweek
«A 40-hour week

The same fixed starting and stopping t imes
avery workday.

.No cholce as to which t ime to report to
work .

For part-t Ime employees, a fixed schedule means
tha , for the days you work, you have fixed hours.

14. Using the above definition, do you use a fixed
work scheduls? (71)

1. (12371 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 16.)
2. {7211 No (CONTINUE.)

Non-respondent s= 18
Respondent s= 1958

22
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ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES

APPENDIX II

There are two general categories of Alterna ive work Schedules: FLEXIBLE and COMPRESSED workweeks. A FLEXIBLE
scheduie allows an empioyee to vary (within constraimts set by the agency) the time he or she reports for duty and
departs from work. A COMPRESSED workweek is one which compresses fhe 40-hour workweek into iess than 5 days or,
alternar ively, the 80-hour bi-weekly pay period into less *han 10 working days.
scheduie, MAX|FLEX, incorporares festures of borh flexible and compressed schedules.

In addition, athird type of

15, Please indicate beiow which type of alterna ive work schedule 1)FLEXIBLE, 2)MAXIFLEX, or ¥)COMPRESSED you use.
(IF YOU ARE A PART-TIME EMPLOYEE, PLEASE WRITE (N YOUR TYPE OF SCHEDULE IN ITEM 4.) (BEFORE ANSWERING, PLEASE
READ THROUGH THE ENTIRE LIST. |F YOU ARE NOT CERTAIN WHICH TYPE OF SCHEDULE YOU USE, CHECK WITH YOUR

SUPERVISOR.) (CHECK ONE.)

1o (495]) FLEXIBLE WORK SCHEDULE

--Flexitour -~ Employee preselects
starting t Ime; may modify schedule
with prior norifica ion and approval
of supervisor. Employee is limited
to an 8-hour day/40-hour workweek,
with no day off.

-—Glldlng Scheduie - Within filexible
bands, emp!oyee may vary starting

+ime without prior notification or
approval of supervisor. Employee Is
limited to an 8-hour day/40=hour
workweek, with no day off.

-=Variable Day -~ Empioyee may vary the
length of the workday as long as —
he/she is present for daily core t ime®*
within |imits est abiished by
the organizar fon; must work or
account for the basic work
requirement , @.g., 40 hours per week
with no day off.

-—vVariasble Week -~ Employee may vary the
length of the workday and workweek as
long as he/she is presemt for daily
core + ime®*; must work or account for
the basic work requirement , e.g., 80
hours in a biweekly pay period, wih
o dey oft.

2. [ 691 MAXIFLEX

--Empioyee may vary the length of the
workday and workweek as long as he/she
is prasenmt for core t ime®, which Is
scheduled on iess than all 5 weekdays;
must work or account for the basic
work requirement, e.g., 80 hours in a
blweekiy pay period, permitting 2 day
off or 2 days off. -

(CONTINUE TO ITEM 3, NEXT COLUMN.)

23

(72)
COMPRESSED WORK SCHEDULE

-=5=4/9 Plan -~ Empioyee works a
fixed schedule thar Is limited *o
8 days of approximately 9 hours a
day and one 8-hour day permitt ing
a day off In a biweekly pay
pericd.

--4~-day week - Employee works a
fixed schedule that Is !imited to
four 10=hour days a week
permitt ing a day off each week.

PART-TIME SCHEDULE

Please specify

*CORE TIME DEFINITION:

Core t ime means t+hose designat ed
hours and days during the pay perioag
when an empioyee on a FLEXIBLE
schedul!e must be presemt for work.

Non-respondent s= X9
Respondent s= 682
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WORK UNIT DEFINITION:

If you supervise a group of employees, consider you
and your group to be the work unit. |f you do not
supervise, consider your work unit to be all
employees who report +o your supervisor.

16. Does your work unit aliow you to earn credit
hours? (CHECK ONE.) (1%
e [295) Yes Non-respondent s 72
Respondent s= 1904
2. {13361 No

l_ (SK|P TO
« [273]1 Don't know QUESTION 18)

17 If yes, how many credit hours are you permitted

.

to earn? (CHECK ONE.) (74)
T« {131} 10 hours or fewer

Non-respondent s 16
2. (1481 11 to 24 hours Respondent s= 279

18. Approximarely how long have you been on your
present +ype of fixed, compressed, flexible, or

maxiflex work schedule? (CHECK ONE.)
(75)
1. {181]) ! year or less
2. [212]) Between ! and 2 years
3. [242) Between 2 and 3 yesrs
4. [1283] 3 years or more
Non=respondent s 57
Respondent s= 1919
19. Was your AWS program est ablished by a
negot {ated |abor agreemert? (CHECK ONE.)
(76)

1« (3281 Yes
Non~-respondert s 198
2. [487) No Respondent s= 1778

3. 1963] Don't know

24

20.

21.

22,

APPENDIX II

How satisfied or dissa isfied are you with the
work scheduie you generaily use? (CHECK ONE.)

7

1« [764] Very sa isfied
2. (767} Saisfied

Non=-respondent s X
3. (1301 \Uncertain Respondent s= 1945
4. (203) Dissarisfied
5. [ 8!)] Very dissaisfied

which of the following best describes your prefer-
ence about the work schedule you are current |y

using? (CHECK ONE.) (78
e [972] Prefer to cont inue the current one,
as is
2+ (821] Prefer to increase the fiexibility,
8.g., the number of schedules
of fered
3. [ 261 Prefer to allow less flexibility
4. [104] Orher, please specify

Non-respondent s 5% Respondemt s=1922

wWhat system does your work unit use to account for

your ¥ ime? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.) (79-82)
1. [1401] Work report form (e.g., time and
&t endance sheet)
2. [3891 Sign=In and sign-out sheet
3. 12291 Time clock
4. [ 33) Serial tog
5. [174) Orher, please specify
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~
A

+ To what extent, it any, do the following
inflyence your choice of work hours? (CHECK ONE
80X iIN EACH ROW.) IF YOU ARE ON A FIXED SCHEDULE,
PLEASE CHECK "NOT APPLICABLE" FOR ITEMS 2, 3, 4.)

1« Requirement of
agency, supervisor(287{167(177}265(637|175
or job

2. Transportation
arrangement s 389(102] 76101 (11713013

Childcare and
household require-|356| 93| 63| 66| 881122
ment s

4. Personal prefer-
ence 126104130231 237{975

24. In your work unit, has an AWS program been
terminated within the last 5 years and not
reinst ated?

T« [102]1 Yes

2. (12921 No
}Com'inue
3. (4921 Don't kno

Non-respondent s 90 Respondent s31886

skip to question 27

25. tn your work unit, has an AWS program been altered
within the last 5 years?

1. (200) Yes (Cont inue)

2. {1018} No
|Skip to note
2. [5322) Don't kno

Non-respondents 34 Respondents=1750
26. |If yes, how ws the AWS program altered?

1« {115] To increase flexibility
2. [ 611 To decrease fiexibility
X, [ 16] Otrnher, please specity

Non-respondent s 8 Respondent =192

NonIresAondlnTs 168 'Respondent s=1808

NonJ res ondim; 178 'Respondent s=1798

Non- respondlrﬂ' s 187 'Respondent s=1789

Non- resuondlrﬂs 173 'Respondent s=1803

APPENDIX II

27. which of rne following, it any, was cited for
terminating or altering the AWS program? (THECK
ALL THAT APPLY.)

1. [ 601 Supervisor's opposition (91)

2. [ 261 Reduction of agency productivity  (92)

. 1 28] Oiminished level of service to the

4. [ 12) increased in cost of agency operations
S« | X1 Loss ot supervisory control

6. [ 23] Time and artendance abuses

7. { 991 Don't know

8. [ 73) Other, please specify

28. Would ynu prefer ro have AWS refurned Yo The way
it previously was?

1. [10%} Yes

2. [138] No

.

« [ 221 Uncertain

4., | 21} Orher, please specify

Non-respondents 18 Respondent s=284

NOTE: |f your work unit is not currentiy
participating in Yhe alternative work schedules
program, rhat is, all employees in your unit have
fixed starting and stopping times, please check this
box | | angd then skip to question 46. |f your work
unit is using AWS, cont inue question 29,

Note: 915 people indicated that their work unit was
- current ly on AWS. Of these, 721 were AWS
participants. Questions 29-37 in the following
Section |1l are based on the 721 AWS
participants; question 39 is based on the 915
respondent s whose work unit is on AWS.

25
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APPENDIX II
FREQUENCIES OF THOSE ON AWS SCHEDULE

ANS 1MPACT
Part |1l of the survey is to be answered only by employees part icipating in the AWS program, that is, your work

unit is not on a fixed schedule.
indicate befow how favorable or
(CHECK ONE

Please

AWS may or may not have an affect on your job sat isfact ion.
unfavorabie an affect, if any, AWS has had on you in each of t+he following work-reiated areas?

/

29.

Cable
T—

BOX IN EACH ROW.)

—_

' Know

unfavordble

@
Pl
T
[
o
>
kel
-
>
[
o
>

nNor

~ ot app
= —

v
ory un"’VOFable
deorable

[ ——
¥ Done

5

~
\

12 (1on)

Work Areas
214 24!

Your job pertformance Non-respondent s= 80
29

Respondent s= 641
6 (102)

Te
Non-respondent s= 81

25 12 53 208 322

(103)

Your morale
Respondernt s= 640
34

2.

106 190 252

[V
A
-

Ability to march work hours with workload

2.
Non-respondent s= 87 Respondent sz 634
(104)

26

L]

AV

Ot her, please specify
4 6

4.
Non-respondent s= 635 Respondent s= 86

Are any of

One of the purposes of AWS was to provide greater flexibility in scheduling non-work activities.
the non-work activities listed beiow ones that you were able to start doing, or do more of, as 2 result of

30.
being in the AWS program? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW.)
YES NO
Non—work Act ivit ies 1 2
1. Artend school 167 415| Non-respondent s= 139; Respondent s= 582 (105)
2+ Pursue professional interest 207 377| Non-respondent s= 137; Respondent sz 584 (106}
3. Participsre in civic or volunteer
act ivit ies 256 333| Non-respondent s= 132; Respondent s= S89 (107)
4. Meet family obligat ions without taking
leave (for example, doctor's appointment ,
school meet ings) 517 108 | Non-respondent s= 96: Respondent s= &§25 (108
S5, Participate in physical fitness
activit ies 206 283| Non-respondent s= |32: Respondent s= S89 (109}
6. Participste in leisure~time activities 457 157 Non-respondent s= 107; Respondents= 614 (110)
7. Orher, please specify
38 36| Non-respondent s= 647; Respondent s= 74 (1
26
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FREQUENCIES OF THOSE OM ANS SCHEDULES

3.

32.

2.

3.

If there are any adults or children living in

your home who require care or supervision

during the workday, how, if a alt, has AWS

attected the ecase or gifficulty of your

arangement s for them? (CHECK ONE.) (a2

1« [413] Not applicable - no adults or
children needing care

2. [145]) Made arrangement s easier

3. { S7] No change in arrangements
atribut able Yo the AWS program

4. [ 3] Made arrangements more difficult

Non-respondent s= 103; Respondent s= 618

Compared to a fixed schedule, does AWS
increase, decrease or have no effect on your
usage of leave/overt ime or lesve accumularion?
(CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW.)

Leave/Overt ine
Usage !

Use of sick leave |Non-respondent s=92 Respondent s2629
6] 12|310]215| 60| 26

Use of annual |eave|Non-respondent s292 Respondent s=629
6] 11/257]12801 61} 14

Use of paid Non=respondent slms Respondent 2616

overt ime 51 281351 54| 16|162

Use of unpaid

overt ime 2| 28|346| 43| 15]|164

Leave Accumutar ion

Accumul & ion of
sick

Non-respondent s=123
leave 57(228]279| 12| 3| 19

Accumul at ion of
annual

Non-respondent s=124
leave 51]246)2691 13} 3} 15

Non~-respondent s=1 1}|Rescondem s=608

Reuondenr s=598

Respondent s=597

vl
]

6.

7.

APPEND (X (I

Compared to a fixed scheduls, does AWS increass,
decrease, or have no effect on the folliowing
aspect s of your commut ing ro and from work?
(CHECK ONE 30X IN _E_iC_HRow.)

Commaut ing 1
Degree of crowding |[Non-respondent s=105
you experience on |Respondent s= 616
public transit 5 7t66 97[57284 (119)
Degree of tratfic |Non-respondent s= 94
congest ion you Respondent s= 627
exper iance 10 13115212%5{162] 35 120)
Amount of + ime you |Non-respondent s= 35
spend commut ing Respondent s= 626
6| 16 197[313 107 271 (2
Consumpt ion of Non-respondent s= 99
gasoline Respondent s= 6§22
4‘ 12]289f212| s1] aa] 122
Opportunity *o Non-respondent si 95
carpool Respondent s= 626
33‘ 95 318[4f1| 15(13a]  2m
Opport unity to Non-respondent s= 102
vanpool Respondent s= 619
14' 45[314 17 o222 (24
o her , Non-respondent s= 651
please specify Respondent s= 70 12%)
10' 7{ 17) 2] 9 =z
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APPENDIX IT APPEN
FREQUENCIES OF THOSE ON ANS SCHEDULES
34. In your opinion, as compared tc a fixed work schedute, how favorable or unftavorable an effect, if any, has
AWS had on sach of the following operat ions in your work unit? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW.)
] !
3 2 2
§ )2 i) 5
= ® 5 2 § =
3 § 2 g D a
> [ &/ 5 | 8 N ¢
£/ s |2/ 5] 8|3
Work Unit Qperat ions 1 2 b 4 5 6
le Imter-/intra-office communicarion (8)
Non-respondent s= 98; Respondent sz 623 8 54 366 132 46 16
2. Employees' access Yo co-workers (9)
Non-respondent s= 93; Respondent s= 628 6 77 258 130 45 12
3. Employees' access to supervisor (o
Non-respondent sx 92; Respondent s= §29 9 47 395 B3} 38 9
4. Phone and secret arial coverage an
Non-respondent sx 95; Respondent s= 626 T 86 45 ns 40 29
5. Amount of uninterrupted work +ime a2
Non=-respondent s= 94; Respondent s= 627 8 19 206 260 126 ]
6. Avaitability of staff for meeting ()
Non=-respondent s= 100; Respondent s= 6521 9 63 87 104 30 28
7. Orner, please specify -
Non-respondent s= 676; Respondent sz 45 2 0 10 4 3 26
35, To wha extent, if any, does your work unit have comt act with the public? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW.)
£ H
%
s, )¢ :
o]
w | 5[ § [ & /| ¢
e ¥ o > 5
& @ » %
¢ ]
'S » L -
5 ° 2 :
> & g =
Types of Public Cont act 1 2 3 4 5
1. Face to face Non-respondents= 91 103 81 89 97 260 (15)
Respondent s= 630
2. By telephone Non-respondent s= 90 148 139 90 85 169 (16)
Respondent s= 631
3. Written (lerters, memos, cables, & c.) 121 120 121 84 183
Non-respondent s= 92; Respondent s= 629 (1
I'f you checked "Litt (e or no extent™ for all of the above, SKIP TO QUESTION 37.
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FREQUENCIES OF THOSE ON AWS SCHEDULES

36. Compared to a tixed schedule, has AWS
ircreased, decreased, or had no effect on your
work unit's ability to provide direct services
to the public? (CHECK ONE.) (G -3

le | 39] Greariy increased
2. [139] |Increased
3e (2531 No effect
Non-respondent s= 240
4. [ 18] Decreased Respondent s= 481
S5« [ Q) Gresatly decreased
6. { 321 No basis to judge

37. Compared to a fixed schedule, has AWS
increased, decreased, or had no effect on your

work unit's hours of operarion? (CHECK ONE.}
(19)
e | 571 Gresrly increased
2. {251) Increased
Non-respondent s= 87
3. 1[284]) No effect Respondent s= 634
4. [ 11] Decreased
S5« | 1] Grearly decreased
6. [ 301 No basis to judge

38. Compared to what your product ivity might be
under a fixed schedule, has AWS increased,
decressed, or had no effect on your
product ivity? (CHECK ONE.) (20)

1« [ 4) Greariy decreased (60% or more)

2. [ 71 Substantially decreassed (30%-59%)
3« [ 201 Somewhar decreased (15%-29%)

4. (209] Littie or no effect

5. [249] Somewha increased (15%-29%)

6. [ 90) Substantiaily increased (30%-59%)
7. ( 271 Grearly Increased (60% or more)
8. [ 311 No basis to judge

Non-respondent s= 84
Respondent s= 637

29

9.

40.

41.

APPENDIX II

Even it you are not officially classifieg as 2
supervisor, do you rout inely supervise one 3r more
individuals on a day-to-day basis?

L2

1. (378} Yes (CONTINUE.)
2. (4731 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 46.)
Non-respondent s= 64

Respondent s= 851

SUPERV | SORS SECT ION

Approximarely how many employees do you supervise’

3]

Non-respondent s=46
Respondent s= 2312

-4 T

1.
Mdn = 5

Are any of your subordinates also supervisors?

1« [115] Yes
Non-respondent s=27

2., {2361 No Respondent s= 351
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In your work unit, how favorable or unfavorable an effect, if any, has AWS had on each of the following

47,
aspect s of your work? (CHECK ONE BOX EACH ROW.)
2
< D
) g 3 & /
- Q a °
% > o O =
L 2 5 = i
Q D [ f ' s % o] .
3 = 3> { - { Y / - i
2 | 8 v 3 |
o b U >N - > l n 1
s s | ;7|2 = 3 [ & 5
> S35 5[5 -
L S & 2 & iy 2 2
Aspect s of your work 1 2 b 4 S 6 7 8
1. Your subordinares' availability for Non~respondent s= 49; Respondent s= 329
st att meer ings 5 16 50 l 182 ‘ 10 3 n 22 |eD
2. Your subordinsres' morale Non-reépondenr sz 51; Respondent s= 327 (28)
2 2 ‘ 5 ' 39 ‘ 50 ! 116 94 19
3. Your subordinsres' sense of Non-respondent s= 52; Respondent s= 326
responsibility a 4 15 ] 102 | 32 105 4a 20 |29
4. The degree to which your subordi- Non-reépondem' s= 52; Respondenf' s= 326
nares arrive and iesave work on t ime 3 6 25 l 109 | 3% 76 52 20 (20
5. Your ability to obtain informa ion Non-respondent s= 54; Respondent s= 124
from subordinat es 5 1% 36 ‘ 141 23 57 by 18 [
6. Your ability to obtain informar ion Non—re%pondenf s= 52; Respondent sz 226
from of her supervisors 3 4 a ‘ 159 I 22 52 24 2 |z
7. Your interpersonal relst ions with Non-respondent s= 5); Respondent s= 327
subordina es 3 3 12 l 133 | 34 84 9 18 |23
8. Your sa isfaction with your job as Non-respondent sz 53; Respondent s» 325
a supervisor 4 7 14 80 43 92 56 29 (24)
9. Amount of +ime available to you to Non-respondernt s= 52: Respondent s= 326
ptan and organize work 3 4 15 ‘ 89 ’ 41 95 59 20 (35}
10. Orher, please specify Non-reépondent sz 343%; Respondenf;s 35
0 0 , 1 ‘ 6 0 ! 2 1 25

Compared to what their productivity might be under a fixed schedule, has AWS increased, decreased, or had no
(37)

43.
effect on your subordinares' productivity? (CHECK ONE.)

te [ 1] Grear iy decreased (60% or more)

2. { 61 Substantially decreased (30%-59%)

Non-respondent s= 55

3. [ 271 Somewha decreased (15%-29%)
Respondent s= 323

4, 1102) Lirtle or no effect

S¢ [(111] Somewha increased (15%-29%)

6. | 40) Substantially increased (30%-59%)
7. [ 71 Grealy increassed (60% or more)

8. [ 291 No basis to judge 30
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it any, has AWS had on recruit ing and ~=raini -,

APPENDIX II
In your work unit, how favorable or unfavorable an effect,
(IF YOUR WORK UNIT IS NOT INVOLVED IN RECRUITING, PLEASE IHEIX

(CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW.)

44.
emp |oyees?
"NOT APPLICABLE.™)
4 / ’
- !
kS ,/ Y A
s ] s 8 | 3
5 z [ s L
‘:“ ! ° o] - > puy
5 s [ 2 8 | & 2
S - g
S A
k: 5 2 8 g |
Racrult ing, Reraining Employees 1 2 2 4 ] 6
1« Recruiting full-time employees Non-respondent s= 57; Respondent s= 321 (28)
2 3 I 94 57 32 133
2. Recruiting part -t ime employees Non~respondent s= 64; Respondent s= 314 (29)
3 3 | 85 41 19 163
3« Reraining fuli=-time empioyees Non-respondeant s= 61: Respondent ss 317 (40)
2 3 | 102 | n Y %8
4. Reraining part-time employees Non=respondent s= 69; Respondent s= 309 (41)
2 3 l 95 l 19 28 142
45. For those of you who were supervisors prior +o the establishment of AWS in your agency, has AWS caused you
+o spend more, less, Oor sbout the same amount of +ime on each of the following activites? (CHECK ONE BOX N

EACH ROW.)
Those who were not supervisors prior Yo thar +ime should check "Not applicable.”
8
2 3 & 2 /
@ 3 v L
3 & g ¢ g z o
- + - &
£ i ] £
9 a o
)88 ¢ / i | 3 /
Amourt of Time Now Spent om: ! 2 3 4 5 6
e Coordinaring work activities of Non-respondent s= 56; Respondent s= 322
subordinares 2 | 9 | 105 l 40 3 | 163 (42)
2. Assigning tasks to subordinares Non~-respondent s= 57;: Respondent s= 321 (4x)
3 | 6 | 19 | 30 | 1 | 162
3« Coordingting wih ofther work units Non-respondent s= 57; Respondent s= 321 (44)
2 | 10 | 106 ‘ 38 | 1 | 164
4. Crher relared marters, pleass specify Nor|1-respondenr s= 223; Respondent s= |55
1 1 " l 140 (45)

31
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4b. AWS probably has some advant ages and
disadvant ages to employees, management and/or
*the organiza ion. On baiance, do the
advant ages out weigh the disadvant ages, or not?
(CHECK ONE.) (46)
1« (448] Advant ages grear |y outweigh
di sadvant ages
2 (441] Advant ages our weigh disadvant ages
3. 11071 Advantages slightly outweigh
disadvant ages
4. [137) Advant ages and disadvant ages bal ance
out
S5« | 461 ODisadvant ages siight |y out weigh
advant ages
6« { 39] Disadvant ages out weigh advant ages
7. [ 271 ODisadvant ages great |y outweigh
advant ages
B. [442) No basis to judge
Non-respondent s= 289; Respondent s= 1687
47. The aurhorizat ion for the federal AWS program
expires in July 1985. |In your opinion, should
the program be cont inued or discomt inued?
(CHECK ONE.) (47)
1. (14671 Cont inue AWS program
2. [140) Discont inue AWS program
Non-respondent s= 369; Respondent s= 1607
48. |If the AWS program is cont inued, should any
changes be made? (48)
1. [621) Yes (CONTINUE.)
2, (B45] No (SKIP TO QUESTION 50.)
Non-respondent s= 510; Respondert s= 1466
MMS-11/84
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49.

50.

APPENDIX II

If the AWS program is cont inued, what changes
should be made? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.!

t. [182] Fewer managerial controls a3
2. 11061 mmanagerial controls 150
X. [104] Decrease core hours 51
4. (117} |Increase core hours 152)
S. (1711 Orher, nlease spacify 53
6. (180} No opinion r54)

|t you have - ~ments related to the previous

quest ions or suggest ions for changes or

improvement s In the AWS progrem, piease provide

them in the space below or &+t ach anorher sheer,
(55%)

1461 Had no comment s

515 Had comment s

Thank you for your assist ance!
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SUMMARY OF AGENCY INTERVIEWS

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

As part of our review of the use of AWS in the federal
government, we obtained agency management accounts of the
experiences they have had with their AWS programs at a random
sample of 10 agencies which the Office of Personnel Management
reported as having had experience with AWS. At the request of
the subcommittee, we also obtained views from Library of Con-
gress officials. The information we obtained was based solely
on agency interviews,

The 11 agencies ranged from 250 to 230,000 in total ciwvil-
ian employment within the United States. The percent of employ-
ment covered by AWS programs in these agencies ranged from 5
percent to 100 percent. With one exception, all agencies have
been using some form of AWS since 1979.

We interviewed top officials in the personnel and labor re-
lations functions at each agency. During our interviews, we
obtained information concerning AWS effects on six areas of con-
gressional interest: efficiency of operations and productivity,
public service, mass transit, energy consumption, employment
opportunities, and employee job satisfaction (e.g. morale) and
nonwork life.

ISOLATING THE EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE
WORK SCHEDULES IS DIFFICULT

In many instances, agency officials felt that changes in
the six areas may have been affected by factors other than the
AWS program. For example, a decrease in overtime hours at an
agency could be the result of internal management pressure to
reduce overtime and not the agency's introduction of an alterna-
tive work schedule. Similarly, a change in employee commuting
habits could be attributed to other factors, such as the expan-
sion of the subway system in Washington, D.C., and not the use
of alternative work schedules. Because these work schedules do
not exist in a vacuum, officials were uncertain as to the degree
of change that could be attributed to the program.
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INTERVIEW RESULTS

Officials at 9 of the 11 agencies felt there were more
positive effects of AWS than negative effects. At one agency,
officials felt the advantages and disadvantages were about
even. Officials at the remaining agency were hesitant to
comment because AWS had been in effect at that agency for a
relatively short time. The following is a summary of the agency
officials' views on AWS.

Efficiency of government operations

Officials at 6 of the 11 agencies stated that efficiency of
operations had increased in work units participating in the pro-
gram, They cited improved employee morale and productivity and
decreases in overtime, tardiness, and short-term leave usage as
contributing factors. Officials in two of these agencies stated
that alternative work schedules were particularly successful in
laboratory environments, noting an improved ability by employees
to adjust to peak workload periods and possible reduced overtime
costs., Officials at the five other agencies stated that AWS had
no effect on the efficiency of agency operations.

Service to the public

Officials at 6 of the 11 agencies said that they believed
alternative work schedules enhanced their ability to provide
service to the public. They cited improvements such as extended
office hours, better telephone coverage, and greater flexibility
to schedule appointments with the public. For example, inspec-
tors in one agency found working a flexible schedule had enhanc-
ed their ability to travel and perform on-site inspections on
the same day.

Officials at three agencies perceived that AWS had no
effect on providing service to the public, and officials at two
agencies felt the advantages and disadvantages of AWS offset
each other. For example, one official said the office was
staffed more hours each day, but noted that the office was
understaffed on Friday afternoons when many employees were tak-
ing advantage of their earned time off. However, none of the
officials who cited problems with AWS viewed the net effect of
the AWS program on public service to be negative.

Mass transit

Officials at seven agencies stated for various reasons that
AWS had no effect on employees' use of mass transit facilities
or traffic congestion. For example, officials in two of these
agencies felt that the relatively small number of their employ-
ees located in a single urban location had little or no effect
on mass transit.
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The officials at the remaining four agencies cited positive
effects for employees. The most commonly cited improvement was
shorter commuting time due to traffic dispersion.

Energy consumption

Officials at eight agencies stated that AWS had no effect
on energy consumption. Reasons often cited were that no changes
were made in contracting for air conditioning or heating to
accommodate flexible schedule use, and many employees worked
late before flexible schedules were initiated so heating and
lighting were already available during odd hours. The officials
at the remaining three agencies noted slight increases in energy
costs associated with AWS because of the extended use of agency
facilities.

Employment opportunities

Officials at six agencies said that employment opportuni-
ties with their agencies were enhanced with the introduction of
AWS. They felt that AWS was a positive tool in recruiting
talented employees as well as retaining employees who might
otherwise have stopped working or looked elsewhere for employ-
ment. Officials at one of these agencies specifically noted
that AWS had improved their ability to recruit and retain health
care professionals. Another official said AWS enhanced recruit-
ment of employees for a remote desert facility. Other positive
effects of flexible schedules cited were that AWS made it easier
for working parents to enter and stay in the workforce and that
they aided in the recruitment of part-time and handicapped in-
dividuals. The officials at the remaining five agencies stated
that AWS had no effect on employment opportunities at their
agencies.,

Employee morale

The final area of impact received an overwhelmingly posi-
tive response--officials at all 11 agencies stated that there
was an improvement in employee morale as a result of AWS. They
said employees on AWS were more satisfied with their jobs and
were able to devote more time to their families and personal
interests.

(966181)
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