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Executive summary

Collecting over 200 answers from 4,010 current or recent employees across
Britain, for the first time a single survey source covers workers awareness of
their rights and the support available to them, a comprehensive view of the
problems experienced in the workplace and how such problems get resolved.

How aware are employees of their rights at work and the support
available?

78 per cent of survey respondents feel well or very well informed about
their rights generally, a significant improvement from 65 per cent in
2005. There has also been a significant increase in whether
respondents feel they know enough about their rights: from 44 per cent
in 2005 to 60 per cent in 2008.

Knowledge that employers have specific legal obligations on a majority
of employment rights is high and has increased since 2005, but there
are also increases in the percentages of people thinking they have
rights when this is not the case.

Those who have experienced work related problems are less likely to
feel they know enough about their individual employment rights — but
their knowledge of particular rights is often similar to those who have
not experienced problems.

85 per cent of respondents claim to know where to find information on
rights at work and this is a significant improvement from 76 per cent in
2005. Half of respondents would first seek advice or information on
their rights from a workplace source, though in relation to the National
Minimum Wage (NMW) they are more likely to go to an organisation
outside their workplace (i.e. JobCentre, Citizens Advice Bureau or
HMRC).

Who has problems in the workplace?

Around a third (34 per cent) of survey respondents had had a problem
at work. This mainly covered employment rights (29 per cent) in the last
5 years and unfair treatment (13 per cent), discrimination (7 per cent)
or bullying/ harassment (7 per cent) in the last 2 years.

In most cases, the proportion of the sample reporting a problem with a
specific employment right at work in the last five years declined, on a
comparable basis overall: from 41 per cent in 2005 to 27 per cent in
2008.

In particular problems fell significantly with; pay (22 per cent in 2005 to
10 per cent in 2008), hours/days required to work (12 per cent to 6 per
cent); rest breaks (13 per cent to 5 per cent) and annual leave (13 per
cent to 5 per cent).
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Most reported unfair treatment and discrimination was not related to the
equal opportunities legislation in force at the time of this survey. It also
fell outside the employment rights framework.

There seemed to be have been no decline in the numbers reporting
sexual harassment (around 1 per cent of the sample) since 2005 and
little change in the numbers reporting bullying and harassment (the one
percentage point rise was not statistically significant).

The following workplace, job and individual characteristics were more
likely to experience problems at work; those in workplaces without an
equal opportunities policy, trade union members, those with more than
one job and those with a disability or long term health condition.
Gender and sexual orientation were significant to bullying and
harassment.

How are problems resolved?

About two thirds of those who had a most serious problem stated this
was ‘now over’ or ‘most likely over’ at the time of the survey. Similar
results were found in 2005.

About 8 months is the mean time taken to resolve a problem, which is a
slight increase from 6 months found in the 2005 survey. The median
time taken is 3 months because the distribution is skewed heavily by a
minority of problems taking longer to resolve.

The majority of respondents (72 per cent) sought some kind of advice
or information for their problem: 46 per cent contacted a single source
for information while 54 per cent contacted more. This is a significant
increase when compared with the 2005 results (on a comparable set of
problems) when only 53 per cent did this.

Respondents were asked whether they tried to resolve the problem in
five ways. The most common action was to discuss the issue with their
employer (66 per cent) and the least common was making an
application to an Employment Tribunal (3 per cent). The other actions
in rank order were as follows: try to resolve informally (52 per cent),
have a formal meeting (33 per cent) and put the issue in writing (29 per
cent). Those who did not seek any information or advice were less
likely to take any of these actions.

Almost 90 per cent of those with a most serious problem took some
form of either information, advice or action to resolve their problem.
About two thirds took information or advice and action, while 16 per
cent took action to resolve their problem but not any information or
advice and 7 per cent took information and advice but not action.
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1 Introduction

In January 2008 the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory
Reform, BERR (now Business, Innovation and Skills, BIS) commissioned a
major new social survey, the 2008 Fair Treatment at Work Survey (FTWS)
collecting over 200 answers from 4,000 current or recent employees across
Great Britain. For the first time a single survey source covers workers’
awareness of their rights and the support available to them, a comprehensive
view of the problems experienced in the workplace and how such problems
get resolved.

BIS’s responsibilities for policy and research on employment relations are
wide-ranging and continuously evolving and this new survey is designed to
asses how well existing policies are working, what more needs to be done and
to investigate the nature and extent of vulnerable working amongst British
employees. The new survey combines two earlier surveys; the 2005
Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) and the 2005 Fair Treatment at
Work Survey (FTWS).

In the case of the 2005 ERWS, this followed and improved upon the 2000
Awareness, Knowledge and Exercise of Individual Employment Rights
Survey. These surveys were mainly concerned with awareness and
knowledge of employment rights and sources of information and advice. They
also included some questions on employees’ experience of problems at work
and how these might be remedied.

The 2005 FTWS was commissioned in response to the need, identified in The
Cabinet Office Strategy Unit's Ethnic Minorities in the Labour Market report
(2003) for more research and monitoring of race discrimination in
employment. The survey gathered information on employees’ perceptions of
unfair treatment at work, both personally and of others at work. It covered all
six strands of the equalities jurisdictions (sex, race, disability, sexual
orientation, religion and belief and age). The survey also asked employees
about their experiences of bullying and sexual harassment in the workplace.

The new survey covers all of the areas investigated in the three previous
surveys and expands into issues around vulnerable workers. Comparisons
are easily made between this survey and the 2005 ERWS, as both were
conducted on a broadly similar basis. However, the basis for comparison with
the 2005 FTWS is more tenuous because the underlying sampling
methodology is so different. Information for this survey was collected through
face-to-face interviews with a representative population of current and recent
employees between September and December 2008 with a response rate of
57 per cent.
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2 Employment rights framework

Within its wider remit, BIS has responsibility for the government’s employment
relations strategy, policy and legislation. The environment for these activities —
in the economy, the labour market and the workplace — is complex and fast-
changing, and so is the nature of BIS’s responsibilities. Moreover, there are
many aspects of these activities where responsibility for government strategy,
policy and legislation is shared with other government departments and/or
falls within the remit of the EU.

2.1. Legislative framework

The last decade has seen a significant expansion in the range of employment
rights covering employees and workers. Building on established employment
rights such as unfair dismissal, the Wages Act, redundancy payments, breach
of contract and sex, race and disability discrimination jurisdictions, individual
employment rights coverage has been extended piecemeal to cover such
matters as working time, national minimum wage, paid annual leave, and work
and families matters. In response to European equality directives, anti-
discrimination law were extended to cover sexual orientation (2003), religion
and belief (2003) and age (2006).

The Department of Trade and Industry (now BIS) published Success at Work
in 2006 in order to set out government thinking on the policies needed to
move more people into the employment mainstream where, it is believed, their
life chances are considerably improved'. The strategy was based on a
number of assumptions, for example that industrial relations are
fundamentally sound, the UK labour market is dynamic and government
policies will bring more and more people into work.

Another key assumption was that the employment rights framework has been
improved by the introduction of new rights. Nevertheless, Success at Work
acknowledged that, despite the individual rights that have been introduced
since 1997, there were still some employees who were vulnerable. The next
priority for government policy was to make sure ‘that the most vulnerable
workers get those rights and are not mistreated, but instead get the
opportunity to progress’.

2.2, Institutional framework

In the UK, the enforcement of individual employment rights is mainly
predicated upon employees’ and workers’ awareness and knowledge of their
employment rights and their preparedness to take action to maintain and
enforce those rights. In the absence of trade union presence and recognition
by employers, employees and workers have to rely on their own initiative to
enforce their rights when they perceive that they are being breached or
infringed. BIS therefore places great importance on raising the level of
awareness amongst employees and workers (and employers) about their
employment rights, sign-posting where to go to get information and advice

1 DTI (2006) Success at Work Protecting Vulnerable Workers, Supporting Good Employers
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and what to do when their employment rights have been infringed; including,
as a last resort, making a claim at an employment tribunal.

Whilst most rights are for the individual to take forward, government takes a
direct role in enforcing the following key rights and related legislation:
e The national minimum wage (and the equivalent for the agricultural
sector)
e The right not to have to work more than 48 hours a week (on average)
e Health and safety legislation
¢ Rules governing the conduct of employment agencies
¢ Rules governing the conduct of licensed gangmasters

Enforcement of this subset of rights and related protections is the
responsibility of the five enforcement bodies set out in Chart 2.1.

Chart 2.1 Government enforcement bodies

Enforcement body Rights and legislation enforced
HM Revenue and Customs National Minimum Wage (on behalf of BIS)
Department for Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) Agricultural Minimum Wage
Employment Agency Standards Inspectorate Employment agency standards
(part of BIS)

Gangmasters Licensing Authority — an NDPB' Gangmaster licensing standards

sponsored by Defra

Health and Safety Executive — an NDPB Health and safety and working time®

sponsored by DWP

Source: BIS’s Vulnerable Worker enforcement forum — Final report and Government conclusions
Note: 1 Non-departmental public body
2 Enforcement shared with local authorities and specialist regulators for some sectors

The enforcement bodies have a two pronged strategy for securing compliance
with the law. First, there is an emphasis on ensuring that both workers and
employers are aware of the law and where to seek further advice. Secondly,
provision is made to enforce these rights in the case of breaches. Promotional
activity is carried out to inform workers of their rights, while the Pay and Work
Rights helpline, initially launched in May 2009, provides further advice and
access to enforcement mechanisms. It also provides access to a translation
service so that it is accessible to migrant workers, and accepts anonymous
calls.

Free advice on employment matters is available from a number of government
and non-government sources. The Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration
Service (Acas) national number, for example, provides telephone advice on all
aspects of employment law, and about the employment tribunal process. The
Pay and Work Rights Helpline provides information and access to
enforcement in relation to the Government enforceable employment rights
highlighted in the table above. Comprehensive online advice is available for
workers and for business from www.direct.gov.uk/employment and
www.businesslink.gov.uk/employingpeople. Citizens Advice Bureau can
provide face to face advice.
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2.3. Evaluating the framework

Overall the individual employment rights framework consists of a series of
sometimes explicit and sometimes implicit assumptions, which may be
presented as a four step model for the activation of rights at work (Chart 2.2).

Chart 2.2 Four-step employment rights model

Step 1: Know rights (at least in general terms)

4

Step 2: Know where to get support for them

L 4

Step 3: Demand right

Step 4: Achieve right

Step 1 requires that while workers do not need to know about the law in detail
they do need to be aware of their rights. Step 2 requires that they know
where to get support.

In June 2007, the government set up a Vulnerable Workers Enforcement
Forum to look at the nature of employment rights abuses, assess the
effectiveness of the current enforcement arrangements and identify possible
improvements. Some of the recommendations from the Forum published in
August 2008 were around raising awareness of basic employment rights;
streamlining vulnerable worker access to the enforcement bodies; closer
working between the enforcement bodies; that enforcement and compliance is
not just for government; that there should be improved advice and guidance
for business; and further research on these issues. This survey is a key piece
of the research listed to baseline current trends and helps develop future
policy on vulnerable workers and the employment rights framework.

One of the most basic aims for research was to assess the relative
vulnerability of different groups of employees?®. There is still some debate
about the definition of ‘vulnerability’ and the identification of ‘vulnerable
workers’. Success at Work is subtitled ‘protecting vulnerable workers,
supporting good employers’ and suggests equivalence between the minority
of non-compliant employers and the minority of vulnerable workers. Workers
are seen as vulnerable because their bad employers do not observe

2 Vulnerable Workers Enforcement Forum — Final Report and Government Conclusions, Annex 3 — Improving the
evidence base on worker vulnerability — BIS’s Research Programme, pp. 48-9
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employment rights. The workers lack the awareness of their rights and
knowledge of the support and information available to make the individual
employment rights framework work for them.

The Vulnerable Worker Enforcement Forum modified the emphasis on
vulnerability as relative powerlessness and the risks this creates of poverty
and injustice. Its general thrust was close to the Success at Work formulation
in which powerlessness had to be combined with a non-compliant, or
exploitative, employer to result in vulnerability. The new survey gives us the
opportunity to analyse people’s experiences of employment relations in order
to explore the evidence for all of these different approaches to defining
vulnerability and vulnerable workers.

The data that the survey provides on outcome measures for government
strategy can be related to people’s experiences of the components of the
individual employment rights framework discussed above. But the survey also
sheds light on other influences on outcome measures such as measures of
awareness and people’s perceptions of unfair treatment and discrimination. In
the case of the latter, basic information on people’s experience of employment
relations helps us to understand what people define as unfair treatment and
how they know that it has occurred. This level of analysis is perhaps less
obvious but it is fundamentally important to our knowledge of the way the
individual employment rights framework functions, and is perceived to
function, not least because greater awareness of employment rights may
increase the perception of unfair treatment. The combination of employment
rights and fair treatment questions in a single study gives a good opportunity
to measure these effects.

2.4, Survey methodology

The Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) commissioned TNS-
BMRB and Cardiff University to undertake a survey to update findings from
the 2005 Fair Treatment at Work Survey (FTWS) and the 2005 Employment
Rights at Work Survey (ERWS).

The main aims of the 2008 FTWS were:

e To assess peoples’ general awareness of their rights at work and to
see how this has changed since the ERWS

e To determine knowledge about specific rights at work (the National
Minimum Wage and holiday entitiement)

e To find out which sources of advice people would use to find out about
their rights at work in general and to find out about the National
Minimum Wage

e To measure the proportion of individuals that has had problems at work
in the last five years

e To determine how people go about resolving the most serious
problems which they have had.

The survey sample was designed to be representative of adults aged 16 or
over living in private households in Great Britain, who were either currently in
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paid work (excluding self-employed) or who had been in paid work in the last
two years.

The sample used a multi-stage random probability design and the small user
Postcode Address File (PAF) as the sample frame. The initial sample was
selected to be representative of the general population. Screening was carried
out by interviewers to identify eligible respondents (those who were currently
in paid work (excluding self-employed), or who had been so in the last two
years). In households were more than one adult was eligible, a single adult
was chosen at random to take part in the survey.

The 2008 FTWS questionnaire was based on those used in the previous
surveys, although the content was reviewed and revised by the research team
and BIS. The questionnaire was structured into the following sections:

Selection module and screening

Awareness of employment rights

Knowledge of specific employment rights

Sources of information/advice

Experience of problems at work

Most serious problem at work and dispute resolution
Job and employer characteristics

Socio-demographics and other individual characteristics
Paper self completion questionnaire

©CONDO AWM=

In order to keep the interview to the target length of 45 minutes, randomisation
was added into the script meaning that each respondent was randomly asked
two out of the three following sections; 2, 3 and 4. In effect, this means that
around two-thirds of respondents were asked each of these sections. Face-to-
face interviews were carried out by TNS-BMRB’s interviewer field force, using
computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI). Fieldwork took place from
September to December 2008, and 4,010 people were interviewed at a 57 per
cent response rate. Two stages of pilot work were carried out before the main
fieldwork stage — a small-scale cognitive testing stage, and a larger scale
quantitative pilot.

Survey results were weighted to correct for the unequal probabilities of
selection introduced by selecting one dwelling unit for interview from all
eligible dwelling units at the sampled address, and by selecting one eligible
adult per household to interview. Non-response weights were also applied
following comparison with Labour Force Survey data. Weights were applied
by age within sex within Government Office Region.
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This report makes extensive use of regression analysis, or multivariate
analysis as referred to in this report, to explore the relationships between
variables in more depth. The data was analysed through a series of logistic
regression models. Logistic regression is a form of statistical modelling that is
often appropriate for categorical (0, 1) outcome variables. It describes the
relationship between a categorical response variable, the dependent variable,
and a set of explanatory variables, the independent variables.

A common problem with questionnaire research is that not all respondents
answer all questions - either due to “Don’t know” answers or routing of the
questionnaire. This creates a problem in modelling any respondents with
missing answers. These are removed from the analysis and so the base when
all possible independent variables are included is a lot smaller than the total
possible base. In order to mitigate this as much as possible the below process
was followed:

1. The first stage was to put each independent variable into the logistic
regression model by itself to see which of them had any relationship
with the dependent variable. This also showed how important each
independent variable was in the overall fit of the model.

2. The second stage was to create three group models (i.e. labelled
models 1, 2, and 3). The independent variables were put into three
groups and each group was analysed separately using a multiple
logistic regression model and a stepwise selection technique. The three
groups were: national and workplace characteristics; job
characteristics; and Individual characteristics.

3. The third and final stage was to put together the significant
independent variables from each of models 1, 2, and 3 into the final
model (i.e. labelled model 4) again using stepwise selection.

The tables included for each regression analysis in Annex B show the
significance of each independent variable in the single variable logistic
regression models, then the significance of each independent variable in the
group models, together with significant odds ratios; finally the significance and
significant odds ratios of independent variables in the final model. A
classification table is included afterwards for the final model(s), showing the
percentage of what is observed in the data is correctly predicted by the final
model.

Full details of the survey methodology and copies of the survey instruments
are included in the Fair Treatment at Work Survey 2008 Technical Report
which is published alongside this report.



2.5.

Fair Treatment at Work Report

Structure of the report

The findings from the survey are presented in three main parts:

Part 1: Awareness of employment rights at work and the support available

Chapter 3 looks at awareness and sufficiency of knowledge in general
terms, the importance attached to knowing about specific rights,
knowledge of employers’ legal obligations and on the detail of the law
(in the case of NMW and paid annual holiday entitlement).

Chapter 4 looks at whether respondents know where to find
information on their rights and NMW in particular, who they would
contact first and subsequently as well as their knowledge of national
organisations that provide advice and information on employment
rights.

Part 2: Problems encountered in the workplace:

Chapter 5 introduces the main problems at work captured in the
survey; looks at those who have experienced any problem at work,
those with multiple problems and the most common combinations.
Chapter 6 summarises headline results by each main category of
problem: with employment rights, unfair treatment/ discrimination,
bullying/ harassment, sexual harassment, negative behaviour, other
problems and the most serious problem as reported by respondents.
Chapter 7 looks in more detail at how different workplace, job and
individual characteristics relate to the prevalence of problems with
specific employment rights.

Chapter 8 as above, but for problems with unfair/ discrimination.
Chapter 9 as above, but for problems with harassment, bullying and
negative behaviour.

Part 3: How and through what means are problems resolved:

Chapter 10 looks at the respondents most serious problem(s) at work
and explores whether these are over, how long they took to resolve
and what was the final outcome.

Chapter 11 continues with the same problems and considers what
information or advice was sought on the problem, what action was
taken to resolve the problem, what lessons were learnt and what might
they have done differently to resolve the problem.

10
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3 Awareness and knowledge of individual
employment rights

An earlier report in this series, the 2000 Survey of Awareness, Knowledge and
Exercise of Individual Employment Rights (paragraph 2.1.1.), distinguished
between ‘awareness’ and ‘knowledge’, where:

e ‘Awareness’ was held to entail that an individual is sufficiently informed
about a subject for him/her to be conscious of its existence and its
broad subject matter. In this sense, awareness of an employment right
or legislation implies that the individual had heard of it and had some
idea of the area of working life to which it relates

e ‘Knowledge’ was held to entail that an individual has a theoretical or
practical understanding of a subject. In this sense, knowledge of an
employment right or piece of legislation implies that the individual could
demonstrate some understanding of the detailed provisions of the
legislation.

Following this lead, the present chapter further distinguishes several different
aspects of awareness and knowledge about rights at work:

e The general level of information that people feel they have about their
rights at work (Section 3.1.1)

¢ Whether they think that they know enough about such rights (3.1.2)

e Whether they know about the existence of rights in particular areas (for
instance whether there is a legal obligation on the employer to provide
annual paid holidays) (3.2)

e How important it is for them personally to know about the law in
particular areas (3.3)

e Whether they feel they know as much as they need about the detail of
rights in particular areas (3.4)

e Whether they do know about the detail of rights in particular areas (for
instance the actual number of days paid holiday for a full time
employee) (3.4.1 and 3.4.2)

This chapter begins by considering the evidence from the 2008 survey on the
first two aspects listed above and it compares these to the situation revealed
by the 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS). It then proceeds to
consider the evidence on the other aspects in sequence. Broadly speaking
the chapter moves from awareness to knowledge, from the general to the
particular and from the subjective and evaluative to the objective.

As noted in Chapter 2, three sections of the survey were rotated at random to
maintain a certain interview length. This meant a respondent was asked two
of three sections on awareness of employment rights; knowledge of specific
employment rights and sources of information/advice in every interview. This
means two-thirds of the total sample (4,010) were asked questions on the
areas covered in Chapters 3 and 4.

11
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3.1 General awareness

In considering the above questions attention is drawn to particular factors that
bivariate analysis of the standard breaks suggests may be particularly
important in relation to rights awareness. In the case of the general level of
information that people have about their rights at work and whether they think
they know enough about such rights, regression analysis is conducted to
assess whether particular variables still show significant differences when the
effect of others is controlled for.

3.1.1 Awareness levels

The present survey attempts to assess the level of general awareness of
employment rights by asking:
‘Very generally, how do you feel about your rights at work?’

78 per cent of respondents answered they felt they were ‘very well informed’
or ‘well informed’. This marks a significant improvement from 65 per cent of
employees who took this view when asked the identical question in the 2005
Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) and it clearly out-performs the
Government’s general awareness target of 69 per cent’. Moreover, about a
quarter of respondents now count themselves as ‘very well informed’. As
against this, over one in five still report that they do not feel well informed
(Chart 3.1).

Chart 3.1 Awareness of employment rights, 2005 and 2008

— 26%

Very well informed

Well informed

Not very el | 9%

informed 28%

Not well informed at [l 3%

all 6% | 2008

2005
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Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008; Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) 2005: 19;
Base: In 2008, all respondents that were asked Q2.2 (weighted = 2690; unweighted = 2667)

3 BIS website: http://www.berr.gov.uk/aboutus/corporate/performance/performance_Framework/page43603.html
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The results of the 2005 ERWS were considered by the Vulnerable Worker
Enforcement Forum whose report drew attention to the fact that the perceived
lack of awareness was higher than average for certain groups of respondents
who are sometimes regarded as more vulnerable (Vulnerable Worker
Enforcement Forum 2008: 15, Table 7). The percentage of those in all the
groups to which the Forum referred who regarded themselves as not very well
informed or not well informed at all about rights has fallen between 2005 and
2008 (Chart 3.2).

Chart 3.2 Those not very well informed or not well informed by selected
‘vulnerable groups’, 2005 and 2008
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Source BIS's FTWS 2008; ERWS 2005
Unweighted base: In 2008, all respondents that were asked Q2.2 and who answered ‘not well informed at all’ or ‘not very well informed’
(2667); Young respondents (306); Low paid (914); Part time (670); Small workplaces (466)

The results of a bivariate analysis of how employees with different
characteristics felt about their rights in 2008 are reported in Table B3.1. This
presents information with respect to three sets of characteristics — national/
workplace characteristics; job characteristics and individual characteristics. It
can be seen that it is rare for any particular group to fail to reach the overall
average 65 percent for those claiming to be very well or well informed in 2005.
But significant differences remain between those with different characteristics.

National and workplace characteristics, there are no English/Scottish/ Welsh
differences once the ‘well informed’ and ‘very well informed’ categories are
combined (the practice is followed below that only significant differences are
reported). A number of sometimes interrelated workplace level characteristics,
all of which might be thought to be features of more ‘corporate’ forms of
organisation, are associated with high levels of reported awareness — large
workplace size in terms of employees, public ownership, trade union
recognition, the existence of a HR/Personnel department and the existence of
an equal opportunities policy. Lower levels of feeling informed are associated
with smaller workplaces, private ownership, non recognition of trade unions,

13
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the absence of a HR department and of a written equal opportunities policy.
Only broadly defined industries can be distinguished on our sample but it is
clear that respondents in distribution, hotels and catering are significantly less
likely to feel well or very well informed than is the case in banking, finance and
insurance or public administration, education and health.

The importance of employers for whether employees feel well informed about
their rights is strongly suggested by some additional attitudinal data.
Respondents were asked:

‘How seriously do you think your employer takes your employment rights?’

Over nine out of ten respondents who answered that they thought their
employer took their rights ‘very seriously’ thought themselves ‘very well
informed’ whereas fewer than four out of ten who thought their employer did
not take their rights ‘very seriously’ or ‘not seriously at all’ thought this.

Job characteristics, higher levels of awareness include those that relate to the
occupancy of higher level positions - the performance of a management or
professional job, performing management or supervisory duties, having higher
annual earnings, holding higher level academic qualifications; and in
consonance with the presence of ‘corporate’ features at the level of
workplace, equal opportunities training and trade union or staff association
membership. The absence of these characteristics usually signifies lower
levels of awareness. Those who are less aware include routine and manual
workers, those not performing supervisory duties, the lower paid, those with
lower level academic qualifications or none, non trade union members, those
who have more than one job and those who have not experienced equal
opportunities training.

Both part time work and temporary work are sometimes regarded as
indicators of precarious employment (Standing 1997) but as far as feeling
informed about rights is concerned the significant difference is between those
who are permanent and those who are not, who have a lower level of
awareness. More detailed analysis of agency workers, who constitute over a
quarter of those in the non-permanent category, indicates that they are even
less likely to feel well or very well informed than non permanent respondents
in general (57 per cent feel this compared to 66 per cent of all non permanent
workers and 78 per cent for permanent workers). However, agency workers
are only 2 per cent of the total sample and this result is not statistically
reliable. Those who have more than one job are also less likely to feel well or
very well informed.

Individual characteristics, older workers think they are better informed (and
compared to those with long periods of service, respondents who have been
in the job for a year or less believe themselves to be less well informed).

Of the other standard individual characteristics non Christians (an
unsatisfactory mixed category that is a function of low numbers) feel
themselves not well informed or not very well informed at all compared to
Christians.

Overall, lower levels of awareness are most evident amongst those who might
be thought to have the greatest need to be well informed about their rights —
including people who actually experience problems, the lower paid, the non-
unionised and those on non permanent contracts.

14
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We progress to multivariate analysis from the basic bivariate analysis
conducted so far which has suggested variables that might affect awareness;
for instance, large size of workplace and the existence of HR departments.
These two characteristics might be related however (Kersley et al 2006), as
might other variables and it has not been possible to distinguish separate
influences when other variables are taken into account. Here, given that the
premise of the individual employment rights framework is that employees
need a general awareness of their rights, the attempt is made to go further
and to use logistic regression to examine which variables are related to
general rights awareness (whether respondents feel themselves very well or
well informed versus not well or not very well at all informed) when other
variables are held constant.

Multivariate analysis in Table B3.2 is conducted with respect to three sets of
characteristics: National and Workplace, Job and Individual characteristics.
This yields information at each level which can answer questions such as the
one posed above. Significant results from these three models then serve as
the basis from which to produce a final model, see section 2.4 for a more in
depth interpretation of the outputs in Table B3.2 and Table B3.3; and a
description of the regression method used.

National and workplace characteristics, multiple regressions of the seven
independent variables in this category indicates that three of them are
significant —whether there are recognised trade unions in the workplace and
whether there is an equal opportunities policy (Model 1). In other words,
these variables have significant relationships even after controls for the
presence of each other and for national differences, public/private/third sector
and so on.

Job characteristics, multiple regressions of the chosen job characteristics
indicates that all of them, except occupation and full time/part time, are
significant (Model 2). The less well informed respondents are those who do
not perform supervisory duties, who do not have permanent jobs, who perform
more than one job, who have not benefited from equal opportunities training,
who are not trade union or staff association members, who have short periods
of service and low earnings. These characteristics are closely in line with
those often instanced as evidence of vulnerability (TUC 2006, 2008).

Individual characteristics, several of the variables at this level that are often
associated with individual employment rights discourse are not significant.
These include sex, sexual orientation, country of birth, ethnicity, disability,
religion; and also dependent children living in the household, which was
significant in the 2005 ERWS report, (Model 3). Both age and highest level of
academic attainment have a positive impact, whereas those who experience
problems at work are significantly less likely to feel that they are well informed.
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The final multivariate logistic regression presented in Model 4 brings together
a selection of the variables reviewed above in each of the three sets of
characteristics. Several comments arise.

e Trade union recognition. The 2005 ERWS did not investigate the
relation between trade union recognition and how well people feel
informed about their rights. The finding that those employed in workplaces
with trade union recognition are 40 per cent more likely to feel well
informed or very well informed suggests the importance of collective and
not only individual resources for levels of awareness about individual
rights.

e Equal opportunities policy. The fact that respondents in workplaces with
such a policy were nearly 90 per cent more likely to feel well informed
underlines that management (and other service providers) can play an
active part.

e Management and supervisory duties. Those who perform management
and supervisory duties are 90 per cent more likely to feel well informed
about their rights which suggests the importance of being part of or close
to management, and thus to organisational resources.

e Permanent job. Model 4 suggests that when other variables are controlled
it is the permanent / non permanent distinction (rather than that between
full and part time work) that is significant for this indicator of employee
awareness of rights.

e Equal opportunities training. Again this is something that was not
investigated in 2005 ERWS. Those who have received such training are
twice as likely to feel well or very well informed.

¢ Problems at work. Both the 2000 Survey of Awareness, Knowledge and
Exercise of Individual Employment Rights and 2005 ERWS found that
having experienced problems at work is associated with feeling that
employment rights are not well understood. This result is confirmed, with
the advantage of a more thorough regression analysis and a larger
sample. Those who have experienced problems are only about a third as
likely to feel that they are, in general, well or very well informed.

3.1.2 Perceived sufficiency of knowledge

In order to assess whether respondents think they know as much as they

need to about their rights they were asked:

‘Do you know as much as you need to know about your rights at work or could
you do with knowing more about your rights at work?’

The same question had been asked in the 2005 ERWS and, as was the case
with awareness of rights at work, there has been a significant improvement.
In 2005, 44 per cent of respondents had replied to this general question that
they knew as much as they needed about their rights at work. In 2008 this had
risen to 60 per cent (Chart 3.3).
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Chart 3.3 Sufficiency of knowledge, 2005 and 2008
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Source: BIS's FTWS 2008, ERWS 2005: 24
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Differences remain but the improvement was widespread. For instance, in
2008, those earning under £15,000 were almost as likely to say that they
knew as much as they needed as those who earned over £40,000 had done
in 2005 (53 compared to 55 per cent). Similarly, in 2008 the percentage of
private sector respondents who thought they knew enough about their rights
at work (57 per cent) exceeds the level for those who had thought this in the
public sector in 2005 (53 per cent).

A more extensive bivariate analysis of respondents’ views on the sufficiency
of their knowledge about rights in 2008 (Table B3.4) reveals a familiar picture.

National and workplace characteristics, respondents in workplaces with
corporate resources (see Glossary in Annex A) are more likely to feel they
know as much as they need to. Those who lack such characteristics are likely
to feel that they could do with knowing more — these include those who are
employed in smaller workplaces, those in the private sector, those whose
workplaces do not recognise trade unions and those who have no HR
departments and which do not have written equal opportunities policies.
Respondents were significantly more likely to feel that they could do with
knowing more about their rights in distribution, hotels and restaurants,
transport and communication and construction whereas the highest proportion
of those feeling that they know enough about their rights is to be found in
banking, finance and insurance.

Job characteristics, higher proportions who feel they know as much as they
need to were found in managerial and professional occupations, those
performing managerial or supervisory duties, those with the highest salaries,
trade union and staff association members rather than those without
representation and those who have received equal opportunities training.
Those outside these corporate arrangements and those with shorter periods
of service are more likely to feel they could do with knowing more. Prominent
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amongst those who feel they could do with knowing more are non permanent
employees, half of whom feel this, as do those who have more than one job.

Individual characteristics, older workers are more likely to feel that they know
enough compared to younger ones (as are those who have longer service).
Those at the top of the hierarchy of academic qualifications, who have higher /
postgraduate qualifications, are more likely to feel that they know enough
compared to all others including those who have no academic qualifications.
There is no difference between those born in and outside the UK but BME /
other respondents are less likely than whites to feel that they know enough, as
with religion this sociologically unsatisfactory categorisation is a function of
low numbers.

Among those who are most likely to think that they need to know more about
their rights are people who actually experience problems, over half of whom
feel that they could do with knowing more; non permanent workers, half of
whom feel this; and those who have a long standing iliness or disability, just
under half of whom feel this. Other groups that feel they could do with
knowing more include the low paid and young workers; also those who have
not received equal opportunities training.

The results of multivariate analysis in Table B3.5 on whether respondents
think that they know enough followed the same method as the one reported
earlier for whether they feel well informed. Again see section 2.4 for a more in
depth interpretation of the outputs in Table B3.5 and Table B3.6; and a
description of the regression method used.

The results in the final model (Table B3.5 Model 4) differ in several respects.
In the final model for whether respondents know enough two of the corporate
characteristics that appeared in the equivalent model for whether respondents
feel well informed (trade union recognition and the presence of a written equal
opportunities policy) do not appear. They are replaced by the difference
between public and private ownership. Public sector employees are almost 70
per cent more likely to think they know enough as do those in the private
sector. Having one job rather than more than one, having a permanent job
and receiving equal opportunities training are all positively associated with
respondents feeling that they know as much as they need about their rights at
work. Level of educational qualification has a positive effect on whether
respondents feel that know as much as they need as does being white rather
than BME/other, whereas respondents who have experienced problems at
work are only one third as likely to feel that they know as much as they need
as those who have not.

In considering how well respondents feel themselves to be informed about
their employment rights, it was found that those who thought their employer
took their rights seriously were more likely to think themselves well informed.
Perception of the employer also enters into respondents’ views on whether
they feel their knowledge of employment rights is sufficient.
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Attitudinal variables have not been included in the regressions in this chapter
because it was considered more useful from a policy point of view to examine
more objective indicators. However, respondents were asked whether they
agreed with the statement:
“I don’t need to know much about my rights at work because my employer
acts reasonably.”

Of those who strongly agreed that they did not need to know much about their
rights at work because their employer acted reasonably nearly nine out of ten
thought they knew as much as they needed. Just less than four out of ten of
those who strongly disagreed reported that they knew as much as they
needed (Chart 3.4).

Chart 3.4 Sufficiency of knowledge against whether employer acts
reasonably, 2008
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Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Unweighted base: All respondents that were asked Q2.3 and Q2.4; Strongly Agree (370); Agree (1144); Neither agree nor disagree (395);
Disagree (591); Strongly Disagree (154)

The relation between whether respondents think their employer is reasonable
and whether they feel they know enough about their rights underlines the
contingent nature of the belief that ‘enough’ is known and the importance of
perception of the employer.

3.2 Knowledge of employers’ legal obligations

Employees may be in error about how much they need to know about their
rights and indeed about how much they do know. This makes it important to
consider not what people think they know, and not whether they think they
know enough, but what they do know. This and the following sections move
closer to meeting this concern.

Whether awareness of rights is considered or the issue of whether
respondents think they know as much as they need to, the indicators
considered so far suggest that there has been improvement since the 2005
Employment Right at Work Survey (ERWS). However, the questions asked of
respondents which support this interpretation are of a very general nature.
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They relate to whether people ‘very generally’ feel well informed about rights
at work and to whether they think they know as much as need to know about
(unspecified) rights at work.

In order to move closer to respondents’ knowledge of rights the 2005 ERWS
had presented respondents with 25 items and asked them whether they
thought these represented legal obligations that employers must fulfil. Most of
the items did represent such obligations but some did not. The 2008 survey
followed this methodology using more items although here as a first step and
for the sake of comparison with the earlier results only those items used in
2005 are considered.

Chart 3.5 suggests that there has been an increase in awareness of
employers’ legal obligations. For 16 of the 19 items that refer to cases in
which there were legal obligations on employers in both 2005 and 2008 there
is an increase in the percentage of respondents who know that these are in
fact legal rights/obligations.  However caution is in order about an
improvement over time on two counts.

First, the increase in these percentages is usually small, especially when
compared to the increase in general awareness of rights as measured by
those thinking themselves very well or well informed (from 65 to 78 per cent)*.

Second, five items in Chart 3.5 relate to cases where there is not a legal
obligation on the employer. Four out of these five cases also show small
increases in the proportion of respondents who think they refer to things that
the employer must do. The percentage of respondents who think they have
rights when this is not in fact so has only decreased in one of these (unpaid
paternity leave, and in this case a third of respondents still think this a legal
obligation on the employer).

One interpretation of these results is that there may be a general impression
that employment rights have increased in Britain over the last few years
(possibly because of increased publicity, including negative publicity about
‘red tape’ and the ‘regulatory burden’, as well as legislation) and that this
general impression may exist over and above any knowledge that
respondents have about specific rights. The relation between such general
and particular conceptions invites further research.

As far as the situation that pertained in 2008 is concerned, Chart 3.5 suggests
the level of awareness that rights exist in specific areas is generally high
(average correct scores for all rights are presented in Table B3.7). Inspection
of the results for the extra items which were included for the first time in the
2008 survey also suggests a high level of awareness that there are rights in
particular areas. 98 per cent were aware that employers have a legal
obligation to ensure employees’ health and safety. Over 80 per cent know that
employers are legally obliged to provide a statutory level of sick pay and to
allow employees to be accompanied by a representative when attending a
disciplinary hearing.

4 Clearly, there is little head room for an increase in the higher percentages found in Chart 3.5 for 2005 but the 2005
to 2008 percentage increase is also usually small for those items which yielded lower percentages in 2005.
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Chart 3.5 Awareness of employers’ legal obligations, 2005 and 2008
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98%

96%
93%

95%
92%

93%
92%

93%
90%

91%
90%

93%
89%

88%
86%

89%
87%

89%
85%

92%
84%

87%
80%

88%
81%

89%
7%

84%
79%

83%

81%

63%
63%

70%
53%

68%

67%

60%
52%

54%
52%

43%
50%

33%
45%

46%
42%

35%
30%

7%
27% W 2008

13% ™ 2005

Carry over unused holiday to the next year** 12%

Unlimited amount of unpaid holiday each year** 91/?%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Note: *Not an employer obligation in 2005 but was in 2008, **Not an employer obligation in 2005 or 2008 and ***Not asked in 2005
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On the other hand, the more recent age-related rights are less well known
than the others: only 68 per cent know that employers must allow employees
to work up to the age of 65 (or the normal retirement age) and only 67 per
cent that employers must follow a set procedure when retiring an employee
(including giving them the right to request to continue working). Those aged
55-64 are most in need of awareness regarding age-related rights. More of
them did think that employers have a duty to allow employees to work up until
65 (74 per cent compared to 68 per cent for all respondents) but this still left a
considerable knowledge deficit since a quarter of them did not think
employers had an obligation to allow employees to work up until 65 or did not
know whether this was so or not. Moreover, respondents in this age group
were also no more likely to know that employers have to follow a set
procedure when retiring an employee (67 per cent) than respondents in the
sample as a whole.

Because the level of awareness of legal rights that employees claim in
particular areas is generally good — over 80 per cent of employees claim to
know of such rights in most instances — it becomes important to concentrate
attention on those rights for which the level of awareness is lower. The first
thing to note here is that of the six least known employer obligations in both
2005 and 2008 four relate explicitly to parental concerns and one (concerning
leave in emergencies) might also be of particular concern to parents.

Not surprisingly, the overall results for these five rights are partly a function of
replies from those without children in the household. Respondents with
children in the household are more likely to know about employer obligations
to seriously consider a request for flexible working (for children) than are
those who have no children in the household (56 per cent compared to 52 per
cent); to know there is a right to additional unpaid maternity leave (49
compared to 39 per cent); to know there is a right to unpaid parental leave (32
per cent compared to 23 per cent); to know there is a right to time off in an
emergency (49 per cent compared to 44 per cent); and to know there is a right
for men to take paid time off when their partner has a baby (73 per cent to 68
per cent). Even so, the level of knowledge about these rights remains
generally low even after the contribution of those who do not have children in
their household is taken into account.

Among respondents there may have been some confusion over the
employer’s obligation not to make employees work more than a given number
of hours per week. Respondents were asked whether employers have to or
can choose to limit working time. Under the Working Time Regulations of
1998, employers should limit working time to 48 hours a week (averaged over
a reference period) unless they offer individuals the right to opt-out of this
maximum working week. The question asked did not differentiate between
those who had opted-out or those who had not and this may have caused
confusion in what the respondent answered. Nevertheless the findings may
indicate the need for awareness raising to improve the knowledge of this
important area.

Small variations exist, not tabulated here, between most workplace, job and
individual characteristics. Most note worthy are those employed in energy and
water and in banking, finance and insurance are particularly likely to know of
such a right, but those employed in manufacturing and in distribution, hotels
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and restaurants are less likely to be fully aware of their rights on working
hours.

The higher proportions who know of this right, include those in workplaces
with corporate resources, managerial and professional occupations; those
performing managerial or supervisory duties; those with the highest salaries;
and those who have received equal opportunities training. Part time
employees, who might be thought to have less interest in the maximum period
they can be asked to work were less likely to know about this right than full
time employees. Younger workers are less likely to know than older ones and
those with no qualifications lag considerably behind those with the highest
academic qualifications.

Those who have and have not experienced problems are equally
knowledgeable about the hours per week regulation. This is in line with the
results of an examination of the magnitude of the differences between those
who have and have not experienced problems in their awareness of legal
obligations in all 30 particular areas. Those who had and had not
experienced problems differed in their correct replies about the employer
obligations (listed in Chart 3.5) by 0.5 per cent or less in 9 out of 30 cases, by
1 per cent or less in 15 cases and by 2 per cent or less in 25 cases out of 30.
In short, on this evidence, there is little difference in the knowledge of legal
rights in particular areas between those who have and have not experienced
problems.

The view first advanced in the 2000 Survey of Awareness, Knowledge and
Exercise of Individual Employment Rights that the experience of problems
may ‘make respondents more “modest” in assessing their own awareness
levels’ remains plausible in so far as the present survey also finds that those
who experienced problems are, in general, less likely to feel that they are well
or very well informed and more likely to think that they do not know enough
about their (unspecified) rights. There is also another possibility: that those
who have not experienced problems may be over confident that they are well
informed — until they have a problem. However, the FTW survey is cross-
sectional and cannot adequately explore such processes over time.

A cross tabulation of how well respondents feel informed in general and
whether they scored in the highest, middle or lowest third of correct scores for
answers to questions about whether there are legal rights/obligations in
particular areas is presented in Chart 3.6. At first sight, there is a broadly
recognisable relationship between the number of correct answers that
respondents made about whether rights exist in particular areas (whether they
have a knowledge of rights in principle) and their answers to the question of
how well they feel informed about their rights in general. In fact, though, this
is far from an exact relationship. Less than half of those who think they are
very well informed are actually to be found in the highest category for correct
answers. Just less than a third of them are to be found in the lowest third of
correct answers. The correlation between these variables is 0.14. In short,
respondents’ confidence about how well informed they are would seem to be
quite often misplaced and there must be some doubt about what the feeling
informed in general variable actually measures.
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Chart 3.6 General awareness against knowledge of employers’ legal
obligations, 2008

100% -

90?’ | . Number of correct
38 o;" ] 22 answers given

0 0
60% - 26% | Highest third (25-30)
50% 30%
40% - 24%
" °/° Middle third (23-24)

-
20% A
10% - M Lowest third (3-22)
0% T T

Very well informed ~ Well informed Notvery well ~ Notwell informed at
informed all

Very generally, how well informed do you feel about your rights at work?

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Unweighted base: All respondents that were asked section Q2.2 and Q2.6 (2,667); Very well informed (672); Well informed (1,389); Not very
well informed (518); Not well informed at all (82)

3.3 Importance of knowing about specific rights

Respondents were asked how important it was for them to know about rights
in each of 25 areas:
“How important you think it is for you personally to know about the law
regarding employers' responsibilities in [named area]?

In all 25 cases over 70 per cent of respondents thought it very or fairly
important to know about the right. In 15 cases out of 25, 90 per cent of
respondents replied that they thought it was very or fairly important to know
about it (Table B3.8). The rights that attract the highest endorsement in terms
of the importance of knowing about them tend to be of a universal nature in
the sense, for example, that health and safety and protection against unfair
dismissal can apply to anyone. But most particularistic rights concerning age,
gender, disability and race discrimination are also held to be important to
know about by nine out of ten respondents and a clear eight out of ten think it
important to know about rights that relate to religion, retirement age and
sexual orientation.

As against this, around a quarter of respondents think it not very important or
not at all important that they know about women’s rights to additional unpaid
leave when they have a baby or about men’s right to paid time off when their
partner has a baby or the right of parents of young children to have a set
amount of unpaid time off work to spend with them. Other parental rights
attract similar levels of unconcern and compared to, say, rights about race or
disability or gender discrimination, are more likely to be a matter of
particularistic judgement. Whereas such levels of unconcern are minority
responses and must be seen as relative to high proportions thinking it
important to know about rights generally, they do suggest a relative lack of
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concern about parental rights which differs from that for other particularistic
ones.

3.4 Knowledge of the detail of specific rights

It has been seen that 78 per cent respondents feel they are well or very well
informed of rights ‘in general’; about 60 per cent think they know as much as
they need to about their rights generally; and that at least 70 per cent report
that they think it important to know about each of the 25 rights that they were
asked about. But there are considerable differences in what respondents feel
they know about the detail of different aspects of the law. Respondents who
thought that employers had particular legal obligations were asked:

“How much do you feel you know about the detail of the law regarding [named

legal obligation]?”

In the case of 24 out of the 30 legal obligations which respondents think
employers are obliged to observe the percentage who feel that they know a lot
or a fair amount is less than 60 per cent. Overall, responses range from 76
per cent in the case of those who claim to know a lot or a fair amount about
employers’ duty to ensure employees’ health and safety to 39 per cent for
those who claim to know this about the recent requirement to follow a set
procedure when retiring an employee (Table B3.9). But not all the legal
obligations which respondents claim to know about are in fact legal
obligations. Whereas it is not of course required by the employment rights
framework that employees know their rights in detail it is worth noting that
respondents who are in error that certain rights exist are also quite often
confident that they know a lot or a fair amount about them. In the extreme
case, 61 per cent of the minority of respondents (13 per cent) who falsely
think employees have the right to carry over unused holiday to the next year
think that they know a lot or a fair amount about this ‘right’. At least four out of
ten respondents who think, incorrectly, that employers have legal obligations
with respect to unlimited unpaid holidays, discrimination on grounds of
appearance, unpaid time off for men when their partner has a baby and a duty
to seriously consider requests for flexible working for those who care for
elderly relatives also think that they know a lot or a fair amount about these
‘rights’.

The same question about how much respondent's feel that they know about
the detail of the law had been asked in 2005. Chart 3.7 groups rights into
broad categories and it compares results for 2005 and 2008 for those rights
that were enquired about in each year. It can be seen that the proportion
claiming to know a lot or a fair amount has undergone a moderate increase for
most of the rights examined and that the increase is most pronounced for
rights that concern children and dependents, though these are still amongst
those about which respondents are least likely to make such claims. It can
also be seen, however, that there is a consistent though moderate decline in
respondents’ claims to know a lot or a fair amount about rights that relate to
some classic industrial relations issues - pay, contracts, disciplinary and
grievance procedures.
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Chart 3.7 Whether respondents say they know about the detail of employers’
legal obligations; 2008 and 2005
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Base: Respondents who thought each was a legal obligation (2008 unweighted bases shown in brackets)
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Of course Charts 3.6 and 3.7 relate only to how much detail respondents think
that they know about legal obligations on the employer. This begs the
question of what respondents actually do know in detail. The 2005
Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) had contained a number of
questions to ascertain what detailed knowledge respondents actually had
about employer obligations/rights in particular areas. In 2008, in line with the
thinking behind the UK employment rights framework, according to which
workers do not need to know about the law in detail, many of these questions
were not repeated. As a consequence, enquiry into the level of detailed
knowledge that respondents have in particular areas is only possible with
respect to two rights: the National Minimum Wage (NMW) and the minimum
number of weeks’ holiday entittement. Detailed knowledge about these is
considered in the next section.

3.4.1 National Minimum Wage (NMW)

The NMW was introduced in 1999. It initially set minimum hourly pay rates for
almost all employees aged 22 and over and a lower rate for those aged 18 to
21. In 2004 a further minimum rate was introduced for 16 to 17 year olds
other than those on apprenticeships. BIS has run NMW awareness raising
campaigns directed at both employers and employees (VWEF 2008: Annex
4). During 2008/09, a number of publicity campaigns were run across the
country targeting 16-21 year olds, migrant workers, employers and the
general population.

Most of the 2008 survey was conducted in October, November and December
and the rates in place at the time of the survey were introduced in October
2008. These were: 16-17 year olds £3.53 per hour, 18-21 year olds £4.77, 22
year olds and older £5.73. It has already been seen that respondents have a
high level of awareness that employers have legal obligations with respect to
the payment of a national minimum hourly wage (93 per cent are aware that
this is a legal obligation).

Here respondents’ knowledge of detail is investigated with respect to several
issues: the eligibility of different age groups to receive the NMW; the level at
which the NMW is paid for different age groups; what deductions employers
can legally make from the NMW; and the maximum penalties that employers
can face if they fail to pay the NMW when they should.

Knowledge about which age groups the NMW applies to differs according to
the particular age group in question. It is widely understood that the NMW
applies to 22 to 64 year olds (96 per cent are aware of this as were 95 per
cent in 2005). It is also widely understood that it applies to 18-21 year olds (95
per cent compared to 93). The situation that pertains at the extremes of the
age range, with respect to older and younger workers, is less well understood.

On older workers coverage, only 64 per cent of respondents thought that the
NMW applied to those aged 65 or over (though this is significantly up from 56
per cent in 2005), 21 per cent thought the NMW did not apply to 65 year olds
and 14 per cent said that they did not know whether it did or not. Those aged
50 and over are no better informed: only 63 per cent of them know that the
NMW applies to 65 year olds, 19 per cent think that it does not and 18 per
cent do not know.
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On younger workers coverage, 72 per cent of respondents were correct in
thinking that the NMW did not apply to 14 to 15 year olds but this represented
a fall from 83 per cent in 2005. More people now thought incorrectly that the
NMW did apply or did not know whether it applied or not (27 per cent) than
had been the case in 2005 (17 per cent). Amongst those born outside the UK
40 per cent either thought that 14 to 15 year olds were covered or did not
know, as did 30 per cent of those earning less than £6.50 an hour.

In the 2005 ERWS only 58 per cent had thought that the NMW applied to16-
17 year olds and it was suggested that this might be a function of the fact that
the law had only changed in October 2004 (2005 ERWS: 63). In 2008 73 per
cent thought this age group was covered, which is compatible with this
interpretation.

Level of NMW for different groups: all respondents who thought that more
than two of the age groups they were asked about were covered by the NMW
were asked whether the rate paid was the same for all these groups. 30 per
cent thought this to be case (compared to 33 per cent in 2005).

Respondents who thought that an age group was covered by the NMW and
who thought the NMW varied by age group were then asked how much per
hour the NMW was for each group. Three things stand out. First, it was
extremely rare for those who thought a particular age group was eligible to be
able to specify the precise amount. Second, the amount thought to be paid
was generally over-estimated. As the distribution of responses makes clear
however (Chart 3.8) over- estimation of the level of the NMW is highest for the
youngest age categories (76 per cent of respondents over-estimate the level
for 16-17 year olds; 71 per cent overestimate the level for 18-21 year olds).
Third, ‘don’t know’ responses were above 10 per cent with respect to all age
categories and account for almost one in five responses about the rate
payable to those aged 65 and over.

A less stringent but not unreasonable measure by which to examine
knowledge about the level(s) of the NMW can be constructed by calculating
the percentage of responses that fall 10 per cent plus or minus of the correct
answer’ (Table B3.10). Application of these criteria produces the following
within ten per cent of correct scores: for 16-17 year olds (12 per cent
compared to 6 per cent in 2005), for 18-21 year olds (34 per cent compared to
38 per cent), for 22 to 64 year olds (68 per cent compared to 56 per cent), for
those aged 65 or older (62 per cent again compared to 56 per cent). There
has therefore been some improvement but knowledge of the correct rates for
younger workers remains poor.

5 Within 10 per cent is taken as: £3.18-£3.88 for 16-17 year olds; £4.29-£5.25 for 18-21 year old; £5.16-£6.30 for
those aged 22 and older. Don’t know taken as wrong answer.
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Chart 3.8 Knowledge of NMW rates by coverage group, 2008

Age groups
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Note: The correct rates for each group are shaded
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that think each age group are covered by the NMW and that the NMW varies depending on age from Q3.3

An inverse relationship exists between what respondents earn per year and
their approximately correct estimates of the NMW rate for 22 to 64 year olds.
One reading of this is that those more likely to need to know the level of the
NMW because they are closer to having to depend on it are most likely to do
so. Another is that these differences underline the lack of real knowledge that
those who are less vulnerable have of those who are more vulnerable.

Knowledge about when new NMW Rates are introduced: it might be expected
that estimates made in this survey would be more accurate than in the 2005
ERWS since interviews were conducted between September and December.
The majority were following the introduction of the new NMW rates in October
whereas in 2005 the vast majority of interviews were conducted between late
June and late September. However, the date that the rate changes each year
lacks salience for most people. Only 14 per cent of the sample knows that
NMW rates increase in October. The majority (55 per cent) believe that
annual increases take effect in April and 15 per cent say quite simply that they
do not know. There is again an inverse relationship to the annual wage:
generally, the higher the wage the lower the proportion who know the correct
month — £40k and over 7 per cent; £25k-£39.99k, 9 per cent; £15k - £24.99,
14 per cent; under £15k, 19 per cent.

Knowledge of employers’ rights to make deductions from the NMW:
employers are entitled to make a limited deduction from the NMW up to a
certain maximum for live-in accommodation, which is known as the
‘accommodation off-set’ but no deductions are allowable for providing staff
uniforms, transport to work, food provided as part of the job and other
services. Respondents were asked whether employers had the right to make
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deductions for various purposes. The protections afforded to workers in
relation to employer deductions from the NMW were widely understood. About
seven out of ten respondents knew that employers could not make deductions
for providing staff uniforms, transport to work or food. But over half thought,
wrongly, that employers had no right to make a deduction for accommodation
(Chart 3.9). BME and non UK born were particularly likely to make this
mistake.

Chart 3.9 Knowledge about NMW deductions, 2008
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Food | 6%

oo I
accommodation

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q3.7 (weighted = 2715 ; unweighted = 2730)

Knowledge of penalties for employers who do not pay the NMW: interviewees
were asked what they thought the penalties were for an employer who does
not pay the NMW and were given several options from which they could
choose as many as they thought applied. By far the most common response
(45 per cent) was that an employer who did not pay the NMW faced a £5,000
fine (Chart 3.10). This is indeed the maximum fine. Of the incorrect
responses most exaggerate the severity of the penalty (penalties of a fine up
to £50,000, business closure and imprisonment amount to over 30 per cent of
responses) and only 10 per cent underestimate the penalty (£500 fine). Over
one in five answers take the form of ‘don’t know’ responses, nearly 3 out of 10
BME and non UK born responses fall into this category.
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Chart 3.10 Penalties for an employer who does not pay NMW, 2008
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Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q3.6
Base: All respondents that were asked section 3 (weighted = 2715 ; unweighted = 2730)

3.4.2 Knowledge of paid annual holiday entitlement

It has been seen that the great majority of respondents have a good general
knowledge of their holiday rights. They know that employers have to allow
employees to take a minimum number of weeks paid holiday per year (87 per
cent, up from 80 per cent in 2005); only 8 per cent (10 per cent in 2005) do
not know that employers do not have to allow them to take an unlimited
amount of unpaid holiday leave; only 13 per cent (12 per cent in 2005) are not
aware that there is no right to carry over unused holiday to the next year. This
section examines their grasp of detail.

At the time of the survey the statutory minimum of days paid holiday, based
on a 5 day working week, was 24 days (or 4 weeks and 4 days). This
included Bank holidays. Respondents were asked what the minimum number
of weeks’ of paid holiday each year was for someone working full-time. Only
2 per cent of respondents got the correct 4 weeks and 4 days answer. This
was a considerable difference to the 2005 ERWS where 61 per cent gave the
right answer but in that survey a less demanding question was asked (about
‘weeks’, the correct answer then being 4 weeks). In 2008 respondents were
given a number of specific responses from which to choose. Just over half
(58 per cent) thought the entitlement was between 4 weeks and less than 5
weeks. 12 per cent thought it was less than 3 weeks; 17 per cent between 3
weeks and less than 4 weeks; 12 per cent thought it was 5 weeks or more. A
further 3 per cent did not know.

Although the statutory minimum days of paid holiday include Bank holidays
only a quarter of respondents (25 per cent) knew this, although 29 per cent of
those who never took paid days off for bank holidays did. Over half (52 per
cent) thought that workers were entitled to all Bank holidays in addition
compared to 44 per cent of those who never took paid days off for bank
holidays; and a further 21 per cent thought that they were entitled to at least
some Bank holidays, as did 26 per cent of those who never took paid days off
for them.
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Respondents were also poorly informed about recent government legislation
on holidays. Asked whether they knew that such legislation had increased the
minimum entitlement from the 20 to 24 days last year (2007) and would
increase it to 28 days next year (2009) eight out of ten respondents (78 per
cent) replied that they were not aware this change had been made.
Employees who reported that they always worked on bank holidays were
equally unaware of any legislative changes on the statutory minimum for paid
holidays.

3.5 Summary

General awareness

e 78 per cent of the working population feel well or very well informed
about their rights generally compared with 65 per cent in 2005.

e Trade union recognition, equal opportunities training, occupancy of a
management or supervisory position, having a permanent job and not
having experienced a problem are all positively associated with how well
respondents feel informed about their rights generally

Sufficiency of knowledge

e There has been a significant increase since 2005 in whether
respondents feel they know enough about their rights from 44 per cent to
60 per cent in 2008.

e Public sector employees are more likely to think they know enough and
having only one job, having a permanent job, being white and receiving
equal opportunities training are all positively associated with respondents
feeling that they know as much as they need about their rights at work.
Level of educational qualification also has a positive effect on whether
respondents feel they know as much as they need. Respondents who
have experienced problems at work are less likely to feel that they know
as much as they need.

Awareness of employers’ legal obligation

e Knowledge that employers have specific obligations is high and has
increased since 2005. But the increase is small compared to that for
whether people generally feel well or very well informed and there are
also increases in the percentages of people thinking they have rights
when this is not in fact the case. One interpretation of this is that a
general impression exists that employment rights have been increasing
and that this exists over and above the knowledge that respondents
have about specific rights.

e The least known employer obligations relate to parental concerns and
there is confusion about the 48 hour working time regulation.

Importance of knowing about specific rights
¢ In the case of all the rights asked about seven out of ten respondents
thought it important to know about rights and sometimes much higher
proportions did (98 per cent in the case of health and safety).
e Despite the high general level of concern there is a relative lack of
support for the importance of parental rights.
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Those who have experienced problems

Those who have experienced problems are less likely to feel that they
are, very generally, well informed and they are less likely to think that
they know enough about their individual employment rights — but their
knowledge of particular rights is often similar to those who have not
experienced problems.

Knowledge of the detail of specific rights

National Minimum Wage

There is a high level of awareness that employers have legal obligations
to pay the NMW but it is less well known that the NMW applies to those
aged 65 or over.

The precise level of the NMW is poorly known.

The level of the NMW tends to be over-estimated, especially for the
youngest age categories.

There is an inverse relation between what respondents earn and the
ability to give approximately correct answers about the level of the NMW.
Those who have not experienced problems are also less likely to give an
approximately right answer.

Respondents generally know what deductions employers can make from
the NMW but are ill informed about the right to make deductions for
accommodation.

e Nearly half the respondents know that the maximum fine an employer can
face for not paying the NMW is £5000. Incorrect responses tend to
exaggerate the severity of the penalty.

Paid annual holiday entitlement

Only one per cent knew that holiday entitlement at the time of the
survey was 4 weeks and 4 days and fewer than 6 out of ten knew it
was between four and five weeks.

It is poorly understood that paid holidays can include Bank holidays
Respondents are poorly informed about changes in legislation about
holiday entitlement.

In general, respondents claim to have a better general awareness of rights
than they have knowledge of particular rights.
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4 Employment Rights Support

In the last chapter it was seen, with respect to Step One (Chapter 2) that the
great majority of employees believe that they are well informed about
employment rights at least in a general way. This chapter addresses
questions that relate to Step Two of the employment rights framework and
several pieces of evidence are considered that bear on this question:

e Respondents’ own assessments of whether they know where to find
relevant information (Section 4.1).

e Respondents’ knowledge of relevant national organisations (have they
heard of the Citizens Advice Bureau for instance) (4.2).

e Who or where respondents would go first to find information and advice
about their rights at work (to a manager or trade union representative at
work, or to a Citizens Advice Bureau for example) (4.3).

e Where respondents would go first to get information about the National
Minimum Wage (4.3.1).

e What methods would they employ to access this information
(telephone, the web, face to face contact etc)? (4.4)

As noted in Chapter 2, three sections of the survey were rotated at random to
maintain a certain interview length. This meant a respondent was asked two
of three sections on awareness of employment rights; knowledge of specific
employment rights and sources of information/advice in every interview. This
means two-thirds of the total possible sample (4,010) were asked questions
on the areas covered in Chapters 3 and 4.

41 What is known about employment rights support

All respondents were asked:
Would you know where to find out information about your rights at work if you
needed to? (Q4.1)
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The great majority believe that they would know where to find information
about their rights at work if they needed to and more believe this than was the
case in 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) when the same
question was asked (Chart 4.1).

Chart 4.1 Whether know where to find rights information, 2005
and 2008

85%
Know where
to find

76%

2008
2005

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008; ERWS 2005
Base: 2008 All respondents that were asked Q4.1 (unweighted = 2,623, weighted = 2,615)

A detailed examination of how different characteristics relate to knowing
where to find information on rights is provided by the data in Table B4.1.
Bivariate analyses of key differences are as follows.

Workplace characteristics: over 90 per cent of those employed in public sector
employment and in workplaces with trade union recognition claim to know
where to find support and those employed in the private sector and non trade
union recognised workplaces clearly lag behind. Those in micro workplaces
also lag behind those in larger ones as do those employed in workplaces
which do not have HR departments or written equal opportunities policies
compared to those that do. Those in construction and other services are
particularly unlikely to know where to find support and those in public
administration, education and health are particularly likely to claim that they do
know.

Job characteristics: those who perform managerial/supervisory work, those
who have a managerial or professional occupation, those on high annual
earnings, those who are trade union members, those with the longest service
and those who have received equal opportunities training are all more likely to
be confident of knowing where to find information. Respondents with
permanent jobs are more likely to be more confident about this than those
without. A high proportion of the latter (28 per cent) do not feel confident that
they know where to go for support, as do an even higher proportion of agency
workers (35 per cent). Those in full time as opposed to part time work are also
more confident that they know where to go.

Individual characteristics: those who are significantly more likely to report that
they know where to find information include older respondents, white rather
than BME/others and those of UK as opposed to non UK origin. Those with

35



Fair Treatment at Work Report

the highest level of academic qualifications are clearly more likely to know
than those with none and confidence tends to increase, though not smoothly,
as the hierarchy of qualifications is ascended. Non-Christians are more likely
not to know where to go than Christians and those who have experienced
problems are less likely to feel that they know where to go than those who
have not done so. The highest proportions who do not know where to find out
their rights are found among those aged 16-24, BME/other and non UK born
respondents.

We now progress from basic bivariate to multivariate analysis in an attempt to
consider which characteristics at workplace, job and individual level retain
their influence when others are controlled for with respect to whether
respondents say they know where to find information about their rights (Table
B4.2). See section 2.4 for a more in depth interpretation of the outputs in
Table B4.2 and Table B4.3; and a description of the regression method used.

Following a report of the results of this, the variables contained in the fourth
model have been entered into a further regression in order to check the
effects of respondents’ awareness of their rights (Step One in the employment
rights framework, section 2.3) on their assessment of whether they know
where to find information (Step Two).

Briefly the regression results for whether respondents say they know where to
find information about their rights indicate that, among workplace
characteristics (Model 1), there are significant positive associations for
whether respondents are employed in a workplace with a recognised trade
union, whether it has a HR or Personnel department and whether it has a
written equal opportunities policy. Among job characteristics (Model 2)
whether the respondent performs managerial/supervisory duties, whether they
are employed on a permanent or non permanent basis, whether they have
received any equal opportunities training and whether they are trade union or
staff association members all have significant effects. Among individual
characteristics (Model 3), age, ethnic group, country of birth, level of
education, presence of children in the household and whether the respondent
has experienced problems at work are significant. The following variables
remain significant in the final Model 4:

whether or not the workplace has an equal opportunities policy

whether the respondent performs managerial/supervisory duties or not
whether the respondent has had equal opportunities training

whether the respondent is a member of a trade union or staff association
whether the respondent is BME/Other or white

whether the respondent was born in the UK

highest educational qualification

whether the respondent has dependent children living in the household
whether the respondent has experienced problems at work

The first four of the above suggest the advantage of having access to a
collective knowledge resource (an equal opportunities policy, training or
access through membership of a trade union/staff association) or closeness to
the organised force that is management — and the disadvantage of the lack of
these. The lower propensity of those who have experienced problems to think
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that they know where to get information (about unspecified issues) parallels
the tendency found in Chapter 3 and Table B3.1 for them to think they are, in
general, less well informed about rights.

There are two variables that might be used to indicate respondents’
awareness/knowledge of their rights. The first consists of answers to the
question about awareness, whether they feel themselves very well or well
informed about their rights compared with not very well or not informed at all
from section 3.1.1; the other, their knowledge score, consists of the number of
correct answers that respondents gave to 30 questions about what employers
were legally bound to do from section 3.2.

In Model 5 these two further variables are added to those in Model 4 and it
can be seen that each of them has a significant association with respondents
claiming that they would know where to get rights support®, which might be
taken to indicate a progression from Step One to Step Two of the employment
rights framework. As against this, the fact that each of them is significant
indicates that they measure different things’ and adds weight to doubts raised
by Chart 3.6 about just what the well informed variable, which has tended to
serve as the leading indicator of rights awareness, measures.

4.2 Awareness of national organisations

Respondents were read out the names of a number of national organisations
which provide advice and information on employment rights and asked:
Can you tell me whether you've heard of these organisations? (Q4.10a%)...

As can be seen from Chart 4.2 two organisations are much more likely to
have been heard of than the others, the Citizens Advice Bureau (96 per cent)
and the Health and Safety Executive (88 per cent). Over half had heard of
DirectGov and more than four out of ten of BERR (became part of BIS after
the survey).

The National Minimum Wage Helpline, Employment Agency Standards
Inspectorate and notably the Gangmasters Licensing Authority are all
considerably less well known. The latter is very poorly known and not many
more respondents claim to know of it than claim to know of the Worker

6 As noted in Chapter 2, three sections of the survey were rotated at random to maintain a certain interview length.
This meant a respondent was asked two of the three sections in every interview or two-thirds of respondents were
asked each of these sections. When data is used across any two of these sections, this reduces the sample size by a
further half or to a third of the total sample. This explains why between model 4 and 5 the base is reduced from 2369
to 1133 cases. With this in mind beyond the significant result of their knowledge score or awareness contributing to
knowing where to find information on their rights, the results of model 5 should be treated with caution.

7 A further indication of this is that the odds ratio estimates for these variables remain much the same when entered
into models separately and together. The variable for whether respondents feel, in general, that they know about
their rights has an odds ratio estimate of 3.3 when introduced by itself and also when introduced alongside the
awareness count score in Model 5; the awareness count score has an odds ratio of 1.12 when singly introduced and
one for 1.15 when combined with the in general feel about rights variable in Model 5.

8 In the survey this question was asked after other questions on sources of information and advice in order to avoid

affecting responses and the national organisations were listed in random order to minimise response bias.
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Information Service (a non existent entity included as a check on the validity
of responses).

As can also be seen from Chart 4.2 a similar pattern of response resulted
when those who claimed to have heard of an organisation were asked how
much they knew about what help and services it could provide. Respondents
were most likely to say that they knew a great deal or something about what
services and help could be provided by the Citizens Advice Bureau (CAB) and
the Health and Safety Executive (HSE). With the exception of these two
organisations and DirectGov (though under half claimed to know a great deal
or something about this), respondents were only a little more likely to claim to
know a great deal or something about the organisations than they did about
the non-existent Worker Information Service. In the case of the Employment
Standards Agency (EAS) Inspectorate and the Gangmasters Licensing
Authority (GLA) respondents were even less likely to claim to know a great
deal or something about the services and help these organisations provide
than they were to claim this of the non existent Worker Information Service. It
is also worth noting that both GLA and EAS operate in sectors of the economy
relating to temporary work so are not relevant to all workers in the sample.

Chart 4.2 Whether heard of national organisations and per cent of these
who know about the services and help they provided

B Respondents who claim to have heard of national organisation
Respondents who claim to know a great deal/ something about the services and help the national organisation provides

— 96%

Citizens Advice Bureau 73%

Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 65% 88%
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Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory 43%
Reform (BERR) 35%

Employment Agency Standards Inspectorate _Z%QZ)
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National Minimum Wage Helpline 36%
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Gangmaster’s Licensing Authority I 13% 2
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Worker Information Service r 339
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Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q4.10a and Q4.10b (weighted = 2615; unweighted = 2623); Q4.10b All respondents that say they have
heard of each organisation

In what follows the different organisations are considered separately and then
particular respondent characteristics are considered as they relate to
awareness of these organisations.

4.2.1 Knowledge of support organisations
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The Citizens Advice Bureau (CAB) clearly has a special status as a provider
of advice and support on employment rights. Knowledge of the CAB only falls
below 90 per cent for three of the large number of characteristics examined
(Table B4.4). These concern respondents who were not born in the UK (78
per cent), who are classified as BME/other rather than white (85 per cent) and
who earn less than £6.50 an hour (89 per cent). Even in the most extreme
case of lack of knowledge, which relates to language difficulties, the
percentage who claim to know of the CAB does not fall below 60 per cent’.

The HSE is also well known. It is especially well known in workplaces with
corporate characteristics - in public rather than private employment, among
those employed in larger workplaces and where there are recognised trade
unions, HR departments and written equal opportunities policies. It is less
well known in transport and communications than in other industries.
Knowledge of it is better among managers and the better paid and among
trade union members, those who are older, have longer service and especially
those who have long standing illness/disability and by those who have
children in their household. It is also better known by men than women and
by those who have received equal opportunities training. It is less well known
among those who lack permanent contracts, the young, those who earn less
than £6.50 an hour, those classified as BME/other, the non UK born and non-
Christians - but at least 70 per cent of all of these know of it.

DirectGov is moderately well known as a source of information on
employment rights. This Government website is best known in managerial
circles, by those with the highest academic qualifications and salaries and
among those who have received equal opportunities training. Amongst
industries it is best known in banking, insurance and finance and worst known
in construction and other services. It is less well known in Scotland than
England, among those whose workplaces lack HR departments or written
equal opportunities policies, among routine and manual workers, those on
part time contracts, long service and older workers, the non UK born, non-
Christians and those with the lowest educational qualifications.

BERR (now part of BIS) is relatively poorly known. Knowledge levels only
exceed 50 per cent, and then by not much, in Scotland, in the public sector, in
the largest workplaces and in those which recognise trade unions, and among
trade union members, older workers and those with long service. Knowledge
of it only exceeds the 60 per cent level among the academically best qualified
and the highest paid. Knowledge of it does not reach the 60 per cent level in
any industry and only reaches 50 per cent in energy and water, banking,
insurance and finance and manufacturing.

The Employment Agency Standards (EAS) Inspectorate was poorly known
across the board and especially so amongst those who lack any academic
qualifications, only 22 per cent of whom have heard of it, as have only 28 per
cent of agency workers. This is consistent with the conclusions of the main
report from the Vulnerable Workers Enforcement Forum (see Section 2.3),

9 These data rest on a small number of cases but for those who are competent in the English language, as
assessed by interviewers, 97 per cent claimed knowledge of the Citizens Advice Bureau, compared to 73 per cent of

those thought to have some difficulty and 61 per cent of those reckoned to have major difficulty.
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which recommended an awareness campaign, delivered between January
and March 2009, to promote the visibility of the EAS.

The National Minimum Wage Helpline was again poorly known. Only 22 per
cent of those without academic qualifications have heard of it and only 24 per
cent of those who earn less than £6.50 an hour. However, it is known to 31
per cent of BME/other respondents, which is a relatively high proportion for
this organisation.

The Gangmasters Licensing Authority has been operational since 2005 and
was set up to curb the exploitation of workers by gangmasters in the
agriculture, horticulture, shellfish-gathering and associated processing and
packaging industries. It thus has a limited remit. Even so, considerable
publicity attended the case for its creation following the deaths of over 20
Chinese workers who were harvesting cockles on Morecambe beach in 2004
and the degree of abuse it was set up to counter is arguably an issue for all
citizens. There are, however, very few instances in which knowledge of it
reaches 20 per cent among any particular category of respondent. Such
instances are to be found only among older workers, those in managerial and
professional occupations, those with the highest educational qualifications
and the best paid (24 per cent of those who earn £40k and over know of it
compared to 8 per cent of those who earn under £15k). Only 22 per cent of
those employed in agriculture, forestry and fishing claim to have heard of it.

National and workplace characteristics, there are no consistent national
differences which relate to knowledge of national support organisations
although respondents in Scotland are less likely to know of DirectGov than
those in England and are more likely to have heard of the Employment
Agency Standards Inspectorate. They are also more likely to have heard of
BERR (and to falsely claim they have heard of the non-existent Worker
Information Service). At workplace level the general pattern is for those in
workplaces with corporate characteristics — public ownership, large size of
workplace, presence of HR department, trade union recognition- to be more
knowledgeable (though those in the largest organisations and in workplaces
with HR departments are also more likely to claim that they have heard of the
non-existent Worker Information Service).

Job characteristics, those in managerial occupations and the better paid tend
to be more knowledgeable, so too those in permanent and full time jobs, trade
union members, those with the longest periods of service and those who have
received equal opportunities training.

Individual characteristics, greater knowledge is usually positively associated
with age (except in the case of the web-based service provided by DirectGov,
which is better known to those aged 16-24 who are presumably more attuned
to the internet). Whites consistently have better knowledge than BME/other
respondents and the UK born consistently have better knowledge than the
non-UK born. Those categorised as BME/other and non UK born are both
more likely to think that the Worker Information Service exists.

Generally, knowledge of these organisations is better amongst those who
have higher level academic qualifications, especially in the case of DirectGov,
and those with no educational qualifications usually have the least knowledge
of them.
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Those who have experienced long standing iliness/disability are more likely to
have heard of the Citizens Advice Bureau, the HSE and the Gangmasters
Licensing Authority but less likely to have heard of DirectGov. Those who
have experienced problems at work are slightly more likely to have heard of
the Citizens Advice Bureau, but are less likely to have heard of the HSE and
cannot be distinguished from those who have not experienced problems in
most cases. This suggests, as was seen in section 3.2, that the difference
between those who have and have not experienced problems tends to
diminish when specific rather than general knowledge is at issue.

4.3 Where respondents would go to find information

Respondents were asked:
Who or where would you go to first in order to get information about
[unspecified] rights at work]?

Respondents who indicated they would first go to a particular source were
asked further if they could not get the information from the first source:
How else do you think you might try to get general information about your
rights at work? (Q4B.3)

Chart 4.3 shows the results from these questions about where respondents
would go first and where else they would go. Half of the respondents (51 per
cent) said they would first go to a workplace source. Of these workplace
sources over half were managers - either Personnel/HRM officers (17 per
cent) or other managers (16 per cent) and 7 per cent were union
representatives.

A third of respondents would go first to providers outside the workplace, the
most frequently mentioned of which was the Citizens Advice Bureau (13 per
cent), followed by a trade union (7 per cent).

Overall, trade unions, whether approached inside or outside work, constituted
a first port of call for information in 14 per cent of cases, on a par with the
Citizens Advice Bureau. Success at Work (2006: 28) recognised trade union
representatives to be ‘a well regarded and important source of information and
advice’ but it is not only union members who would first go for help to trade
union representatives in the workplace. Of those who would first consult
union representatives nearly one in five (19 per cent) were not trade union
members. Similarly one in four (24 per cent) of those who would go first to a
trade union outside the workplace are not trade union members.

Amongst other sources of information, web sources (a Google search for
instance), which were cited by 10 per cent of respondents, were more
important than resort to friends or relatives with or without specialist
knowledge (2 per cent) and certainly more common than going to the library.
Smaller proportions of respondents cited a range of other sources shown in
the table.

When respondents were asked where they would go if they could not get
advice from the source that they had approached initially more of them cited
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sources outside the workplace, and respondents who referred to a non
workplace provider rose from 33 to 47 per cent. Although exact comparison
with the 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) is not possible,
this shift is in line with the earlier finding (2005 ERWS:135).

In both the 2005 and 2008 surveys it is also the case that the Citizens Advice
Bureau is the single institution that is favoured most by this shift. In both
surveys the Citizens Advice Bureau was found to be the second port of call for
22 per cent of all respondents.
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Chart 4.3 Where respondents who go first and subsequently to find
information on their rights

W Who or where respondents would go to first to get information about their rights at work
I Where else the respondents would seek advice if they had not got the information they wanted

Workplace source (Net) 51%
Manager at work

Personnel/ HR officer

Union rep at work

Work intranet

Staff handbook

Staff association rep at work

Other colleague at work

Other source of information at work

Provider (Net)

Citizens Advice Bureau

A trade union

ACAS

JobCentre or JobCentre Plus/ Benefits Office
Solicitor

HMRC/ Inland Revenue

Library

Employment tribunal service

Other Government Department

Do a general Search (e.g. Google)

Friend or relative with specialist knowledge
Friend or relative without specialist knowledge
Others

Don’t know
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Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q4.2 and Q4.B3 (weighted = 2,615, unweighted = 2,623); Q4B.3 All respondents apart from those that did not
know where they would first go to get information (weighted = 2,569, unweighted = 2,576)
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4.3.1 Sources of Information concerning the National Minimum Wage

All respondents were asked where they would go first in order to find out
about the National Minimum Wage.

And if you wanted to find out about the National Minimum Wage, where would
you go to first in order to get this information?

The balance between workplace and provider sources differs from that elicited
in response to the question about where respondents would go to find
information about unspecified rights at work (cf. Chart 4.3 and Chart 4.4). In
the case of the National Minimum Wage fewer respondents said that they
would first go to a source inside the workplace (19 per cent) and more
respondents said they would go to one of various service providers (42 per
cent).

A quarter of respondents said they would do a general web search compared
to only one in ten when unspecified rights were asked about. Examination of
these responses indicates that use of the web is a function of social
stratification (30 per cent of those in managerial and professional occupations
would use the web, 25 per cent of those in intermediate occupations and 19
per cent of those in routine and manual occupations). It is particularly related
to educational qualification: 31 per cent of those with higher degrees would
use the web compared to 7 per cent of those with those with no academic
qualifications. A generational dynamic can also be seen to be at work: 34 per
cent of those aged 16-24 would use the web compared to 25 per cent of those
aged 25-49 and only 17 per cent of those aged 50 and over.

Government Departments account for over a quarter of sources but voluntary
associations contribute a further 15 per cent (CAB 9 per cent and trade unions
inside and outside work 6 per cent).

The most remarkable finding is the lack of mention in the responses of the
NMW helpline. This was mentioned by only 4 respondents out of over 2,600
(it is included in the Chart under the category ‘Others’). However, this helpline
is now part of the integrate Pay and Workers Rights helpline, which will be
publicised as part of a Government awareness campaign from late September
2009, so this may change in future surveys.

Also of note is that 11 per cent of respondents replied to this question that
they did not know where to go to get such information (a higher proportion
than the 2 per cent who had made such a response to the general question in
Chart 4.3).
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Chart 4.4 Where respondents would go to find information on the NMW

Workplace source (net)
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Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q4.9 (weighted = 2,615, unweighted = 2,623)
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Further detail on respondents who do not know where to go to find help about
the National Minimum Wage is provided in Table B4.5. It can be seen that
these respondents belong to what are generally regarded as vulnerable
categories with respect to employment rights

Those in non permanent jobs

Those without academic qualifications

Those categorised as BME/other respondents
The non-UK born

Younger workers

Those in micro firms

Other categories also yield significant but less extensive differences: for
example those on part time contracts were more likely not to know where to
go to get information on the National Minimum Wage than those on full time
ones, those earning less than £15k per annum compared to those on higher
incomes and those in workplaces without HR departments.

In addition, 32 per cent of those who were reported by interviewers to have
‘some difficulty’ with English were significantly more likely not to know where
to go

As against this, respondents who had experienced problems were significantly
less likely to say they did not know where to go than those who had not
experienced problems.

4.4 Method of approach to providers

Information and advice on rights at work may be sought in various ways (by
phone, internet, personal contact and so on). Respondents were asked three
questions that relate to such methods of approach:
e how they would approach the provider to whom they would go first to
enquire about (unspecified) rights at work
e how those who said they would go to Acas if they could not get such
information from their first provider would access this information
e how they would approach their provider of first choice if they wanted to
find out about the National Minimum Wage.

Approaches to a provider for information on rights at work, respondents who
had cited a provider that they would go to first in order to find information on
their (unspecified) employment rights were asked how they would approach
them (Q4.2a):

How would you get the information from [name of provider]?

Out of the providers for which reliable information is available the two most
commonly used, trade unions and the Citizens Advice Bureau, are the least
likely to be approached by website/internet. This contrasts with approaches to
Government departments which the overwhelming proportion of respondents
say they would approach in this way (Chart 4.5).
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Chart 4.5 How respondents would contact information providers

Citizens Advice Bureau 31% 52% 15% I
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Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Unweighted base: All respondents that would first go to each source to find out about their rights at work from Q4.2a - Citizens Advice Bureau
= 363; Trade union = 195; Other Government Department = 141; ACAS = 71; JobCentre or JobCentrePlus/ Benefits Office = 61

Approaches to ACAS: It was seen earlier that 3 per cent of respondents would
go to Acas as their first source in order to find information on employment
rights. A further 3 per cent replied that they would go to Acas if they failed to
get the information that they needed from their first choice source. The latter
were asked :

How would you get the information from ACAS? (Q4B.3a)

Unfortunately, the small base for this question (there are only 88 weighted
cases) means that there are no significant differences to report for our
standard break variables.

Approaches in connection with the National Minimum Wage (NMW):
Respondents who named a provider that they would go to in order to get
information on a specific right, the National Minimum Wage, were also asked:
Q4.9a)

How would you get the information from [name of provider]?

The methods used to get information about the NMW from providers (Chart
4.6) point to the importance of the web for access to Government departments
with the exception of JobCentres and the importance of face to face relations
and telephone contact for the CAB.
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Chart 4.6 How respondents would contact NMW providers
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Unweighted base: All respondents that would first go to each source to find out about the National Minimum Wage from Q4.9a - Other
Government department = 345; Citizens Advice Bureau = 266; JobCentre or JobCentrePlus/ Benefits Office = 219; HMRC = 112; Trade Union

=80; ACAS =54

Comparison between the methods that respondents would use to get
information from particular providers regarding unspecified rights (Chart 4.5)
and what methods they would use to get information from named providers
specifically on the NMW (Chart 4.6) is difficult because of the low number of

cases for many of the providers.

It is clear, however, that Government

departments are most likely to be approached by website/internet; both with
respect to unspecified rights and NMW rights, and that such methods are a
minority practice with respect to trade unions and Citizens Advice Bureau and
to some extent JobCentres.
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4.5 Summary

What is known about employment rights support?

e 85 per cent of respondents claim to know where to find information on
rights at work and there has been a significant improvement from 76
per cent in 2005.

e Each of two different measures of awareness/knowledge has a
significant association with respondents’ belief that they know where to
find information which suggests a move from Step One to Step Two of
the employment rights framework.

e Multivariate analysis, prior to the attempt to take account of the effects
of the measures of awareness/knowledge, indicates that belief in
knowing where to get support for (unspecified issues) is positively
associated with:

The respondent performing managerial/supervisory duties;
The respondent receiving equal opportunities training;
Trade union membership;

Being white rather than BME/other;

Being UK born

Attaining higher levels of education;

Having children in the household;

Not having experienced problems at work

O O O O O O O O

Awareness of national organisations
e The CAB is known by nearly all respondents, nearly eight out of ten
know of the HSE and DirectGov is known to over half. BERR (now part
of BIS) and the EAS are less well known
e The NMW Helpline and especially the GLA are very poorly known.

Characteristics of those who are more aware of these organisations

e Those in workplaces with various corporate characteristics.

e Those in managerial positions, also those in permanent and in full time
jobs, trade union/staff association members, those with long periods of
service and those who have received equal opportunities training

e Whites, the UK born, those with higher academic qualifications and
older workers (except for the web based DirectGov about which
younger workers are more knowledgeable).

e Those who have experienced problems do not differ from those who
have not in their knowledge of national organisations in most cases

Where respondents would go to find information
e Half of respondents would go first to a workplace source
e |If unsuccessful in their initial choice more respondents would go
outside the workplace, with more use being made of the CAB.

Where respondents would find information on the NMW
e More respondents said they would go to an outside provider than to a
workplace source.
e A quarter would do a general web search, this response being
positively associated with higher social status and a generational
difference whereby young workers were more likely to do this.
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Government departments account for over a quarter of sources but
voluntary associations contribute a further 15 per cent (CAB 9 per cent
and trade unions inside and outside work 6 per cent).

The NMW helpline was mentioned by only 4 respondents out of over
2,600.

The minority of respondents who were more likely to not know where to
go to find help about the National Minimum Wage include those who
belong to what are generally regarded as vulnerable categories with
respect to employment rights:

O

O O O O O O

those in non permanent jobs

those without academic qualifications

BME/other respondents

the non-UK born

younger workers

those in micro firms

but respondents who had experienced problems were less likely
to say that they did not know where to go than those who had not.

Method of contact with providers

Government departments are much more likely to be approached by
the internet than are the Citizens Advice Bureau or trade unions
whether with respect to unspecified enquiries or specifically with
reference to the National Minimum Wage
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5 An introduction to problems at work

From awareness of employment rights and the support available we now turn
to how the survey was structured to collect information on problems
experienced at work. The methodology adopted in 2008 brought together the
different approaches taken in the 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey
(ERWS) with the 2005 Fair Treatment at Work Survey (FTWS), by asking
about problems related to specific employment rights alongside questions
about sex-based harassment, other forms of bullying and harassment, other
serious problems and an expanded set of questions on unfair treatment and
discrimination.

The 2008 FTWS first asked respondents if they had experienced problems to
do with 18 specific employment rights in the last five years. Respondents were
asked to say whether each problem to do with a specific right took place at
their current (or most recent if not currently employed) employer, or with a
previous employer, or whether they had not had this problem at all.

The reference period of five years was chosen for comparability with the 2005
ERWS. However, whether it had been experienced in the last two years was
also asked for each problem. Next respondents were asked how many
separate problems they had to do with employment rights in the last five years
(as different issues could form part of the same overall problem). For
problems to do with pay, a follow-up question collected details on what was
the specific problem.

For unfair treatment, discrimination, sex-based harassment and bullying and
harassment, the reference period was set at two years, in line with the 2005
FTWS. All respondents were asked whether, in the last two years, they had
ever been treated unfairly compared to others in their workplace, and whether
they thought they had experienced discrimination at work. Again, problems at
a current (or most recent) employer were recorded separately from those at a
previous employer.

Sex-based harassment was defined as ‘any unwelcome sex or gender related
behaviour that creates a hostile working environment’. Respondents were
asked whether they had experienced this in the last two years. Sex-based
harassment that was sexual in nature was recorded separately from that
which was related to being a man/woman. Next respondents were asked
about other forms of bullying and harassment (not sexual harassment) that
create a hostile working environment, and whether they had experienced this
in the last two years (as before, separately recorded for current/most recent
employer and for a previous employer).

Lastly respondents were asked whether they had experienced any other
serious problems at work in the last five years, to do with your rights at work,
which have had a severe impact on your physical or psychological health/
well-being or which have had a severe impact on your financial situation. This
short chapter provides an overview of:
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e respondents who had any problem and the significance of any
workplace, job or individual characteristics to having problems (Section
5.1);

e respondents’ experience of multiple problems and the most common
combinations (Section 5.2);

e and problems experienced in the last two years placing all problems on
the same time scale (Section 5.3).

5.1 Experience of any problems

Chart 5.1 shows the proportion of respondents who had experienced each of
the categories of problem described above, together with the proportion
experiencing any problems'™®. Around a third of respondents had experienced
any of these problems at work, with the most common category being
employment rights problems (29%), followed by unfair treatment (13 per cent).

Chart 5.1 Experience of problems

Any problem 34%

Employment rights problem (last5
years)

Unfair treatment (last 2 years)
Discrimination (last2 years)

Bullying & harassment (last 2 years)

Other problem with a severe impact
on health or well-being (last 5 years)

Other problem with a severe impact
on financial situation (last5 years)

Other problem to do with rights at work
(last5 years)

Sex-based harassment (last 2 years)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents asked Q5.1, Q5.3b, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7, Q5.8 (4010 unweighted, 4010 weighted)

Table B5.1 shows bivariate analysis of experience of any of these problems,
by region, workplace, job and individual characteristics. The key differences
were as follows:

National and workplace characteristics, respondents in Wales (44 per cent)
were more likely to have experienced problems compared with England (34
per cent) and Scotland (30 per cent), as were workers in third sector

10 It should be noted that ‘any’ problems does not include the category ‘other serious problems which have had a
severe impact on your financial situation’, as this category was not included in the follow-up questions on details of

problems and problem resolution. 10 respondents reported a problem in this category but not in any other.
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organisations (46 per cent) compared with Private (33 per cent) and Public
(35 per cent) sector.

Job characteristics, those in routine and manual occupations (36 per cent)
were more likely to experience problems compared with managerial and
professional occupations (31 per cent). Also respondents who are not
currently in employment (50 per cent) compared with current employees (32
per cent), or with more than one job (47 per cent) compared with one job (32
per cent). Those with up to one year’s service (41 per cent) were more likely
compared with 3 to 5 years (30 per cent), 6 to 15 years (33 per cent) and
more than 15 years (30 per cent). Finally, those earning under £15k per year
(38 per cent) and £15k-£24.99k (40 per cent) were more likely to experience
problems compared with £25k-£39.99k (27 per cent) and £40k+ (28 per cent).

Individual characteristics, women (36 per cent) were more likely to experience
problems compared with men (31 per cent). Respondents with a longstanding
illness or disability (49 per cent) compared with those without (32 per cent),
and gay/lesbian/bisexual respondents (51 per cent) compared with
heterosexual (33 per cent).

The three main categories of problem (employment rights, unfair treatment/
discrimination, sex-based harassment/ bullying and harassment) are all
discussed further in Chapters 6 and their interactions with different workplace,
job and individual characteristics examined in detail throughout Chapters 7 -
9.

5.2 Experience of multiple problems

As might be expected there was considerable overlap between experiences of
different categories of problem, with a significant proportion of respondents
experiencing problems in more than one category. As Chart 5.2 shows,
around one in six respondents experienced more than one category of
problem. Over half of respondents who had experienced any problems,
experienced more than one category.

Chart 5.2 Overlaps between different categories of problem*

Per cent
% that have had none of these problems 66
% that have experienced only one of these categories 16
% that have experienced two of these categories 8
% that have experienced three of these categories 5
% that have experienced four of these categories 3
% that have experienced five of these categories 1
% that have experienced six of these categories 1

% that have experienced seven of these categories
% that have experienced all of these categories

Note: *=8 categories defined as (1) employment rights, (2) unfair treatment, (3) discrimination, (4) bullying, (5) sexual harassment, (6) other
problem to do with rights at work, (7) other problem with severe impact on health or wellbeing and (8) other problem with severe impact on
financial situation. -* =less than 0.5%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents asked Q5.1, Q5.3b, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7, Q5.8 (4010 unweighted, 4010 weighted)
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Chart 5.3 shows the extent of multiple problems, among respondents who
experienced any problems. The chart shows combinations reported by at least
2% of respondents. The most common combination was employment rights
with unfair treatment (12 per cent), and the range of other combinations with
employment rights made up a further 25 per cent.

Chart 5.3 Combinations of problem experienced

Per cent
Employment rights problem only 38
Employment rights and unfair treatment 12
Employment rights and unfair treatment and 4
discrimination
Employment rights and unfair treatment and 4
discrimination and bullying & harassment
Employment rights and bullying & harassment 3
Unfair treatment only 3
Employment rights and other problem with a severe 3
impact on health
Discrimination only 2
Bullying & harassment only 2
Other combinations with Employment rights 25
Other combinations without Employment rights 5

Note: *=less than 0.5 per cent
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents who had a problem at work from Q5.1, Q5.3b, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7, Q5.8 (1325 unweighted, 1340 weighted)

5.3 Problems in the last two years

As noted above, the reference periods in the ‘any problems’ calculation are
different for different categories of problem. This section considers problems
experienced in the last two years only, to give a better picture of overlap within
a set time period. Information on experience of problems in the last two years
is available for employment rights problems, unfair treatment, discrimination,
sexual harassment and bullying.

The proportion of respondents who had experienced a problem to do with
employment rights in the last two years was 24 per cent (compared with 29
per cent in the last five years). We should, however, remember that the
difficulties of recalling problems over a longer period are likely to depress the
proportion of the sample reporting problems in the last five years. As Chart 5.4
shows, those who had experienced any of the other categories of problem
were around three times as likely as respondents in general to report a
problem to do with employment rights.
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Chart 5.4 Employment rights problems in the last two years
% of this group Mean number of Standard Weighted Un-

reporting a employment  error of the base weighted
problem to do rights problems mean base
with in the last two
employment years*
rights in the last
two years

All 24 2.2 0.16 4010 4010
All those who experienced unfair treatment 78 2.6 0.26 538 538
All those who experienced discrimination 74 2.7 0.17 296 289
All those who experienced sex-based 76 2.1 0.29 50 50
harassment
All those who experienced bullying and 76 3.2 0.48 288 291
harassment

* Mean number of problems based on those experiencing at least one problem
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q5.1, Q5.3b, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7
Base: All respondents (4010 unweighted, 4010 weighted)

For those who had experienced discrimination, and those who had
experienced bullying and harassment, the mean number of employment rights
problems experienced was significantly higher than for all (2.7 and 3.2
respectively, compared with 2.2), indicating that not only were these groups
more likely to experience employment rights problems at all, those who did
experience a problem also experienced more separate problems.

5.4 Summary

Experience of any problems

e Around a third (34 per cent) of survey respondents had a problem at

work. This covered:
o employment rights (29 per cent) in the last 5 years,
unfair treatment (13 per cent) in the last 2 years,
discrimination (7 per cent) in the last 2 years,
bullying/ harassment (7 per cent) in the last 2 years,
other problems with a severe impact on health/ well-being (5
per cent) in the last 5 years,
other problems with a severe impact on your financial
situation (4 per cent) in the last 5 years,
o other problems with rights at work (3 per cent) in the last 5
years,

o and sexual harassment (1 per cent) in the last 2 years.

0 O O O

O

Experience of multiple problems
e Over half of respondents who had experienced any problems,
experienced more than one category (as described above).

Problems in the last 2 years
e The proportion of respondents who had experienced a problem to
do with employment rights in the last two years was 24 per cent
(compared with 29 per cent in the last five years).
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Those who had experienced any of the other categories of problem
were around three times as likely as respondents in general to
report a problem to do with employment rights.

For those who had experienced discrimination or bullying/
harassment, the mean number of employment rights problems
experienced was significantly higher than for all (2.7 and 3.2
respectively, compared with 2.2).
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6 How common are problems at work?

In this chapter, we will look in more detail at the problems introduced in
Chapter 5 and show that not only do British employees feel better informed
than they did in 2005 but, by and large, employees are also reporting less
problems with individual rights at work. By any standard, this suggests a
remarkable, comprehensive improvement over a relatively short period. On
this evidence at least, it seems as if the employment rights framework can be
judged a success. In this chapter we will show that, for almost all types of
problem workers might experience with their rights, and even for some
problems such as bullying and negative behaviour where the relevance of the
current employment rights framework is a more complex question, the
proportion of employees who report such problems is now in single figures.
This chapter is organised as follows:

e Section 6.1 details trends in the type of employment rights problem and
explains which types of problem have declined since 2005 Employment
Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) and which remain the most common in
the working population as a whole. The section also explains some the
difficulties of establishing the prevalence of particular problems within
those groups which might be thought to be most vulnerable to them.
The section concludes with a look at the distribution of problems
between current and former employees and trends in the experience of
both any problem and multiple problems.

e Section 6.2 provides similar detaill on unfair treatment and
discrimination. After explaining the difficulty of making comparisons
with other surveys as a result of methodological improvements, it
describes the explanations which respondents gave for the unfair
treatment or discrimination they reported. The section then explains
which types of behaviour respondents recalled when they were asked
what the unfair treatment or discrimination was related to. We then
draw on these findings in a discussion of the relevance of the unfair
treatment or discrimination reported in the 2008 FTWS to UK equalities
legislation.

e Section 6.3 discusses the prevalence of, and trends in, harassment,
including sex harassment, and bullying. It also introduces the results of
some questions on the prevalence and frequency of various types of
negative behaviour in the workplace which may or may not be labelled
as bullying or harassment by those who experience them.

e Section 6.4 describes the prevalence of further types of employment
problem not covered by Sections 6.1 to 6.3.

e Section 6.5 reports which of the problems discussed in this chapter
featured amongst the most serious problems reported by respondents.
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6.1 Problems with Employment Rights

Chart 6.1 shows that in all but one case (adoption leave/pay) the proportion of
the sample reporting a particular problem at work in the last five years
declined between 2005 and 2008 and often declined substantially. In several
cases the fall was of the order of 50 per cent or more — a remarkable change
in such a short period of time. There are no comparisons for retirement, health
and safety at work, and taking time off sick, or sick pay, since none of these
questions were asked in 2005. It is worth highlighting those areas in which the
most substantial improvement occurred: problems to do with pay; receiving a
contract or written statement of the terms and conditions of your job; the
number of hours or days you were required to work; taking rest breaks at
work; holiday entitlement/holiday pay; your employer not following a set
procedure when dealing with a complaint against you or a problem with your
performance at work.

Care should be taken with the interpretation of the results in Chart 6.1. The
percentages reported here refer to the proportion of the whole sample
experiencing each of these problems. These findings help us to understand
the scale of any particular problem, for example problems with an employment
contract or with health and safety affect one in fourteen employees. While this
information is important, readers may also want to know how common
particular problems are amongst particular sub-samples who are more likely
to be exposed to them. Providing this kind of information is not such a
straightforward matter.

For example, 3 per cent of the sample reported problems with taking time off
to look after a dependent child or relative in an emergency but we might
expect the proportion of respondents with dependent children who reported
this particular problem would be much higher. Similarly, we would expect the
proportion of part-time employees reporting problems with their rights as a
part-time worker to be higher than 2 per cent found across the sample. It
would, however, be a mistake to assume that problems which seem to be
specific to a particular sub-sample are only reported by that sub-sample.
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Chart 6.1 Experience of problems with rights at work, 2005 and 2008

Problems to do with pay 22%

Your employer not following a set procedure when dealing with a
grievance or other work related problem which you had

Problems to do with Health and Safety at work*

Receiving a contract or written statement of the terms and conditions of
your job

Problems to do with taking time off sick or sick pay*
The number of hours or days you were required to work

Asking your employer if you could work more flexible hours

Your employer not following a set procedure when dealing with a
complaint against you or a problem with your performance at work

Taking rest breaks at work

Holiday entitement/holiday pay

Being unfairly dismissed

Taking time off to look after a dependent child or relative in an emergency
Your rights as a part-time worker

Problems to do with retirement*

Your rights as an agency worker/temp

Adoption leave or pay

Maternity or paternity leave/pay
W 2008

Taking parental leave — that is taking a set amount of unpaid time off work 12005
to spend with your children

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, ERWS 2005
*Not asked in 2005
Unweighted base : In 2008, all respondents asked Q5.1 (4010)
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The example of problems with rights as an agency or temporary worker
illustrates this point. One per cent of all respondents said they had
experienced a problem of this kind but further analysis shows more than one
in eight of those respondents working as temporary workers with agencies
reported this problem with a current or previous employer. Interestingly, nearly
half of those who said they had such a problem with their current employer in
the last five years were in permanent jobs, and the majority of those who said
theyﬂhad such a problem with their previous employer were in permanent
jobs' .

In part, these results may be explained by the difficulties of capturing all
agency work with the standard question asked in Government surveys. Some
of those who answer such questions by saying they are in permanent work
are in fact on agency contracts but do not think of themselves as temporary
workers. On the other hand, some employees progress to permanent jobs
with the employer in which they have been placed by the agency. This might
also explain why those who said they had an agency rights problem with their
current employer were in permanent jobs.

Chart 6.2 shows the distribution of each of the problems experienced over the
last 5 years in current and former employers. Chart 6.3 shows the experience
of problems (expressed as a percentage of all respondents) over the last 2
years. Both of these charts suggest that there has been very little change in
the type of problems which employees have experienced. The same seven or
eight types of problem remain the most common whether we are considering
problems with a former employer over the previous five years, problems with a
current employer over the previous five years or problems with a current or
former employer in the previous two years.

11 This does not mean that agency workers report less problems at work. Although non-permanent status does not
emerge as a significant variable in any of the final regression models reported in subsequent chapters, agency
workers were more likely to experience a problem of any kind. Half of agency workers reported some sort of problem
at work as against a third of permanent workers. That non-permanent work does not emerge as a significant variable
is partly explained by the small numbers of agency workers in the sample and partly by the fact that those in other
types of non-permanent work (casual, fixed-term and so on) were less likely to report any sort of problem at work

than those in permanent jobs.
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Chart 6.2 Experience of employment rights problems in the last 5 years

m Current/most recent employer m Former employer

Y our employer not following a set procedure when dealing with a _o/
grievance or other work related problem which you had °
Problems to do with Health and Safety at work _%

Receiving a confract or written statement of the terms and conditions
of your job

I -
Problems to do with taking off sick or sick pay _A;
The number of hours or day's you were required to work _/0

Asking your employer if you could work more flexible hours _%
Your employ er not following a set procedure when dealing with a _%
complaint against y ou or a problem with y our performance at work
Taking rest breaks at work _
Holiday entilement/holiday pay _%
Being unfairly dismissed -%

Taking time off to look after a dependent child or relative in an
emergency -

Your rights as a part-ime worker -1%

Problems to do with retirement . 0%
Your rights as an agency worker/temp . 0%
Adoption leave or pay . 0%

Maternity or paternity leave/pay . 0%

Taking parental leave — that is taking a set amount of unpaid time off

0,
work to spend with your children 0%

[

0% 5% 10% 15%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Unweighted base : All respondents asked Q5.1 (4,010);
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Chart 6.3 Experience of employment rights problems in the last 2 years

Problems to do with pay

Problems to do with Health and Safety at work

Receiving a contract or written statement of the terms and conditions
of your job

Problems to do with taking time off sick or sick pay

Your employer not following a set procedure when dealing with a
grievance or other work related problem which you had

The number of hours or day's you were required to work
Asking your employer if you could work more flexible hours

Taking rest breaks at work

Your employ er not following a set procedure when dealing with a
complaint against you or a problem with y our performance at work

Holiday entitement/holiday pay

Being unfairly dismissed

Taking time off to look after a dependent child or relative in an
emergency

Your rights as a part-ime worker
Matemity or patemity leave/pay

Your rights as an agency worker/temp

""'|||IIII||[

Taking parental leave — that is taking a set amount of unpaid time off
work to spend with your children

Problems to do with refirement | 0%

Adoption leave or pay | 0%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
* Base=All respondents asked Q5.2 (unweighted base=4010).
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In addition to being asked if they had experienced each of the problems in
Charts 6.1 — 6.3, respondents were also asked if they had experienced
multiple problems. Because it was recognised that the reports under different
items might refer to the same problem, for example problems with pay might
overlap with problems with holiday or maternity pay, respondents were asked:

‘In total, how many separate problems to do with your rights at work have you
personally had?’

This question was asked at the end of the list of problems in Charts 6.1 — 6.3
and before a respondent was asked questions about other serious problems
to do with their rights at work, unfair treatment and so on. A little under a third
of the sample (29 per cent) reported one or more problems in the last 5 years
(84 per cent of these people also said they had one or more problems in the
last 2 years). Amongst those who reported problems in the previous five
years, just over half (52 per cent) said they had one problem but the mean
score for all those with problems was 2.4.

Chart 6.4 excludes questions which were only asked in 2008, and questions
on unfair treatment which were asked in both surveys but in different ways, in
order to compare the proportions experiencing no problems, one problem and
more than one problem in each survey. In line with the findings already
reported, the proportion of those who reported problems in the previous five
years decreased markedly between 2005 and 2008 on a comparable basis
overall from 41 per cent to 27 per cent, while the proportions reporting several
problems also fell.

Chart 6.4 Experience of specific problems with rights at work, 2005 and
2008

2005 2008

12%

59%

m No employment rights problems
0 One problem
m Two or more problems

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, ERWS 2005
Note: Based on 15 problems which were asked about in both the 2005 and 2008 surveys
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6.2 Unfair Treatment and Discrimination

Chart 6.5 describes the experience of unfair treatment and discrimination with
current and most recent employers. No comparisons can be provided with the
2005 FTWS figures as the questions in the 2008 survey have been widened in
scope.

Chart 6.5 Experience of unfair treatment and discrimination at work

m Current / most recent or a previous employer
m Current / most recent employer
Previous employer

Treated 13%

unfairly
compared to
others in the
workplace

Experienced
discrimination
at work

0% 5% 10% 15%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents asked Q5.4 and Q5.5 (unweighted base = 4010)

We need to explain why comparability was sacrificed in favour of more
comprehensive questions. First, a good measure of perceived fair treatment —
not available in any other large-scale, representative survey — was an
important objective of the whole survey. For example, the rationale behind the
2005 pilot for the FTWS included the important point that survey data on
unfair treatment could make an important contribution to the identification of
vulnerable workers. In order to maximise the use of a fair treatment measure
for this and other purposes, we made changes to the 2005 question which
were designed to make it easier for respondents to recognise that the
question was not simply concerned with complaints which could be made
under the equality legislation then in force.
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The 2005 FTWS questions were a refinement of the 2005 ERWS in this
regard because several other alternative positive responses, in addition to the
equality grounds, had been introduced. In fact, there were 19 possible
reasons for unfair treatment in the 2005 FTWS and a minority of these were
on equality grounds. We wanted to take this process a stage further by
randomising the reasons for unfair treatment so that the equality grounds no
longer appeared at the top of the list when this question was asked. We also
wanted to ask about unfair treatment on its own and then ask about the
reasons for it in a subsequent question to which more options were added. In
2005 the highest number of positive responses not related to equality grounds
was ‘the way | dress’ and we considered that this might not be the full story.

Second, we wanted a direct measure of discrimination. For one thing, it was
important to get a direct measure of this infringement of employment rights to
help to complete the picture of infringements of employment rights
represented in Section 6.1. Most importantly this meant, as for unfair
treatment, asking if people felt they had experienced discrimination at work
then, in a subsequent question, asking what the reasons for this perceived
discrimination might be. A similar change was made to the discrimination
questions for the 2008-9 Citizenship Survey. In fact the question on
discrimination in the previous FTWS was only asked of those who had
previously reported unfair treatment and we thought that it would be worth
dispensing with this condition, and sacrificing comparability, in order to
increase the coverage of the question. It subsequently transpired that nearly a
quarter (22 per cent) of those who said yes to the discrimination question in
2008 would not have been asked this question in 2005." Finally, as for unfair
treatment, we wanted a more comprehensive list of reasons so that we could
better capture the variety and complexity of the reasons people gave for
experiencing discrimination.

Chart 6.6 summarises the reasons given for unfair treatment in 2008.
Respondents were permitted to give as many reasons as they thought
appropriate and many gave more than one. (There were 538 respondents to
the question but they gave over a thousand responses.) The chart shows that
the change in question structure and the expanded list of reasons for unfair
treatment appear to have had the intended effect of gathering more
comprehensive information about unfair treatment. Instead of appearing at the
top of the list of reasons which were not equality grounds, ‘your physical
appearance or the way | dress’ is much less significant than half a dozen
other reasons, particularly ‘the attitude or personality of others’ and ‘people’s
relationships at work’.

12 In other words, people do not always equate discrimination with unfairness. Later in this section, we also show
that people do not necessarily equate discrimination with behaviour which is targeted by equalities legislation. They

are, however, a little more likely to do this with discrimination than with unfair treatment.
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Chart 6.6 Reasons for experiencing unfair treatment*

W Total m % who thought this was a breach of legal employment rights

The attitude or personality of others 41%
People's relationships at work

It's just the way things are

Your position in the organisation

People having a group or clique and excluding you
Your performance at work

Your age

Your family or caring responsibilities

A long-term illness or other health problem

Your race or ethnic group or the colour of your skin

Your nationality

5%

Your accent

Your physical appearance or the way you dress 5%

Your gender

Taking maternity/ paternity/ parental leave
Your personality

A disability you may have

Being pregnant

Your social class

%
| 4%
7- 4%
] B 3%
B
7- 3%

5%

3%

W 3%
W 2%
%

Your marital status |

Your religion or beliefs
Where you live

Union membership 2%

1%

Your sexual orientation Y% 1%

5% 0% B% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

0%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
* Base=All who have been treated unfairly in the last two years from Q5.10a (unweighted base=538).
NB Whether the unfair treatment was a breach legal employment rights was asked for the categories indicated only.

The popularity of these responses confirms that an individualistic and/or
psychological conception of unfair treatment is more common than the
conception of unfair treatment as following from group membership, for
example one of the groups covered by the equality grounds. Although 21 per
cent reported unfair treatment because they were being excluded from a
group, there is little evidence that this implied exclusion from a group defined
by gender, ethnicity or any of the other equality grounds. The next two most
popular reasons for unfair treatment were ‘it's just the way things are’ and
‘your position in the organisation’. In other words, these respondents believed
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their perceived unfair treatment was the result of the (formal or informal)
operation of the organisation. In such cases, it is possible that they were not
referring to unfair treatment they were receiving as an individual so much as
unfair treatment of occupants of their job or organisational role. This might
also have applied to some of the 12 per cent who reported unfair treatment
because of ‘their performance at work’.

Chart 6.7 summarises the reasons respondents gave when they reported
discrimination. Once again, the chart shows that the change in question
structure and the expanded list of reasons appear to have had the intended
effect of gathering more comprehensive information about discrimination.
Once again, understandings of discrimination rooted in individual psychology
— ‘the attitude or personality of others’ and ‘people’s relationships at work’ —
are the most popular. Close behind them is the other individualistic option of
‘people having a group and excluding you'. The change here, compared to
Chart 6.6, is that ‘it's just the way things are’ has slipped down the list and is
now overtaken by ‘age’. All the same, note that, just as for unfair treatment,
the equality grounds are not what the majority think of when they are asked
for a reason why they might have suffered discrimination. In its own way, this
is quite as remarkable as the findings of Rolfe et al (2009). Their report on the
reasoning behind reports of discrimination in employment in the Citizenship
Survey shows that data on perceptions of discrimination are a very poor guide
to patterns of discriminatory behaviour.
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Chart 6.7 Reasons for experiencing discrimination*

m Total m % who thought this was a breach of legal employ ment rights

The attitude or personality of others 45%
People's relationships at work
People having a group or clique and excluding you

Y our position in the organisation

Your age

Its just the way things are 18%

Your race or ethnic group or the colour of your skin

o 16%

Y our nationality 13%
Y our performance at work 12%
Your gender

Your family or caring responsibiliies

Your physical appearance or the way you dress
A long-term iliness or other health problem

Being pregnant 5%

Taking maternity/ paternity/ parental leave o 5%

Your accent 5%
Your social class 4%
A disability you may have o 4%
Union membership o 4%
Your religion or beliefs b 3%
Your sexual orientation 2%
Y our personality 2%

Your marital status 1%

Where you live [l 1%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
* Base=All who have experienced discrimination in the last two years from Q5.10b (unweighted base=289).
NB Whether the discrimination was a breach legal employment rights was asked for the categories indicated only.
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The report on the 2005 pilot for the FTWS summed all of the reasons for
unfair treatment which might have been covered by the equality legislation.
This meant adding unfair treatment because of pregnancy, for example, to
gender; and unfair treatment because of nationality to race and ethnicity. The
result of this procedure was that the frequency of claims of unfair treatment
related to each of the grounds could be ranked in this order: long-term illness
(3.8 per cent of all employees), age (1.9 per cent), race or ethnic group (1.6
per cent), gender (1.2 per cent), religion (1.0 per cent) and sexual orientation
(1.0 per cent). Bearing in mind the change in question format between the two
surveys, Chart 6.8 below reports on the equivalent results for 2008. Gender
was the most popular equality ground; race/disability/age could not be
separated, and then came religion and sexual orientation as before.

Chart 6.8 Personal experience of unfair treatment and discrimination at
work in the last 2 years by equality strand

Unfair treatment Discrimination
Disability 1.2 per cent 0.7 per cent
Sex 1.5 per cent 1.3 per cent
Race 1.2 per cent 1.4 per cent
Age 1.2 per cent 1.5 per cent
Religion 0.4 per cent 0.2 per cent
Sexual orientation 0.2 per cent 0.2 per cent

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q5.10a Q5.10b
Base: All respondents (4010 unweighted)

The total of the reports of unfair treatment under the equality grounds in 2008
was 5.7 per cent but this excludes unfair treatment because of family/caring
responsibilities and it is probable that a proportion of these responses could
qualify as gender or even disability/illness grounds. The absolute numbers of
employees who reported unfair treatment on one or more equality grounds
and who reported discrimination on one or more equality grounds were very
similar. Given there were nearly twice as many reports of unfair treatment (of
any kind) as discrimination (of any kind) this comparison is quite striking. It
seems that, perhaps because of the way UK legislation is framed, people are
much more likely to think of the equality grounds when answering a question
on discrimination than they are when answering a question on unfair
treatment.

The rank order of reports of discrimination for the equality grounds is age,
race, gender, disability, with religion and sexual orientation together as the
least frequent grounds. It is worth pointing out that reports of discrimination for
disability and religion are much lower than reports of unfair treatment for
disability and religion. This comparison suggests that respondents are more
reluctant to apply the label of discrimination in these cases than in relation to
discrimination on other equality grounds.
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The notion that respondents might understand some experience they have
had in the workplace as an instance of unfair treatment, but yet not consider it
as discrimination, was one the 2005 question structure allowed for. In 2008,
however, we were also able to show that nearly a quarter of those who
reported discrimination did not report unfair treatment. Chart 6.8 suggests
that, so far as the equality grounds are concerned, it may be in relation to age
and race that respondents are most likely to perceive discrimination which is
not thought to be unfair.

Charts 6.6 and 6.7 also indicated what proportion of respondents thought their
unfair treatment and discrimination on an equality ground was a breach of
their legal rights. If we take unfair treatment and discrimination together (and
sometimes they were reported in combination), we find that race and ethnicity
(83 per cent) was the ground for which the largest proportion of respondents
thought unfair treatment and/or discrimination would be a breach of their
rights. For unfair treatment and/or discrimination on the grounds of age,
gender, pregnancy and parental leave, the percentage of people who thought
their rights had been breached was close to 70 per cent. Lower proportions
were recorded for religion (56 per cent), sexual orientation (44 per cent),
disability (60 per cent) and long-term illness (58 per cent). This suggests that
respondents who report these kinds of unfair treatment or discrimination are
less aware that there is provision for them in the employment rights
framework. This finding lends support to the suggestion made about the
comparison between unfair treatment and discrimination in relation to religion
and disability in Chart 6.8. It is certainly worth exploring further, especially
since 70 per cent of respondents who reported unfair treatment or
discrimination on the grounds of union membership thought this would be a
breach of their rights. Why might respondents be surer of this than they are of
the provisions of the equalities legislation?

In Chapter 3, we learnt that respondents attach more or less equal importance
to knowing about legislation on unfair treatment because of race and disability
(Table B3.8) yet here we may have some evidence that people with
disabilities are relatively uninformed about equality legislation. Of course the
equality grounds were not the main reasons people gave for unfair treatment
or discrimination. With the exception of trade union membership, questions
about unfair treatment being a breach of rights were only asked in respect of
the equality grounds. We therefore do not know if people considered the more
popular reasons for unfair treatment or discrimination to be a breach of their
rights.

All respondents who reported a problem at work were asked which of them
they considered the most serious. Those who chose unfair treatment were the
largest single group (see Section 6.6). Where unfair treatment was the most
serious problem, respondents were asked what it related to. Chart 6.9
summarises the results and they do appear to vary in some respects from
those reported for the rather different unfair treatment question asked in the
2005 FTWS.
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Chart 6.9 What the unfair treatment was related to*

Being ignored 25%

Type of work given

Workload

Assessment of work
performance / appraisal

Pay

Working hours

Being excluded from
social activies/ not being
partof a social group

Disciplinary action

Being promoted

Being allowed o work
flexibly (changing working
hours)

Getting training

Applying for a job

Taking holidays

Redundancy

Reasonable adjustments
under the Disability
Discrimination Act (DDA)

Management of sick leave
benefits

Other benefits, perks and
bonuses besides pay

Returning to work after
time or incapacity benefit

Retirement

Others

18%

17%

14%

14%

13%

9%

9%

9%

8%

%

5%

4%

3%

2%

2%

2%

1%

1%

12%

0%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

* Base=Those with unfair treatment involved in the most serious problem at work from Q6.6a (unweighted base=266).
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In 2005, the most common forms of unfair treatment were ‘the type of work
given’ (21 per cent), ‘working hours’ (17 per cent), ‘being ignored’ (15 per
cent) or ‘pay’ (13 per cent).” In 2008 the most common forms were ‘being
ignored’ (25 per cent), ‘type of work given’ (18 per cent), ‘workload’ (17 per
cent), ‘assessment of work performance /appraisal’ (14 per cent), ‘pay’ (14 per
cent) and ‘working hours’ (13 per cent). We are unable to say, of course,
whether these variations are a result of the change in question format or have
some other cause.

Chart 6.10 reports the same data for discrimination as the most important
problem. Even though the connotation of employment rights might be stronger
than is the case with unfair treatment, it is still the case that the issues we
might have expected would be mentioned most often — as represented by the
types of discrimination cases that come before industrial tribunals, for
example — were comparatively rare. The most common forms were ‘type of
work given’ (28 per cent), ‘workload’ (24 per cent), ‘working hours’ (22 per
cent), ‘being ignored’ (22 per cent) and ‘assessment of work performance/
appraisal’ (18 per cent). Both ‘pay’ and ‘being promoted’ registered 15 per
cent.

At least at face value, it is difficult to reconcile the fact that a small minority of
the 7 per cent in the whole sample who reported discrimination — probably
less than 1 per cent — had discrimination in promotion in mind with the findings
of the Citizenship Survey (6 per cent of the population experienced
discrimination in promotion over the previous 5 years)'. In any event, it is
important to take on board the fact that, in the eyes of our respondents, most
unfair treatment, and even most discrimination, is probably not related to the
discriminatory behaviour which is covered by the equal opportunities
legislation in force at the time of the 2008 FTWS. It also falls outside the
individual employment rights framework.

13 We might expect that surveys which sample the unemployed, and not simply those who have been employed
sometime in the last 2 years, will be more likely to produce higher prevalence rates, particularly of discrimination in
recruitment. The UK Citizenship Survey uses a sample of this kind and it produces higher prevalence levels of
discrimination in recruitment. The first quarter of the 2008-9 Survey (April 2008 - March 2009) asked how many
people in England and Wales felt they had experienced discrimination in the last five years by being refused or turned
down for a job. This was 7 per cent of people who are currently or had been in paid work as an employee or who had
looked for work as an employee in the last five years in England and Wales (Department of Communities and Local

Government, Table 12).
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Chart 6.10 What the discrimination was related to*

Type of work given

Workload

Being ignored

Working hours

Assessment of work performance / appraisal

Being promoted

Pay

Disciplinary action

Getling training

Being excluded from social acfivities / not being part of social group

Being allowed to work flexibly (changing hours of work)

Taking holidays

Redundancy

Management of sick leave benefits

Applying for a job

Reasonable adjustments under the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA)

Other benefits, perks and bonuses besides pay

Returning to work after ime or incapacity benefit

Others

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

28%

24%

22%

22%

18%

15%

15%

13%
1%
10%
9%
9%
5%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%
12%

5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

* Base=Those with discrimination involved in the most serious problem at work from Q6.6b (unweighted base=143).
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6.3 Bullying and Harassment at Work

Respondents were told that ‘sex-based harassment at work is any unwelcome
sex or gender related behaviour that creates a hostile working environment’
and they were asked:

In the last TWO years, have you experienced sex-based harassment at
work? This could be sexual in nature or be related to the fact you are a
man/woman’.

The same question was asked in the 2005 FTWS and, though the numbers
reporting ‘it was sexual in nature’ were too small to chart (less than 0.5 per
cent), Chart 6.11 suggests there is no difference in any of these findings over
the two surveys. Reliable survey data on sex harassment, including the
element of harassment which is sexual in nature, are hard to find but 3.6 per
cent reported they had personally been subjected at work to unwanted sexual
attention over the previous twelve months in the British sample for the 2005
European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS).

Chart 6.11 Experience of sex-based harassment at work, 2005 and 2008

0,
Yes - itwas related 1%

to being a

man\woman
1%

m 2008
m 2005

1%

Yes - itwas sexual
in nature

0%

0% 1% 2%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008, FTWS 2005
Base: In 2008, all respondents asked Q5.6 (unweighted base = 4010); in 2005, all qualifying respondents asked Q30 (2366)
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The question about sex harassment was followed by a question about ‘other
forms of bullying and harassment that create a hostile working environment’.
Once again, this was the same question used in the earlier survey so the
2008 results can be compared with those for 2005. Although Chart 6.12
shows there was a slight increase in the response of those reporting bullying
or harassment with current or most recent employer in the previous two years
(bullying and harassment with former employer was not provided for in the
question used in 2005) from 4 per cent in 2005 compared with 5 per cent in
2008, this was not statistically significant. The 2008 total was 7 per cent if
bullying and harassment when working for a former employer is included.

Chart 6.12 Experience of bullying and harassment at current employer,
2005 and 2008

2008 2% 5%

Bullying or harassment at
current/most recent employer
which is still on-going

2005 | 1% 4% ® All bullying or harassment
at current/most recent
employer

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008, FTWS 2005
Base: In 2008, all respondents asked Q5.7 (unweighted base = 4010); in 2005, all respondents asked Q36

The fact that the figure for bullying and harassment recorded in the 2008
FTWS is in single figures is worthy of comment in its own right. In recent years
it has commonly been suggested that the absolute level of workplace bullying
in Britain is very high. Such claims generally rely, however, on samples which
do not represent the working population. For example, in common with many
other organisations, the Andrea Adams Trust ™ quotes a figure of one in four
people being bullied at work within the last five years. The source for this
figure is given as UMIST, presumably referring to the study by Hoel and
Cooper (2000) which reported that 10.8 per cent of their sample said that they
had been bullied in the last six months and 25.7 per cent had some
experience of bullying in the previous five years (Hoel & Cooper, 2000, pp.
12-13). This was not a representative study, for example it over-sampled
public-sector organisations. Furthermore, it relied on self-completion

14 Andrea Adams Trust, see http://www.andreaadamstrust.org/
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questionnaires and those who consider they have experienced bullying may
be much more likely to return such questionnaires.

The figure of 7 per cent accords well with the results of other recent surveys
using face-to-face interviewing and representative samples of current or
recent employees. In their pilot for the British Workplace Behaviour survey,
Fevre et al (2009) found that 4.6 per cent had been bullied in the last six
months, 5.6 per cent in the last year and 7.0 per cent in the last two years.
The results of the EWCS 2005 for Britain found that 5.4 per cent reported
bullying and harassment over the previous twelve months. Such single-figure
results in other countries also occur in the specialist European literature where
studies with representative samples have been a little more frequent.

On the other hand, some contributors to this literature have recommended the
use of longer questions about bullying in the workplace than the one used in
here. Fevre et al (2009) conclude that, in practice, there may be little
difference in the data gathered by the variety of bullying questions on offer but
they do concede that there may well be negative workplace behaviour which
would be of interest to researchers and policy-makers which is not captured
by such questions.

Seven questions on negative behaviour were therefore included in the
questionnaire to represent three different factors which occur in data on
negative behaviour (for further background on the provenance of these
questions see Fevre et al, 2009). The first of these factors can be summarised
as unreasonable or punitive management or supervision and the first three
items in Chart 6.13 are therefore labelled ‘unreasonable management’. This
form of ill treatment is focused on an employee’s work rather than their person
and it is mostly, but not exclusively, supervisors or managers who are
responsible for it. The second factor can be summarised as personal
denigration or disrespect and is labelled as ‘personal attack’ in the chart.
Although this kind of attack can originate with managers and supervisors, or
even clients and customers, co-workers are usually responsible. The third
factor, violence at work, is most likely to originate with clients or customers.

These results are very similar to those produced in the full, 21-item battery
reported by Fevre et al (2008) and this suggests that they are a good guide to
the other questions within each of the three factors which were not asked
here. The exception is the question on employers’ procedures which produced
a much lower figure: 16.8 per cent as against the 23.2 per cent reported by
Fevre et al (2008). It may well be that some or all of this difference could be
explained by the differing content of the questionnaires used in each survey.
The British Workplace Behaviour Survey reported by Fevre et al had no
questions on knowledge or awareness of employment rights or on any other
problems than negative behaviour. The survey had many more alternative
questions where respondents might record their dissatisfaction with their
employers’ procedures. For example, an earlier chart (Chart 6.1) records that
8 per cent agreed with ‘your employer not following a set procedure when
dealing with a grievance of other work related problem you had'. It is possible
that perceived overlap may have reduced responses to the question on
negative behaviour.

76



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Chart 6.13 Experience of negative behaviour at work

m Never = Once m Now and then @ Monthly # Weekly @ Daily O Don'tknow

Unreasonable Management -
Pressure from someone else to
do work below your level of
competence

Unreasonable Management -
your employer not following
proper procedures

Unreasonable Management - —
Being given an unmanageable 1
) ) 9 21% —

workload or impossible —
deadlines A—

Personal Attack - Being insulted
or having offensive remarks
made about you

Personal Atiack - being treated
in a disrespectiul or rude way

Personal Attack - being
humiliated or ridiculed in
connection with your work

Violence - actual physical
violence atwork

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents asked Q6.49 (unweighted base = 4010)

The results reported in Chart 6.14 confirm that, just as for the question on
bullying at work, the use of a nationally representative sample with face-to-
face interviewing produces much lower prevalence rates for these types of
problems at work. For example, Hoel and Cooper (2000) reported that in their
study the prevalence of ‘pressure from someone else to do work below your
level of competence’ now and then within the last six months was 31.3 per
cent. For ‘being insulted or having offensive remarks made about you’ now
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and then in the previous six months the figure was 12.2 per cent. For ‘being
humiliated or ridiculed in connection with your work’ now and then, Hoel and
Cooper reported 25.4 per cent. The comparison figures from the 2008 FTWS,
which of course refer to the previous two years, not six months, were 7 per
cent, 10 per cent and 5 per cent respectively.

Chart 6.14 Experience of negative behaviour in the workplace

Per cent
At least three items monthly or more frequently 4
Some negative behaviour experienced but fewer/less 47
frequent
No negative behaviour experienced 49

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q6.49
Base: All respondents (weighted base = 4,010; unweighted base = 4,010)

We have already noted that the prevalence rate for the question on bullying
and harassment in the FTWS is very close to the rate recorded in another
representative survey with face-to-face interviewing (but a smaller sample):
the EWCS 2005. The EWCS also asks questions (though not in every wave)
about violence at work, so it is worthwhile comparing the EWCS results to our
figure for violence from anyone in the workplace over the previous two years.
The FTWS figure was 4 per cent (3 per cent now and then, 1 per cent just
once). EWCS questions are asked about the previous twelve months and 3.8
per cent said they had been ‘personally been subjected at work to physical
violence from people from your workplace’. This looks to be a very similar
result however the 4 per cent figure in the FTWS included violence from
clients and customers and the EWCS question was intended to exclude this,
although we may wonder whether the question phrasing was well-designed
for this objective. The second question about violence in the EWCS was
rather more ambiguous: 7.3 per cent said they had ‘personally been subjected
at work to physical violence from other people’. Here the intention would have
been to focus on clients and customers though we might be doubtful whether
the question would reliably achieve this.

The specialist literature on workplace bullying sometimes uses questions on
negative behaviour to derive measures of bullying which researchers argue
are more ‘objective’ than those achieved with a question which requires
respondents to self-identify as the victims of bullying (Notelaers et al. 2006). In
order to do this, researchers suggest that respondents must experience more
than one, perhaps several, types of negative treatment on a more than
occasional basis to qualify as being subject to bullying. While there is little
agreement on what counts as the threshold in the literature, it is often
suggested that experience of negative behaviour must be at least monthly.
Although our period for reporting negative behaviour is quite long (many
studies use a year or six months instead of two years), using a threshold of
monthly or more frequently reduces the prevalence of unreasonable or
punitive management to 3-10 per cent, and of personal denigration or
disrespect to 2-6 per cent. Although there were respondents who experienced
violence at work this frequently, they numbered less than 0.5 per cent of the
sample. If we add the more stringent qualification of experiencing three or
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more items in the 7-item battery (Chart 6.14) the proportion drops to 4 per
cent of the sample.

6.4 Other Problems

At the end of the sequence of questions about specified problems at work,
unfair treatment, discrimination, sexual harassment, bullying and harassment,
and negative behaviour, respondents were invited to respond to a question
designed to gather data on ‘any other serious problems at work in the last
FIVE years’. They were asked about problems ‘to do with your rights at work’
(3 per cent), ‘which have had a severe impact on your physical or
psychological health/ well-being’ (5 per cent) and ‘which have had a severe
impact on your financial situation’ (4 per cent). The correlates of the second of
these measures have more in common with the questions on bullying and
harassment and negative behaviour. The correlates of the other two questions
have more in common with those of the specific questions on employment
rights. This was taken into account when we determined which would be the
appropriate dependent variables for multivariate analysis — see Chapters 7
and 9.

6.5 The Most Serious Problem

All respondents who reported any of the problems previously discussed were
asked ‘to focus on the most serious problem at work’. They were told they
could select more than one of the problems they had already reported ‘if they
were all part of the same problem at work’. The main purpose of this question
was to allow the collection of more information in subsequent questions on the
detail of a most serious problem and its resolution. We can, however, also use
the data it produced to compare the distribution of problems with the
distribution of those problems judged the most serious and this comparison is
made in Chart 6.15 (changes in question format from the previous
Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) make comparison with results for
2005 impossible).

Chart 6.15 should be interpreted carefully. Respondents were allowed to
select more than one response and it is quite logical that many more will have
decided that a problem reported under another heading also qualified as
unfair treatment or discrimination than would have decided that a problem with
pay also qualified as a problem with unfair dismissal (for example). The chart
does not tell us that, when faced with a choice between deciding whether
unfair treatment was more serious than unfair dismissal or problems with pay
(for example), respondents tend to choose unfair treatment.

The chart does, however, tell us something equally interesting: with the
exception of a problem with pay, respondents were less likely to identify a
specific employment rights problem as part of their most serious problem than
they were to identify unfair treatment, bullying and harassment, other serious
problems impacting health/ well-being and discrimination. There may, of
course, be overlap between some or all of these categories (the total of the
responses in the chart is much more than 100 per cent) but the important
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point to make here is that, pay problems apart, it was the problems which
were less easily identified with specific employment rights that were the things
that respondents were most likely to choose when they told us what their most
serious problem looked like."

For 82 per cent the most serious problem began in 2005 or subsequently; for
53 per cent it began in 2007 or subsequently. 27 per cent of the most serious
problems occurred with a previous employer. For 43 per cent the most serious
problem was a one-off, for 17 per cent it occurred at several different times
and for 39 per cent it was continuing.

15 Note that the questionnaire was designed in such a way that ‘any other serious problems which have had a
severe impact on your financial situation’ was not offered as a candidate for most serious problem (and therefore is
also absent from follow-up questions about ‘the most serious problem’). The rationale for this design was that
responses to this item would be likely to relate to a pay or grievance issue. Only 10 respondents reported a problem

in this category but not in any other.
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Chart 6.15 Experience of problems at work, overall prevalence and most

serious problem

Unfair treatment
Problems to do with pay

Bullying or harassment

Other serious problems which have had severe impact on physical or
psychological well-being

Discrimination

Problems to do with Health and Safety at work

Your employer not following a set procedure when dealing with a grievance or
other work related problem which you had

The number of hours or days you were required to work

Problems to do with taking time off sick or sick pay

Receiving a contract or written statement of the terms and conditions of your
job
Your employer not following a set procedure when dealing with a complaint
against you or a problem with your performance at work

Asking your employer if you could work more flexible hours
Taking rest breaks at work
Any other serious problems to do with your rights at work
Holiday entitiement/holiday pay
Being unfairly dismissed
Taking time off to look after a dependent child or relative in an emergency

Your rights as a part-time worker

Taking parental leave - that is taking a set amount of unpaid time off work to
spend with your children

Maternity or paternity leave/pay
Problems to do with retirement

Sexual harassment

Your rights as an agency worker/temp

Adoption leave or pay

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

13%
10%
%
5%
%
%
8%
6%
6%
%
5%
6%
5%
3%
4%
3%
3%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%

M Percentage that said this was part of their most
1% serious problem

I Percentage that have had this problem
1%

2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Base: All respondents asked Q5.1, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7, Q5.8a, Q5.8b & Q6.1 (unweighted base = 4010)
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Summary

Trends in problems with employment rights

The proportion of those who reported problems in the previous five
years decreased markedly between 2005 and 2008 on a comparable
basis from 41 per cent to 27 per cent, while the proportions reporting
several problems also fell.

In particular problems fell significantly with; pay (22 per cent in 2005 to
10 per cent in 2008), hours/days required to work (12 per cent to 6 per
cent); rest breaks (13 per cent to 5 per cent) and annual leave (13 per
cent to 5 per cent).

Respondents were most likely to choose problems which were less
easily identified with specific employment rights when they told us
about their most serious problem.

Unfair treatment, discrimination and the equalities legislation

Understandings of unfair treatment and discrimination rooted in
individual psychology — ‘the attitude or personality of others’ and
‘people’s relationships at work’ — were more common than the
conception of unfair treatment arising from group membership, for
example one of the groups covered by the equality grounds.

Race or ethnicity was the ground for which the largest proportion of
respondents thought unfair treatment and/or discrimination would be a
breach of their rights. Respondents were much less likely to think
unfair treatment or discrimination on the grounds of religion, sexual
orientation and disability or long-term illness was a breach of their
rights.

Those who thought unfair treatment was a part of their most serious
problem at work were the most numerous. The most frequently
mentioned types of unfair treatment within this group were ‘being
ignored’, ‘type of work given’, ‘workload’, ‘assessment of work
performance /appraisal’ ‘pay’ and ‘working hours’. Although there was
some variation in rank order, the same five issues were mentioned
where discrimination was reported as a part of the most serious
problem.

Most reported unfair treatment, and even most discrimination, was
probably not related to the discriminatory behaviour which was covered
by the equal opportunities legislation in force at the time of the 2008
FTWS. It also fell outside the individual employment rights framework.

Trends in reports of sexual harassment, bullying and harassment and
negative behaviour in the workplace

There seemed to be have been no decline in the numbers reporting
sexual harassment (around 1 per cent of the sample) since 2005 and
little change in the numbers reporting bullying and harassment (the one
percentage point rise was not statistically significant).

In 2008, 7 per cent of the sample report bullying or harassment over
the previous two years (including bullying and harassment experienced
with a former employer) and this figure was similar to those recorded in
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other recent surveys using face-to-face interviewing and representative
samples of current or recent employees.

Reports of various types of negative behaviour were more common but
most people had experienced such behaviour infrequently. Depending
on the type of behaviour in question, between 3 and 10 per cent
reported unreasonable or punitive management monthly or more
frequently over the previous two years. Between 2 and 6 per cent of the
sample reported denigration or disrespect monthly or more frequently
in the previous two years.
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7 Problems with specific employment rights

We know from the previous chapter that there has recently been a reduction
in the incidence of specified problems with employment rights (as opposed to
the more generic issues such as bullying). The proportions of the working
population reporting any problem, one problem and two or more problems fell
between 2005 and 2008. We also know that the incidence of almost every
individual type of problem (with contracts, rest breaks, unfair dismissal and so
on) declined, and this included the most frequent type of problem — and one
that was very likely to be regarded as the most serious problem experienced
in the workplace — a problem with pay.

The question now arises of which individuals, jobs and workplaces are over-
represented amongst the 29 per cent who still report a problem with
employment rights. It would also be useful to know which individuals, jobs and
workplaces are over-represented amongst certain types of problems, for
example problems with pay. Finally, it would be useful to explore more
information on the impacts of problems with employment rights so that we are,
for example, better able to appreciate how serious they are. This Chapter will
follow the template laid out in Chapters Three and Four by beginning with

e adiscussion of bivariate analyses to determine which workplaces, jobs
and individuals were more likely to report any type of problem with their
employment rights (Section 7.1),

e we draw upon the conclusions reached in Chapters 3 and 4 in order to
refine the approach we take in the multivariate analysis (Section 7.2),

e we then report multivariate analysis and summarise some of the most
interesting data on the individuals, jobs and workplaces which were
over-represented amongst certain types of problems, for example
problems with pay (Section 7.3),

e we present findings on the impacts of the problems discussed in this
chapter (Section 7.4)

e and finally we consider possible explanations for our results (Section
7.5)

7.1 Descriptive analysis of a problem with employment rights

We begin by commenting on the bivariate analysis summarised in Table B7.1
which shows the national, workplace, job and individual characteristics more
likely to be associated with problems to do with employment rights. The
dependent variable here is any experience of a problem listed in Chart 6.1,
either in the workplace where the respondent is currently employed, or any
other workplace where they have been employed in the previous five years. It
does not include experience of unfair treatment, or discrimination, or sex
harassment or bullying and harassment which are described in Chapters 8
and 9. The dependent variable does, however include other serious problems
with rights, and other problems with rights that had a serious financial impact,
which were not captured by the questions which produced the data in Chart
6.1. Table B7.2 summarises the bivariate analyses for these other categories
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of problem. Numbers in the table are generally too small to produce significant
results but the few that are significant are included in the discussion below.

One obvious difficulty with using this measure for bivariate analyses is that
some of the data it includes refer to a previous job for which the job and
workplace characteristics which appear in bivariate analyses may not be
relevant. Although people do tend to find a similar kind of job in a similar kind
of workplace when they change jobs, there is a risk that the values of the
independent variables which enter the analysis are misleading. There is even
a small risk that something about respondents’ individual characteristics might
have changed: disability/illness, more than one job or trade union member
perhaps. These caveats should be born in mind when reading Tables B7.1,
B7.2 and the commentary below:

National and workplace characteristics, none of the region or workplace
characteristics appeared to be significant for a problem with employment
rights with the exception of being in a workplace without an equal
opportunities policy. This was associated with a higher percentage reporting
specific problems with rights and a problem with problems with rights that had
a serious financial impact.

Job characteristics, managerial and professional employees, and respondents
with any with managerial or supervisory duties, were less likely to report
specific employment rights problems than routine and manual employees and
those without managerial duties. Non-permanent employees, former
employees and those with more than one job were also more likely to report
problems. Former employees were more likely to report a problem with
problems with rights that had a serious financial impact. Shorter length of
service and lower earnings were associated with a higher proportion of
respondents reporting problems.

Individual characteristics, younger workers, women, whites, UK-born, the
disabled (including those with a long-term condition), and gay and lesbian
employees were more likely to report specific problems. The disabled were
more likely to report a problem with problems with rights that had a serious
financial impact. There were no obvious patterns related to the mean number
of problems reported. Finally, those who felt they needed to know more about
their employment rights were more likely to report problems than those who
did not.

7.2 Knowledge of rights and problems with rights

In Chapters 3 and 4, we learnt about the workplace, job and individual
characteristics of those who were less likely to say they felt well informed, or
that they knew enough about their employment rights or that they would know
where to go in order to find further information about their rights at work. We
have already seen in the discussion of bivariate analyses above that some of
these same workplace, job and individual characteristics might be significant
in respect of problems with rights at work. It is, however, much too early to say
this with any certainty: we require further multivariate analysis in order to do
this. In this chapter we will begin to explore what the FTWS can tell us about
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the workplace, job and individual characteristics of those who experience a
range of problems at work.

Since the analysis reported in Chapter 3 is multivariate, we know that
employees with more than one job, for example, reported an information
deficit independently of any problems at work they may experience. We do not
yet know whether this characteristic, or any of the other workplace, job or
individual characteristics, are associated with experiencing more problems at
work. For example, those with more than one job, or in non-permanent jobs,
may not actually be more likely to report problems at work than employees
with one job, or those in permanent jobs.

The significance of such data for the employment rights framework is
profound. In Chapter 3, we had already noted differences in confidence about
rights information between different groups might also be either the cause or
effect of differences in their experience of problems at work. Groups which
report fewer problems, for example, may not have had their confidence tested
and are unrealistic about their level of knowledge. Or, groups which report
fewer problems may have acted on their knowledge in the way the
employment rights framework requires and nipped rights problems in the bud.

Chapters 3 and 4 suggested that those who reported problems at work were
not that different to the rest of the sample in terms of what they actually knew
about their rights. This does not, however, help us to determine whether
differences in confidence about rights information are the cause or effect of
differences in their experience of problems at work. It might be, for example,
that there is something else about the groups which report problems that
makes them unable to use their knowledge in the way the employment rights
framework requires. For example, they may have employers who do not
behave in the way the employment rights framework expects them to, or they
may lack the additional resources employees require in order to capitalise on
their knowledge of rights in principle by getting hold of the specific information
they need and acting upon it.

In order to learn more about these relationships, the multivariate analysis
reported in this chapter will include an independent variable which combines
sufficiency of knowledge from section 3.1.2, whether they know enough
compared with could do with knowing more, and their knowledge score from
section 3.2 showing whether they got 25 or more correct answers on an
employers legal obligations compared with less than 25" If this sounds
unnecessarily complicated, our justification is that, from what we have learnt
of the 2008 FTWS results so far, we know that identifying the correlates of
employee vulnerability to problems at work is not a straightforward matter. It is
certainly not a matter of finding marginalised groups — perhaps demographic
groups or people in particular jobs or workplaces — who have been left outside
the employment rights framework because they lack the information needed
to successfully negotiate step one of that framework should a problem arise.
Vulnerability does not equate to ignorance.

16 In the analysis of the 2005 ERWS, the researchers used a simple variable which told them whether a respondent
was ‘aware’ or ‘not aware’. The problem with such a variable has just been described: those who feel well-enough
informed are not necessarily better informed in fact. We therefore thought we needed a slightly more sophisticated

variable which would give us access to both of these dimensions at once.
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7.3 Modelling problems with employment rights

We have already explained that the dependent variable for multivariate
analysis is derived from a basket of variables. It consists of any experience
over the previous five years of any of the employment problems listed in chart
6.1 plus any other problems ‘to do with your rights at work’ and problems
‘which have had a severe impact on your financial situation’ which were
picked up in the subsequent question. We restricted this to experience of
problems with your current or, if not currently employed, your most recent
employer. This cut down the number of observations we had to analyse but
we did find that, without this precaution, we ran the risk of uncoupling the
problems from the workplace and job variables which turned out to be
important. For example, a young person who was currently employed might
report problems with a former employer which were, therefore, not associated
with their current job or workplace characteristics. In these circumstances, the
only coefficient which might emerge from analysis would be their age and data
about the correlates of particular jobs or workplaces would not be generated.
The main effect of tightening the link between workplace and job variables
and the employment problem(s) we are trying to model is to promote job and
workplace characteristics over individual ones.

For our multivariate analysis in Table B7.3 on any problems with employment
rights at work in the past five years, we first undertook a regression on three
categories of variable (about the individual, about their job and about their
workplace) finding which items were significant in these circumscribed models
before putting the significant variables into a final model. See section 2.4 for a
more in depth interpretation of the outputs in Table B7.3 and Table B7.4; and
a description of the regression method used.

National and workplace characteristics, in Chapter 3 we learnt a lot about the
significance for employees’ confidence in their knowledge of rights of the
corporate resources indicated by the presence of an HR department, and so
on. Two of these variables were significant in model 1: those in workplaces
with an equal opportunities policy were less likely to report employment rights
problems but employees in workplace with trade union recognition were more
likely to report problems. This is something of a surprise as we might have
expected both of these aspects of corporate resources to reduce the
experience of problems. Standard Industry Classification (SIC) was also
significant in model 1 with Transport and Communication employees reporting
more problems with employment rights than those in Construction.

Job characteristics, in Chapter 3 we found that, independently of their
experience of problems at work, routine and manual workers and those in
non-permanent jobs were more likely to report an information deficit in their
knowledge of employment rights. Were these jobs in which problems were
more likely to occur, were they perhaps jobs which are in some way innately
problematic in respect of employment rights, perhaps harder to regulate?
Model 2 for experience of employment problems with your current or most
recent employer in the previous five years suggests not. Instead, model 2
gives us these significant variables: being a member of a trade union or staff
association, those on lower earnings and with more than one job.
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Individual characteristics, earlier in this chapter, we recalled that employees
who were disabled or had a long-term iliness reported the largest deficits in
information about employment rights. Model 3 for experience of employment
problems with your current or most recent employer in the previous five years
tells us having a disability or a long-term condition increased the likelihood of
reporting problems. It also suggests being a woman made reporting problems
more likely.

Finally, model 3 showed that the awareness and knowledge variable we had
created had a substantial effect. Respondents who were not well informed
and felt they needed to know more were more likely to report problems than
those who were well informed and felt they did not need to know more. More
interestingly, those who were well informed and felt they needed to know
more were more likely to report problems than those who were well informed
and felt they did not need to know more.

Final model. The significant variables from the earlier models which do not
appear in model 4 are the workplace characteristics (trade union recognition,
equal opportunities policy and SIC); employees holding more than one job
and sex of respondent. The ones that remain are:

e Members of trade unions or staff associations, who were 66 per
cent more likely to report employment problems;

e Earnings, lower earners were up to 69 per cent more likely to have
employment problems;

e Disability, the disabled and those with a long standing condition were
96 per cent more likely to have employment problems

e Knowledge score / Sufficiency of knowledge, those who needed to
know more were between 151 per cent and 250 per cent more likely
than those who did not need to know more to report problems with their
employment rights.

We explore some possible explanations for these results below, but first it is
possible to make some limited comparison with the results of multivariate
analysis on the previous 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS).

There are differences in both the dependent and independent variables used
to model experience of employment problems in 2008 FTWS and the previous
ERWS so great care needs to be taken in interpreting any comparison. In
2005, six variables had co-efficients which were significant in multivariate
analysis. The odds of a respondent having experienced a problem were
increased by having a disability, long-term iliness or health problem; being in
the marital status category ‘separated/divorced’ (compared to being ‘single’);
being in the occupation categories ‘sales and customer services’ and
‘professionals’ (compared to being in the occupation category ‘elementary
occupations’); being a trade union/staff association member (compared to not
being one). The odds of experiencing a problem were decreased by being
‘aware’ of their general employment rights (compared to ‘not being aware’);
being older by one year.

The overlap between the results of the present and previous surveys is
therefore limited to disability, trade union membership and a variable which
includes a measure of how well informed people feel they are. The analysis
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reported in 2005 was not, however, limited to problems with current or
previous employer. It also included problems specifically related to a former
employer. When problems with a former employer were included in a model
for the 2008 dataset (analysis not shown here), another of the co-efficients
from the previous survey appeared: age. It was not only age that appeared as
significant for the 2008 FTWS in a final model for any experience of problems
in current or former employer, however. The same was true of non whites and
gays, lesbians and bisexuals. In other words, tightening the link between
workplace and job variables and the employment problem(s) we are trying to
model had the effect of demoting a number of individual characteristics which
are no longer significant.

7.4 Possible explanations for the model

We now turn to some possible explanations for these results.
Trade union membership

The writers of the 2005 ERWS report found it hard to explain the result for
trade union membership which, they thought, ought to make problems less,
not more, likely. Because of the controls entailed in multivariate analysis,
many of the potential explanations for this pattern which rely on differences in
awareness of knowledge or rights between trade union members and others
are unlikely to apply. Being a member of a trade union or staff association was
associated with a range of problems: adoption leave or pay, number of hours
or days worked, pay, employer not following a set procedure to deal with a
complaint, employer not following a set procedure to deal with a grievance (8
per cent for trade union members versus 4 per cent for non-members), health
and safety (again, 8 per cent for trade union members versus 4 per cent for
non-members) and retirement. Is it plausible that trade union members are,
independently of their level of rights knowledge or awareness, more likely to
identify such issues as problems?

There is evidence from the Workplace Employment Relations Survey (WERS)
that both trade union recognition and trade union membership are associated
with lower levels of trust in the employer (Nichols et al 2009: 254, 255 Table
3). It might be that trade union members were more likely to identify problems
with these issues because they were less in the habit of trusting their
employer to do the right and reasonable thing and more likely to use other
criteria to determine what counted as a problem. This is, however, not the only
plausible explanation for the model.

It could be that the presence of trade union members in a workplace might
somehow increase the prevalence of problems or, more plausibly, union
membership might also be a dependent variable. We know from Section 4.3
that one in five of those who would consult a trade union representative about
problems at work were not trade union members. We also know that one in
four of those who would go first to a trade union outside the workplace were
not trade union members. We therefore think it is plausible to suggest that
people with problems join trade unions as a result of their experience, perhaps
after having approached trade unions (as non-members) to ask for help and
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advice. This would help to explain why trade union members reported more
problems with their rights.

Earnings

Problems which affected earnings were so heavily represented in the
dependent variable which we constructed to measure exposure to problems
with employment rights that we might sensibly expect earnings to be a
significant variable in the model. Low pay may also be understood as, in some
part, an effect of problems with employment rights.

Further bivariate analysis (not tabulated here) shows that lower pay was
associated with the following types of problem: holidays, rest breaks, number
hours/days, pay, agency rights, part-time rights, unfair dismissal, health and
safety, sick leave/pay. It is clear from this that low pay is not simply a
dependent variable, for example it is as, if not more, likely that taking a low-
paid job will increase an employee’s chances of encountering health and
safety problems as it is that health and safety problems reduce earnings.
Nevertheless, problems which affected earnings loomed large for the low-
paid.

Chart 7.1 below summarises what lay behind all of the reports of a problem
with pay (but not the other issues that might affect earnings). The most
frequently mentioned were not being paid for all hours worked; not receiving
all or part of pay due; being paid less than the pay rate agreed with employer.
The chart also shows that a large proportion of reports in each category
(about 50 per cent in some cases) were accounted for by those earning under
£15,000 a year. In addition, bivariate analysis shows those earning under
£6.50 per hour were more likely to report problems with being paid less than
the pay rate agreed with their employer (33 per cent); not being paid on time
(25 per cent); not receiving holiday pay (19 per cent) and being paid less than
the National Minimum Wage (13 per cent).

Disabled and long-term sick

As with earnings, some part of this finding may be a consequence of the way
the variable which measured exposure to problems with employment rights
was constructed. In addition, it is possible that employees might be disabled,
or suffer a long-term health problem, as a result of the problems they
experienced with their employment rights. Further bivariate analysis (not
tabulated here) does not lend much support to this suggestion however. This
further analysis suggests that being disabled or having a long-term condition
was associated with problems with holidays, rest breaks, number of hours or
days, pay, contract, set procedure for a complaint, set procedure for a
grievance (11 per cent versus 4 per cent for those without a disability or long-
term condition), health and safety (again, 11 per cent versus 4 per cent), sick
leave or pay, retirement.

In other words, some of the problems were what we might anticipate within a
group of employees who were already disabled or suffering from a chronic
illness. It would not be hard to construct an explanation to suggest why those
who were already disabled and long-term sick would be more likely to
experience the other problems for which bivariate analysis was significant
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including rest breaks, holiday entitlement/pay, problems with pay, contract,
and grievance procedure.

Chart 7.1 Experience of problems to do with pay

m Total m % experienced by those who earn less than £15K

Not being paid for all

0,
hours worked 30%

|

Not receiving all or part

0,
of pay due 26%

Being paid less than the

employer
Having deductions made _ 12%
from pay
Notreceiving sick pay _ 10%
Not receiving holiday - 9%
pay

Administrative errors/

50
delays &

Being paid less than the

49
National Minimum Wage &

paternity leave

Not receiving maternity / - 3%

Others 20%

I

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that have had a problem to do with pay in the last 5 years Q5.3c (unweighted base = 379)
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The report on the 2005 ERWS suggested that the greater incidence of
problems amongst those with a disability or long-term health problem might be
explained by discrimination in the workplace. The disabled and long-term sick
were the only group that was both more likely to report problems with
employment rights, and more likely to tell us they needed to know more about
their rights whether they reported problems or not." This might mean that the
disabled and those with long-term conditions were less likely to trust their
employers to look after their rights than other categories of employees. This
might reflect their perception of discrimination but there are other possible
explanations.

Knowledge score and sufficiency of knowledge.

The 2005 ERWS suggested that the significance of awareness for
employment problems might indicate that those who were more aware
recognised and addressed issues at an early stage before they became
problems. A plausible interpretation of the results of the 2008 FTWS would be
that the experience of problems led people to think they needed to know
more, no matter whether their existing knowledge was good or bad. Perhaps
this might be evidence of a rational choice: employees did not go to the bother
of finding out about rights if they did not have a problem? On the other hand, it
might be evidence of the way employment problems undermined the trust
people placed in their employer. When that trust was broken by the
experience of problems, employees reappraised their knowledge of
employment rights.

This explanation is supported by the way answers to questions about not
needing to know about rights because your employer acted reasonably, and
about how seriously your employer took employment rights, were associated
with employment problems in single regression models (analysis not tabulated
here). One further finding from bivariate analysis also provides support for the
idea that the experience of problems undermined the trust in employers which
led employees to be relatively content with, if not complacent about, their
knowledge. The fear of victimisation is clearly relevant to the effectiveness of
the framework that is in place to protect individual employment rights. Chart
7.2 shows that one in five respondents to the sample feared victimisation or
unfair treatment were they to raise a formal complaint at work. The chart also
shows that those who actually encountered problems in the workplace were
much less confident that they would not face victimisation than those who had
not encountered problems.®

17 ltis hard to find evidence of any other links between what people from particular groups told us about their
awareness and their experience of problems. For example, having a permanent job or having equal opportunities
training can make you feel well informed and satisfied you know enough about your rights, but these conditions make
no difference to how many problems you report. Not having trade union recognition in your workplace or managerial
responsibilities can make you feel you are not well informed but they do not make you any more likely to report
problems.

18 In fact, those who encountered problems to do with specific employment rights were rather less fearful of

victimisation that than those who experienced bullying or harassment and unfair treatment or discrimination.
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Chart 7.2 Fear of victimisation by different characteristics

Discrimination
Bullying/harassment

Unfair treatment

Employ ment rights problem

Some difficulty with English

Ean less than £6.50 per hour m % Yes - would be victmised if made a
complaint

Longstanding illness

Transport and communication industry

Construction industry

Non-UK bomn

Non-permanent job

No HR department

Length of service 1 to 2 years

Length of service up to 1 year

Routine and manual occupations

No academic qualifications

Earn £15k - £24.99

Workplace size 10-24 employees

Eam under £15k

No recognised trade union

No equal opportunities training

All

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents who answered Q5.0 (2667 unweighted, 2690 weighted)
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A variation on this explanation might resemble the one offered for the
significance of trade union membership above. It might be that, rather than
learning from experience, workers who trust their employers to look after their
interests are less likely to recognise employment problems. An employee who
does not trust their employer to act reasonably, and does not think they treat
employment rights seriously, might well be on the look out for issues that
might be labelled as problems whatever their actual level of knowledge might
be. Or, to put it another way, they would be prepared to conceive as problems
things that others might simply accept because they think their employer acts
reasonably and/or takes employment rights seriously. Similarly, an employee
who suspected their employer might victimise them if they raised a formal
complaint might be more alert to the existence of employment problems.
Indeed, this fear of victimisation might itself be considered a workplace
problem in its own right.

On the other hand, the potential for victimisation might make other employees
feel that there is little point in identifying workplace problems or, indeed,
learning about their employment rights. An employee may not be aware that
she or he has an employment right yet feel it is not necessary to know about
this because, if there was such a right, and she or he sought to pursue it, the
consequence would be victimisation by the employer. With this in mind, it is
noteworthy that Chart 7.2 suggests several of the characteristics that might be
thought to be indicators of vulnerability were also associated with the fear of
victimisation. If those who had difficulty with English, or earned less than
£6.50 an hour, feared victimisation if they were to raise a complaint, then
perhaps they might not feel it was necessary to know about their rights?

A concentration of respondents who said they were not well informed, but did
not need to know more, might merit further investigation as an indicator of
vulnerability. Whatever might lay behind this pattern — complacency,
evidence of a employees trusting employers to look after their rights or fear of
victimisation — respondents who say they are not well informed, but do not
need to know more, may present a problem for the employment rights
framework as these employees may not even be aware that they have rights.
In other words they cannot recognise if they have a problem which might be
addressed by reference to their rights. In this case, step one of the
employment rights framework (Chapter 2) cannot be completed.

7.5 Impacts of problems with rights

The impacts of problems with rights at work are summarised in Table B7.5. It
should be born in mind that these results only refer to cases where the
respondent chose one or more of the problems discussed so far in this
chapter as part of the most serious problem they had experienced. The
commentary below does not, therefore, capture all of the impacts of problems
with employment rights but it probably does capture the effects which the
respondents themselves would consider to be the most serious.

The table shows that those who reported the other categories of problem
reported much bigger impacts than did the respondents who told us they had
a problem with their employment rights. The category which those with
employment rights problems most closely resembled in this regard was those
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respondents who reported unfair treatment, though even here those with
employment rights problems reported lower levels of impact.

The first column of Table B7.5 shows that, within the group who had changed
their job since the problem occurred, those with problems with employment
rights were less likely to say they had left because of the problem than those
who reported other kinds of problems. If they did leave, respondents who had
problems with employment rights were most likely to have left of their own
volition.

Employment rights problems had a smaller impact on health/ well-being than
the other types of problems recorded in the table. Nevertheless, 22 per cent
reported moderate/severe impacts on physical health/ well-being and 24 per
cent reported moderate/severe impacts on mental health/ well-being (and 25
per cent reported moderate/severe financial difficulties as a result of the
problem). It was the same story in terms of the impact on partners and family
members. Although those with employment rights problems reported less
impact, 17 per cent said the problem had had a moderate/severe impact on
their partner and/or family members.

7.6 Summary

Who was more likely to suffer from a problem to do with employment
rights?

e Members of trade unions or staff associations were 66 per cent more
likely to report employment problems.

e Lower earners were up to 69 per cent more likely to have employment
problems.

e The disabled and those with a long standing condition were 96 per cent
more likely to have employment problems.

e Those who needed to know more were between 151% and 250% more
likely than those who did not need to know more to report problems
with their employment rights.

e Disability, trade union member and a variable which included a
measure of how well informed people felt were also significant in the
2005 ERWS.

Possible explanations for these results

e Trade union members may be less in the habit of trusting their
employer to act reasonably and more likely to use other criteria to
determine what counts as a problem with employment rights.

e People with problems join trade unions as a result of their experience.

e Problems which affected earnings were heavily represented in the
dependent variable which we constructed to measure exposure to
problems with employment rights.

e Problems with employment rights were also one likely cause of lower
earnings

e Our data support the suggestion that those who were disabled or long-
term sick were experiencing more problems at work rather than the
suggestion that these problems caused disability and sickness.
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As with earnings, problems which were more likely to affect the
disabled and long-term sick were well represented in the variable used
to measure exposure to problems.

Perhaps as a result of their perception of discrimination by employers,
the disabled and long-term sick may also be more likely to identify
problems.

Experiencing problems led people to think they needed to know more,
no matter whether their existing knowledge was good or bad. This
might be evidence of a rational choice or of the way employment
problems undermined the trust people placed in their employer.

instead of being the result of rational choice, a concentration of
respondents who said they were not well informed, but did not need to
know more, might merit further investigation as an indicator of
vulnerability.

96



Fair Treatment at Work Report

8 Unfair treatment and discrimination

We know from section 6.6 that, taken together, unfair treatment and
discrimination were reported more often by respondents than any other single
problem with employment rights. We also suspect that reports of unfair
treatment or discrimination may not have declined in the same way as reports
of problems with other employment rights.

Since the sample did not include the longer-term unemployed — those
currently not in work were only included if they had been employed within the
previous two years — we would expect unfair treatment or discrimination in
recruitment to figure less prominently than it would in the Citizenship Survey,
(see also footnote 12 in Chapter 6). Nevertheless, we know from section 6.2
that the majority of reports of unfair treatment did not refer to issues such as
discrimination in recruitment or promotion which are commonly assumed to be
their defining features. Indeed, we know that much reported unfair treatment
and discrimination fell outside the framework of individual employment rights.
Does this mean that these problems are more peripheral to the working lives
of our respondents, or less important to them?

Other data reported in Chapter 6 suggested otherwise. We know that reported
unfair treatment or discrimination were chosen as the most serious problem,
or as a part of the serious problem, more often than we might have expected
from their prevalence rates. Moreover, Table B7.5 shows that the impacts
recorded for unfair treatment and discrimination tend to be more extreme than
for specific employment problems:

e Amongst those who had subsequently changed jobs, 72 per cent of
those reporting unfair treatment and 64 per cent of those reporting
discrimination, said they left their employer as a result of the problem;
In both cases, most of those who left resigned/left of their own accord

e 27 per cent of those reporting unfair treatment, and a third of those
reporting discrimination, said the problem had a moderate or severe
impact on their finances;

e 31 per cent of those reporting unfair treatment, and 43 per cent of
those reporting discrimination, said it had a moderate or severe impact
on their physical health/ well-being;

e 39 per cent of those reporting unfair treatment, and 55 per cent of
those reporting discrimination, said it had a moderate or severe impact
on their mental health/ well-being;

e Less than 50 per cent (29 per cent for those reporting discrimination)
reporting unfair treatment said it had no impact on their mental health/
well-being at all;

e 20 per cent of those reporting unfair treatment, and 28 per cent of
those reporting discrimination, said the problem had a moderate or
severe impact on relationships with their partner/ close family
members.

In the remainder of this Chapter we will discuss our analysis of reports of
unfair treatment or discrimination in the same sequence as followed in the
previous chapter:
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e First, we present some descriptive (bivariate) analysis of unfair
treatment or discrimination to find out which workplace, job and
individual characteristics are more prevalent (Section 8.1);

e Then move to model (multivariate analysis) reports of unfair treatment
and discrimination and discusses the difficulties of comparing these
results with other surveys (Section 8.2);

e And finally present some likely explanations for the model (Section
8.3).

8.1 Descriptive analysis of unfair treatment and discrimination

We now examine how different national, workplace, job and individual
characteristics relate to these problems in Table B8.1. As noted in Section
7.3, the workplace and job and even individual characteristics may have
changed since the problems occurred, this caveat should be borne in mind
when considering the table and the key bivariate differences are as follows:

Region and workplace characteristics, sample numbers were too small to say
whether employees in England were significantly more likely to report unfair
treatment. Reports of discrimination, however, appeared to be more frequent
in England than Scotland. Corporate resources did not appear to make a
significant difference to the reporting of unfair treatment or discrimination. The
exception was workplaces with an equal opportunities policy whose
employees were less likely to report unfair treatment.

Job characteristics, routine and manual workers, and those without
managerial or supervisory duties, were more likely to report unfair treatment
than managerial or professional employees or those with managerial or
supervisory duties. Amongst the job characteristics listed in the table, those
with shorter service were more likely to report unfair treatment or
discrimination than those who have been in their jobs for more than fifteen
years. The lower pay bands also reported more unfair treatment and
discrimination. Current employees were less likely to report either unfair
treatment or discrimination than former employees. Those with more than one
job were more likely to report unfair treatment.

Individual characteristics, those aged 16-24 were more likely to report unfair
treatment than those aged 50 and over. Women and the disabled were more
likely to report both unfair treatment and discrimination. BME/other employees
were more likely to report discrimination. The small numbers of gay or lesbian
employees in the sample meant that none of the results for sexual orientation
were significant. Non-Christian employees were more likely to report unfair
treatment.
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8.2 Modelling unfair treatment and discrimination

As in Chapter 7, the difficulty with using any unfair treatment or discrimination
in the previous two years as the dependent variable in our analysis was that
some reports referred to unfair treatment or discrimination in a previous job for
which the job and workplace characteristics included in the regression model,
and even some of the individual characteristics, might not apply. We therefore
decided that the correct dependent variable for regression analysis should be
unfair treatment or discrimination in current job. The results are tabulated in
Table B8.2. As before, the main effect of tightening the link between
workplace and job variables and the employment problem(s) we are trying to
model is to promote job and workplace characteristics over individual ones (in
this case, age, sex and disability). See section 2.4 for a more in depth
interpretation of the outputs in Table B8.2 and Table B8.3; and a description
of the regression method used.

National and workplace characteristics, three variables proved to be
significant in Model 1. Employees in the third sector were more likely to report
unfair treatment or discrimination than employees in the private sector. Those
in organisations without an equal opportunities policy were more likely to
report unfair treatment or discrimination than those in workplaces with such
polices. Finally, employees living in England were more likely to report unfair
treatment or discrimination than employees living in Scotland.

Job characteristics, two variables were significant in Model 2. Trade union
members and employees with more than one job were more likely to report
unfair treatment or discrimination.

Individual characteristics, of the equality strands, sex and age appeared as
significant. In Model 3 women and those aged 16-24"® and women were more
likely to report unfair treatment or discrimination. Finally, the knowledge score
and sufficiency of knowledge variable was significant in Model 3. As in
Chapter 7, those who needed to know more were more likely to report
problems irrespective of their level of knowledge.

Final model. The final multivariate analysis presented in Model 4 brings
together a selection of these variables. The significant variables from the
earlier models which do not appear in the final model are employment sector,
nation/region, sex and age. Four variables were significant in the final model:

e Equal opportunities policy. Employees in workplaces with a written
equal opportunities policy were about half as likely to report unfair
treatment or discrimination as those without such a policy.

e Trade union members were 83 per cent more likely to report unfair
treatment or discrimination than non-members.

¢ More than one job. People with more than one job were 94 per cent
more likely to report unfair treatment or discrimination than those with
only one job.

19 In addition, those aged 33-40 were more likely to report unfair treatment or discrimination than those aged 50 and

over.
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e Knowledge score / Sufficiency of knowledge. Finally, the variable
which includes both a measure of general knowledge of rights and
people’s feelings that they have a deficit in their knowledge was also
significant. No matter whether respondents had greater or lesser
knowledge of employment rights, they were more likely (by between 94
per cent and 355 per cent) to report unfair treatment or discrimination if
they felt they needed to know more about their rights.

There is limited utility in comparing these results with the 2005 pilot for the
Fair Treatment at Work Survey (FTWS). The independent variables in the final
model for the 2005 analysis did not include some workplace or job
characteristics or variables, including the one we have used to represent
awareness and knowledge of employment rights, so we would expect major
differences in results between 2005 and 2008 which were simply the result of
the changes in the way multiple regression was performed. In addition, we
would expect variations in the results of the analysis on the two datasets to
result from the difference in the dependent variable modelled.

In 2005, any unfair treatment in the previous two years was modelled whereas
we have already explained that in 2008 we modelled the coefficients of unfair
treatment or discrimination experienced with the current employer. We know
that from additional multivariate analysis for 2009 not tabulated here, widening
the dependent variable to include unfair treatment or discrimination with a
former employer has the effect of bringing individual characteristics into the
final model. In 2008 these were age, sex and disability — two of which featured
in the 2005 results of the analysis. We can, however, record that membership
of a trade union appeared as significant in the final model produced by
regression analysis in both years. The models for discrimination at work in the
Irish discrimination survey reported by Russell et al (2008:20) also identified
trade union members as subject to a higher modelled risk for discrimination in
work.

8.3 Possible explanations for the model

As we have just reiterated, none of the individual characteristics which feature
in UK equalities legislation were significant variables in the final model for
unfair treatment and discrimination. Should we interpret this result as a
consequence of our use of a broad measure of unfair treatment which shifted
respondents’ attention away from the core concerns of the legislation? In
order to pursue this, it would be useful to consider the patterns that lay behind
those few significant results for individual characteristics that were reported in
Section 8.2 alongside the results which were significant in the final model.

Gender

For example, further bivariate analysis not tabulated in this report shows that
the reasons for unfair treatment or discrimination which were significant for
women did not include gender. They were in relation to pregnancy, maternity
or family and caring responsibilities. Moreover, for women, unfair treatment
was more likely to be related to being allowed to work flexibly, and
discrimination was more likely to relate to working hours. All of these problems
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are covered by UK equalities legislation but they suggest that unfair treatment
or discrimination against women because they were women was not the most
common complaint. Reports of unfair treatment or discrimination were more
likely to refer to the terms on which women engaged with the workplace as
their circumstances changed and this was something that could affect men
too. This might help to explain why in multivariate analysis which brought in
other variables — such as trade union membership and equal opportunities
policy — we found that gender ceased to be significant.

Age

Amongst individual characteristics, age was negatively related to unfair
treatment and discrimination. Further bivariate analysis not tabulated in this
report shows that those aged for 16-24 were more likely to mention age as a
reason for unfair treatment but only those aged 50 and over were more likely
to mention age as a reason for unfair treatment and for discrimination. In other
words, those who identified age as a reason were in the group that was less
likely to report unfair treatment or discrimination overall.

As with gender, some of the popular reasons for unfair treatment or
discrimination — like attitude of others, relationships and a clique — were not
significant for age. Those in the middle age groups were more likely to
mention their position or family responsibilities as reasons for unfair treatment.
Here, as with gender, it seems that age did not appear as significant in the
final model because the reports of unfair treatment and discrimination
amongst the group which reported more problems referred to issues that were
not exclusive to this age group. There was nothing to suggest that the under
25s were more likely to say their unfair treatment was related to. For 25-49
year olds unfair treatment was related to being promoted and being allowed to
work flexibly. Those aged 50 and over were, unsurprisingly, more likely to say
that their unfair treatment was related to retirement.

Equal opportunities policy

The presence or absence of a written equal opportunities policy made no
difference to the reporting of specific employment rights problems but we have
now seen that having a written equal opportunities policy made respondents
less likely to report unfair treatment or discrimination. Again, without further
research, and particularly research which is not cross-sectional, we must
speculate about the reasons for this. One obvious explanation would be that
equal opportunities policies reduce the incidence of unfair treatment or
discrimination in workplaces that posses them.

On the other hand, familiarity with such policies might acquaint employees
with more stringent criteria for the application of these terms. Employees in
workplaces without such policies would have less hesitation in applying these
terms more generally and therefore would make more complaints of unfair
treatment and discrimination. Given that we are discussing workplaces with
equal opportunities policies, and not employees receiving equal opportunities
training, this seems less plausible. The presence of a policy is less likely to
suggest that employees were better able to identify unfair treatment or
discrimination than that their employer had acted to reduce these problems or,
at the least, given the appearance of doing so. In this case, respondents in
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workplaces with equal opportunities policies would be less likely to convert
their perceptions into complaints of unfair treatment or discrimination. At the
extreme, knowledge of such a policy might close off the fundamental process
of problematising behaviour. In this way, such policies could work like
expectations of reasonable behaviour from employers, and high trust relations
with employers, mentioned in the previous chapter: they would serve to
reassure employees that their workplace was not the kind of workplace where
problems could occur.

Trade union membership

The finding that trade union members were more likely to report employment
problems had already emerged in the previous chapter. Now we know that
this applied to unfair treatment and discrimination as well as to problems with
specific employment rights. In Chapter 7, we suggested one explanation for
this finding might be that people with problems join trade unions as a result of
their experience, perhaps after having approached trade unions (as non-
members) to ask for help and advice.

Recall that charts 6.9 and 6.10 list the things respondents said their unfair
treatment or discrimination was related to. The most popular of these were
‘being ignored’, ‘type of work given’ and ‘workload’. The things trade union
members said that their unfair treatment or discrimination was related to were
quite different. In further bivariate analysis not tabulated in this report, trade
union members were more likely than non-members to say that the unfair
treatment they had experienced was related to applying for a job, getting
training, and assessment of work. Trade union members were also more likely
to say that the discrimination they had experienced related to other benefits,
applying for a job, being promoted and getting training. It is interesting that the
aspects of unfair treatment or discrimination which are commonly thought of
as their defining features (applying for a job, being promoted and, to a lesser
degree, getting training) should figure so prominently for trade union
members. It might be that employees who approached trade unions for help
and advice would be more likely to find that help forthcoming where their
concerns were unambiguously central to the legislative framework. Perhaps it
is therefore reasonable to expect that it would be experience of the
characteristic problems of unfair treatment or discrimination that would prompt
people to join trade unions.

More than one job

Why were employees with more than one job more likely to report unfair
treatment or discrimination? Were they reporting problems because these
problems contribute to the circumstances that lead them to take on an extra
job to try to make ends meet? Or was it simply that they were employed in two
workplaces so doubled their opportunity to encounter a problem of this type?
Or was it that the demands of two jobs made it difficult for employers to treat
them in the same way as everyone else and this was experienced as unfair
treatment? Whatever the answer, those with more than one job remain a
small group and we know that for the great majority there is very little to
distinguish the employees who were likely to make these complaints from the
working population at large.
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Knowledge score and sufficiency of knowledge.

As in Chapter 7, we have found that those who needed to know more were
more likely to report problems whether their knowledge was relatively good or
bad®. We suspect that reports of unfair treatment or discrimination were
distributed in a largely random way across the population and it was only
when an employee experienced such problems that they decided they needed
to find out more about their employment rights. Chart 7.2 showed that
employees who experienced unfair treatment or discrimination were even
more likely to fear victimisation than those who reported problems with
employment rights. Employees who reported discrimination, for example,
were three times as likely to fear victimisation as employees in the sample as
a whole. It is plausible that such employees would be particularly determined
to learn more about their employment rights. The possibility also remains,
however, that this is not simply a question of the salutary effects of
experiencing problems. It might be that those who did not trust their
employers — for example those who fear victimisation if they make a complaint
— were more likely to identify problems. In this case we might suggest that
such employees are particularly prone to reporting discrimination and unfair
treatment.

8.4 Summary

Who was more likely to suffer from unfair treatment or discrimination?

e Employees in workplaces with a written equal opportunities policy were
about half as likely to report unfair treatment or discrimination as those
without such a policy.

e Trade union members were 83 per cent more likely to report unfair
treatment or discrimination than non-members.

e People with more than one job were 94 per cent more likely to report
unfair treatment or discrimination than those with only one job.

¢ No matter whether the respondent had greater or lesser knowledge of
employment rights, they were more likely (by between 94 per cent and
355 per cent) to report unfair treatment or discrimination if they felt they
needed to know more about their rights.

Possible explanations for these results
e Equal opportunities policies reduced the incidence of discrimination
and unfair treatment.

20 Multivariate analysis also raised the tantalizing possibility that level of knowledge might have some effect on the
likelihood that a respondent might report unfair treatment or discrimination. Amongst those who felt they needed to
know more, it was those with less knowledge who were significantly more likely to report unfair treatment or
discrimination with their current employer. It seems, therefore, that employees whose knowledge was relatively weak
might be more reliant on the experience of unfair treatment or discrimination to demonstrate that they needed to learn
more about their rights. Although it narrowly failed to achieve significance in the final model, there was another,
similarly interesting finding in Model 3. Amongst those who did not feel they needed to know more it was those who
were better informed who were more likely to report problems. This might suggest that those who were better
informed decided they knew enough to conclude that the relevant rights legislation did not apply to them, for example

because they did not qualify on any of the equality grounds.
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Equal opportunities policies reassured employees that problems could
not occur in their workplace.

The possible explanations from the previous chapter apply in respect of
trade union membership, although this chapter added a little weight to
the suggestion that people with problems joined trade unions as a
result of their experience.

Without further research, there is little in our data to help us explain the
finding for employees with more than one job.

Perceptions of unfair treatment or discrimination were particularly likely
to undermine an employee’s trust in their employer.

Employees who did not trust their employer were particularly prone to
report discrimination and unfair treatment.

104



Fair Treatment at Work Report

9 Harassment, bullying and negative behaviour

The responses to sexual harassment, and to any other serious problems
which had a severe impact on the respondent’s physical or psychological
health/ well-being, were included in the dependent variable for multivariate
analysis of bullying and harassment. We begin this chapter with some
additional information about these kinds of problems (Table B9.1), and the
impacts they had on employees (Table B7.5), before proceeding to bivariate
and multivariate analysis in the same sequence as in the previous chapters.
None of the questions reported in Table B9.1 were asked of those reporting
‘any other serious problem impacting on their health/ well-being’ however the
impacts of this type of problem were investigated and reported in Table B7.5,
and these are discussed below.

Table B9.1 shows that almost half of the sex harassment reports referred to a
longer-term problem and less than a quarter to a one-off incident. These
proportions were very similar to those reported for other types of bullying and
harassment. Three quarters of the reports of sex harassment referred to
current employment and again this was very close to the proportion for other
types of bullying and harassment. One in five reports of sex harassment
referred to ongoing problems whereas nearly a third of the reports of other
types of harassment and bullying referred to ongoing problems and just over
half to problems which were now definitely over.

Just over half of those who were identified as responsible for sex harassment
were employers, managers or supervisors. Nearly one in four of those
identified as responsible were co-workers. (Note that respondents were
allowed to identify more than one type of person as responsible). Finally,
those who were identified as responsible were predominantly male and white.

Three-quarters of reports of harassment and bullying identified employers,
managers or supervisors as responsible. Just over a quarter of those
identified as responsible were co-workers (again, multiple coding was
aIIowed)“. Men were responsible for 55 per cent of reported instances
whereas women were said to be responsible for 36 per cent (8 per cent of
reports concerned both men and women). Finally, 88 per cent of those
identified as responsible were reported to be White with 6 per cent reported to
be Asian.

Small numbers in the table reporting the impacts of sex harassment and other
types of bullying and harassment (Table B7.5) prohibit detailed comparison
with other types of problem. We can simply reiterate the point made in

21 Further bivariate analysis (not shown here) suggests that private sector workers were more likely than workers in
the public sector to say they had been bullied or harassed by their employer, supervisor or manager. Public sector
workers (and trade union members and those with equal opportunities training and lower managerial occupations)
were more likely than private sector workers to say it was subordinates who were responsible. Non-permanent
workers were much more likely than permanent workers to say co-workers were responsible for bullying or
harassment, and this was the same for part-timers versus full-timers. In addition there was some suggestion of co-
workers being more commonly identified as responsible amongst employees in SMEs, those with very short tenure
and low pay. Finally, there was a suggestion of higher management and professionals being more likely to identify

the organisation (rather than an individual) as responsible for bullying or harassment.
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Chapter 7 about these impacts being generally more substantial than they
were for specific employment rights problems. In fact,

Amongst those who had subsequently changed their jobs, 78 per cent
of those who reported bullying and harassment said they had left
because of it; 66 per cent of those with another serious problem
impacting on their health/ well-being said the same; most of both
groups resigned/left of their own accord.

25 per cent said the bullying and harassment had a moderate or severe
impact on finances; 29 per cent said another serious problem impacting
on their health/ well-being had a moderate or severe impact on
finances.

42 per cent said the bullying and harassment had a moderate or severe
impact on physical health/ well-being; 67 per cent of those who
reported another serious problem said it had a moderate or severe
impact on physical health/ well-being.

48 per cent said the bullying and harassment had a moderate or severe
impact on mental health/ well-being (less than a quarter said it had no
impact at all); 75 per cent of those who reported another serious
problem said it had a moderate or severe impact on physical health/
well-being (only 12 per cent said it had no impact at all).

27 per cent said the bullying and harassment had a moderate or severe
impact on relationships with partner/close family members; 45 per cent
of those who reported another serious problem said it had a moderate
or severe impact on relationships with partner/close family members

In the remainder of this chapter we will discuss our analysis of reports of
bullying and harassment (including sex harassment and any other serious
problem impacting on their health/ well-being) in the same sequence as
followed in the previous chapter.

First, we present some descriptive (bivariate) analysis of sex
harassment, bullying and harassment and any other serious problem
impacting on health/ well-being to find out which workplace, job and
individual characteristics are more prevalent (Section 9.1);

Then move to model (multivariate analysis) reports of problems of this
kind and discusses the difficulties of comparing these results with other
surveys (Section 9.2);

present some likely explanations for the model (Section 9.3);

and finally some analysis of the questions reporting negative behaviour
in the workplace (Section 9.4).
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9.1 Descriptive analysis of sex harassment, bullying and
harassment and any other serious problem impacting on
health/ well-being

We are first briefly going to look at the bivariate analysis for each of these
problems. Table B8.1 shows that sex harassment rose above 1 per cent with
just a few characteristics. Since the numbers of respondents reporting sex
harassment were so small, bivariate analysis for this kind of problem does not
tend to produce significant results but almost all those reporting sex
harassment were women. We are able to say a little bit more about significant
bivariate results for the other types of bullying and harassment from Table
B8.1:

National and workplace characteristics, SIC is the only significant variable with
employees in Public Administration reporting more bullying and harassment
than employees Manufacturing or Construction®.

Job characteristics, those with more than one job were more likely to report
bullying and harassment than those with one job.

Individual characteristics, trade union members, women, the disabled, and
gay, lesbian and bisexual employees were more likely to report bullying and
harassment.?® In addition, Table B7.2 suggests that the disabled were more
likely to report other serious problems which have had a severe impact on
their physical or psychological health/ well-being.

9.2 Modelling sex harassment, bullying and harassment and any
other serious problem impacting on health/ well-being

The dependent variable for the multivariate analysis reported in Table B9.2
was any experience of bullying or sexual harassment or any other problem
with a severe on health/ well-being. See section 2.4 for a more in depth
interpretation of the outputs in Table B9.2 and Table B9.3; and a description
of the regression method used.

National and workplace characteristics, Model 1 shows none of these
characteristics were significant.

Job characteristics, Model 2 shows that those with more than one job,
members of trade unions and those with less than a year’s service were more
likely to report these types of problems.

Individual characteristics, Model 3 shows that women and the disabled were
more likely to report these problems.

22 In the 2005 pilot FTWS, the incidence of bullying and harassment was twice as high in the public sector as the
private sector but this was explained in part as a compositional effect.
23 In the 2005 pilot FTWS, women and disabled workers were more likely to report bullying and harassment and both

of these groups were more likely to work in the public sector.
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Final model. None of the national or workplace characteristics were significant
in Model 4 but all of the job characteristics mentioned above appeared in the
final model.

e Trade union members were 84 per cent more likely to report bullying
or harassment;

e More than one job. Those with more than one job were 99 per cent
more likely to report bullying or harassment;

e Job service. Those with less than a year’s job service were between
62 per cent and 130 per cent more likely to report bullying and
harassment than employees in each of the longer-service brackets.

e Gender. Women were 73 per cent more likely to report bullying or
harassment than men;

e Disabled. Those who were disabled were more than twice as likely to
report bullying and harassment;

e Sexual orientation. Those who were and gay, lesbian and bisexual
employees were almost 4 times more likely to report bullying and
harassment than heterosexuals;

e Knowledge score / Sufficiency of knowledge. Finally, those who
needed to know more about their rights were between 91 per cent and
161 per cent more likely to report bullying and harassment as those
who did not need to know more. This relationship existed for those
who knew more about employment rights as well as those who knew
less.

In one respect, using any experience of bullying or sexual harassment or any
other problem with a severe impact on health/ well-being as the dependent
variable for this analysis is not ideal. Respondents were asked about bullying
and harassment in the previous two years whereas they were asked about
their experience of another problem with a severe impact on health/ well-being
over the previous five years. We can get round this difficulty by using data for
this last variable which occurred as part of a main problem which happened in
2006 or later. This version of the dependent variable serves as a handy check
to make sure we are not detaching the problems we want to model from the
characteristics we are using to explain them. The results for the final model of
this dependent variable were very similar to those for the first version except
that length of service was not significant when we modelled problems
occurring over a shorter time span.?*

One further check on the dependent variable was conducted by leaving out
the ‘any other serious problem’ category altogether and modelling bullying and
harassment and sex harassment in the last two years. This was a rather crude
way of dealing with the different time scales of the different questions because
any differences that arose with this variable might have had little or nothing to
with time scale and more to do with differences between the correlates of
bullying and harassment and any other serious problem to do with health/
well-being. Such differences had not been evident in the bivariate analysis but
we could not rule them out entirely. In fact, the effect was the same as before:
the same variables were significant with exception of length of service which

24 In addition, those who were not well informed and needed to know more were 67 per cent more likely to report
problems than those who were well informed and needed to know more. In other words, employees whose
knowledge was relatively weak seemed to be more reliant on the experience of bullying and harassment to

demonstrate that they needed to learn more about their rights.
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ceased to be significant when the time period for reporting problems was
shortened.

None of the variables we have identified as significant figured in the final
regression model in Irish Bullying in the Workplace Survey (O’Connell, et al
2007). The significant variables in the Irish survey were employees in
education, public administration, personal services and transport;
establishments with 26 or more employees; and higher academic
qualifications. The Irish study also included some significant variables, not
available in the main FTWS®, which showed changes in management or
corporate reorganisation increased bullying risk. Finally, O’Connell et al
(2007) found that a formal policy on workplace bullying reduced reports of
bullying.

9.3 Possible explanations for the model

Trade union membership

Plausible explanations for the finding that being a trade union member
increased the reporting of employment problems have already been
discussed in Chapters 7 and 8.

More than one job

The finding that employees with more than one job were more likely to report
problems has also been discussed before (in Chapter 8) and the results
reported in this Chapter seems to confirm the comprehensive vulnerability of
this small group to ill-treatment in the workplace. We are, however, no nearer
to finding a likely explanation for this finding.

Job service

The new finding that those with employment tenure of less than a year were
more likely to report problems than those with any other period of service was
not confirmed when the period of time in which problems were reported was
curtailed. Yet, if reports of bullying and harassment were more likely to occur
earlier in an employee’s tenure of a job, it is in fact more likely that the shorter
period for problems would disproportionately reduce the number of such
problems included in the model for those with longer service. This would
follow because the initial period of employment for those with longer service
would now be outside the model. In this case we would expect the association
between tenure of less than a year and bullying and harassment to be
confirmed, even strengthened. The fact that this does not happen argues
against the suggestion that it is during the first twelve months of a job that
people are particularly likely to report bullying or harassment. We might
therefore consider whether the finding reported in Table B9.2 is evidence that
bullying and harassment may have increased in the very recent past. The next

25 Though these questions were included in the self-completion supplement to the 2008 FTWS which is not covered
by this report.
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section may give us some help with this since it summarises the bivariate
analysis of negative behaviour in the workplace.

Gender

Why might women be particularly likely to report bullying and harassment but
not other types of employment problem? Might it be the case, for example,
that when faced with the same behaviour, women were more likely than men
to report that they have been bullied or harassed? Once more the next section
may give us some help with this question since it summarises the bivariate
analysis of negative behaviour in the workplace which respondents could
report without being required to label this behaviour bullying or harassment.

Disabled and long-term sick

The disabled and those with long-term conditions featured in Chapter 7 for
employment rights problems but in this chapter we revisit the idea that some
of the association with problems might be caused by the effects of bullying
and harassment. In Chapter 7 the problems the disabled experienced with
employment rights tended to be the problems we would anticipate amongst
employees who were already disabled or have a long-term illness. It is much
easier to find support for the suggestion that being disabled might be a
dependent variable in the current chapter where we have noted that 42 per
cent of those who experienced it said the bullying and harassment had a
moderate or severe impact on physical health/ well-being (48 per cent for
mental health/ well-being).

Sexual orientation

The absence of significant results for gay, lesbian and bisexual employees in
earlier chapters should be given less weight than the absence of significant
results for women in Chapters 7 and 8 simply because the analysis of sexual
orientation was severely limited by the small numbers of cases we were able
to include in our models. It may well be that a survey with a larger sample of
gay, lesbian and bisexual employees would be able to show that this group
was vulnerable to more than one kind of employment problem. This was
certainly the implication of analysis of the 2005 pilot for the FTWS (Fevre,
Grainger and Brewer, forthcoming). It is underlined by the large percentages
for gay lesbian and bisexual employees’ experiences of both specific
problems with employment rights (Table B7.1) and unfair treatment and
discrimination (Table B8.1) which nevertheless fail to produce significant
results in multivariate analysis.

Knowledge score / Sufficiency of knowledge.

Some plausible explanations for this finding have already been discussed in
Chapters 7 and 8.
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9.4 Negative behaviour in the workplace

Chapter 6 introduced a measure of negative behaviour which provided
another way of investigating some of the workplace problems which are
conceptualized as bullying or harassment. Recall from Table 6.2 that just over
half the sample reported some experience of such negative behaviour. The
results of the seven-item measure are reported in Table B9.4. There are
similarities between the multivariate analysis of bullying and harassment and
these findings in the bivariate analysis of the negative acts factors®®. Most
obviously, being a member of a trade union and being disabled occurred in all
three types of negative behaviour which are summarised in the Table.

National and Workplace Characteristics, show private sector employees were
less likely to report denigration and disrespect and public sector employees
were (overwhelmingly) more likely to report violence. Employees in
workplaces with trade union recognition were more likely to report all three
types of negative behaviour. Those in workplaces with a HR department were
more likely to report unreasonable management and violence. Those in
workplaces with an equal opportunities policy were more likely to report
violent negative acts. Finally employees in Public Administration were more
likely to report denigration and disrespect and violence than employees in
Banking.

Job Characteristics, routine and manual employees were more likely than
managerial and professional employees to report denigration and disrespect.
The same was true for those earning under £25,000 a year versus higher-paid
employees. The reverse was true of unreasonable management and violence:
managerial and professional employees were more likely than routine and
manual employees, and those earning over £15,000 were more likely than
those earning less than £15,000, to report them. Full-time workers were more
likely than part-time workers to report unreasonable management and
violence. Those who had experienced equal opportunities training were more
likely than those who had not, to report denigration and disrespect and
violence.

As mentioned above, trade union members were more likely than non-
members to report all three negative acts factors. This perhaps makes it less
feasible that trade union members were more likely to report bullying and
harassment simply because they were more inclined to label particular
behaviours in this way. The numbers of employees with more than one job
was too small to allow us to reach conclusions from bivariate analysis of
negative behaviour. The analysis does, however, suggest that employees with
the shortest period of service were less likely to report any type of negative
behaviour whereas they were more likely to report bullying and harassment.

Individual Characteristics, women were more likely than men to report both
denigration and disrespect and violence. The UK born were more likely than

26 Note that the specialist literature tends to assume that there is limited overlap between negative behaviour and
self-identified victims of bullying. In particular, less than half of the respondents that are counted as bullying victims
by researchers analysing responses to the negative acts questionnaire reported themselves as bullied (Salin, 2001;
Notelaers et al, 2006; Lutgen-Sandvik et al, 2007).
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those born elsewhere to report all three types of negative behaviour. Finally,
the disabled were more likely than non-members to report all three negative
acts factors. As with the variable for more than one job, the number of gay,
lesbian and bisexual employees was too small to allow us to draw conclusions
from bivariate analysis.

Table B9.4 reports bivariate analysis, so we do not know whether women
were significantly more likely to report negative behaviour net of statistical
controls. For example, women may be more likely to work in an employment
sector which exposes them to more negative behaviour, for example more
violence (cf. Fevre, et al 2008). While bearing this in mind, the table does not
provide evidence to support the suggestion that when faced with the same
behaviour, women were more likely than men to report that they have been
bullied or harassed.

Finally, the fact that the disabled and those with long-term illnesses were
more likely to report all three types of negative behaviour does not really help
us to decide whether being ill or disabled is an effect or a cause of the
reported problem. This association is particularly pronounced for
unreasonable management and denigration and disrespect but is significant
for all 7 individual measures of negative behaviour. For example, the disabled
and those with long-term illness were more likely to report all of the following
monthly or more often: proper procedures (9 per cent versus 2 per cent),
disrespectful or rude (11 per cent versus 6 per cent), humiliated and ridiculed
(4 per cent versus 1 per cent). Further analysis is needed to investigate the
association between different types of illness, including obvious physical
disability and emotional and psychological problems, and both bullying and
harassment and negative behaviour (cf. Fevre, et al 2008). A priority for this
research should be the possible concentration of reports of violence in the
workplace amongst those reporting one or more of these long-standing
conditions: arthritis, asthma, blood/circulation problems, cancer, diabetes,
digestive/bowel disorders.

9.5 Summary

Who was more likely to suffer from bullying or harassment?

e Trade union members were 84 per cent more likely to report bullying or
harassment,

e Those with more than one job were 99 per cent more likely to report
bullying or harassment

e Those with less than a year’s job service were between 62 per cent
and 130 per cent more likely to report bullying and harassment than
employees in each of the longer-service brackets.

e Women were 73 per cent more likely to report bullying or harassment
than men.

e Those who were not disabled were less than half as likely to report
bullying and harassment.

e Those who were and gay, lesbian and bisexual employees were 271
per cent more likely to report bullying and harassment than
heterosexuals.
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Employees who needed to know more about their rights were between
91 per cent and 161 per cent more likely to report bullying and
harassment as those who did not need to know more.

Possible explanations for these results

The result for bullying and harassment means trade union members
were now significantly more likely to report all the problems discussed
in Chapters 5 to 9. As with the previous chapter, it may now be a little
more likely that membership of a trade union is a dependent variable.
Holding more than one job which, like being in a trade union, is
significant for more than one type of problem at work but we are no
further advanced in understanding whey this might be so.

The picture for employees with short service is perplexing because the
results for bullying and harassment are contradicted by bivariate results
for negative behaviour. This might be suggest that any very recent
increase in reports of bullying and harassment has occurred because
people are more prepared to apply this label.

There is no evidence to suggest that women were more likely to apply
the label of bullying and harassment than men. Indeed, bivariate
analysis of negative behaviour suggests women were more likely to
report violence as well as denigration and disrespect. To develop
explanations of the effect of gender on bullying and harassment we
need more information on who is said to be responsible and in what
circumstances this behaviour occurs.

The disabled and long-term sick appear in the final model of
multivariate analysis once more but, in contrast to the results for
specific problems with employment rights, there is a more than a hint
that bullying and harassment were contributing to problems with
physical or mental health/ well-being.

The analysis reported in this chapter does not suggest that reports of
bullying and harassment are quite as randomly distributed as reports of
unfair treatment and discrimination. Perhaps surprisingly, it seems that
bullying and harassment were more likely to be reported by some of
the employees who were protected by equalities legislation, including
gays, lesbians and bisexuals.

We have nothing to add on the need to know more about employment
rights.
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10 Do the most serious problems get resolved?

In Chapter 5, we found around a third of survey respondents had a problem at
work mainly covering either employment rights in the last 5 years (29 per cent)
or covering unfair treatment (13 per cent), discrimination (7 per cent) and
bullying (7 per cent) in the last 2 years. Section 6.5 looked at a subset of
these problems by asking respondents ‘to focus on their most serious problem
at work’ and this chapter continues with these problems by exploring:

e whether they are over (Section 10.1), and if so:

e how long it took to resolve them (10.2)

e and what was the final outcome (10.3).

Whilst some headline changes were seen with British employees feeling
better informed about their rights than they did in 2005 (Chapter 3) and
reporting less problems in this area too (Chapter 6), less has changed around
resolving those problems since 2005. With this survey, however, we are able
to present a more comprehensive and robust set of results than we did before.
It is also worth noting the survey was conducted before changes to the
dispute resolution system were implemented in April 2009%”. These changes
were a result of a Government consultation on the recommendations of the
Gibbons Review into better dispute resolution.

10.1 Current status of most serious problems

Chart 10.1 shows how survey respondents assessed the current status of
their most serious problem. The majority were clear about whether the
problem was ‘now over’ (60 per cent) or ‘still ongoing’ (31 per cent). Relatively
few (9 per cent) gave responses of ‘most likely now over’ or ‘too early to say’.
On a comparable set of problems between the 2005 Employment Rights at
Work Survey (ERWS) and 2008 Fair Treatment at Work Survey (FTWS),
there is little change in these results.

Chart 10.1 Current status of most serious problems

B Now over B Most likely now over = Too early to say M Still ongoing

2008 4% 31%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem at work asked Q6.8 (weighted = 1313; unweighted = 1300);

27 See review and consultation at www.berr.gov.uk/consultations/page38508.html.
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In Chart 10.2 we start to look for differences between the 4 main problems
categories. The chart indicates the majority of problems with specific
employment rights and bullying/ harassment (59 and 57 per cent) are ‘now
over’ in comparison with unfair treatment (51 per cent) and discrimination (42
per cent). Further a larger number of respondents with the latter two problems
state their problem is ‘most likely now over’ or ‘too early to say’ compared with
the former two. While neither of these results are statistically significant this
raises the question of whether such problems involve greater uncertainty or
complexity and are therefore more difficult to resolve. We explore this further
in the next section.

Chart 10.2 Current status of most serious problem by type of problem

m Now over W Mostlikely now over m Too early to say = Still ongoing

All most serious problems 60% 4% 31%

Most serious problem
involves employment rights

59% % 33%

Most serious problem

0, 0/ 0,
involves unfair treatment 5% 6% 36%

Most serious problem

involves discrimination 2 6% 40%

Most serious problem

involves 6% 32%
bullying/harassment

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Note: ‘Employment rights’ includes ‘Other problem to do with rights at work’ as well as the individual employment rights. There were only 11
(unweighted) cases of a most serious problem that involved sexual harassment, so results are not shown separately

Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem at work involving the specified problem category from Q6.8

(All unweighted=1300; employment rights unweighted = 937 ; unfair treatment unweighted = 266; discrimination unweighted = 143 ;
bullying/harassment unweighted= 163)

10.2 Average time taken to resolve problems

The elapsed time between the start of the problem and its resolution was
asked of all those who felt their problem was ‘now over’ or ‘most likely now
over. In Chart 10.3, the median resolution time, numbers in black on the
chart, is 3 months compared with the mean, numbers in red on the chart, of
about 8 months. The large difference is due to the skew in distribution by a
minority of problems taking some time to resolve which affects the mean more
than the median.

On a comparable set of problems, this shows a moderate increase between
surveys from around 6 months in 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey
(ERWS). Interestingly, the 2008 results are the same as those in the English
and Welsh Civil and Social Justice Survey (EWCSJS) which also found a
mean elapsed time of 8 months and median elapsed time of 3 months for
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employment problems (Pleasence, 2006). See the glossary for information on
the comparability between the two surveys.

To explore whether certain problems take longer to resolve than others, the
chart also looks at the mean length of time (years) and distribution (each box
represents first quartile (bottom), median (middle), third quartile (top) and
range at the tails). This is for selected problem types as we are restricted by
the available sample size to only the most common problems.

Chart 10.3 Length of time to resolve problems (years)

10.00
9.00
8.00 1
7.00

6.00

—&— Mean

Source: BIS’'s FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents that have had a most serious problem at work involving the specified problem category, where the problem has been
resolved from Q6.2, Q6.9 (unweighted bases shown in brackets)

On the more representative median measure, we see problems that involve
discrimination (9 months), bullying/ harassment (about 7 months) and the
employer not following a set disciplinary (complaint) procedure (about 7
months) tend to take longer to resolve. These are followed soon after by those
with a severe impact on health/ well-being (6 months), a limit on working
hours (about 6 months), employer not following a set grievance procedure
(about 6 months) and unfair treatment (about 5 months). Then followed by
specific employment rights problems related to contract (about 4 months),
health and safety (3 months), pay (about 2 months), sick pay (about 2
months) and unfair dismissal (about 1 month) taking less time to resolve. Most
of the differences are not significant.

This gives some support to the observation in Section 10.1 that some
problems like those involving discrimination take longer to resolve.
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Comparisons with the 2005 ERWS results shows some change where the
following average duration times for problems were presented; a limit on
working hours (1 year), the employer not following a set grievance procedure
(5 months), pay (5 months) and not following a set disciplinary (complaint)
procedure (3 months), compared with averages of about 9 72 months, 9 V2
months, 6 months and about 9 %2 months respectively for each problem in
2008. Much of this variation could probably be down to sample size, since in
the 2005 ERWS there were only around 20 observations to base these
estimates on (55 for pay), whilst in 2008 we have between 40 and 70
observations (115 for pay).

How different national, workplace, job and individual characteristics relate to
the median length of time taken to resolve the most serious problem is
provided in Table B10.1. Note the workplace, job and even individual
characteristics may have changed since the most serious problems arose.
This caveat needs to be borne in mind when considering the table and the key
bivariate differences as follows:

National and workplace characteristics, while Section 5.1 (Table B5.1)
suggested Wales had a higher percentage of respondents reporting any
problems, but findings here show their most serious problems take less time
to resolve compared with England. The opposite appears true for those
working in the third sector, but this result is not significant due to small sample
sizes. In terms of other workplace characteristics, the most serious problems
in workplaces with recognised trade unions, in the public sector and in
banking, finance and insurance take longer to resolve compared with other
workplaces.

Job characteristics, according to Section 5.1 those in routine or manual
occupations, with shorter job tenure and lower earnings were all found to
report more problems at work, we find the most serious problem of these
same characteristics also take less time to resolve. This also applies to non-
permanent workers and those without managerial or supervisory duties or
equal opportunities training. While trade union members were more likely to
experience problems in every main category (Table B7.1 and B8.1), their most
serious problems actually take longer to resolve compared with non-members.

Individual characteristics, while those with a disability or long-term health
condition were more likely to experience problems overall (Table B5.1) and in
every main category (Table B7.1 and B8.1), we now find their most serious
problems take more time to resolve compared with those without such a
condition. The same appears true for gay/lesbian/bisexual respondents, but
this result is not significant due to small sample sizes. Younger workers (16 —
24 year olds) were found to report more specific employment problems and
unfair treatment or discrimination (Table 7.1 and 8.1) and here we find their
most serious problems take less time to resolve.

Except for the disabled and trade union members, in many of the groups who
reported more problems in Chapters 5 - 9 the bivariate analysis shows shorter
resolution times. Otherwise resolution times were broadly the same. Some of
these results may be explained by the type of problems these groups are
more likely to experience where the disabled and trade union members were
more likely to experience a range of problems.
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Unsurprisingly, the median resolution time of a problem is slightly longer
(between 5 and 10 months) when the respondent has consulted either a trade
union at work or outside work, ACAS or a solicitor compared with when they
haven’t (2 — 4 months). Similar results were found when the respondents tried
more formal means of resolving the problems like a formal meeting, put their
concerns in writing, making an employment tribunal application or getting
someone to act on their behalf. None of these results were significant and
differences were generally in terms of a month or two. This result was also
found in the 2005 ERWS.

We chose not to explore further how all these characteristics interrelate.
Instead we move to explore the eventual outcome from the problem, as it can
be argued it is more important to understand what contributes to a problem
being successfully resolved than how long this takes.

10.3 Outcome of most serious problem

The majority (73 per cent) of those who had experienced problems at work
had stayed with the same employer, compared with 72 per cent in the 2005
ERWS. When looking at those whose most serious problem was ‘now over’ or
‘most likely over’ this rises slightly to 76 per cent as shown in Chart 10.4.
When those who had subsequently changed employer were asked whether
this decision was a direct result of the problem, 50 per cent said this was in
2008 which compares very closely to 53 per cent who said this in 2005. This
equates to 18 per cent of respondents who had experienced a problem and
said that they left their employer as a direct result.

Chart 10.4 Outcome of most serious problem

M Problem resolved in some other way M Left employer as a direct result of this problem

Problem now over/most
likely over

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents whose problem is now over or most likely over from Q6.8 (846 weighted, 831 unweighted)

Although it is difficult to compare directly with the English and Welsh Civil and
Social Justice Survey findings (see glossary), their research found 25 per cent
of those experiencing employment problems had been sacked or made
redundant, with a further 8 per cent reporting they resolved their problem by
leaving their employer (Pleasence, 2006).
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A further breakdown of the eventual outcome of resolved problems is given in
Chart 10.5. On a single reason the most frequent given were ‘their employer
took action to address the problem’ (30 per cent), ‘they resigned or left of their
own accord’ as a result of the problem (16 per cent, a sub reason of how they
left their employer), ‘nothing happened or went on as before’ (14 per cent) and
‘they and their employer came to a compromise’ (11 per cent). Against similar
results from the 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) little has
changed in the pattern of reasons.

Chart 10.5 Final outcome of most serious problem

My employer took action to
address my 30%
problem/complaint
e N
accord °
beforefforgot about it ’
My employer and I came to a _ 1%
compromise °
Moved jobs within the
. 5%
organisation
Itook action to address my o
, . 4%
employer's problem/complaint
Resolved in some other way - 4%
lwas dismissed - 4%
|was made redundant - 3%
Ileffmoved jobs (notas a 0
. 3%
directresult)

Someone else resigned/was 0
o 3%
dismissed

Made redundant I 1%

Leftfor some other reason F 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents whose problem is now over or most likely over from Q6.35b. Q6.35¢ (846 weighted, 831 unweighted)
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In an attempt to distinguish between ‘positive’ and 'negative’ outcomes in the
way a problem was resolved, the categories in Chart 10.5 were classed as
follows:

Chart 10.6 Resolution outcome of the most serious problem

Positive Negative
My employer took action to address my problem I resign/left of my own accord
My employer and | came to a compromise Nothing/just went on as before/forgot about it
Moved jobs within the organisation | was dismissed
| took action to address my employer’s problem | was made redundant
| left/moved jobs (not as a direct result) Someone else resigned/was dismissed
Resolved in some other way Left for some other reason (as a direct result)

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Note: Answer categories from Q6.35b. Q6.35¢

While the classification in Chart 10.6 may in certain instances be a mismatch
or simplistic interpretation of the conclusion of a complex problem, it should
indicate on the whole whether a positive or negative outcome was achieved in
resolving the problem. On this basis, 52 per cent of the problems had a
positive outcome and 47 per cent a negative one (1 per cent did not know).
We now examine how different national, workplace, job and individual
characteristics relate to each position in Table B10.2. As noted in Section
10.2, the workplace and job and even individual characteristics may have
changed since the problems occurred, this caveat should be borne in mind
when considering the table and the key bivariate differences are as follows:

National and workplace characteristics, certain ‘corporate resources’ appear
with public sector (62 per cent), banking, finance and insurance (57 per cent),
larger organisations (62 per cent with 500 or more employees), those with
trade union recognition (67 per cent), an HR department (60 per cent) or an
equal opportunities policy (58 per cent) are more likely to have positive
outcomes to problems compared to those workplaces without these
characteristics.

Job characteristics, certain measures of social economic status come out
strongly showing a more positive outcome for higher occupations (59 per cent
for intermediate occupations), higher earnings (67 per cent for earnings over
£40k+), trade union members (70 per cent), those with just one job (57 per
cent), longer job service (80 per cent for those in a job more than 15 years)
and those with equal opportunities training (60 per cent).

Individual characteristics, younger workers (47 per cent for 16 — 24 year olds)
were less likely to have positive outcomes than older workers (59 per cent for
those 50 and over). Also those with problems with specific employment rights
(51 per cent) were more likely to have a positive outcome compared with
unfair treatment (44 per cent), discrimination (41 per cent), bullying /
harassment (47 per cent) or sexual harassment (35 per cent). While these
results weren’t always significant due to small sample sizes in certain cases,
this perhaps indicates the added difficulty of resolving these problems
compared with specific employment rights in a ‘positive’ manner.
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Ad(ditional characteristics are added to the bivariate analysis in Table B10.2.
These are a range of variables to define the advice sought and the main
actions taken. This shows when no information or advice is sought (41 per
cent) or no action taken?® (36 per cent) much lower positive outcomes
compared with when any advice (about 60 per cent) or action (about 55 per
cent) is taken. Employment tribunals applications (30 per cent), advice from a
solicitor (44 per cent), CAB (36 per cent) or ACAS (49 per cent) also
suggested lower positive outcomes compared with other sources and actions
and this is more likely to be explained by the severity of the problem and this
is more likely to lead to the respondent leaving their employer.

We progress from the bivariate to the multivariate in Table B10.3 to analyse
what characteristics relate to a positive outcome when other characteristics
are controlled for. In the multivariate analysis of Chapters 7 and 8, only those
respondents whose problem was with their current or most recent employer
were included. This was to control for the issue of a mismatch between
characteristics and the problem, since these characteristics may have
changed from when the problem arose. Like the multivariate analysis in
Chapter 9, we are unable to control for this due to limitations in the data on
whether the most serious problem was with a current/recent or previous
employer. See section 2.4 for a more in depth interpretation of the outputs in
Table B10.3 and Table B10.4; and a description of the regression method
used.

We find in models on national and workplace characteristics (Model 1) certain
‘corporate resources’ (i.e. trade union recognition, HR/ personnel facilities and
equal opportunities policy) were significant and increased the chance of a
positive outcome. On job characteristics (Model 2) those with equal
opportunities training and longer job service are more likely to have more
positive outcomes. Individual characteristics (Model 3) show no personal
attributes are significant, apart from the combined knowledge score and
sufficiency of knowledge variable (see section 7.2 for details on its
construction) where those who felt they needed to know more about their
rights, ‘don’t know enough’, were more likely to find a positive outcome to their
problem.

A new variable is included in individual characteristics on whether the
respondent felt they might be victimised or treated unfairly if they made a
formal complaint at work. This follows from the discussion in Section 7.5
where those with any problem at work in the last 5 years were more likely to
feel this way. The variable is introduced in the multivariate analysis through
out Chapter 10 and 11 to test whether this feeling has an impact on the
resolution of a problem. This variable, however, is not significant here.

Ad(ditional characteristics are added to the multivariate analysis in Model 3.
These are a range of variables to define the problem experienced, the advice
sought, the main actions taken and two other variables on; whether the

28 No action taken in terms of (1) tried to resolve the problem informally, (2) put concerns about the issue that led to
the problem in writing to your employer, (3) discussed the issue that led to the problem with their employer, either
face-to-face or by telephone, (4) went to a formal meeting where you and a manager or senior person at the place
where you worked sat down together to discuss the issue that led to the problem and (5) made an application to an

Employment Tribunal (ET).
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respondent felt they would have benefited from more help or support in trying
to resolve the problem and whether there was anything about the way in
which they handled the situation that they wish they had done differently.
Within these characteristics, seeking advice from a manager, union
representative at work, friend (with or without specialist knowledge) or
colleague, and having a discussion with your employer or putting the concerns
in writing were all more likely to lead to a positive outcome to the problem.
While making an application to an employment tribunal and those who felt
they would have benefitted from more help and support were less likely to
reach a positive outcome.

Final model. This brings together variables from the previous models
described. The significant variables from the earlier models which do not
appear in Model 4 are the workplace characteristics (trade union recognition
and personnel / HR department); equal opportunities training, awareness and
knowledge of rights, whether consulted a friend or colleague and put the
concern in writing. The ones that remain are:

e Equal opportunities policy, respondents in workplaces with this
policy are more than twice as likely to reach a positive outcome to their
problem as those in workplaces without one.

e Length of service, there is a positive correlation between a positive
outcome and job tenure. For example, those with 15 or more years of
service with their employer are ten times more likely to reach a positive
resolution compared with those with job tenure of up to a year. This is
of course a direct consequence of how our positive/ negative outcome
indicator is constructed. Those who leave their employer (negative
outcome) may start with another employer and therefore their job
service returns to zero.

e Advice from Manager or trade union representative at work, those
who sought advice from a manager or trade union representative at
work were more likely to find a positive outcome to their problem, with
those consulting a manager twice as likely to reach a positive outcome
compared with those who didn't and almost twice as likely when
consulting a union representative than those who didn't.

e Discussed with employer, those who discussed the issue that led to
the problem with their employer, either face-to-face or by telephone
were about 80 per cent more likely to reach a successful outcome than
those who didn't.

e Application to an employment tribunal, those who made an
application to a tribunal were about 25 per cent less likely to resolve
their problem in positive way. Some caution should be taken with this
result as it is based on small sample size, but this is likely to be a
consequence of the severity of the problems leading to this action, and
as a result most respondents would leave their employer.

¢ Benefitted from more help and support, those who had all the help
and support they needed to deal with the problem were more than
three times as likely to reach a positive conclusion to their problem as
those who didn’t.

We explore some possible explanations for these results below, but first it is
possible to make some limited comparison with the results of multivariate
analysis on the previous 2005 ERWS.
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There are differences in both the dependent and independent variables used
to model the outcome of the problem in this survey and the previous ERWS
so great care needs to be taken in interpreting any comparison. In 2005, four
variables were significant in the multivariate analysis. The odds of a
respondent whose problem was ‘now over or ‘most likely over had been
satisfactory resolved were increased by being a trade union or staff
association member, being more aware their rights and discussing the
problem with their employer face to face. The odds of the problem being
satisfactory resolved were decreased when advice was sought from CAB
compared with those who didn't.

The overlap between the results of the present and previous survey is
therefore limited to just a discussion with their employer. A key factor in the
difference between the results is sample size; in 2005 only 259 cases were
available to run the regression on while in 2008 we were able to use 731. In
addition, significant variables in 2008 like equal opportunities policy were not
available in 2005, and these are shown to have a stronger relationship to
problems with positive outcomes by this survey than variables like awareness
and knowledge of rights which appeared in an earlier model but not the final
one.

Equal opportunities policy

Workplaces with a written equal opportunities policy featured quite regularly in
the multivariate analysis of Chapter 3 and 4, its presence in the workplace
was associated with greater general awareness and more confidence about
knowing where to find information about their rights. It also appeared in
Chapter 8, where respondents were more likely to report less unfair treatment
or discrimination than those in workplaces without it. A possible reason given
for these results were a written equal opportunities policy represented high
trust relations between employer and employee and therefore greater
confidence in the employee that their rights were taken care of and supported.
With the result workplaces with this policy are more likely to produce better
outcomes to problems, this extends the reasoning that these workplaces are
also better positioned to deal with emerging problems as well due to the good
relations that already exist between employer and employee.

Sought advice from a manager at work / trade union rep at work

A plausible explanation for these results is discussed in Section 11.1 on the
type of advice and information sought.

Discussed with employer / made an application to an employment
tribunal

A plausible explanation for these results is discussed in Section 11.2 on the
type of further action taken on the problem.

Benefitted from more help and support

A plausible explanation for these results is discussed in Section 11.4 on the
lessons learnt.
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10.4 Summary

Current status of the most serious problem

About two thirds of those who had a most serious problem stated this
was ‘now over’ or ‘most likely over’ at the time of the survey. Similar
results were found in 2005.

There were differences in results by problem type with fewer problems
‘now over’ or ‘most likely over’ when this involves unfair treatment or
discrimination, but this result was not significant.

Average time taken to resolve problems

About 8 months is the mean time taken to resolve a problem, which is a
slight increase from 6 months found in the 2005 Employment Rights at
Work Survey (ERWS). The median time taken is 3 months because the
distribution is skewed heavily by a minority of problems taking longer to
resolve.

There are again some differences between problem types, with
discrimination, bullying/ harassment and an employer not following a
set disciplinary (complaint) procedure taking longer to resolve and
many of the problems specific to employment rights take shorter.
Differences amongst a range of workplace, job and individual
characteristics are also present with those with a disability or long
standing illness and trade union members with problems taking longer
to resolve, whilst a range of other characteristics (i.e. 16 — 24 year olds,
non-permanent workers) all taking less time than average to resolve
their problems.

Problems where external advice (i.e. trade unions, ACAS) is sought or
more formal action taken to resolve the problem (i.e. formal meeting,
employment tribunal application) take slightly longer to resolve than
those that don’t, but this is not a statistically significant.

Eventual outcome

A significant number of respondents (18 per cent) leave their employer
as a direct result of a problem or 24 per cent of those with resolved
problems.

Constructing a broad indicator of positive and negative outcomes to a
resolved problem we find a workplace with a written equal opportunities
policy are more likely to reach a positive outcome, also those who
sought advice from a manager or trade union representative at work or
discussed the problem with their employer. Those who made
employment tribunal application and those who also felt they would
have benefitted from more help and support were less likely to reach a
positive outcome.
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11 How are the most serious problems resolved?

We now look in more depth at the information, advice and further actions
survey respondents took to try and resolve their most serious problem. As
discussed in Chapter 2, the employment rights framework places with the
individual the responsibility of once knowing their rights and the support
available to take the right action to demand and achieve their right when a
problem at work arises. This chapter considers this action in three stages:
e What advice and information is sought and how much do they
contribute to resolving the problem (Section 11.1)
e What further actions or methods of resolution are taken and how much
do they contribute to resolving the problem (11.2)
e Presents bivariate and multivariate analysis to compare those who took
some form of action on their problem compared with those who didn’t
(11.3)
e What lessons were learnt and would they have done anything
differently in resolving the problem (11.4).

11.1 The type of information or advice sought

Respondents were asked of their most serious problem:
Did you try to get advice or information to help you resolve this problem from
any of these sources? (Q6.10)
As Chart 11.1 shows 72 per cent sought some kind of information or advice
for their most serious problem, of these 46 per cent contacted a single source
for information while the rest contacted more than one source.

Chart 11.1 Number of sources of information or advice consulted
about the most serious problem

5%

@ None

@ One

HTwo

O Three

& Four

8 Five or more

20%

33%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem from Q6.10 (weighted=1313; unweighted=1300)

126



Fair Treatment at Work Report

On a comparable set of problems, this shows a significant increase between
surveys of respondents seeking advice or support for their problem from 53
per cent in the 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey (ERWS) to 72 per
cent in 2008 and provides further confidence that individuals are taking
responsibility for finding out whether their rights are being infringed.

The majority (59 per cent) chose to seek this advice or information
straightaway, while 23 per cent sought it within a month of the problem
starting, 12 per cent within 6 months and just 5 per cent any time later. Survey
respondents were also asked whether anyone acting on their behalf tried to
get advice or information to help them resolve their problem and 21 per cent
had. This course of action was preferred in the public sector (29 per cent) and
with trade union or staff association members (31 per cent). This was also
more prevalent amongst those whose problems involved bullying/ harassment
in the workplace (30 per cent).

We now examine survey respondents’ journey around who they contacted,
from where they went first, how well they assessed the source that served
them, where they went subsequently and what source served them best
overall. Chart 11.2 shows the majority (82 per cent) chose at some point to
contact a workplace source compared with a provider (42 per cent). Other
sources like friends and relatives with or without specialist knowledge were
also favoured by between 11 and 13 per cent of respondents. An internet
search (1 per cent) and any other source (3 per cent) were less common
points of contact for those who sought information and advice.

In terms of specific workplace sources, a manager at work (38 per cent)
followed by a personnel/HR officer (24 per cent), another colleague at work
(23 per cent), a trade union representative at work (21 per cent) and a staff
handbook (10 per cent) were more common than others. In comparison the
most favoured sources of contact overall for providers were a trade union (23
per cent), CAB or solicitor (both 9 per cent) and ACAS (7 per cent).

Chart 11.2 also shows what percentage made each source their first point of
contact. By this measure workplace sources (71 per cent) are favoured by far
over providers (15 per cent) or any other sources as a first point of contact
with the same order of popularity for individual sources as above.

The difference between the percentage who sought first contact and all
contacts with each source show the percentage of subsequent contacts with
each source. On this basis, providers become more common as a subsequent
contact. In fact a trade union is the most common single source for
subsequent contact followed by a number of workplace sources like a
manager at work, personnel /HR and other colleague at work. It is worth
noting the library, a job centre, the employment tribunal service and the
internet were only chosen as subsequent contacts.
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Chart 11.2 Sources of advice or information

M % of respondents who first went to this source for information or advice
M % of respondents who tried to get information or advice from this source

Workplace source (Net)

Manager at work

Personnel/ HR officer

Other colleague at work

Union rep at work

Staff handbook

Work intranet

Staff association rep at work

Other source of information at work

Provider (Net)

A trade union

Citizens Advice Bureau

Solicitor

ACAS

Employment tribunal service

JobCentre or JobCentre Plus/ Benefits Office

Library

DirectGov website

Friend or relative without specialist knowledge

Friend or relative with specialist knowledge

Internet

Others

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

82%

50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Base: Respondents who have had a problem at work and contacted an advisor from Q6.10 and Q6.14 (weighted=942, unweighted=926)
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It is interesting to contrast these results with those from Section 4.3 (Chart
4.3) where all survey respondents were asked who or where they would
contact first to get information about their rights at work. In that instance, while
workplace sources were also favoured by the majority (51 per cent) a much
larger number (33 per cent) mentioned a provider. Further only a small
proportion chose either a colleague at work or friend with or without specialist
knowledge compared with those who encountered a problem and sought
advice. The CAB were more common as a first point of call for all survey
respondents (13 per cent) than for those who encountered a problem (3 per
cent) and a trade union and some workplace sources (i.e. other colleague a
work, staff handbook etc.) were less common as alternative sources than for
those who encountered a problem.

It is more difficult to compare these results in detail with the 2005 ERWS as a
number of new sources were included this time with a different set of routed
questions. Despite this, there appears to be little difference between the
results from the two surveys in terms of the pattern of sources chosen.

Across nearly all workplace, job and individual characteristics a manager at
work (27 per cent) was the most common first point of contact for information
or advice on a respondent’s problem. The only exception was trade union
members who instead preferred a union representative at work (30 per cent).
Non-members were more likely to seek information or advice from another
colleague at work (15 per cent), a friend with (5 per cent) or without specialist
knowledge (9 per cent) compared with members (6, 2 and 2 per cent
respectively). External provider like ACAS (4 per cent), CAB (4 per cent) or a
solicitor (4 per cent) were also more common amongst non-members
compared with members (1 per cent). Saying this, of those who did make first
contact with a union representative at work or trade union 75 per cent were
trade union or staff association members while the other 25 per cent were not,
similar to results found in section 4.3.

Other significant differences were older workers (40+) also preferred to
contact a union representative at work or trade union (25 per cent) compared
with younger workers (10 per cent). This also applied to those with longer job
service than those with shorter service. In particular those in the 16 — 24 age
range preferred to first contact a friend or relative without specialist knowledge
(17 per cent) compared with other ages (5 per cent). Those with a disability or
long standing illness were also more likely to contact a trade union (10 per
cent) compared with those without such a condition (5 per cent). Those
without an HR department were also more likely to turn to a friend without
specialist knowledge (14 per cent) or the CAB (7 per cent) than those with an
HR function at their workplace (5 per cent and 2 per cent respectively).

We now move to look at how satisfied respondents were with their chosen first
source of contact. From Chart 11.3, 76 per cent overall found all or some of
the information and advice they needed from the first source they contacted.
Interestingly on workplace, job and individual characteristics 16 — 24 year olds
are more likely (87 per cent) to get all or some of the information they needed
compared with older workers (75 per cent).
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In 2005, 86 per cent of those who sought advice or information for their
problem got all or some of what they needed. This means there was a slight
fall in 2008, but then more people are seeking this now than before. Similarly,
47 per cent who found all they needed from their first source went on to get
additional information or advice (compared with 59 per cent in 2005), 66 per
cent who found some of what they needed sought additional information
(compared with 75 per cent in 2005) and 55 per cent who did not find what
they needed sought additional information.

Of those who contacted only one source they were slightly happier with 55 per
cent finding all the information they needed while only 40 per cent found this
who contacted more than one source.

Chart 11.3 Able to get advice/information from first source by number of
advisors

B Yes - all of the info/advice needed M Yes - some of the info/advice needed & No - did not get the info/advice needed = Don't know

All (926) 23% 1%

More than one advisor contacted (512) 40% 23% 1%

2% 0%

One advisor contacted (414)

|

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents who have had a problem at work and contacted an advisor from Q6.18 (unweighted bases for each shown in brackets)

Chart 11.4 looks at what those who sought information or advice for their
problem from more than one source then thought was the most helpful source
overall. In looking at this chart it is worth making some comparison with Chart
11.2 on who all respondents contacted subsequently. This shows although
fewer respondents subsequently contacted a trade union representative at
work compared with a manager at work, personnel /HR officer or other
colleague at work for those who contacted more than one source they were
found to be the most helpful. The opposite is true but less significantly for
CAB.

It is worth noting 7 per cent of those who contacted more than one source
stated they didn’t know what the most helpful source was, and for those who
didn’t get the information or advice they needed from their first source (Chart
11.3) this rose to 19 per cent. This could indicate either uncertainty around
whether they got the information or advice they required in the end or difficulty
with judging which source was the best overall.
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Chart 11.4 Most helpful source of information, among those who went to more than

one source

Workplace source (Net)

Union rep at work

Manager at work

Other colleague at work

Personnel/ HR officer

Staff handbook

Staff association rep at work

Work intranet

Other source of information at work

Provider (Net)

A trade union

Solicitor

ACAS

Citizens Advice Bureau

DirectGov website

Employment tribunal service

JobCentre or JobCentre Plus/ Benefits Office

Library

Friend or relative with specialist knowledge

Friend or relative without specialist knowledge

Others

Don’t know

Source: BERR's FTWS 2008 Q6.20¢c

Base: All respondents who contacted more than one source to resolve their most serious problem (weighted=517, unweighted=514)
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In terms of what respondents were looking for when trying to get information
and advice from the first source they contacted, Chart 11.5 showed the main
goals. A similar question was asked in the 2005 ERWS and these results
show little change from the response then, ‘I wanted to know about
procedures\ what to do next’ (46 per cent) came top followed by ‘I wanted to
know about my legal rights’ (38 per cent). The only slight change is an
increase in those who stated ‘| wanted other advice or help’ (28 per cent) from
a first contact (up from 18 per cent in the 2005 ERWS).

Chart 11.5 What respondents were looking for when trying to get
advice/information from their first source

| wanted to know about procedures\what
46%
to do next

| wanted to know about my legal rights [ EGEGTEREGEGEG 35
| wanted other advice or help |GGG 25%
| wanted justice\redress || 20%

| wanted to know who to contact\where to 0
get help I 6%

| wanted them to act on my behalfitake on 0
iy case I 6%

| wanted to know how much it might cost
me

2%

To resolve the problen find the answer

0,
to my problem 1%

The correct pay/wage rate/salary related
query

1%

Others §1%

Don't know J 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem at work and contacted an advisor from Q6.16
(weighted = 937; unweighted = 920)

The prime reason by any workplace, job or individual characteristic was to
know about procedure or what to do next when in contact with a first source.
There were some differences by age, older workers gave the reason ‘I wanted
them to act on my behalf or take on my case’ than younger workers, while
younger workers were more likely to give the reason that they wanted to know
who to contact or where to get help. This follows from an earlier result that
older workers were more likely to contact a trade union; likewise those with a
disability or long standing illness, public sector workers and trade union
members were all more likely to give this reason than those who weren't.
Those without an HR department were more likely to give the reason they
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wanted to know more about their legal rights than those with a HR department
at work. Those with no qualifications were also more likely to give the reason
they contacted their first source was to know who to contact and where to get
help suggesting an element of vulnerability compared with those with
qualifications.

Across the main workplace sources, the most common reason for contacting
that source first was again to know about procedures or what to do next. The
main exception was those who contacted a union representative or staff
association at work. Here, looking to know about their legal rights (65 per
cent), wanting them to act on your behalf or take on your case (51 per cent)
and know about procedure or what to next (51 per cent) was the order of the
reasons. Wanted justice or redress (34 per cent) was also a more likely
reason to contact a union representative compared with others. The same
was true for a trade union outside work. In contacting a colleague at work,
respondents were more likely to want other advice or help (58 per cent) than
to know what to do next and less likely to be looking to know about their legal
rights (33 per cent) compared with those contacting other sources.

For those seeking advice from a personnel/ HR officer, respondents were
more likely to be looking to know about their legal rights (47 per cent) and less
likely to want them to act on their behalf or take on their case (10 per cent)
compared with those who contacted other sources. In contacting a manager,
respondents were less likely to be looking to know about their legal rights (16
per cent) and more likely to want them to act on their behalf or take on their
case (23 per cent) compared with those who contacted other sources.

The majority of respondents (26 per cent) chose their first source because
they offer good advice or information, this was followed by reasons such as
they are trusted (20 per cent), didn’t know where else to go (14 per cent), they
had a good reputation, settle disputes or understand my point of view (13 per
cent in each case). The issue of trust was much more important for younger
workers up to age 33 (28 per cent) compared with older workers (16 per cent).
Workers in the 16 — 24 age category were also more likely to say they didn’t
know where else to go (24 per cent) compared with older workers (12 per
cent). Those with a disability or long standing illness were more likely to say it
was the only organisation they knew about and less likely to say they
understand my point of view than those without such conditions. Other
characteristics where the reason ‘they didn’t know where else to go’ was more
likely to be given was non-managers, low paid, lower skilled, with low
qualifications and non trade union or staff association members compared
with those without such characteristics.

On a limited set of workplace sources, we are able to look at how well
individual sources met the information or advice requirement of respondents
for their problem. Chart 11.6 shows the most successful sources for supplying
all the information or advice needed were a trade union (66 per cent), a
friend/relative with specialist knowledge (57 per cent), a union representative
at work (55 per cent) and a personnel/HR officer (53 per cent). The less
successful when the respondent did not get the information or advice they
needed were manager at work (33 per cent) and other colleague at work (31
per cent).
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Chart 11.6 Able to get advice/information from first source by type of
source

W Yes - all of the info/advice needed M Yes - some ofthe info/advice needed = No - did notget the info/advice needed = Don'tknow

Al (926) 40% o YAV V)
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Other colleague at work (101)
Union representative at work (112)
Personnel/HR officer (108)

Trade Union (1)

Others (88)
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Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: Respondents who have had a problem at work and contacted each advisor from Q6.18 (cases with base of 40+)
(unweighted bases for each shown in brackets)

From what has been presented in this section, it is appropriate to return and
explore plausible explanations for the results in Section 10.3 on seeking
advice from a manager or trade union representative at work and their
relationship with the outcome of the problem.

Sought advice from a manager at work

In section 10.3, we found seeking information or advice from a manager
improved the odds of reaching a positive outcome to the most serious
problem. Within this section, we know seeking information or advice from a
manager was top place as a first point of contact and stayed joint second with
three others as a subsequent contact. We also know while most respondents
stated the reason for contacting a manager was to know about procedure or
what to do next, they were also more likely to be contacted to act on the
respondents’ behalf or take on their case and less likely to be contacted about
information on their legal rights compared with other sources contacted.
However, a significant 33 per cent of respondents felt they did not get the
information or advice they needed from them as a first contact, and this
compared poorly with other sources.

This seems to show, while a manager at work is first and foremost the most
obvious place to seek advice or information on a work-related problem, there
is clearly a burden of expectation on them to resolve the problem completely.
On occasions where for whatever reasons they fall short of this expectation it
may be then left to a third party like a trade union to get involved. Additionally
seeking advice from a manager at work may be a function of a more proactive
employee and/ or more approachable manager, enabling a better resolution to
a problem. Nevertheless, it is difficult to come to an outright conclusion about
this relationship. The steps and casual links between how an employer and
employee come to an agreeable resolution of a problem is beyond a cross
sectional survey such as this.
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Sought advice from a trade union representative at work

We also found seeking information or advice from a trade union
representative at work improved the odds of reaching a positive outcome to
the most serious problem. Within this section, we were able to gather more
evidence on how many respondents chose to contact a trade union
representative, what they were looking for in doing this and how useful they
felt this was in resolving their problems.

A trade union representative at work was joint third most common as first
point of contact and fifth most common as a subsequent contact. We also
know the most common reasons for contacting them was to know about legal
rights, for them to act on the respondent’s behalf or take on their case and to
know about procedure or what to do next, also wanting justice or redress was
a more likely reason to contact this source compared with others. A trade
union representative was also one of the more successful sources of advice
with 78 per cent stating they got all or some of the information or advice they
needed and most helpful source overall for those who contacted more than
one.

Clearly while not as common a point of contact as a manager, there is clearly
a role for trade unions to arbitrate between employer and employee when an
impasse on a problem is reached, and this type of resource is needed to take
the problem any further. It may again also be a function of a more proactive
employee trying to deal with their problem rather than let it continue. It is also
worth speculating why this type of union is more significant compared with
one outside the workplace, and some of the reasons would seem obvious that
a union inside the workplace has better knowledge of the organisation and
access to management, so they can provide more effective advice and
information.

11.2 Further action taken

This section looks beyond the information and advice sought and investigates
the type of action taken by the respondent, or those acting on their behalf, to
resolve their most serious problem. Respondents with a problem were asked
whether they had taken any of five specific actions such as;

e tried to resolve the problem informally,

e put concerns about the issue that led to the problem in writing to your
employer (i.e. email, fax or letter),

e discussed the issue that led to the problem with their employer, either
face-to-face or by telephone,

e went to a formal meeting where you and a manager or senior person at
the place where you worked sat down together to discuss the issue that
led to the problem,

e and made an application to an Employment Tribunal (ET).
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The most common action was to discuss the issue with their employer (66 per
cent) and the least common was making an application to an ET (3 per cent).
The other actions in rank order were as follows; tried to resolve informally (52
per cent), have a formal meeting (33 per cent) and put the issue in writing (29
per cent).

Further analysis on workplace, job and individual characteristics shows
younger workers (16 -24), non-trade union members, those with no
qualifications and in a routine or manual occupation were all less likely to
attempt to resolve their problems through any of these actions excluding ET
(78 per cent with one of these characteristics versus 89 per cent with none).
The low paid, those with shorter job service, without HR facilities or equal
opportunities training were less likely to try to discuss the problem with their
employer or go to a formal meeting (68 per cent with one of these
characteristics versus 78 per cent with none).

BME groups were less likely to try to discuss the problem with their employer
or try to resolve it informally (62 per cent versus 77 per cent who were not
BME). Non-UK born respondents were less likely to try to put their problem in
writing to their employer or try to resolve the problem informally (46 per cent
versus 67 per cent who were UK born). Those working in the private sector
and non-managers were less likely to try putting the problem in writing or
discuss the problem with their employer.

Those with a problem that involved bullying were more likely to try and resolve
the problem informally or go to a formal meeting (79 per cent versus 64 per
cent with other problems). While respondents with problems that involved
sexual harassment were less likely to attempt to put the problem in writing, go
to a formal meeting or discuss the problem with their employer (55 per versus
74 per cent with other problems). Those with a disability or long standing
illness were more likely to try a formal meeting (40 per cent versus 32 per cent
who do not), while those working part-time were less likely (27 per cent
compared with 35 per cent working full-time). Those with children in the
household were more likely to put their problem in writing (33 per cent versus
27 per cent without children).

In terms of reasons why respondents did not try to resolve the problem
informally with their employer, the main reasons given were; they didn’t think it
would resolve the problem (24 per cent), it was not worth the hassle /
aggravation (19 per cent), employer wasn’t willing to sort it out (15 per cent),
did not think it was appropriate for this problem (15 per cent) and not confident
| would be listened to (12 per cent). A similar set of results was given for why
they chose not to put their concerns in writing to their employer.

For those who did not try to resolve the problem through a discussion with
their employer, 36 per cent had wanted this to happen and gave a similar
pattern of reasons above as to why this didn’t happen. 16 per cent of those
who didn’t have a formal meeting with their employer had wanted one and 8
per cent of those who didn’t make an employment tribunal application had
considered it.
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For respondents who went ahead with one or more of the five actions, Chart
11.7 breaks down how helpful the respondent felt the action was to resolving
their problem. In all of the actions, apart from making an application to an
employment tribunal, the majority of respondents said this action made no
difference to the resolution of their problem. While the chart suggests about
half of those who made an application to an employment tribunal felt this
action actually made the problem better or completely resolved it.

Chart 11.7 Whether action taken resolved the problem
B Completely resolved the problem B Made the problem better & Made no difference = Made the problem worse B Don't know

Having a face to face or
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Putting concerns in writing
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Making an application to an

31% 10% -
T 1
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employment tribunal (38)

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents taking each action from Q6.21/Q6.22 (unweighted bases shown in brackets)

Only 14 per cent of those with a problem took any action in addition to what
has already been described. Mainly this action involved an HR professional or
line manager (23 per cent), a union or union representative (17 per cent) or
talked to the perpetrator (11 per cent). There were no significant differences
by each of these actions. Similar to before, younger workers (16 -24), non-
trade union members, those with no qualifications and in a routine or manual
occupation were all less likely to take any additional action (12 per cent with
one of these characteristics versus 27 per cent with none).

Those with a disability or long standing illness were more likely to take further
action (20 per cent versus 13 per cent for those without such a condition) and
those with children in the household (18 per cent versus 12 per cent in those
without). Non-UK born were less likely to take further action (8 per cent versus
15 per cent for UK born), as well as the low paid and those with a shorter job
service. Those with a problem involving bullying or sexual harassment were
more likely to take further action (30 and 28 per cent respectively).

As might be expected there was considerable overlap between actions taken
to try and resolve the problem, with a significant proportion of respondents
taking more than one action. As Chart 11.8 shows, with almost two in three
respondents with a most serious problem taking more than one action to
resolve the problem. Over three quarters of respondents who took action to
resolve their problem did so in more than one way.
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Chart 11.8 Overlaps between different actions taken to resolve the
problem*

Per cent
% who took none of these actions 19
% who took one of these actions 18
% who took two of these actions 28
% who took three of these actions 22
% who took four of these actions 11
% who took five of these actions 3

% who took six of these actions -

Note: *=6 actions defined as of (1) tried to resolve the problem informally, (2) put concerns about the issue that led to the problem in writing to
your employer, (3) discussed the issue that led to the problem with their employer, either face-to-face or by telephone, (4) went to a formal
meeting where you and a manager or senior person at the place where you worked sat down together to discuss the issue that led to the
problem, (5) made an application to an Employment Tribunal (ET) or (6) took other steps to resolve the problem. ‘-* =less than 0.5%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem from Q6.21 and Q6.33 (weighted=1313; unweighted=1300)

The introduction of new or amended questions from the 2005 survey and
different routing make comparisons between surveys on the patterns of action
difficult and in places impossible. In terms of whether the proportion taking
any action overall has changed since 2005, there does not appear to be much
difference.

Chart 11.9 shows the most common type of multiple action taken by
respondents who experienced a most serious problem. The chart shows
combinations reported by at least 4 per cent of respondents. The most
common combination was discussed with employer and tried to resolve
informally (22 per cent), and the range of other combinations with discussed
with an employer made up a further 54 per cent.

Chart 11.9 Combinations of actions taken to resolve the problem

Per cent
Discussed with employer and tried to resolve informally 22
Discussed with employer 9
Tried to resolve informally 7
Discussed with employer, tried to resolve informally and 7
went to a formal meeting
Discussed with employer, tried to resolve informally, put 7
concerns in writing and went to a formal meeting
Discussed with employer, tried to resolve informally and 6
put concerns in writing
Discussed with employer, put concerns in writing and 6
went to a formal meeting
Put concerns in writing and went to a formal meeting 5
Discussed with employer, tried to resolve informally and 4
took other steps
Other combinations with Discussed with employer 15
Other combinations without Discussed with employer 12

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem and sought action to resolve it from Q6.21 and Q6.33 (weighted=1049)
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From what has been discovered in this section, it is appropriate to again
return and explore plausible explanations for the results in Section 10.3 on
what relationship a discussion with an employer or an application made to an
employment tribunal had on a positive outcome to a problem.

Discussed with employer

In section 10.3, we found having a discussion with your employer about the
problem increased the odds of reaching a positive outcome to the most
serious problem. Within this section, we found the majority (66 per cent) took
this action and it was by far the most common action to resolve their problem.
Respondents were also more likely to take this action if they had sought some
kind of advice or information and across the sources of advice respondents
had sought the proportions taking this action were similar.

However, almost half of respondents (49 per cent) felt this action made no
difference to the problem, and a very similar distribution of responses followed
across all four main actions (excluding ET). The best explanation of this was
put forward in Section 11.1, like seeking information or advice from a manager
this does not guarantee to resolve the problem but it is the most obvious
course of action and an indication of a more proactive employee and possibly
more approachable employer.

Made an application to an employment tribunal

In section 10.3, we found making an application to an employment tribunal
reduced the odds of reaching a positive outcome to the most serious problem.
First, it should be borne in mind only 38 respondents, less than 1 per cent of
the sample, took their most serious problem to an employment tribunal. Of
these 36 weighted cases; 13 were ongoing at the time of the survey, 10 were
settled with employer before tribunal hearing (6 with mediation mostly from a
solicitor), 5 had a full tribunal hearing and 10 didn’t know or had another
outcome.

However, results in this section suggest a large proportion of these
respondents felt this action improved the problem, yet about 70 per cent of
these cases left their employer as a result of the problem. Further the
evidence suggested these respondents had exhausted their options before
making an application to ET, and this was likely to be the only way to get
justice or redress. While the respondent felt this under our construction of a
positive or negative outcome this was not the best outcome to the problem.
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11.3 Information or advice sought and the action taken

In sections 11.1 and 11.2 we looked separately at the information or advice
sought and the action taken to resolve a problem. While we know these steps
(i.,e. 2 and 3) are important for the four-step employment rights model (Chart
2.2), they need to occur together and preferably one before the other in order
to make this model work. We therefore look at the relationship between these
two steps to understand whether respondents’ behaviour reflects the
assumptions in this model.

Chart 11.10 shows 11 per cent of respondents did not seek any form of
information, advice or further action for their most serious problem, but this
means almost 90 per cent did this. A further 16 per cent took action on their
problem without seeking any information or advice and 7 per cent took
information or advice without taking any action. This means almost two thirds
followed the assumptions of the model and sought information or advice and
took action. The survey does not tell us about the timing of these events.

Chart 11.10 Information and advice sought vs. action taken (per cent)

Number of Number of actions taken*

sources sought

for information/ None One Two Three Four Five ormore  Total
advice

None 1" 5 7 4 1 0 28
One 5 8 10 6 2 1 33
Two 1 2 7 6 3 1 20
Three 0 1 2 3 2 1 9
Four 0 0 1 1 1 1 5
Five or more 0 0 1 2 2 1 5
Total 19 18 28 22 11 3 100

Note: *=6 actions defined as of (1) tried to resolve the problem informally, (2) put concerns about the issue that led to the problem in writing to
your employer, (3) discussed the issue that led to the problem with their employer, either face-to-face or by telephone, (4) went to a formal
meeting where you and a manager or senior person at the place where you worked sat down together to discuss the issue that led to the
problem, (5) made an application to an Employment Tribunal (ET) or (6) took other steps to resolve the problem.

May not sum to row and column totals due to rounding

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents that have had a most serious problem from Q6.10, Q6.21 and Q6.33 (weighted=1313; unweighted=1300)

For those respondents who had taken no advice or information, they had
some of the lowest rates of action. Only 47 per cent tried to discuss the
problem with their employer, 40 per cent sought an informal resolution to the
problem, 17 per cent sat down to a formal meeting and 10 per cent put the
issue in writing. This compares with those who sought information or advice
from a manager where 77 per cent, 61 per cent, 34 per cent and 31 per cent
respectively took those actions for their problem.

A similar pattern of actions was found for those who had consulted a
colleague at work or friend without specialist knowledge, except this resulted
in slightly more formal meetings (41 and 44 per cent respectively for each
source). For those who took information or advice from a union representative
at work a similar proportion discussed the problem with their employer or tried
to resolve the problem informally, but more problems resulted in formal
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meetings (62 per cent) or concerns were put in writing (59 per cent). The
same pattern was true for those who consulted a trade union or a friend with
specialist knowledge. Consultation of a personnel/ HR officer sat somewhere
in between consulting a manager and a union representative, in this resulted
in 47 per cent either going to a formal meeting or putting their concerns in
writing about their problem.

Despite the small sample sizes involved, the survey data showed those who
sought information or advice from external providers were more likely to make
an application to an ET. For example, based on 60 to 80 respondents 20 — 25
per cent went on to make an ET application of those who consulted ACAS,
CAB or a solicitor. While the numbers were even smaller a similar pattern was
found for those who consulted the DirectGov website, a JobCentre, the library
and the internet. Further the respondents who sought advice from these
external sources showed broadly similar patterns in the proportion taking any
of the other actions (with solicitor higher and CAB/ a JobCentre slightly lower),
this did suggest most respondents had exhausted the their options before
making an application to ET. There also does appear to be a correlation in
Chart 11.10 below seeking more sources of information or advice and taking
more actions to resolve the problem.

We know from Section 10.3 taking seeking information or advice from a
manager or union representative at work and discussing the problem with an
employer brought about better outcomes to a problem. It is therefore
important to look at what workplace, job and individual differences there are
between those who took some form of action to resolve their problem and
those who didn’t. This data is provided in Table B11.1. As noted in section
10.2, the workplace and job and even individual characteristics may have
changed since the problems arose, and this caveat should be borne in mind
when considering the table and the key bivariate differences are as follows:

National and workplace characteristics, around 93 per cent of those employed
in the public sector and in workplaces with trade union recognition took action
on their most serious problem compared with those employed in the private
sector (87 per cent) and in workplaces without trade union recognition (86 per
cent). Other corporate resources characteristics that were significant in taking
action were the presence of a HR or personnel department (91 per cent) and
equal opportunities policy (91 per cent) compared with those who didn’t have
these at their place of work, 84 per cent and 81 per cent respectively.

Job characteristics, high rates of action on a problem were also found
amongst those with an intermediate occupation (94 per cent compared with
86 per cent doing routine and manual work), trade union members (94 per
cent compared with 87 per cent for non-members) and who received equal
opportunities training (92 per cent compared with 87 per cent who didn't).

Individual characteristics, high rates accompany characteristics like older
respondents (91 per cent for those 50 and over compared with 83 per cent for
16 — 24), being white (90 per cent compared with 81 per cent for BME/Other),
being UK-born (90 per cent compared with 78 per cent for non-UK born),
having higher level academic qualifications (94 per cent with higher/post grad
degrees compared with 85 per cent for those with no qualifications) and those
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with a long-standing illness or disability (95 per cent compared with 88 per
cent who don't).

While we know from Chapters 7 to 9, these groups (i.e. young, non-white,
non-UK born, with lower qualifications and in routine and manual occupations)
were not singled out as experiencing more problems, these results suggest
they do not take action when faced with a problem. It is also interesting to
contrast these results with those mentioned in Section 4.1 where all survey
respondents were asked whether they knew where to find support and
information on their employment rights. We now know what characteristics are
more likely when respondents actually do seek support or advice when they
encounter a problem, and when compared with results in Section 4.1 show
striking similarities on workplace, job and individual characteristics.

In terms of differences by type of problem, those involving specific
employment rights, unfair treatment and discrimination all show similar results
of respondents seeking support and advice (around 88 - 90 per cent).
However, more (94 per cent) seek such some form of action when the
problem involves bullying and harassment.

We progress to multivariate analysis in Table B11.2, see section 2.4 for a
more in depth interpretation of the outputs in Table B11.2 and Table B11.3;
and a description of the regression method used. We find in models on
national and workplace characteristics (Model 1) that trade union recognition
relates to more respondents seeking any action to their problem, no other
workplace characteristics were found significant in the model. On job
characteristics (Model 2) those were a trade union or staff association
member and in an intermediate occupation were more likely to seek some
form of action on their problem compared with nhon-members and those in a
routine or manual occupation. Fewer individual characteristics (Model 3) were
significant than in the bivariate analysis; with those UK born or where children
were present in the household were more likely to take action on their
problem. Interestingly from the model, a respondent’s knowledge score or the
sufficiency of their knowledge did not deter a respondent from seeking some
form of action to their problem, and the fear of victimisation or being unfairly
treated when raising a problem did not either.

Additional characteristics are added to the multivariate analysis in Model 3. In
this instance these were to define the problem experienced to see if it made
any difference to whether any action was taken to resolve the problem.
Problems involving bullying and harassment come out significant compared
with all others, as respondents are more likely to seek some form of action to
resolve them.

Final model. The significant variables from the earlier models which do not
appear in Model 4 are trade union recognition, children in the household and
problems involving bullying and harassment. The ones that remain are:

¢ Occupation, respondents in intermediate occupations were more than

twice as likely to take some form of action compared with those in
routine and manual occupations.
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e Trade union or staff association members were almost two and a
half times as likely to take action to resolve their problem compared
with non-members.

e Country of birth, UK-born respondents were twice as likely to take
some form of action compared with non-UK born.

We explore some possible explanations for these results below
Trade union or staff association members

The same variable was significant across all problems explored in Chapter 7,
8 and 9, and some explanations were put forward that apply equally here.
First, the possibility people with problems join trade unions as a result of their
experience. Most likely after they have approached one for information, advice
or some of action on their behalf. Second and related to the first, trade union
members were more likely to have the access to the resources (a union) to
help resolve the problem and be assisted in taking more serious action as
seen in Section 11.3.

Occupation / Country of birth

Here we can only speculate about a possible explanation, but the most likely
is those in manual or routine occupations or non-UK born may find it more
difficult to navigate the range of information and advice available and the take
the appropriate action to resolve the problem. This lack of confidence issue
may prevent them from even trying. However, there is no direct evidence
(from section 10.3) their problems result in any worse outcomes compared
with any one else or that they are likely to experience more problems
(Chapters 7 —9).

11.4 Lessons learnt

This final section looks at what respondents with a most serious problem said
they would have done differently and whether they felt additional support or
help would have helped. About a third of those with a problem would have
done something different to resolve their problem. In particular those with a
disability or long standing illness (40 per cent), those with more than one job
(49 per cent) and problems that involved bullying (39 per cent) were all more
likely to say they do something differently.

Chart 11.11 shows the reason stated most was to find out more information
about their rights and this echoes Chapter 3 where those with problems were
found to be less confident about their knowledge than those who didn’t have
any problems. Other stated reasons were to be more assertive or forceful (14
per cent), wished they acted sooner (13 per cent), spoken to their employer
(12 per cent) and went through a formal grievance procedure (11 per cent).

Although direct comparison with the 2005 Employment Rights at Work Survey
(ERWS) is difficult because an expanded set of answers were given in the
2008, a similar proportion (30 per cent) wished they had done something
differently in the 2005 ERWS. In terms of notable changes in the order of
individual reasons, ‘Found out more information about my rights’ moved from
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3 in 2005 to 1% in 2008. Other reasons that moved up the order in 2008
compared with 2005 were; ‘Spoken to my employer/ the party | was in dispute
with about it' (from 9" to 4™), ‘Went through formal grievance procedures/
done things more formally’ (from 11" to 5M) and ‘Contacted an advisor/
appointed an advisor to deal with the problem on my behalf (from 10" to 7).
Reasons that moved down the order in 2008 compared with 2005 were; ‘Seen
things through to the end’ (from 5™ to 8"), ‘Taken things down in writing’ (from
2" to 9™) and ‘Sought legal advice (from 6" to 14™). Although we can not read
too much into these movements the increasing importance respondents give
to finding out about their employment rights, speaking with an employer about
a problem and seeking third party help when problems are not resolved are
important step forward if the respondent faces similar problem again, as
reflected in the findings of this chapter.
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Chart 11.11 What might you have done differently
Found out more information about my rights 15%

Been more assertive/ forceful 14%

Acted sooner

Spoken to my employer/ the party | was in dispute with
about it

Went through formal grievance procedures/ done things
more formally

Acted more calmly/less emotionally

Contacted an advisor/ appointed an advisor to deal with the
problem on my behalf

Seen things through to the end
Taken things down in writing
Joined a Union/went to my Union
Wish | had left / resigned sooner
Should have kept quiet/ done nothing/not wasted my time
Talked it over / informally

Sought legal advice

Gone to HR/Personnel

Gone on sick leave

Others

Nothing / no

Don't Know 3%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents who had a most serious problem at work and who wish they had handled the situation differently from Q6.48, multiple
coding may sum to more than 100 (weighted = 417; unweighted = 417)
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Almost half of respondents with problems (48 per cent) felt they would have
benefited from more help or support in resolving their problem. Chart 11.12
the most common appeals for more support were for the following; help and
action from manager (20 per cent), more knowledge about my rights and the
law (16 per cent) and independent advice or external help (15 per cent). On
the third reason, almost 40 per cent of those with problems said they would
have benefitted from the assistance of mediator to resolve their problem. This
was particularly the case for those in the middle age bracket (25 — 49), those
with disability or long standing illness, non-UK born, those in smaller
workplaces (1-9 employees) and those without an HR department, Those in
the youngest age bracket (16 — 24) were less likely to want this.

Chart 11.12 What more help/support would have been useful
Support/help/action from management/employer 20%

More knowledge of my rights/the law
Independent advice/ external help

Union representation/ assistance/been a union member

More information

Someone to accompany me/ represent me with
management

Human Resources to be more more helpful
Employer having a more structured procedure/ policy
Contact with/having a work representative

Financial support / financial help

Better advice

Knowing where to go for help/advice

Obtained advice/help from CAB

Others

None

N/A

Don't Know

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents who had a most serious problem at work and who would have benefited from more help and support from Q6.45, multiple
coding may sum to more than 100 (weighted = 636; unweighted = 642)
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As before, we look at what workplace, job and individual differences there are
between respondents who seek advice and those who do not. This data is
provided in Table B11.4. As noted in section 10.2, the workplace and job and
even individual characteristics may have changed since the problems arose,
and this caveat should be borne in mind when considering the table and the
key bivariate differences are as follows:

National and workplace characteristics, those in England (50 per cent) were
more likely to say they would have benefited from more help and support than
Scotland (39 per cent) or Wales (33 per cent). This was also true of those in
small firms (53 per cent with 1 — 9 employees) and in workplaces without
trade union recognition (51 per cent), HR facilities (57 per cent) and an equal
opportunities policy (62 per cent).

Job characteristics, those with more than one job, without equal opportunities
training, shorter job service and lower earnings were all more likely to state
they would have benefited with more help and support.

Individual characteristics, BME groups (56 per cent) and non-UK (59 per cent)
are the only two individual characteristics significantly more likely to have felt
they would have benefited from more help and support. In terms of differences
by type of problem, respondents with problem involving discrimination (61 per
cent) and bullying/harassment (58 per cent) are more likely to say they would
have liked more help compared with other problems.

From the bivariate analysis we progress to multivariate analysis in Table
B11.5, see section 2.4 for a more in depth interpretation of the outputs in
Table B11.5 and Table B11.6; and a description of the regression method
used. We find in model 1 on national and workplace characteristics the only
characteristics significant is the presence of a written equal opportunities
policy in the workplace. In model 2 on job characteristics, equal opportunities
training and those with higher earnings are less likely to feel they would have
benefitted from more help and advice. In model 3 on individual characteristics,
most characteristics are not significant except awareness and knowledge of
rights and the fear of being victimised or unfairly treated if a formal complaint
was raised.

Additional characteristics are added to the multivariate analysis in Model 3.
These are a range of variables to define the problem experienced, the advice
sought, the main actions taken and one other variable on whether the
respondent felt they needed more help and support to deal with their problem.
Within these characteristics, for problems involving an employment right and
where advice was sought from a friend, colleague or other source at work
were more likely to feel they would have benefitted from more help and
support. Having this feeling was also highly correlated with wishing they had
handled the problem differently.
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Final model. The significant variables from the earlier models which do not
appear in Model 4 are equal opportunities policy, earnings and problems
involving employment rights. The ones that remain are:

e Equal opportunities training, those who had such training were 68
per cent less likely to feel they would have benefitted from more help
and support

¢ Knowledge score and sufficiency of knowledge, those with a low
score and who felt they did not know enough about their rights were up
to three times more likely to feel they would have benefitted from more
help and support compared with those with a high score who knew
enough. Those who did not know enough were generally more likely to
feel they needed more help and support.

e Being victimised or unfairly treated if raising a complaint, those
who felt this were over two time more likely to feel they would have
benefitted from more help and support

e Advice sought from a friend or colleague, those who sought such
advice from this source were 60 per cent more likely to feel they would
have benefitted from more help and support.

e Advice from other source at work, those who sought such advice
from this source were almost 70 per cent more likely to feel they would
have benefitted from more help and support.

e Wish problem had been handled differently; those who felt this were
almost 4 times as likely to feel they would have benefitted from more
help and support.

We explore some possible explanations for these results below
Equal opportunities training

In Chapter 3 and 4, this was an explanatory factor in greater awareness,
knowledge and confidence in knowing where to find out about employment
rights. Further in Chapter 8 while equal opportunities policy was significant in
the reduced odds of unfair or discrimination, the possible explanations given
could equally apply here. First, familiarity with this policy would allow
employees to not only define their problem better but seek the action to
resolve it. Second, such training promotes trust between employer and
employees and reassures employees not only of their rights but the help and
support available if any problems are encountered.

Knowledge score and sufficiency of knowledge.

Awareness and knowledge of rights has featured significantly across Chapters
7 and 8, and its significance here reinforces these earlier findings. Those who
needed to know more and scored less correct answer on an employer’s legal
obligations (see section 3.2), ‘low score/ don’t know enough’, are more likely
to feel they could have benefitted from more help and support compared with
those who claimed they better scores and did not need to know more, ‘high
score/ know enough’. Further those who claim a deficit in just their knowledge,
‘don’t know enough’, are more likely feel this compared with those who do not.
As stated in Chapter 8, the experience of trying to deal with a problem then
shows you need to know more no matter whether you actually know much
about your rights to begin with or not.
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Being victimised or unfairly treated if raising a complaint

While being victimised or unfairly treated if raising a complaint was not
significant for either seeking any action to a problem (Section 11.3) or
associated with a negative outcome to the problem, it is significant to whether
the respondent feels they need more help or support to resolve their problem.
Further research is required to understand the effect on feeling victimised or
unfairly treated on a respondent’s confidence in dealing with a problem.

Advice sought from a friend or colleague / other source at work

We can only speculate about the significance of why those who sought advice
from a friend, colleague or other source at work (i.e. staff handbook, work
intranet) were more likely to feel they needed more help or support. Some
results in Section 11.1 hint at these sources being more common for those
without corporate resources like a HR department or union representative at
work. Whether these sources were found inadequate for helping to resolve the
problem is not conclusively shown in the results of this chapter. Some mixed
results on satisfaction with the information or advice provided by these
sources were shown in Chart 11.6 on these sources, but further work is
required to unpick the exact effects given obvious sample size constraints.

Wish problem had been handled differently

As one might expect the earlier results on those respondents who felt they
might have done something differently to resolve their problem is positively
correlated with feeling they could have benefitted from more help and support
would have benefitted them. Two of the key reasons stated on what
respondents would have done differently were ‘found out more information
about my rights’ and ‘spoken to my employer / the party | was in dispute with
about it’, this mirrors the top two reasons on the extra help and support that
would have been useful ‘support/help/action from manager/employer’ and
‘more knowledge of my rights/the law’, both are necessary conditions for the
successful resolution of a problem. From the other reasons there appears a
second theme around getting appropriate third party help, and perhaps this is
related to why those who sought friend, other work colleague or workplace
source felt they would have benefitted from more help and support, some
respondents feel they do not have access to the resources they need to
resolve their problem.
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11.5 Summary

Advice or information sought

The majority of respondents (72 per cent) sought some kind of advice
or information for their problem, 46 per cent contacted a single source
for information while 54 per cent contacted more. This is a significant
increase when compared with the 2005 Employment Rights at Work
Survey (ERWS), on a comparable set of problems, when only 53 per
cent did this.

The maijority (59 per cent) chose to seek this advice or information
straightaway, while 23 per cent sought it within a month of the problem
starting, 12 per cent within 6 months and just 5 per cent any time later.

First and subsequent contact with an advice or information provider
(source)

As a first point of contact a manager at work (38 per cent) was most
common, followed by a personnel / HR officer (24 per cent), other
colleague at work (23 per cent) and a trade union representative at
work (21 per cent). Workplace sources were favoured more generally,
71 per cent contacted them first compared with 15 per cent who first
contacted a provider (i.e. trade union outside work, CAB, ACAS, etc.).
However, providers were favoured more as a subsequent point of
contact for a problem. In particular, a trade union outside of work was
favoured more overall followed by a similar list of workplace sources as
above.

21 per of respondents with a problem said someone had acted on their
behalf to get any advice or information to resolve their problem.

Effectiveness of advice or information provider (source)

Overall 76 per cent found all or some of the advice or information they
needed from the first source they contacted. Similar proportions (23 per
cent) did not get the advice or information they needed whether they
contacted one source or they contacted more.

In terms of particular sources at first contact, a trade union outside
work was more effective at providing all the information needed
followed by friend with specialist knowledge, union representative at
work and a personnel/ HR officer.

In terms of what respondents were looking for in a first source, ‘I
wanted to know about procedures\ what to next’ (46 per cent) came top
followed by ‘I wanted to know about my legal rights’ (38 per cent). The
only slight change from the 2005 ERWS was an increase in those who
stated ‘| wanted other advice or help’ (28 per cent) up from 18 per cent
in the 2005 ERWS.

Further action taken

Respondents were asked whether they tried to resolve the problem in 5
ways. The most common action was to discuss the issue with their
employer (66 per cent) and the least common was making an
application to an ET (3 per cent). The other actions in rank order were
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as follows; try to resolve informally (52 per cent), have a formal meeting
(33 per cent) and put the issue in writing (29 per cent).

Young workers, non-trade union members, those with no qualifications
and in routine or manual occupation were all less likely to take any of
the actions above.

Any form of information, advice or action sought

Almost 90 per cent of those with a most serious problem took some
form of either information, advice or further action. About two thirds
took information or advice and action, while 16 per cent took action to
resolve their problem but not any information or advice and 7 per cent
took information and advice but not action.

For those respondents who sought no information or advice, they had
some of the lowest rates of action. Only 47 per cent tried to discuss the
problem with their employer, 40 per cent sought an informal resolution
to the problem, 17 per cent sat down to a formal meeting and 10 per
cent put the issue in writing.

Despite the small sample sizes involved, the survey data showed those
who sought information or advice from external providers (ACAS, CAB,
solicitor etc.) were more likely to make an application to an ET. These
respondents showed broadly similar patterns in the proportion taking
any of the other actions (with solicitor higher and CAB/ a JobCentre
slightly lower); this did suggest most respondents had exhausted their
options before making an application to ET.

There also seemed to be a relationship between seeking more sources
of information or advice and taking more actions to resolve the
problem.

Across workplace, job and individual characteristics; being in an
intermediate occupation was twice as likely compared with those in a
manual or routine occupation to seek any kind of action for their
problem. Non-UK born compared with the UK-born showed a similar
result. Trade union members were two and a half time more likely than
non-members to seek any kind of action to their problem.

Lessons learned

About a third of those with a problem would have done something
different to resolve their problem. The most common reason being to
have found out more about their rights (15 per cent) followed by been
more assertive or forceful (14 per cent), wish they acted sooner (13 per
cent), spoken to their employer (12 per cent) and went through a formal
grievance procedure (11 per cent).

Roughly half of respondents felt they would have benefited with more
help or support in resolving their problem. The most common appeals
for more support were for the following; help and action from manager
(20 per cent), more knowledge about my rights and the law (16 per
cent) and independent advice or external help (15 per cent).

Across workplace, job and individual characteristics; equal
opportunities training, awareness and knowledge of rights, being
victimised or unfairly treated if raising a complaint, advice sought from
friend/colleague or other workplace source (i.e. handbook, intranet) and
wishing problem had been handled differently were all significant
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explanatory factors to feeling one would have benefitted with more help
or support on their problem.
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12 Report Conclusions

In this chapter, we discuss the lessons that can be learned by taking an
overview of all the findings we have reported. In the process, we make some
recommendations for the direction of future research. This chapter is therefore
of particular interest to more specialist readers. For other readers, the main
findings of the 2008 Fair Treatment Survey can be easily summarised.
Employees expressed a high, and increasing, level of confidence in their
knowledge of employment rights. Although there was evidence that some
people’s knowledge was not all that they believed it to be, there was some
suggestion of a slight increase in the knowledge they were able to
demonstrate. At the same time as people’s confidence in their rights went up,
the level of problems with employment rights which they reported went down.

These results are certainly good news for all concerned, including policy-
markers, but they come with a caveat. From our analysis of the data it
produced, we are reasonably confident that the survey took place before the
employment effects of an economic down-turn were felt. It is reasonable to
expect that confidence in rights, and problems with rights, are affected by the
economic climate. For example, in a long period of growth and full
employment, employers have incentives to observe employment rights which
are not present when there is no difficulty in recruiting or retaining labour or,
indeed, when redundancies are taking place. Therefore, if the survey had
been conducted a few months later, it is quite possible that we would have
seen some change in confidence and more experience of employment
problems.

The onset of recession is an obvious reason for repeating the Fair Treatment
Survey. Undertaking the survey at a different point in the economic cycle will
give us a better understanding of this key area of regulation. There is,
however, more to be learned from the 2008 dataset than we have been able
to discuss in this report. Some suggestions for further analysis of the survey
have been made in earlier chapters but we will summarise them at the end of
this chapter. We will also summarise our suggestions for new data-gathering
to answer questions which have been generated in the course of our analysis.
For example, our analysis has raised questions we cannot answer with the
2008 dataset because of limitations of sample size in respect of ethnicity,
disability, religious belief, sexual orientation and agency workers. We will also
indicate the main areas in which we think longitudinal research is required.

The structure of the chapter is as follows:

e Section 12.1 discusses whether people are behaving in the way the
employment rights framework assumes they must do if an individual
approach to the exercise of employment rights is going to work as
intended;

e Section 12.2 discusses the relationship between trends in confidence in
knowledge of rights and trends in the number or type of employment
problems reported;

e Section 12.3 discusses the relevance of the vulnerability concept in the
survey results;

e Section 12.4 summarises future research priorities.
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12.1 Does employee behaviour match the assumptions of the
employment rights framework?

Section 2.3 presented the key assumptions of the employment rights
framework in Chart 2.2, the (four-step) Employment Rights Model: employees
should know rights (at least in general terms); know where to get support for
them, demand rights and then achieve them. Are people behaving in the way
they need to in order to make this model work?

Chapter 3 showed people were more confident that they knew what rights
they had in general terms than they had been just three years ago. They
were, in fact, also more knowledgeable than in 2005 and the vast majority
were aware of several important rights. On the other hand, there was limited
knowledge about the detail of the National Minimum Wage (NMW), some
working-time rights and the detail of statutory paid holiday entitlement, and
some disinterest in parental rights.

If they know their rights exist, do employees know where to get support?
Chapters 4 suggested that there was fairly good evidence that employees
were able to take the second step in the framework in response to a
hypothetical situation, i.e. without any reference to real-life problems. Thus
more than 80 per cent of all employees said they knew where to find
information and, once more, there had been a significant improvement since
2005. Moreover, the more well informed about their rights people felt they
were, the more likely they were to say they knew where to go to get more
information. Independently of this finding, it was also the case that the more
people actually knew the more likely they were to say they knew where to go
to get information.

If the model of employment rights described above was functioning well, we
would expect that an employment problem would stimulate an employee to
find out more about their rights. This is exactly what we found when we noted
that those who experienced problems were more likely to think they needed to
know more. We did not, however, find evidence that this need to know was
carried through to the subsequent stage in the model, the stage at which
employees took action in pursuit of their rights. There was no difference in
propensity to take action between those who reported that they needed to
know more about their rights and those who did not. Again this accords well
with the model. Possessing general knowledge of rights means people are
primed to ask for the support should they need it, but their propensity to take
action should be a function of the support they receive.

Multivariate analysis reported showed that employees’ belief that they knew
where to go to get support for unspecified issues was positively associated
with having experienced problems at work. It also showed that respondents
who had experienced problems were less likely to say they did not know
where to go for information on a specific issue, such as the NMW, than those
who had not. The only mild caveat to this would appear to be that
experiencing problems did not make people any more aware of the national
organisations that could be a source of help and advice. Of course the survey
did not suggest that these were favoured sources of advice in any event and
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the employment rights framework might be predicated on the assumption that
employees will seek information or advice closer to the workplace wherever
possible.

In general, the foregoing seems to suggest that the answers given to our
hypothetical questions about what employees would do if a problem occurred,
held up when they were put to a practical test. We can now move on to steps
three and four: employees using knowledge, advice and support to demand
rights and achieve them. Nearly three-quarters of employees with problems
sought advice or information. Section 11.3 showed that two-thirds of those
with problems both sought advice and took some form of action. On this
measure, the majority of employees behaved in the way the employment
rights model assumes they do. Of course conforming to the model did not
guarantee that the employees were able to achieve a positive outcome.

What conditions made positive outcomes of employment disputes more likely?
The bivariate analysis we presented seemed unambiguous: fewer positive
outcomes occurred where no information or advice was sought (41 per cent
versus 60 per cent) and where no action was taken by the employee (36 per
cent versus 56 per cent). This accords very well with the model of
employment rights but the multivariate analysis we presented suggested
things were not so straightforward. It was not every form of advice, and it was
not every form of action that made a positive outcome more likely. Key
conditions for positive outcomes were seeking information or advice from a
manager or a trade union or staff association representative in the workplace.

Positive outcomes were also more likely if employees were happy with the
advice they received, since they were much more likely to report a positive
outcome when they said they had got all the help and advice they needed. It
might be thought that an employee who reported a negative outcome would
conclude from that fact alone that they did not get all the help and advice they
needed. But further multivariate analysis (table B11.5) showed that people
were less happy with the help and support they received where they feared
victimisation or unfair treatment if they raised a complaint (and where they had
not received equal opportunities training). They were also more likely to report
they could have benefited from more help and support if they felt they needed
to know more about their rights. This does not suggest that employees’
satisfaction with the help and support they received was entirely a function of
the outcome to their problem.

When it came to taking action, a key condition of a positive outcome was that
the problem should be discussed with the employer face-to-face or on the
telephone, taking the case to an Employment Tribunal was associated with a
significantly reduced likelihood of a positive outcome. We need to bear in
mind, however, that none of these conditions guaranteed a positive outcome.
We know roughly half of the disputes reported had a positive outcome, but we
know that larger proportions went to a manager or a trade union for advice
and / or discussed their problem with their employer. We also know, for
example, that only 40 per cent of those who discussed their problem with their
employer thought this resolved the problem or made it better.

Independently of whether the employee had advice from a manager or trade
union representative and discussed their problem with their employer a
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positive outcome was made more likely by the existence of an equal
opportunities policy and greater length of service. The existence of the policy
might tell us something about the employer’s concern to demonstrate their
commitment to act reasonably and responsibly and therefore their interest in a
positive outcome.

It is important to bear in mind that bivariate analysis showed fewer positive
outcomes occurred where no information or advice was sought and where no
action was taken by the employee. Multivariate analysis showed that not
every form of advice and not every form of action made a positive outcome
more likely. Which forms of advice and action did not have this effect? Those
who did not seek advice of any kind were less likely to take any action which
might address their problem: for example less than half of them discussed the
problem with their employer. Yet not seeking any kind of advice at all (the
behaviour of 28 per cent of those reporting problems) made a positive
outcome no less likely. We should be careful about how we interpret this,
however. Some forms of advice (a solicitor and the CAB for example) are
turned to when other options have been exhausted and the choice may be
between the least painful of two potential negative solutions.

Nearly a quarter of those reporting problems (24 per cent) turned to an HR
function as their first or subsequent source of advice but this did not make a
positive outcome more likely, nor did approaching a trade union outside the
workplace (a first or subsequent source of advice for 23 per cent). Yet
employees were more likely to say that their information or advice
requirements had been met from these sources: HR staff were better than
managers in this regard and trade unions were better than local trade union
representatives. Perhaps the expertise of HR staff and trade union sources
was cancelled out by their lack of a localised context for the advice which
employees needed if they were to know how to act on it??° On the other hand,
it might once more be that these sources were approached in cases where a
negative outcome was beginning to look more likely. In both cases, but
especially where advice was sought from a trade union, more problems
resulted in formal meetings or concerns being put in writing than was the case
where a manager was the source of advice.

Consulting a trade union representative was also more likely to lead to more
formal actions, but the proportions of problems which led to a discussion with
the employer or an informal solution were fairly similar where managers and
trade union representatives were consulted. In fact, it is worth investigating
whether managers and trade union representatives were not so much
providing advice which helped employees to achieve a positive outcome but
actually bringing about that positive outcome directly. Indeed this might be
why, amongst those who did seek advice, there were more employees who
turned to a workplace source than we would have expected from people’s
answers to our hypothetical questions about what they would do if they were
faced with a problem.

29 57 per cent said that a friend/relative with specialist knowledge gave them all the information they needed but

source made no difference to the likelihood of a positive outcome either.
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Amongst employees who consulted all workplace sources (chart 11.5), only 1
per cent said they wanted ‘to resolve the problem/find the answer to my
problem’ whereas 46 per cent said they wanted ‘to know about procedures /
what to do next’ and 38 per cent said they wanted ‘to know about their legal
rights’. Smaller proportions wanted justice or redress (20 per cent) and said ‘I
wanted them to act on my behalf’ (16 per cent). Within these figures, however
we find that 23 per cent of those contacting a manager wanted them to act on
their behalf. When contacting HR, employees were more likely to be looking
for information about their legal rights (47 per cent) than wanting them to act
on their behalf or take their case (10 per cent). For trade union
representatives the contrast was even greater: 51 per cent wanted them to act
on their behalf or take on their case and 34 per cent wanted justice or redress
(but also a higher percentage wanted to know legal rights: 65 per cent).

There is some evidence here of people not behaving exactly in the way the
employment rights framework assumes they will. With the help of managers
and local trade union representatives, employees are achieving positive
results not so much by applying knowledge but by getting others to fix their
problems. But perhaps one lesson to be learned for dispute resolution and for
wider industrial relations is that positive outcomes are more likely when
managers and trade union representatives are involved. No matter how
knowledgeable they might be, expert sources do not appear to be effective
substitutes. An employee who is forced to rely on these sources — for example
because they think that their manager is causing the problem they are
experiencing or because there is no trade union representative in the
workplace — is at a disadvantage. Is there any sign that more employees are
achieving positive outcomes by behaving in the way the employment rights
model assumes?

Chapter 10 showed that there has been very little change in the kind of
outcomes respondents reported. Although changes in question format made
comparisons between 2005 and 2008 difficult to interpret, there was, however,
an increase in the proportion of employees seeking advice or support for their
problem. As we said in chapter 11 this might indicate that individuals were
taking responsibility for finding out whether their rights have been infringed,
but the chapter also suggested people rather ran out of steam once they had
made this initial move.

Nearly half (45 per cent) of those who did not find the help and advice that
they needed did not go on to seek advice or information anywhere else. The
proportion of those who sought information or advice that got all they needed
had fallen slightly but, all the same, fewer employees went on to get more
information. Compared with 2005, fewer people went on to seek help from a
subsequent source no matter whether they got all or some of what they
needed from the first source. We also know there was little change between
2005 and 2008 in where people went to first for their advice and information
and little change in what they were looking for. There has been little change in
the proportions of employees who report that they wish they had handled their
problem in a different way. This all suggests there have been no big shifts in
underlying behaviour.

There were some changes in the order of the things that employees wished
they had done differently. ‘Found out more information about my rights’ moved
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up the list from third to first and these other items also moved up: ‘spoken to
my employer / the party | was in dispute with’, ‘went through formal grievance
procedures / done things more formally’ ‘contacted an advisor / appointed an
advisor to deal with the problem on my behalf. Employees may not be
achieving more positive outcomes by behaving in the way the employment
rights model assumes but they may have learned lessons which will help them
to achieve their rights in future.

Increased confidence in knowledge of their rights made employees more likely
to ask for help and advice but, thus far, this has not been enough to bring
about more positive outcomes. The fact that there has been no fundamental
change in behaviour needs to be borne in mind in the next section when we
turn to trends in reporting of employment problems.

12.2 What does the survey tell us about the causes and effects of
trends in employment problems?

Chapter 6 shows that reported problems with employment rights have fallen
since 2005 and, in almost all cases, the proportion of the sample reporting
problems in 2008 was down to single figures. The previous section suggests
that it was not the actions of employees using the employment rights model
that brought about the decrease in employment problems. However, the
question of why there has been a reduction in reported employment problems
was not one the survey was designed to answer. For example, such a decline
might be the result of employers taking action to stop problems occurring in
the first place because they were complying with UK or EU regulation or to
non-governmental pressures. We did not research these topics, but what can
we say about the relationship between problems and individual employees’
behaviour within the context of the employment rights framework that might be
relevant?

We know those who had experienced problems were more likely to say they
did not know enough about their rights. In 12.1 we suggested that this might
indicate that, as the framework assumes, people were primed to ask for
support should they need it. The question arises of whether employees may
be less quick to reach this threshold than they have been in the past and that
this might produce a decline in reported problems. This might be because, as
Chapter 3 suggested, the general climate of opinion has led people to believe
that employment rights are very well provided for (and therefore very unlikely
to be breached). In this way, the decline in problems would have something to
do in part with the employment rights framework but the connection could be
traced to an effect of employee confidence rather than action taken to resolve
problems.

If we were to assume that people were no slower to decide they had a
problem than they had been in the past, then another possibility arises. What
if people’s confidence in their knowledge of rights were the dependent
variable and problems the independent one? If variations in confidence were
a function of employees’ experience of problems, then it might even be that
the relationship between the two trends for 2005-8 was the reverse of the one
originally envisaged. Confidence in knowledge (and even knowledge of
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specific obligations) would have gone up because problems (for reasons we
do not yet know) had gone down.

Bearing in mind that these are by no means the only possibilities, and there is
a limit to what we can do with a cross-sectional study, what other information
from the survey can we draw on to evaluate them? We know from Chapters 3
and 4, 10 and 11 that the employees best equipped to benefit from the
individual approach to employment rights were those with extra resources to
begin with: direct corporate resources (including trade unions) and/or more
opportunity (experience and so on) to accumulate their own resources from
these or other sources. This was underlined by the fact that corporate
resources made a significant difference to a successful outcome, but only one
of the resources made any difference to experience of problems (an equal
opportunities policy which made a difference to unfair treatment and
discrimination). This argues against an effect of employee confidence, or
competence, on the reporting of problems.

As an aside, if employment problems have fallen for reasons not investigated
in this survey, namely pre-emptive action by employers, we would expect to
see employers who were doing most to take action on rights employing
respondents who reported less problems. In the case of equal opportunities
policies there would be grounds to conclude this, but nowhere else. Perhaps
this is an indication that employment problems are not often caused by the
behaviours to which corporate resources are usually addressed, behaviours
which are usually sought to be as inimical to good business as they are to
good employee relations? Problems might be integral to the employment
relationship rather than tangential to it. After all, in Chapters 6 and 8, we
emphasised the importance of the perceived fairness of the individual’s effort
bargain to the problematising of behaviour. This is not what corporate
resources or, indeed, the employment rights framework itself, are usually
thought to be focused upon. This would be a fertile area for more research.

We therefore return to the notion that employment problems are the
independent variable and partly explain an employee’s confidence in their
knowledge of their rights. Certainly the degree to which people need to know
more appears as a significant variable in multiple regression for all three
different kinds of problem and it does not matter how we construct our models
(excluding problems with a former employer for example) since the
associations remain substantial, and usually much stronger than in respect of
any other variable. Without these data it would certainly be impossible to
make the case that trends in problems help to determine trends in confidence
but they are far from conclusive evidence in favour of the idea that the
experience of problems teaches employees that they do not know enough
about their rights. Further research effort should be directed to establish
whether or not employees know about rights, and feel informed about them,
as long as they have no direct experience of them.
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12.3 In search of vulnerable workers — who has the most
problems at work?

Our hypothesis about the effects of personal experience of problems on the
way which employees understand the limits of their knowledge of employment
rights does not exhaust what the survey can tell us about the correlates of
these problems. Although changes in methodology make reliable comparisons
difficult, there is little to suggest that these correlates do change quickly over
time. Type of workplace and type of job make little difference to the
distribution of problems. Corporate and other resources may be clustered in
particular jobs and workplaces, but problems are randomly distributed across
the working population. The exceptions are that the low paid are more likely to
report specific employment problems and those with very short service are
more likely to report for bullying and harassment.

It is by no means certain that pay is the independent variable in the
relationship with problems. Problems counted under specific employment
rights, the type of problems where low pay is significant, tend to be those
which might reduce the earnings an employee would be able to report. On the
other hand, if you were earning around the minimum wage you were more
likely to report problems with the NMW.* We should not, however, rule out
the possibility that low-paid workers are vulnerable to poor treatment in more
than pay.

Service of less than one year was significant for bullying and harassment
unless we limited the problems being explained to the last couple of years.
This limitation increased the proportion of those with more than one year’s
service who were reporting bullying and harassment. Chapter 9 also
introduced evidence to suggest that negative behaviour might actually be less
common amongst those with shorter service.

If type of workplace and type of job made little difference to the distribution of
problems, we are left with individual characteristics. Apart from needing to
know more, only one variable was significant across all kinds of problems:
trade union membership. As with needing to know more, we think there is a
strong possibility that this was a dependent variable. To pursue this, we need
to know if non-members joined trade unions after they approached them for
help and advice and this requires more research. Of course there are other
possibilities which can be pursued at the same time: perhaps trade union
members find it easier to work out that they have a problem? It cannot be that
trade union members know more, however, because we have controlled for
this in our multivariate analysis.

30 We learnt in Chapter 4 that the minority of respondents who were more likely not to know where to go to find out about the NMW included
those who belonged to what are generally regarded as vulnerable categories (non-permanent jobs, no academic qualifications and so on).
Amongst those with problems, there were particular groups whose members were less likely to seek advice or support. Chapter 11 showed that
these were the respondents whose employer did not have a HR department, non-union members, those without children, those who were not
disabled or long-term ill, those who suffered other problems than bullying and harassment. Apart from the rather obvious point about the
protection afforded by corporate resources, it is not immediately obvious how these findings help us to advance our understanding of

vulnerability and its relevance to our data.
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Perhaps non members have more difficulty applying their prior knowledge
sufficiently well to be able to decide what kind of employment rights problem
they might be experiencing. This may have something to do with trust and
expectations: trade union members might not think that their employer
necessarily shares their interest in eliminating problems with employment
rights? Recall that trade union members were significantly more likely to seek
help and advice than non-members and that resolution took longer for trade
union members (and where there was trade union recognition). Perhaps trade
union members assume that they need independent advice and, when they
act on this advice, find that their expectations about some divergence of
interest with their employer are confirmed?

Employees with more than one job were more likely to report unfair treatment
and bullying. It is not really feasible that this was a dependent variable but
further research is needed to flesh out the reasons why being in more than
one job creates more problems. There are obvious complications over tax and
working arrangements, and having more than one job might make it more
likely that an employer would have difficulty with an employee’s contract or
holiday arrangements or even hours of work. On the other hand, these issues
would show up in multivariate analysis of specific employment problems
rather than unfair treatment or discrimination and bullying or harassment.
Perhaps these findings may reflect the fact that one or both employers of an
employee with more than one job may question the commitment the worker
has to their firm or organisation?

It begins to look as if having more than one job is an indicator of vulnerability
but to establish what is really going on here will require more research. For
example, are people who have more than one job so desperate they endure
bad employers others would reject? Or are they being singled out for poor
treatment within ordinary employers? It would also be sensible if research
focused on policy options as well as explanations.

Lastly, we come to the equality grounds but not, to our surprise, in respect of
unfair treatment and discrimination. In fact, the most fertile area turns out to
be bullying and harassment where equalities considerations have a role (for
example sex harassment) but not a very developed one. The fact that gender
only crops up as a significant variable for this type of problem suggests that
we need to be cautious about adding gender to the indicators of vulnerability
to employment problems across the board. Further research will be required
to pursue this.

Gay, lesbian and bisexual employees might be thought to be indistinguishable
from women, in that they are only significantly more likely to report bullying
and harassment, but we have to bear in mind that our analysis of this
individual characteristic was handicapped by the small number of cases which
appeared in our sample. For this reason, we need to be very careful about
assuming that we can be as sure that sexual orientation is not significant for
specific employment problems, or unfair treatment or discrimination, as we are
that gender is not significant for these types of problems. Future research on
sexual orientation and employment problems demands larger numbers of gay,
lesbian and bisexual employees.
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Last of all, being disabled was significant for the reporting of specific
employment problems, and for bullying or harassment. Is being disabled to be
understood as having a similar effect to having more than one job or are the
disabled better able to recognise problems as might be the case amongst
trade union members? Although there is not quite as substantial an effect, the
disabled resemble trade union members in that they are more likely to seek
help and advice than non-disabled employees. The disabled are more likely to
go to an external provider of advice than a workplace source. As with union
members, resolution takes longer for the disabled than those who are not
disabled.

On the other hand, plausible accounts can be constructed to indicate that, in
respect of both types of problems (with employment rights and bullying and
harassment), being disabled or long-term sick might sometimes be a
dependent variable. There is, for example an extensive literature on the
affects of bullying on mental health (and causing psychosomatic symptoms).
Of course problems caused by being disabled or ill can then exacerbate the
condition that caused them, and there are some obvious reasons why
disability might also be an independent variable in respect of employment
rights problems. The circumstances of those who are disabled or have a long-
term condition will tend to lead them into more situations where they put those
rights to test (time off for attending appointments, workplace adjustments
etc.).

Chapter 9 introduced evidence that the disabled (and particularly those with
‘other health conditions’) were the targets of negative behaviour in the
workplace. This might also turn out to be a case of the disabled being more
likely to get into situations where they put their rights to the test. Perhaps
being put in a situation where your rights are tested is as good a definition of
vulnerability as we can hope to generate from this research. Certainly the
disabled are just as much a priority for future research as those with more
than one job.

Independently of whether they were union members, had more than one job
or were disabled, we also require more research on those who feared
victimisation. Those who experienced any problem at work in the last five
years were more likely to say they feared victimisation or unfair treatment if
they made a formal complaint. One in five of the sample as a whole feared
victimisation but a half or more of those experiencing discrimination, bullying /
harassment or unfair treatment said they feared victimisation. This might be
an under-estimate of this element of vulnerability because it is possible that
employees who feared victimisation would not bother to find out about their
rights so would not know whether they had a problem in the first place. This
might also explain why those who feared victimisation were no less likely to
seek advice, or taken action to address a problem. Fearing being victimised or
unfairly treated did, however, help to determine if a respondent felt they need
more help or support to resolve their problem. Further research is required to
understand the effect of feeling victimised or unfairly treated on a
respondent’s confidence in dealing with a problem.
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12.4 Summary

The individual approach to employment rights

The majority of respondents did behave in the way required by the
individual approach: if they encountered a problem they sought advice
and took action. Employees who responded to problems in this way
reported more positive outcomes.

Positive outcomes were more likely when employees involved
managers and trade union representatives in dispute resolution. One
reason for this was that managers or trade union representatives were
able to act on their behalf.

Increased confidence in knowledge of employment rights has
increased the likelihood of employees asking for help and advice but
there is no evidence this has brought about a higher proportion of
positive outcomes.

Causes and effects of problems

People who experienced a wide range of employment problems were
significantly more likely to say they needed to know more about their
rights.

It is unlikely that the reduction in some types of employment problem is
a result of a change in employee behaviour and it is more likely that
variations in employment problems are the cause of variations in
employees’ confidence in their knowledge of their rights.

Vulnerable workers

Employment problems were randomly distributed across the working
population with the following exceptions.

Trade union members were more likely to report all types of
employment problems. It is unlikely that this indicated vulnerability and
it is more likely that employees joined trade unions after they
experienced a problem and / or that trade union members were more
likely to perceive workplace issues as problems than non-members.

There was a concentration of specific employment problems amongst
the low paid. Although this was not the whole story, the problems they
were more likely to report tended to be those which might reduce
earnings.

Employees with more than one job, employees who had been in their
jobs for less than a year, women, gay, lesbian and bisexual employees
and disabled employees were all significantly more likely to report
bullying and harassment.
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Disabled employees were also more likely to report specific
employment problems. Employees with more than one job were more
likely to report unfair treatment.

There were a number of factors that might explain these patterns, but
one of the emerging characteristics of vulnerability is that the
circumstances of vulnerable workers place them in situations where
their rights are more likely to be tested.

List of future research priorities

Repeating the survey at a different point in the economic cycle will
improve our understanding of many of the issues discussed in this
report.

Larger samples of particular groups of employees are required in order
to reach more reliable conclusions in relation to agency working,
ethnicity, religious belief and sexual orientation.

Initial progress can be made with further analysis of the FTWS dataset,
but larger samples of disabled workers and workers with long-term
health problems are required in order to pursue questions raised in the
report, for example about the nature of the association between
different types of illness and bullying and harassment.

New research is needed on the relationship between general public
understanding of regulation and legislation in public life and more
particular understandings of employment rights.

There is a need to enquire further into public knowledge of the 48 hours
regulation.

Longitudinal research would shed further light on the relationship
between confidence in knowledge of rights and the experience of
employment problems.

Further research is required to clarify the reasons why women, and
those who had been in their jobs for less than a year, were more likely
to report bullying and harassment. Initial progress can be made through
further analysis of the FTWS dataset.

Further research is required to understand the effect of the fear of, and
feeling of, being victimised or unfairly treated on employees’ confidence
in dealing with employment problems.

Further research, perhaps including longitudinal research, is required
on the relationship between trade union membership and problems. Is
it the case, for example, that non-members join trade unions after they
have approached them for help and advice?

The proportion of employees within a workplace who are trade union
members may be an important factor which has not been covered by
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the FTWS. New research is required in order to investigate the effect of
the variations in density of trade unionism between workplaces on the
issues discussed in this report.

More research is urgently needed into the reasons why being in more
than one job creates more employment problems, and to investigate
possible remedies.

Further research is needed to refine and develop the idea that a key
characteristic of vulnerable employees is that they are more likely to be
placed in a situation where their employment rights will be tested. This
research would overlap with the research on those with more than one
job but would also look closely into the experiences of the low-paid and
those who are disabled and / or have a long-term health condition.

Some progress can be made with the FTWS dataset, but longitudinal
research is required to investigate why the presence or absence of a
written equal opportunities policy made respondents less likely to report
unfair treatment or discrimination. More broadly, access to a broader
range of ‘corporate resources’ may have an effect on the perception of
employment problems and further research is needed to reach a
clearer understanding of this.

A particularly productive area for research on perceptions of
employment problems would be discrimination. Some initial progress
can be made with further analysis of the FTWS dataset in order to
investigate the factors that shape perceptions of discrimination and
non-discrimination.

Further research is needed into employee conceptions of fair
treatment. This research could address the broader question of the
extent to which the employment rights framework captures practices
that offend employees’ sense of natural justice. Further issues for
investigation include the extent to which employees want a breach of
natural justice to be treated as a violation of their rights and the extent
to which such problems are integral to the employment relationship, for
example related to the perceived fairness of the effort bargain.

Further analysis of the FTWS dataset, including the supplementary
dataset generated by a self-completion questionnaire, would illuminate
the relationship between confidence about knowledge of rights and
experience of problems to employee attitudes towards management
(including trust) and various measures of health and well-being.
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Annex A Glossary

Term

Definition

ACAS (Advisory,
Conciliation and Arbitration
Service)

ACAS help with employment relations by supplying up-to-date
information, independent advice and high quality training, and
working with employers and employees to solve problems and
improve performance.

Awareness

An individual is sufficiently informed about a subject for him/her
to be conscious of its existence and its broad subject matter. In
this sense, awareness of an employment right or legislation
implies that the individual had heard of it, and had some idea of
the area of working life to which it relates

BIS (Department for
Business Innovation and
Skills, formerly BERR)

The aim of BIS — Employment Relations is to improve the
quality of working life for individuals, and create the conditions
for business success. We support better regulation and are
working to promote best practice and effective employment
relations.

Bivariate analysis

An analysis of the relationship between two variables, usually
displayed by a simple tabulation between the two (i.e.

British Workplace
Behaviour Survey

Face-to-face interviews with a representative sample of UK
employees (or those with experience of employment in the
previous two years) were conducted over the Winter months of
2007-2008. The total weighted numbers achieved were 3979
including an ethnic/non-Christian boost. Questions on the
prevalence of negative experiences in the workplace.

Corporate characteristics

Ideal typical characteristics of a workplace with well developed
resources - for instance, public or large size private sector, with
HR/personnel department and trade union recognition.

CAB (Citizens Advice
Bureau)

The CAB helps people resolve their legal, money and other
problems by providing free information and advice.

Citizenship Survey

The survey is collected through face-to-face interviews with
almost 10,000 adults in England and Wales each year, with a
minority ethnic boost sample of 5,000. Particular questions are
on racial and religious prejudice and discrimination. Headline
findings available on a quarterly basis.

DirectGov

DirectGov is a website which puts all the information and
services from a variety of UK government departments and
agencies in one place, in particular information on your
employment rights.

EAS (Employment Agency
Standards Inspectorate)

EAS is part of BIS and their role is to carry out routine
inspections of agencies and investigate complaints about
agency conduct.

Employment Tribunal (ET)

This is a special court of law which hear employment cases, for
example, sex discrimination, unfair dismissal and non-payment
of National Minimum Wage

Employee

An individual working under a contract of employment. A
contract need not be in writing - it exists when there is agreed
terms and conditions of employment. The contract will normally
set out what you are expected to do. You will usually be
expected to do the work yourself - i.e. you can't send someone
else to do your work for you.

English and Welsh Civil
and Social Justice Survey
(EWCSJS)

The survey was carried out in 2001, 2004, 2006 and 2007. The
2007 survey consisted of 3,658 face-to-face interviews in
England and Wales, and includes questions on respondent’s
problems on 18 areas (incl. employment) and strategies for
resolving them. The survey is drawn from a base of
respondents experiencing at least one of any number of 18
problem areas rather than a random sample of employed adults
like the FTWS or ERWS. This makes direct comparison
impossible, but reference is made to this survey whenever
possible.
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Equal opportunities policy
or training

Policy and training in the workplace to encourage the absence
of discrimination on the basis of race, colour, age, gender,
national origin, religion, or mental or physical disability.

ERWS (Employment
Rights at Work Survey)

The 2005 survey followed and improved upon the 2000
Awareness, Knowledge and Exercise of Individual Employment
Rights. The survey consisted of 1,038 random stratified face-to-
face interviews with recent or current employees in Great
Britain. Many of the questions asked formed part of the 2008
Fair Treatment at Work survey.

European Working
Conditions Survey

The survey was carried out in 1990/91, 1995/96, 2000 and
2005. The 2005 survey consisted of 29,766 face-to-face
interviews in 31 countries with 1,058 interviews conducted in
the UK, and includes questions on working time, work
organisation, pay, work-related health risks and health
outcomes and access to training.

FTWS (Fair Treatment at
Work Survey)

The 2005 survey piloted some of the questions found the 2008
survey on unfair treatment, discrimination, bullying and sexual
harassment. The 2005 survey consisted of about 4,000 face-to-
face interviews with recent or current employees in Great Britain
on a quota basis with various boost samples. The 2008 survey
was based on a similar sample size targeted at the same type
of respondent except used a random stratified sample method.

GLA (Gangmasters
Licensing Authority)

The GLA regulates those who supply labour or use workers to
provide services in agriculture, forestry, horticulture, shellfish
gathering and food processing and packaging

HSE (Health and Safety
Executive)

The HSE aim is to prevent death, injury and ill-health to those at
work and those affected by work activities

LFS (Labour Force

The survey is the main source of information on the labour

Survey) market in the UK. It is a random household survey of
approximately 57,000 households every three months by the
Office of National Statistics.

Knowledge An individual has a theoretical or practical understanding of a

subject. In this sense, knowledge of an employment right or
piece of legislation implies that the individual could demonstrate
some understanding of the detailed provisions of the legislation
(2000 Survey of Awareness, Knowledge and Exercise of
Individual Employment Rights (2002: 11, para. 2.1.1.).

Multivariate analysis

An analysis of the relationship between more than one variable
at the same time. The goal of multivariate analysis is to identify
statistical relationships between the variables. For example the
joint effect of workplace, job and individual characteristics on
the prevalence of problems at work or awareness of
employment rights levels.

Negative behaviour

Workplace bullying researchers have devised a number of
questions to gather information on general negative behaviour
in the workplace, not simply the behaviour that respondents or
researchers would label as bullying. Thus, the ‘Leymann
Inventory of Psychological Terrorization’ included 45 different
types of behaviour and the Negative Acts Questionnaire
developed by Einarsen et al. includes up to 28 different
‘negative acts’. A revised version of the Negative Acts
Questionnaire was a central element of the British Workplace
Behaviour Survey.

NMW (National Minimum
Wage) helpline

The NMW helpline offer help and advice for employees and
employers on the rules of the NMW. We also deal with
complaints from workers who are being paid below the
threshold over the telephone or by email.

Worker

This is a broader category than 'employees' but normally
excludes those who are self-employed. A worker is any
individual who works for an employer, whether under a contract
of employment, or any other contract where an individual
undertakes to do or perform personally any work or services.
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Annex B Chapter 3 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B3.1 How informed respondents feel about their rights

Percentages Very well Well Notvery  Notwell Weighted Un-
informed  informed well informed at  base weighted
informed all base
All 26 52 19 3 2690 2667
Region
England 26 52 19 3 2323 2336
Wales 18 60 19 2 118 103
Scotland 30 48 19 3 249 228
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 31 53 15 2 753 749
Private 23 52 21 3 1801 1778
Third sector 33 47 18 3 94 98
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 9 54 35 2 29 30
Energy and water 30 50 16 4 91 85
Manufacturing 25 54 18 3 174 172
Construction 19 57 21 2 142 138
Distribution, hotels and 23 49 23 4 456 439
restaurants
Transport and communication 27 49 19 4 249 232
Banking, finance and insurance 28 53 16 3 597 583
Public administration, education 27 52 19 2 716 751
and health
Other services 24 53 20 4 237 237
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 23 51 23 3 477 466
10-24 20 53 25 2 483 475
25-99 25 53 18 4 590 609
100-499 29 50 17 4 587 575
500 or more 32 53 14 2 459 443
Trade union recognition
Yes 31 54 14 2 1029 1027
No 23 50 23 4 1410 1418
Personnel/HR department
Yes 28 53 16 2 1964 1957
No 19 49 27 5 650 634
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 29 53 16 2 2135 2122
No 16 48 31 5 296 286

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures. Less than 1% of respondents overall answered ‘don’t know’ to this question and so this category is not shown separately
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents that were asked Q2.2
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Table B3.1 How informed respondents feel about their rights (continued)

Percentages Very well Well Notvery  Notwell Base(wt) Base (unwt.)

informed  informed well informed at

informed all

Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and professional 32 51 15 2 1004 1009
Intermediate 22 55 21 2 544 542
Routine and manual 22 51 23 4 1109 1082
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes 32 53 13 2 1012 1016
No 22 51 23 4 1677 1650
Employment status
Permanent 26 52 18 3 2452 2450
Not permanent 18 48 30 4 234 212
Full time 27 51 19 3 2001 1965
Part time 21 55 21 2 659 670
Number of jobs
One job 26 53 19 3 2335 2284
More than one 19 44 31 6 103 110
Equal opportunities training
Yes 34 53 11 1 1087 1064
No 20 51 25 4 1575 1572
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 31 54 14 2 656 659
Staff association 31 55 14 - 132 123
Neither 24 51 21 4 1767 1774
Length of service (years)
Upto1 22 50 21 6 394 364
1t02 21 54 22 3 494 468
3to5 26 54 18 1 534 537
6to 15 28 49 20 3 798 788
More than 15 30 55 13 2 442 475
Earnings per year (£000)
Under 15 17 54 24 4 944 914
15-24.99 27 49 20 4 690 679
25-39.99 34 51 15 1 544 534
40 + 32 55 12 1 297 302
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 19 51 27 2 207 206
No 28 51 19 3 1168 1158

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B3.1 How informed respondents feel about their rights (continued)

Percentages Very well Well Notwell Notatall Base(wt) Base (unwt)
Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 21 49 24 5 415 306
25-32 24 53 20 4 509 471
33-40 23 54 21 1 505 541
41-49 27 52 17 3 629 629
50 and over 30 51 16 3 633 720
Sex

Male 25 53 18 3 1385 1301
Female 26 51 20 3 1305 1366
Ethnicity

White 25 52 19 3 2407 2414
BME/Other 28 49 21 2 277 246
Country of birth

UK 25 52 20 3 2325 2341
Non UK 27 53 18 2 362 323
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 35 50 14 1 315 323
Undergraduate degree 29 52 16 3 407 398
HE (below degree) 29 53 17 2 324 334
AJAS level 24 52 21 4 498 457
GCSE (A-C) 21 55 20 3 537 532
GCSE (D-G) 24 48 23 4 244 234
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 21 50 26 3 124 120
None of these 22 48 22 6 229 256
Children in household

Yes 27 52 18 3 1064 1076
No 25 52 20 3 1620 1583
Longstanding illness/disability

Yes 24 51 21 5 311 329
No 26 52 19 3 2374 2332
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 25 52 19 3 2584 2568
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 29 52 19 - 57 48
Religion

Christian 27 52 18 3 1815 1844
Other/None 24 51 21 4 853 800
Problems at work

Any 19 46 29 6 917 897
None 29 55 14 2 1745 1742
How seriously employer takes employment rights

Very seriously 42 49 8 1 1277 1251
Fairly seriously 12 62 24 2 1080 1062
Not very seriously 6 32 53 10 244 255
Not seriously at all 16 23 28 33 57 65
Don't know - 29 52 12 32 34

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B3.2 How informed respondents feel about their rights -
Single and Multivariate logistic regressions*
Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

regres
sions

df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 093 039 ns
Ownership (public/private/third 2 <.01  0.24 ns
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8 006 019 ns
Workplace size (employees)™ 4 <01 0.07 1.48
1.728
Trade union recognition 1 <01 0.01 1.56 0.01 1.41
Personnel/HR department 1 <01 010 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 <01 233 <01 1.89
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 <01 0.97 ns
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 <.01 <01 1.64 <01 1.85%
Permanent/not permanent 1 <.01 0.01 1.65 0.02 173
Full time/part time 1 0.41 0.06 ns
Number of jobs 1 <.01 <01 222
Equal opportunities training 1 <.01 <01 244 <01 208
Member of TU/staff association 1 <.01 0.01 141
Length of service (years) 4 <01 0.03 1.59
1.567
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 <0 0.02 1438
1.499
1.6410
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 <01 0.03 1.54"
1.6712
1.4713
Sex 1 0.33 0.49 ns
Ethnicity 1 0.84 043 ns
Country of birth 1 0.16 0.06 ns
Highest educational 7 <01 <01 233"
qualification 2.0315
1.9316
1.5617
1.4818
Children in household 1 0.15 0.13 ns
Longstanding illness/disability 1 0.19 0.93 ns
Sexual orientation 1 0.51 0.30 ns
Religion 7 021 0.87 ns
Problems at work 1 <.01 <01 033" <01 0.35

Note: *Variables as defined in Table B3.1
**In Model 1, workplace size became significant in the model after the other non-significant variables were taken out as part of the stepwise
selection process.

ns = not significant

1 Yesvs. No 7 More than 15 vs. 6 to 15 1350 and over vs. 25-32
21t09vs. 10t0 24 8 25 t0 39.99 vs. Under 15 14 Higher/postgrad vs. None
3500+ vs. 10 to 24 92510 39.99 vs. 15 t0 24.99 15 Undergraduate vs. None

4 Permanent vs. not permanent 1040+ vs. 15 t0 24.99 16 HE (below degree) vs. None
5 One vs. more than one 1141-49 vs. 16-24 17 A levels vs. None
63to5vs.6t015 12 50 and over vs. 16-24 18 GCSE A-C vs. None

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, Q2.2
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Table B3.3 How informed respondents feel about their rights,
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 307 142 68.4
Yes 693 1043 60.1
Overall percent 45.8% 54.2% 61.8%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, Q2.2

172



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Table B3.4 How sufficient is respondents knowledge about their rights

Percentages Know as much  Could do with  Weighted base  Unweighted
as needed knowing more base
All 60 40 2690 2667
Region
England 59 40 2323 2336
Wales 65 34 118 103
Scotland 62 36 249 228
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 67 33 753 749
Private 57 43 1801 1778
Third sector 60 39 94 98
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 52 48 29 30
Energy and water 63 37 91 85
Manufacturing 59 40 174 172
Construction 55 45 142 138
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 52 47 456 439
Transport and communication 56 43 249 232
Banking, finance and insurance 68 32 597 583
Public administration, education and 60 39 716 751
health
Other services 61 38 237 237
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 59 40 477 466
10-24 55 44 483 475
25-99 57 42 590 609
100-499 61 38 587 575
500 or more 69 31 459 443
Trade union recognition
Yes 65 35 1029 1027
No 57 43 1410 1418
Personnel/HR department
Yes 62 37 1964 1957
No 53 46 650 634
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 63 37 2135 2122
No 51 49 296 286

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the All figures. 1 per cent of respondents overall answered ‘don’t know’ to this question and so this category is not shown separately

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q2.3
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Table B3.4 How sufficient is respondents knowledge about their rights
(continued)

Percentages Know as much  Could do with Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
as needed knowing more

Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 67 32 1004 1009

Intermediate 59 41 544 542

Routine and manual 54 45 1109 1082

Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 66 34 1012 1016

No 56 43 1677 1650

Employment status

Permanent 61 39 2452 2450

Not permanent 49 50 234 212

Full time 60 39 2001 1965

Part time 58 41 659 670

Number of jobs

One job 61 38 2335 2284

More than one 48 52 103 110

Equal opportunities training

Yes 67 33 1087 1064

No 55 45 1575 1572

Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 65 35 656 659

Staff association 70 30 132 123

Neither 58 42 1767 1774

Length of service (years)

Upto 1 57 43 394 364

1t02 55 45 494 468

3tob 60 39 534 537

6o 15 60 39 798 788

More than 15 67 32 442 475

Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 53 46 944 914

15-24.99 58 41 690 679

25-39.99 67 33 544 534

40 + 70 28 297 302

Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 52 47 207 206

No 60 39 1168 1158

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B3.4 How sufficient is respondents knowledge about their rights
(continued)

Percentages Know as much  Could do with Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
as needed knowing more

Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 52 48 415 306

25-32 59 40 509 471

33-40 58 41 505 541

41-49 59 40 629 629

50 and over 68 32 633 720

Sex

Male 60 40 1385 1301

Female 60 39 1305 1366

Ethnicity

White 61 39 2407 2414

BME/Other 53 45 277 246

Country of birth

UK 60 40 2325 2341

Non UK 60 39 362 323

Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad degree 70 30 315 323

Undergraduate degree 61 37 407 398

HE (below degree) 64 35 324 334

AJAS level 59 41 498 457

GCSE (A-C) 54 45 537 532

GCSE (D-G) 54 46 244 234

Other incl. trade apprenticeships 61 38 124 120

None of these 57 41 229 256

Children in household

Yes 58 41 1064 1076

No 61 39 1620 1583

Longstanding illness/disability

Yes 50 49 311 329

No 61 38 2374 2332

Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 60 40 2584 2568

Gay/Lesbian/Bi 66 32 57 48

Religion

Christian 61 38 1815 1844

Other/None 57 43 853 800

Problems at work

Any 44 55 917 897

None 68 31 1745 1742

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B3.5 How sufficient is respondents knowledge about their rights -
Single and Multivariate logistic regressions*

Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
regres
sions
df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio
est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 025 026
Ownership (public/private/third 2 <01 <01 1.89 <01 1.67"7
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8 <01 <01 1448 <.01 ns
Workplace size (employees) 4 <01 0.08 ns
Trade union recognition 1 <01 059 ns
Personnel/HR department 1 <01 082 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 0.02 1432
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 <0 0.01 1484
1.695
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 <.01 0.49 ns
Permanent/not permanent 1 <.01 0.01 1.668 0.01 1.69
Full time/part time 1 0.29 0.01 ns
One job or more than one 1 0.01 <01 1.927 0.01 1797
Equal opportunities training 1 <.01 <01 1.542 <01 1472
Member of TU/staff association 1 <.01 0.55 ns
Length of service (years) 4 <01 0.14 ns
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 <01 0.07 ns
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 <01 <01 1.8%
1.549
1.5910
1.4711
Sex 1 0.84 0.13 ns
Ethnicity 1 0.04 005 0.71'2 0.01 0.66%
Country of birth 1 0.92 0.43 ns
Highest educational 7 <01 <01 190" 0.01 1.691%
qualification 1.3914 1.6115
1.5315 1.4916
1.35%6
Children in household 1 0.20 0.44 ns
Longstanding illness/disability 1 <.01 <01 0.662
Sexual orientation 1 0.27 0.16 ns
Religion 7 063 0.97 ns
Problems at work 1 <.01 <01 038 <01 0.33

*Variables as defined in Table B3.4
ns = not significant

1 Public vs. Third sector

2 Yes vs. No

and communication

manual

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, Q2.3

6 Permanent vs. Nor permanent

7 One vs. more than one
3 Banking, finance and insurance vs. Transport 8 50 and over vs. 16-24
9 50 and over vs. 25-32
4 Managerial and professional vs. Intermediate 10 50 and over vs. 33-40
5 Managerial and professional vs. Routine and 11 50 and over vs. 41-49

12 BME/Other vs. White
13 Higher/postgrad vs. GCSE A-C
14 Undergraduate vs. GCSE A-C

15 HE (below degree) vs. GCSE A-C

16 A levels vs. GCSE A-C

17 Public vs. Private
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Table B3.6 How sufficient is respondents knowledge about their rights,
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 498 400 55.5%
Yes 408 972 70.4%
Overall percent 39.8% 60.2% 64.5%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, Q2.3
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Table B3.7 Knowledge of employers’ legal obligations — mean number
of correct answers
Mean number of Standard error Weighted base  Unweighted

correct answers  of the mean base
All 22.8 0.07 2690 2667
Region
England 229 0.08 2323 2336
Wales 22.7 0.35 118 103
Scotland 22.8 0.24 249 228
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 23.2 0.13 753 749
Private 22.7 0.09 1801 1778
Third sector 23.0 0.33 9 98
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 21.2 0.68 29 30
Energy and water 23.3 0.37 91 85
Manufacturing 225 0.29 174 172
Construction 22.3 0.34 142 138
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 224 0.18 456 439
Transport and communication 22.1 0.26 249 232
Banking, finance and insurance 23.7 0.12 597 583
Public administration, education and 716 751
health 231 0.14
Other services 221 0.27 237 237
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 22.1 0.20 477 466
10-24 2238 0.16 483 475
25-99 229 0.15 590 609
100-499 23.1 0.13 587 575
500 or more 23.4 0.16 459 443
Trade union recognition
Yes 234 0.10 1029 1027
No 225 0.10 1410 1418
Personnel/HR department
Yes 233 0.07 1964 1957
No 218 017 650 634
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 234 0.07 2135 2122
No 20.9 0.29 296 286

Note: Answers of don’t know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the All figures

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents that were asked Q2.3
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Table B3.7 Knowledge of employers’ legal obligations — mean number
of correct answers (continued)

Mean number of Standard error Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
correct answers  of the mean

Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 23.8 0.09 1004 1009
Intermediate 22.8 0.16 544 542
Routine and manual 22.0 0.12 1109 1082
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 235 0.10 1012 1016
No 22.4 0.10 1677 1650
Employment status

Permanent 23.0 0.07 2452 2450
Not permanent 21.3 0.32 234 212
Full time 23.0 0.08 2001 1965
Part time 224 0.16 659 670
Number of jobs

One job 22.9 0.08 2335 2284
More than one 23.0 0.36 103 110
Equal opportunities training

Yes 234 0.10 1087 1064
No 22.4 0.10 1575 1572
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 23.3 0.14 656 659
Staff association 234 0.33 132 123
Neither 22.7 0.09 1767 1774
Length of service (years)

Upto 1 218 0.23 394 364
1t02 226 0.18 494 468
3tob 23.2 0.14 534 537
6to15 231 0.12 798 788
More than 15 23.2 0.16 442 475
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 22.1 0.13 944 914
15-24.99 23.2 0.12 690 679
25-39.99 234 0.14 544 534
40 + 23.8 0.18 297 302
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 21.8 0.27 207 206
No 233 0.10 1168 1158

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B3.7 Knowledge of employers’ legal obligations — mean number
of correct answers (continued)

Mean number of Standard error Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
correct answers  of the mean

Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 21.9 0.21 415 306
25-32 229 0.17 509 471
33-40 23.1 0.16 505 541
41-49 23.1 0.13 629 629
50 and over 229 0.14 633 720
Sex

Male 22.7 0.10 1385 1301
Female 23.0 0.10 1305 1366
Ethnicity

White 23.1 0.07 2407 2414
BME/Other 21.0 0.34 277 246
Country of birth

UK 23.1 0.07 2325 2341
Non UK 21.3 0.27 362 323
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 23.9 0.18 315 323
Undergraduate degree 234 0.15 407 398
HE (below degree) 23.0 0.22 324 334
AJAS level 22.9 0.16 498 457
GCSE (A-C) 23.1 0.14 537 532
GCSE (D-G) 22.1 0.22 244 234
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 22.0 0.40 124 120
None of these 20.6 0.30 229 256
Children in household

Yes 233 0.11 1064 1076
No 226 0.09 1620 1583
Longstanding illness/disability

Yes 227 0.20 311 329
No 22.9 0.08 2374 2332
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 229 0.07 2584 2568
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 23.0 047 57 48
Religion

Christian 23.0 0.08 1815 1844
Other/None 22.6 0.14 853 800
Problems at work

Any 22.9 0.12 917 897
None 22.9 0.09 1745 1742

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B3.8 Importance of knowing about the law regarding employers’
responsibilities in these areas

Percentages (Net) Very Fairly (Net) Not  Notvery Not at all
Important important important important important important
Ensure health and safety 98 88 10 2 1 1
Not dismiss an employee without 97 83 14 3 2 1
fair reason
Provide written statement of terms 97 80 17 3 2 1
and conditions
Statutory level of sick pay 96 76 20 3 3 1
Have a set of disciplinary 96 76 20 4 3 1
procedures
Have a set grievance procedure 96 73 23 4 3 1
Rest breaks after working a 94 71 24 6 5 1
certain number of hours
Minimum number of weeks paid 94 68 26 6 5 1
holiday each year
Have a representative when 94 69 24 6 5 1
attending a disciplinary
Pay minimum hourly wage 93 80 13 7 5 2
Discrimination due to age 93 70 22 7 6 1
Time off in emergency 92 61 31 7 5 2
Discrimination due to gender 92 72 20 8 6 2
Discrimination due to disability 91 73 18 8 6 2
Discrimination due to race 91 72 19 9 7 2
Have a set retirement procedure 89 61 28 10 8 2
Limit on working hours 88 56 32 11 9 2
Discrimination due to religion 88 67 21 11 8 3
Allow working up to the age of 65 88 56 32 11 9 2
(or normal retirement age)
Discrimination due to sexual 87 66 20 13 10 3
orientation
Paid maternity leave 82 63 19 18 11 7
Request for flexible working (for 81 49 32 18 13 6
children)
Additional unpaid maternity leave 77 40 36 23 16 7
Paid paternity leave 76 44 32 24 16 8
Unpaid parental leave 72 32 40 27 20 7

Note: 1% or less of respondents answered ‘don’t know’ to each item and so this category is not shown separately
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q2.8 (weighted = 2690; unweighted = 2667)
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Table B3.9 Knowledge of the law in detail about employers’ obligations

Percentages Knowa lknowa lknowa Knowa lknowa I|know Weight- Un-
lot/ fair  lot fair little/ little hardly edbase weight-
amount amount hardly anything ed base

(Net) anything
(Net)

Ensure health and safety 76 29 47 23 21 3 2635 2620

Provide written statement of 65 20 45 35 30 5 2477 2469

terms and conditions

Pay minimum hourly wage 63 18 45 37 31 6 2551 2543

Rest breaks after working a 63 19 44 37 31 6 2389 2368

certain number of hours

Carry over unused holiday to 61 25 36 39 28 1 344 320

the next year*

Minimum number of weeks 60 17 44 39 33 6 2328 2320

paid holiday each year

Discrimination due to race 59 18 41 41 34 7 2571 2551

Discrimination due to gender 59 16 44 41 34 7 2492 2477

Paid maternity leave 59 18 41 41 33 8 2495 2474

Not dismiss an employee 59 16 43 41 33 7 2445 2438

without fair reason

Have a representative when 58 17 41 42 33 9 2190 2189

attending a disciplinary

Discrimination due to disability 55 15 41 45 36 9 2502 2485

Unlimited amount of unpaid 55 17 38 43 36 7 266 246

holiday each year*

Have a set of disciplinary 55 15 39 45 36 9 2377 2377

procedures

Have a set grievance 55 14 41 45 36 9 2272 2266

procedure

Limit on working hours 55 15 40 45 36 9 1705 1695

Additional unpaid maternity 54 14 40 46 36 10 1158 1139

leave

Discrimination due to age 54 14 40 46 37 9 2388 2372

Statutory level of sick pay 52 14 38 48 39 8 2223 2212

Discrimination due to religion 51 13 38 49 38 11 2407 2385

Unpaid parental leave 51 14 36 49 37 12 719 696

Discrimination due to sexual 50 14 36 50 38 12 2378 2352

orientation

Discrimination due to 49 12 37 51 40 11 1613 1565

appearance®

Time off in emergency 49 14 35 51 39 12 1238 1196

Paid paternity leave 48 14 34 51 40 11 1873 1839

Unpaid paternity leave * 46 12 34 54 40 14 879 860

Allow working up to the age of 45 11 34 55 41 13 1837 1829

65 (or normal retirement age)

Request for flexible working 45 12 33 55 39 16 1448 1441

(for children)

Request for flexible working 43 12 31 57 42 15 951 923

(elderly relative)*

Have a set retirement 39 10 29 61 42 19 1801 1772

procedure

Note: * Not an employer obligation. Less than 2% of respondents answered ‘don’t know’ to each item, this category is not shown separately
Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Base: Respondents who think employers have to do each item from Q2.7
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Table B3.10 Estimates of the NMW for 22 to 64 year olds
Correct  +/-10% of Weighted Un-

answer correct base weighted

Mean Median (E5.73) answer base
All 5.88 5.75 3 68 1711 1714
Region
England 5.90 5.75 3 67 1470 1497
Wales 5.68 5.65 5 71 82 70
Scotland 5.83 5.75 4 79 158 147
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 5.94 5.80 1 62 493 506
Private 5.87 5.73 4 71 1125 1113
Third sector 5.74 5.75 4 68 65 70
Industry (SIC)*
Energy and water 5.89 5.80 - 57 54 55
Manufacturing 5.87 5.75 5 68 97 102
Construction 6.04 5.80 2 65 82 78
Distribution, hotels and 5.74 5.73
restaurants 2 75 267 260
Transport and communication 5.80 5.73 3 77 174 158
Banking, finance and insurance 5.91 573 4 66 403 394
Public administration, education 5.95 5.80
and health 3 63 478 501
Other services 5.81 5.73 7 71 141 148
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 5.86 5.75 5 72 320 310
10-24 5.82 5.75 1 71 293 299
25-99 5.85 5.75 3 71 396 406
100-499 5.87 5.75 4 69 356 362
500 or more 6.05 5.80 2 59 287 278
Trade union recognition
Yes 5.94 5.80 3 64 652 663
No 5.84 5.73 4 71 925 925
Personnel/HR department
Yes 5.90 5.75 3 68 1267 1276
No 5.82 5.73 4 69 405 401
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 5.88 5.75 3 68 1399 1414
No 5.99 5.75 3 66 159 153

* Agriculture and fishing category not shown due to small base size (18 unweighted)

Note: Mean/median based on those giving a response

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: Respondents who thought 22 to 64 year olds were covered by the NMW and thought the NMW varied by age group from Q3.3
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Table B3.10 Estimates of the NMW for 22 to 64 year olds (continued)

Correct  +/-10% of Base (wt) Base
answer correct (unwt.)
Mean Median (£5.73) answer

Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 5.89 5.75 4 65 647 664
Intermediate 5.97 5.74 2 66 351 344
Routine and manual 5.83 5.75 3 73 690 683
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 5.88 5.75 3 68 652 664
No 5.88 5.75 4 68 1059 1050
Employment status

Permanent 5.88 5.75 3 68 1566 1582
Not permanent 5.85 5.75 5 74 144 131
Full time 5.90 5.75 3 68 1260 1257
Part time 5.83 5.75 3 68 442 446
Number of jobs

One job 5.89 5.75 3 67 1501 1492
More than one 5.90 5.77 10 74 52 58
Equal opportunities training

Yes 5.89 5.75 4 67 728 731
No 5.87 5.75 3 69 972 971
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 5.97 5.80 2 63 422 424
Staff association 5.76 573 2 69 77 74
Neither 5.86 573 4 70 1142 1151
Length of service (years)

Upto 1 5.81 5.75 3 76 276 251
1t02 5.91 5.75 5 68 317 304
3to5 5.87 5.75 5 71 349 345
6to15 5.88 573 2 64 473 493
More than 15 5.94 5.80 2 65 278 301
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 5.78 573 4 77 613 606
15-24.99 5.94 5.77 3 67 460 458
25-39.99 5.94 5.76 3 63 361 350
40 + 5.94 5.75 2 56 167 181
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 5.70 5.70 7 78 305 285
No 5.92 5.75 3 66 1384 1403

See footnote, source and base details on previous page
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Table B3.10 Estimates of the NMW for 22 to 64 year olds (continued)

Correct  +/-10% of Base (wt) Base
answer correct (unwt.)
Mean Median (£5.73) answer

Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 5.77 5.65 2 72 288 219
25-32 5.87 5.75 4 70 313 292
33-40 5.93 5.75 4 62 280 308
41-49 5.93 5.80 3 65 379 390
50 and over 5.88 5.75 4 70 450 505
Sex

Male 5.93 5.75 3 68 832 798
Female 5.83 5.75 4 68 879 916
Ethnicity

White 5.86 5.75 3 69 1573 1573
BME/Other 6.10 5.75 4 59 134 137
Country of birth

UK 5.86 5.75 3 68 1538 1542
Non UK 6.09 5.75 5 66 170 169
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 5.90 5.75 2 61 215 231
Undergraduate degree 5.88 5.75 4 68 264 260
HE (below degree) 5.94 5.75 3 63 210 225
A/AS level 5.82 5.74 4 71 334 303
GCSE (A-C) 5.93 5.75 4 72 336 320
GCSE (D-G) 5.84 5.75 2 68 140 146
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 5.88 5.70 1 67 70 69
None of these 5.80 5.75 4 70 137 155
Children in household

Yes 5.87 5.75 4 67 673 690
No 5.88 5.75 3 69 1035 1021
Longstanding illness/disability

Yes 5.91 5.75 2 63 218 235
No 5.87 5.75 4 69 1488 1473
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 5.88 5.75 3 68 1649 1651
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 5.97 5.75 4 53 39 36
Religion

Christian 5.87 5.75 4 67 1153 1171
Other/None 5.90 5.75 3 71 549 533
Problems at work

Any 5.84 5.75 4 73 611 602
None 5.91 5.75 3 66 1093 1106

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Annex B Chapter 4 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B4.1 Whether respondents know where to find rights information

Percentages Yes No Weighted base ~ Unweighted
base
All 85 15 2615 2623
Region
England 84 16 2242 2276
Wales 92 8 126 109
Scotland 86 14 247 238
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 91 9 758 784
Private 82 18 1712 1690
Third sector 88 12 107 111
Industry (SIC)*
Energy and water 88 1 93 88
Manufacturing 85 14 175 176
Construction 74 24 131 129
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 85 15 398 375
Transport and communication 82 17 264 238
Banking, finance and insurance 86 14 582 588
Public admin, education and health 89 11 718 762
Other services 75 25 238 239
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 79 21 463 461
10-24 84 16 456 447
25-99 87 13 584 614
100-499 87 13 560 548
500 or more 88 12 446 448
Trade union recognition
Yes 92 8 972 1010
No 80 20 1408 1398
Personnel/HR department
Yes 88 1 1910 1931
No 74 25 631 620
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 88 12 2050 2091
No 71 29 312 282

* Agriculture and fishing category not shown due to small base size (28 unweighted)

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures. Less than 1% of respondents overall answered ‘don’t know’ to this question and so this category is not shown separately
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents that were asked Q4.1
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Table B4.1 Whether respondents know where to find rights information
(continued)

Percentages Yes No Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 90 10 960 1006
Intermediate 83 17 560 548
Routine and manual 80 19 1071 1040
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 91 8 977 1015
No 81 19 1637 1607
Employment status

Permanent 86 14 2381 2418
Not permanent 72 28 231 201
Full time 86 14 1931 1931
Part time 80 20 651 658
One job or more than one

One job 85 15 2267 2263
More than one 84 16 94 102
Equal opportunities training

Yes 92 8 1054 1073
No 79 20 1537 1525
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 93 7 637 670
Staff association 93 7 121 114
Neither 82 18 1737 1739
Length of service (years)

Upto 1 80 20 424 380
1t02 83 17 487 452
3tob 84 15 495 500
6o 15 85 15 748 772
More than 15 90 9 441 492
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 78 22 925 894
15-24.99 86 14 640 659
25-39.99 89 1 559 550
40 + 92 7 276 293
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 81 19 255 241
No 85 15 1045 1079

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B4.1 Whether respondents know where to find rights information
(continued)

Percentages Yes No Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Individual characteristics

Age (years)

16-24 77 23 421 302
25-32 82 18 450 422
33-40 87 13 497 538
41-49 88 11 575 594
50 and over 86 14 671 767
Sex

Male 84 16 1341 1281
Female 85 14 1274 1342
Ethnicity

White 86 14 2340 2363
BME/Other 74 25 273 257
Country of birth

UK 86 14 2274 2300
Non UK 74 25 337 319
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 88 12 332 362
Undergraduate 89 1 410 412
HE (below degree) 91 9 303 321
A/AS level 85 15 507 467
GCSE (A-C) 83 17 478 468
GCSE (D-G) 77 22 208 208
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 77 22 122 125
None of these 79 20 246 260
Children in household

Yes 88 11 994 1024
No 82 18 1617 1594
Longstanding iliness/disability

Yes 84 16 301 324
No 85 15 2311 2295
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 84 15 2536 2545
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 93 7 39 36
Religion

Christian 86 14 1755 1786
Other/None 82 18 845 820
Problems at work

Any 81 19 858 852
None 86 13 1731 1745

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B4.2 Whether respondents know where to find rights information -
Single and Multivariate logistic regressions*
Single  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

regres
sions

df Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 007 025 ns
Ownership 2 <01 028 ns
(public/private/third sector)
Industry (SIC) 8 <01 086 ns
Workplace size 4 <01 010 ns
(employees)
Trade union recognition 1 <01 <01 213
Personnel/HR department 1 <.01 0.01 1.64 0.03 1.611
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 <01 2.08 <01 1.67
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 <01 020 ns
Managerial/supervisory 1 <01 <01 2.04 <01 192" 0.02 1.72
duties
Permanent/not permanent 1 <.01 0.02 1.762
Full time/part time 1 <01 0.76 ns
One job or more thanone 1 0.72 093 ns
Equal opportunities 1 <01 <01 2.86 <01 213
training
Member of TU/staff 1 <01 <01 233 <01 256" 0.02 1.85
association
Length of service 4 <01 0.78 ns
Earnings per year 3 <01 080 ns
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 <01 0.01 1.49 0.02 3.03"
1.794 2.1312
2.00%
Sex 1 032 098 ns
Ethnicity** 1 <01 0.15 0.666 0.02 0.57¢
Country of birth 1 <01 <01 0517 0.02 0.607
Highest educational 7 <01 <01 2168 0.02 1.798
qualification 2.60° 2.86°
1.8810 2.0210
Children in household 1 <01 <01 167" <01 172!
Longstanding 1 0.67 082 ns
illness/disability
Sexual orientation 1 015 010 ns
Religion 7 <01 061 ns
Problems at work 1 <01 <01 063" <01 057" <.01 048
Knowledge score 1 <01 <01 1.15%
(continuous)
Awareness 1 <01 <01 3.33"

Note: *Variables as defined in Table B4.1. ** In Model 3, ethnicity became significant in the model at less than the 5 per level after the other non-
significant variables were taken out as part of the stepwise selection process

ns = not significant

1 Yes vs. No 6 BME/Other vs. White 113340 vs. 25-32

2 Permanent vs. not permanent 7 Non-UK vs. UK 12 41-49 vs. 25-32

333-40 vs. 16-24 8 Higher/postgrad vs. GCSE D-G 13 Per 1 point increase in knowledge score
4 41-49 vs. 16-24 9 HE (below degree) vs. GCSE D-G 14 Informed vs. not informed

550 and over vs. 16-24 10 Alevels vs. GCSE D-G

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, Q4.1
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Table B4.3 Whether respondents would know where to find out
information about their rights if they needed to, classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %

Model 4

No 197 95 67.5%
Yes 635 1281 66.9%
Overall percent 37.7% 62.3% 66.9%
Model 5

No 98 59 62.4%
Yes 283 717 71.7%
Overall percent 32.9% 67.1% 70.4%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008, Q4.1
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Table B4.4 Respondents who have heard of national organisations
Percentages CAB=  HSE* Direct BERR: EASY! NMW  GLAe WIST  Weight-  Un-

Gov helpline ed base weighted
base
All 96 88 57 43 30 24 13 8 2615 2623
Region
England 95 87 58 42 29 23 14 8 2242 2276
Wales 99 92 54 44 29 K7} 9 2 126 109
Scotland 97 92 48 52 38 26 12 11 247 238
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 98 90 60 51 35 26 17 9 758 784
Private 94 87 56 41 28 23 11 8 1712 1690
Third sector 98 91 62 37 30 28 19 5 107 111
Industry (SIC)*
Energy and water 95 93 53 55 27 20 22 1 93 88
Manufacturing 96 93 52 51 22 19 9 5 175 176
Construction 93 91 44 41 29 23 10 7 131 129
Dist./hotels/rest. 93 88 57 35 26 20 10 7 398 375
Trans/comm. 93 75 57 36 27 32 14 8 254 238
Banking, finance g 89 67 54 30 2 15 10 582 588
& insurance
Public admin,
educ. & health 98 89 57 44 35 24 15 8 718 762
Other services 97 86 47 33 29 24 10 10 238 239
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 96 88 54 39 31 25 10 7 463 461
10-24 96 87 54 41 32 26 12 7 456 447
25-99 96 86 59 45 29 24 14 9 584 614
100-499 96 90 59 44 27 24 15 8 560 548
500 or more 95 91 61 51 31 23 17 11 446 448
Trade union recognition
Yes 99 93 60 52 34 27 17 8 972 1010
No 94 85 55 40 27 24 12 8 1408 1398
Personnel/HR department
Yes 97 91 60 47 32 24 15 9 1910 1931
No 94 81 50 36 26 26 9 6 631 620
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 97 91 61 46 32 25 14 8 2050 2091
No 90 80 45 36 20 26 9 9 312 282

* Agriculture and fishing category not shown due to small base size (28 unweighted)

a Citizens Advice Bureau; b Health and Safety Executive; ¢ Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform; d Employment Agency
Standards Inspectorate; e Gangmasters Licensing Authority; f Worker Information Service

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in the
All figures.

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents that were asked Q4.10a
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Table B4.4 Respondents who have heard of national organisations
(continued)
Percentages CAB: HSE>  Direct BERR:  EASd NMW  GLAe WIS Base  Base

Gov helpline (wt)  (unwt)
Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and o, 92 67 56 31 24 21 7 960 1006
professional
Intermediate 95 86 61 43 29 26 10 8 560 548
Routine and 95 85 45 32 29 23 8 10 1071 1040
manual
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes 97 95 64 56 32 26 18 8 977 1015
No 95 84 53 36 28 23 10 9 1637 1607
Employment status
Permanent 96 89 57 45 30 24 13 8 2381 2418
Not permanent 94 73 53 31 26 26 12 9 231 201
Full time 96 89 59 47 30 24 15 9 1931 1931
Part time 94 83 50 33 29 24 9 6 651 658
One job or more than one
One job 95 88 57 44 30 23 13 8 2267 2263
More than one 97 88 64 40 37 23 13 4 94 102
Equal opportunities training
Yes 97 92 64 49 35 27 17 10 1054 1073
No 95 85 53 40 26 22 11 7 1537 1525
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 98 93 58 52 32 26 19 9 637 670
Staff association 100 97 68 52 35 26 15 18 121 114
Neither 95 87 58 42 29 23 12 7 1737 1739
Length of service (years)
Upto1 91 80 59 33 27 22 7 1 424 380
1102 92 84 62 40 27 27 12 9 487 452
3tob 97 87 56 46 29 24 12 8 495 500
6to 15 97 90 56 44 31 21 14 8 748 772
More than 15 99 95 53 51 35 29 19 7 441 492
Earnings per year (£'000)
Under 15 94 80 48 30 30 22 8 8 925 894
15-24.99 97 91 62 47 29 28 13 9 640 659
25-39.99 97 93 63 53 31 22 17 6 559 550
40+ 96 95 70 66 31 23 24 9 276 293
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 89 77 45 29 25 24 6 8 255 241
No 96 91 57 47 30 20 15 7 1045 1079

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B4.4 Respondents who have heard of national organisations
(continued)
Percentages CAB: HSE>  Direct BERR:  EASd NMW  GLAe WIS Base  Base

Gov helpline (wt)  (unwt)
Individual characteristics
Age (years)
16-24 91 74 60 22 30 24 4 12 421 302
25-32 92 82 68 36 28 21 6 10 450 422
33-40 97 91 64 51 29 20 11 8 497 538
41-49 98 91 59 50 31 27 16 8 575 594
50 and over 99 94 41 50 29 27 23 5 671 767
Sex
Male 95 91 57 46 28 23 16 9 1341 1281
Female 96 85 57 41 31 26 11 7 1274 1342
Ethnicity
White 97 89 58 44 30 23 14 7 2340 2363
BME/Other 85 76 52 38 29 31 9 16 273 257
Country of birth
UK 98 89 58 44 31 24 14 7 2274 2300
Non-UK 78 78 49 36 24 24 9 16 337 319
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 92 88 68 60 28 24 22 12 332 352
Undergraduate 97 88 69 51 24 21 17 6 410 412
HE (below 9% 91 60 47 38 30 16 9 303 321
degree)
A/AS level 96 85 60 36 31 20 10 5 507 467
GCSE (A-C) 98 91 55 38 32 27 9 10 478 468
GCSE (D-G) 97 85 45 45 35 27 9 8 208 208
Other incl. trade o 92 47 42 30 29 15 6 122 125
apprenticeships
None of these 93 82 30 27 22 22 7 11 246 260
Children in household
Yes 97 91 61 48 30 24 13 8 994 1024
No 95 86 54 41 30 24 13 9 1617 1594
Longstanding illness/disability
Yes 99 95 49 45 28 27 18 9 301 324
No 95 87 58 43 30 24 12 8 2311 2295
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 96 88 57 43 30 24 13 8 2536 2545
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 92 86 75 45 33 16 14 8 39 36
Religion
Christian 97 90 56 45 30 24 14 8 1755 1786
Other/None 94 84 58 40 28 24 12 9 845 820
Problems at work
Any 97 86 58 44 29 23 14 7 858 852
None 95 89 57 43 30 25 13 9 1731 1745

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B4.5 Respondents who would not know where to find NMW
information

Percentages Would not know where Weighted base Unweighted base

to go to find out about

NMW

All 11 2615 2623
Region
England 11 2242 2276
Wales 9 126 109
Scotland 10 247 238
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 10 758 784
Private 1" 1712 1690
Third sector 13 107 111
Industry (SIC)*
Agriculture and fishing 21 27 28
Energy and water 12 93 88
Manufacturing 8 175 176
Construction 16 131 129
Distribution, hotels and 11 398 375
restaurants
Transport and communication 14 254 238
Banking, finance and insurance 9 582 588
Public administration, education 9 718 762
and health
Other services 1 238 239
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 14 463 461
10-24 11 456 447
25-99 8 584 614
100-499 10 560 548
500 or more 9 446 448
Trade union recognition
Yes 8 972 1010
No 12 1408 1398
Personnel/HR department
Yes 9 1910 1931
No 14 631 620
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 8 2050 2091
No 21 312 282

* Agriculture and fishing category not shown due to small base size (28 unweighted)
Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents that were asked Q4.9
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Table B4.5 Respondents who would not know where to find NMW
information (continued)

Percentages Would not know where Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)

to go to find out about

NMW

Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and professional 7 960 1006
Intermediate 12 560 548
Routine and manual 13 1071 1040
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes 7 977 1015
No 13 1637 1607
Employment status
Permanent 10 2381 2418
Not permanent 20 231 201
Full time 9 1931 1931
Part time 13 651 658
One job or more than one
One job 11 2267 2263
More than one 5 94 102
Equal opportunities training
Yes 8 1054 1073
No 12 1537 1525
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 8 637 670
Staff association 13 121 114
Neither 11 1737 1739
Length of service (years)
Upto1 13 424 380
1t02 11 487 452
3to5 11 495 500
6to15 10 748 772
More than 15 7 441 492
Earnings per year (£°000)
Under 15 12 925 894
15-24.99 9 640 659
25-39.99 6 559 550
40 + 7 276 293
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 10 255 241
No 10 1045 1079

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B4.5 Respondents who would not know where to find NMW
information (continued)

Percentages Would not know where Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)

to go to find out about

NMW

Individual characteristics
Age (years)
16-24 16 421 302
25-32 10 450 422
33-40 9 497 538
41-49 8 575 594
50 and over 1 671 767
Sex
Male 1 1341 1281
Female 10 1274 1342
Ethnicity
White 10 2340 2363
BME/Other 19 273 257
Country of birth
UK 10 2274 2300
Non UK 16 337 319
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 8 332 352
Undergraduate 8 410 412
HE (below degree) 10 303 321
AJAS level 6 507 467
GCSE (A-C) 11 478 468
GCSE (D-G) 14 208 208
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 13 123 125
None of these 20 246 260
Children in household
Yes 9 994 1024
No 11 1617 1594
Longstanding iliness/disability
Yes 10 301 324
No 11 2311 2295
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 11 2536 2545
Gay/Lesbian/Bi - 39 36
Religion
Christian 9 1755 1786
Other/None 13 845 820
Other characteristics
Problems at work
Any 8 858 852
None 12 1731 1745

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Annex B Chapter 5 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B5.1 Percentage reporting any problem at work

Percentages Any problem* No problem  Weighted base =~ Unweighted
base
All 34 66 4010 4010
Region
England 34 66 3461 3509
Wales 44 56 185 160
Scotland 30 70 364 341
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 35 65 1143 1165
Private 33 67 2653 2626
Third sector 46 54 152 159
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 26 74 42 45
Energy and water 32 68 135 130
Manufacturing 26 74 257 261
Construction 26 74 201 198
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 34 66 642 615
Transport and communication 34 66 388 361
Banking, finance and insurance 33 67 906 892
Public administration, education and
health 38 62 1090 1151
Other services 35 65 350 357
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 32 68 720 712
10-24 34 66 695 692
25-99 33 67 900 933
100-499 34 66 873 861
500 or more 35 65 674 663
Trade union recognition
Yes 34 66 1514 1543
No 33 67 2140 2145
Personnel/HR department
Yes 33 67 2945 2956
No 36 64 956 947
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 33 67 3188 3213
No 38 62 441 417

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures. 1 per cent of respondents overall answered ‘don’t know’ to this question and so this category is not shown separately

* Problems included in this category are: Employment rights problems (last 5 years); Unfair treatment (last 2 years); Discrimination (last 2
years); Sex-based harassment (last 2 years); Bullying & harassment (last 2 years); Other problem with a severe impact on physical or
psychological health/ well-being (last 5 years); Other problem to do with rights at work (last 5 years).

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents asked Q5.1, Q5.3b, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7
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Table B5.1 Percentage reporting any problem at work (continued)

Percentages Any problem* No problem Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 31 69 1481 1519
Intermediate 33 67 834 824
Routine and manual 36 64 1650 1618
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 32 68 1510 1536
No 35 65 2499 2473
Employment status

Permanent 33 67 3668 3701
Not permanent 40 60 338 304
Full time 33 67 2969 2946
Part time 36 64 996 1017
Current or former job

Current 32 68 3694 3658
Former 50 50 316 352
Number of jobs

One job 32 68 3495 3463
More than one 47 53 137 148
Equal opportunities training

Yes 33 67 1640 1639
No 34 66 2335 2333
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 35 65 975 1003
Staff association 34 66 193 183
Neither 33 67 2658 2670
Length of service (years)

Upto 1 41 59 610 559
102 37 63 750 702
3tob 30 70 790 796
6to 15 33 67 1161 1179
More than 15 30 70 664 730
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 38 62 1399 1372
15-24.99 40 60 1015 1021
25-39.99 27 73 844 826
40 + 28 72 431 449
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 39 61 462 447
No 33 67 2213 2237

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B5.1 Percentage reporting any problem at work (continued)

Percentages Any problem* No problem Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 38 62 614 454
25-32 34 66 742 685
33-40 34 66 740 799
41-49 33 67 895 917
50 and over 32 68 1019 1155
Sex

Male 31 69 2051 1954
Female 36 64 1959 2056
Ethnicity

White 34 66 3592 3620
BME/Other 31 69 411 381
Country of birth

UK 34 66 3481 3521
Non UK 31 69 525 484
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 30 70 500 520
Undergraduate degree 37 63 614 605
HE (below degree) 33 67 471 497
AJAS level 39 61 757 700
GCSE (A-C) 31 69 760 749
GCSE (D-G) 32 68 344 344
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 30 70 184 182
None of these 33 67 365 397
Children in household

Yes 35 65 1562 1599
No 33 67 2441 2402
Longstanding iliness/disability

Yes 49 51 474 506
No 32 68 3529 3495
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 33 67 3873 3877
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 51 49 74 67
Religion

Christian 33 67 2705 2760
Other/None 36 64 1279 1223

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Annex B Chapter 7 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B7.1 Problems with employment rights in last 5 years
Reporting a No. of separate Weighted  Unweighted

problem (per cent) problems* base base
All 29 24 4010 4010
Region
England 29 25 3461 3509
Wales 40 1.6 185 160
Scotland 28 1.7 364 341
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 30 24 1143 1165
Private 28 24 2653 2626
Third sector 38 1.7 152 159
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 23 1.5 42 45
Energy and water 26 2.2 135 130
Manufacturing 21 2.2 257 261
Construction 22 2.3 201 198
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 31 2.6 642 615
Transport and communication 30 21 388 361
Banking, finance and insurance 27 2.3 906 892
Public administration, education and 33 2.6 1090 1151
health
Other services 31 2.1 350 357
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 28 2.5 720 712
10-24 31 1.9 695 692
25-99 30 2.2 900 933
100-499 28 24 873 861
500 or more 30 2.9 674 663
Trade union recognition
Yes 29 24 1514 1543
No 29 24 2140 2145
Personnel/HR department
Yes 28 2.3 2945 2956
No 31 25 956 947
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 28 2.3 3188 3213
No 35 2.8 441 417

* Mean number of problems based on those experiencing at least one problem
Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents asked Q5.1, Q5.3
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Table B7.1 Problems with employment rights in last 5 years (continued)

Reporting a No. of separate Base (wt)  Base (unwt.)

problem (per cent) problems*
Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and professional 26 21 1481 1519
Intermediate 29 2.8 834 824
Routine and manual 32 2.4 1650 1618
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes 27 24 1510 1536
No 31 2.3 2499 2473
Employment status
Permanent 28 2.4 3668 3701
Not permanent 38 2.6 338 304
Full time 29 25 2969 2946
Part time 31 2.2 990 1017
Current or former job
Current 28 2.3 3694 3658
Former 45 3.1 316 352
Number of jobs
One job 27 2.2 3495 3463
More than one 41 3.1 137 148
Equal opportunities training
Yes 28 24 1640 1639
No 30 24 2335 2333
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 30 3.1 975 1003
Staff association 31 1.8 193 183
Neither 29 21 2658 2670
Length of service (years)
Upto 1 36 2.3 610 559
1t02 32 2.3 750 702
3to5 27 3.0 790 796
6to15 28 23 1161 1179
More than 15 25 2.0 664 730
Earnings per year (£°000)
Under 15 33 25 1399 1372
15-24.99 35 2.1 1015 1021
25-39.99 22 3.0 844 826
40 + 22 1.9 431 449
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 35 2.6 462 447
No 29 25 2213 2237

See footnote, source and base details on previous page
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Table B7.1 Problems with employment rights in last 5 years (continued)

Reporting a No. of separate Base (wt)  Base (unwt.)

problem (per cent) problems*
Individual characteristics
Age
16-24 34 25 614 454
25-32 30 3.2 742 685
33-40 29 24 740 799
41-49 29 2.3 895 917
50 and over 27 1.7 1019 1155
Sex
Male 27 24 2051 1954
Female 32 24 1959 2056
Ethnicity
White 30 24 3592 3620
BME/Other 22 2.2 411 381
Country of birth
UK 30 24 3481 3521
Non UK 23 2.3 525 484
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 25 1.8 500 520
Undergraduate degree 31 2.2 614 650
HE (below degree) 29 2.0 471 497
AJAS level 33 3.3 757 700
GCSE (A-C) 28 24 760 749
GCSE (D-G) 27 21 344 344
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 25 2.2 184 182
None of these 31 2.0 365 397
Children in household
Yes 30 24 1562 1599
No 28 24 2441 2402
Longstanding illness/disability
Yes 44 24 474 506
No 27 24 3529 3495
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 29 24 3873 3877
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 44 2.0 74 67
Religion
Christian 28 2.3 2705 2760
Other/None 31 2.6 1279 1223
Knowledge score (discrete) / Sufficiency of knowledge
High score/knowledgeable 20 3.0 650 654
High score/Don’t know enough 39 2.2 351 356
Low score/Don’t know enough 44 2.3 713 713
Low score/knowledgeable 22 1.9 960 927
Any problems at work 87 2.4 1343 1327

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B7.2 Experiencing other serious problems at work

Percentages Other problems which have Weighted  Unweighted
todowith  impacted  impacted base base
rights health finances
All 3 5 4 4010 4010
Region
England 3 6 4 3461 3509
Wales 3 6 2 185 160
Scotland 2 3 2 364 341
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 3 7 2 1143 1165
Private 2 5 4 2653 2626
Third sector 3 7 3 152 159
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 4 3 - 42 45
Energy and water 5 5 5 135 130
Manufacturing 2 5 3 257 261
Construction 2 4 2 201 198
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 2 4 4 642 615
Transport and communication 3 4 4 388 361
Banking, finance and insurance 2 5 5 906 892
Public administration, education 3 7 3 1090 1151
and health
Other services 2 4 4 350 357
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 3 6 5 720 712
10-24 3 5 4 695 692
25-99 2 6 3 900 933
100-499 2 5 3 873 861
500 or more 3 5 4 674 663
Trade union recognition
Yes 2 7 3 1514 1543
No 3 5 5 2140 2145
Personnel/HR department
Yes 2 5 3 2945 2956
No 3 6 5 956 947
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 2 5 3 3188 3213
No 4 8 8 441 417

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008
Base: All respondents asked Q5.8
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Table B7.2 Experiencing other serious problems at work (continued)

Percentages Other problems which have Base (wt) Base (unwt.)

to do with impacted impacted

rights health finances

Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and professional 2 6 3 1481 1519
Intermediate 2 6 4 834 824
Routine and manual 4 5 4 1650 1618
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes 2 6 4 1510 1536
No 3 5 4 2499 2473
Employment status
Permanent 3 5 4 3668 3701
Not permanent 3 6 5 338 304
Full time 2 5 4 2969 2946
Part time 3 6 3 996 1017
Current or former job
Current 2 5 3 3694 3658
Former 6 10 1 316 352
Number of jobs
One job 2 5 3 3495 3463
More than one 5 1 8 137 148
Equal opportunities training
Yes 3 6 3 1640 1639
No 3 5 4 2335 2333
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 3 8 3 975 1003
Staff association 2 7 3 193 183
Neither 3 5 4 2658 2670
Length of service (years)
Upto1 3 6 5 610 559
1t02 3 6 4 750 702
3to5 2 4 3 790 796
6o 15 3 5 4 1161 1179
More than 15 2 6 3 664 730
Earnings per year (£°000)
Under 15 3 5 4 1399 1372
15-24.99 3 7 5 1015 1021
25-39.99 2 5 2 844 826
40 + 1 7 2 431 449
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 3 5 6 462 447
No 2 5 3 2213 2237

See footnote, source and base details on previous page
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Table B7.2 Experiencing other serious problems at work (continued)

Percentages Other problems which have impacted Base (wt) Base (unwt.)
rights health finances
Individual characteristics
Age
16-24 3 2 4 614 454
25-32 3 5 4 742 685
33-40 2 6 3 740 799
41-49 3 7 5 895 917
50 and over 2 6 3 1019 1155
Sex
Male 3 5 4 2051 1954
Female 3 6 4 1959 2056
Ethnicity
White 2 5 4 3592 3620
BME/Other 4 5 5 411 381
Country of birth
UK 3 6 4 3481 3521
Non UK 3 4 4 525 484
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 2 5 3 500 520
Undergraduate degree 2 5 3 614 605
HE (below degree) 1 7 4 471 497
AJAS level 3 5 4 757 700
GCSE (A-C) 3 6 4 760 749
GCSE (D-G) 6 8 7 344 344
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 1 5 2 184 182
None of these 2 3 3 365 397
Children in household
Yes 2 6 4 1562 1599
No 3 5 4 2441 2402
Longstanding illness/disability
Yes 6 13 8 474 506
No 2 4 3 3529 3495
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 3 5 4 3873 3877
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 5 13 5 74 67
Religion
Christian 2 6 4 2705 2760
Other/None 3 4 4 1279 1223
Knowledge score (discrete) / Sufficiency of knowledge
High score/knowledgeable 1 5 2 650 654
High score/Don’t know enough 4 8 5 361 356
Low score/Don’t know enough 5 8 5 713 713
Low score/knowledgeable 1 3 2 960 927
Any problems at work 8 16 10 1343 1327

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B7.3 Any specific employment problems (current or most recent
employer) Single and multivariate logistic regressions*

Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
regres
sions
df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio
est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 020 046 ns
Ownership (public/private/third 2 <.01  0.24 ns
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8§ <01 003 1722
Workplace size (employees) 4 027 028 ns
Trade union recognition 1 <01 0.02 1.30
Personnel/HR department 1 065 0.24 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 <01 0.58
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 0M 0.98
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 0.58 0.58
Permanent/not permanent 1 0.22 0.27
Full time/part time 1 0.44 0.72
Current or former job 1 <.01 -
Number of jobs 1 <.01 0.01 1.673
Equal opportunities training 1 0.91 0.92
Member of TU or staff 1 <.01 <01 153 <01 1.66
association
Length of service (years) 4 075 0.23
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 <01 <01 1404 <01 1.524
1.445 1.695
1.556 1.468
1.607 1.637
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 087 0.96
Sex 1 0.01 <01 1388
Ethnicity 1 0.04 0.64
Country of birth 1 <01 0.36
Highest educational 7 094 0.97
qualification
Children in household 1 0.07 0.24
Longstanding illness/disability 1 <.01 <01 200" <01 196
Sexual orientation 1 0.08 0.10
Religion 7 001 0.21
Knowledge score (discrete) / 3 <01 <01 3.03 <01 3.37°
Sufficiency of knowledge 2.4810 2.5110
3.50"
2.6312
*Variables as defined in Table B1 4 Under 15 vs. 25 to 39.99 10 High score/Don’t know enough vs. High
ns = not significant 5 Under 15 vs. 40+ score/Know enough
1Yesvs. No 61510 24.99 vs. 25 t0 39.99 11 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. Low
2 Transport and communication vs. 71510 24.99 vs. 40+ score/Know enough
Construction 8 Female vs. Male 12 High score/Don't know enough vs. Low
3 More than one vs. one 9 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. High score/Know enough

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q5.1, Q5.4, Q5.5,

Q5.6,Q5.7,Q5.8

score/Know enough
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Table B7.4 Any specific employment problems (current or most recent
employer), classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 1102 620 64.0%
Yes 195 367 65.3%
Overall percent 56.8% 43.2% 64.3%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q5.1, Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6, Q5.7, Q5.8
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Table B7.5 Impact of the most serious problem

Percentages All Most serious problem involves
Employment Impact on Unfair  Discrimination Bullying and
rights health or treatment harassment
wellbeing
Did you leave your employer as a direct result of this problem or dispute?*
Yes 50 46 66 72 64 78
No 49 54 34 27 36 22
Weighted base 476 342 59 96 47 54
Unweighted base 489 354 66 104 48 54
How did you leave your employer?**
I resigned/left 66 59 77 61 72 74
| was made redundant 10 12 3 16 9 12
| was dismissed 19 24 15 16 13 10
Retired 1 - - - 3 2
Retired on ill health 1 1 3 1 3 2
Compromise
agreement negotiated 1 2 - 3
Others 4 3 3 3
Weighted base 239 160 39 70 32 42
Unweighted base 250 170 45 70 30 43
Did the problem impact on your financial wellbeing?***
Yes — severe hardship 9 9 15 12 13 11
Yes — moderate
difficulties 14 16 14 15 21 14
Yes — minor difficulties 15 15 12 19 13 15
No 62 59 59 54 53 60
Did the problem impact on your physical health and wellbeing?***
Yes —severe impact 9 7 30 12 19 14
Yes -moderate impact 17 15 32 19 24 28
Yes —minor impact 14 13 16 15 10 13
No 60 64 21 53 47 46
Did the problem impact on your psychological health and wellbeing?***
Yes - severe impact 11 9 37 17 22 20
Yes —-moderate impact 18 15 38 22 33 28
Yes —minor impact 17 16 13 21 17 28
No 53 59 12 40 29 24
Did the problem impact on your relationship with partner/other close family members?***
Yes —severe impact 6 5 20 8 11 8
Yes —-moderate impact 12 12 25 12 17 19
Yes —minor impact 12 11 17 14 15 17
No 70 72 37 65 56 56
Weighted base 1313 939 151 275 144 166
Unweighted base 1300 937 160 266 143 163

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.35a, Q6.35b, Q6.36, Q6.38, Q6.40, Q6.42
Note:* Base= Respondents whose most serious problem was with a previous employer **Base= Respondents who left their employer as a
result of the most serious problem ***Base= Respondents with a most serious problem
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Annex B Chapter 8 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B8.1 Experience of unfair treatment, discrimination, bullying or
harassment or sexual harassment in the workplace

Percentages Unfair  Discrimin- Bullying or  Sexual Weighted Un-
treatment ation  harassment harassment  base weighted
base
All 13 7 7 1 4010 4010
Region
England 14 8 7 1 3461 3509
Wales 10 4 7 * 185 160
Scotland 12 3 5 * 364 341
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 13 8 9 1 1143 1165
Private 13 7 6 1 2653 2626
Third sector 17 7 12 1 152 159
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 5 1 - - 42 45
Energy and water 9 5 8 2 135 130
Manufacturing 10 8 4 * 257 261
Construction 13 5 4 * 201 198
Distribution, hotels and 12 7 5 1 642 615
restaurants
Transport and communication 15 7 6 1 388 361
Banking, finance and insurance 15 6 7 2 906 892
Public administration, education 14 10 10 1 1090 1151
and health
Other services 16 8 9 1 350 357
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 13 8 7 1 720 712
10-24 12 6 7 1 695 692
25-99 14 7 7 1 900 933
100-499 13 7 7 1 873 861
500 or more 15 9 9 1 674 663
Trade union recognition
Yes 12 7 8 1 1514 1543
No 14 8 7 1 2140 2145
Personnel/HR department
Yes 13 7 7 1 2945 2956
No 15 8 7 1 956 947
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 13 7 7 1 3188 3213
No 19 1 8 * 442 417

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the All figures.

*=less than 0.5%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents asked Q5.4, Q5.5, Q5.6 & Q5.7
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Table B8.1 Experience of unfair treatment, discrimination, bullying or
harassment or sexual harassment in the workplace (continued)

Percentages Unfair  Discrimin- Bullyingor  Sexual  Base (wt) Base
treatment ation  harassment harassment (unwt)
Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and professional 11 6 8 1 1481 1519
Intermediate 14 8 7 1 834 824
Routine and manual 15 8 7 1 1650 1618
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes " 6 8 1 1510 1536
No 15 8 7 1 2499 2473
Employment status
Permanent 13 7 7 1 3668 3701
Not permanent 14 8 7 2 338 304
Full time 13 7 8 1 2969 2946
Part time 15 9 6 1 990 1017
Current or former job
Current 13 7 7 1 3694 3658
Former 19 13 9 2 316 362
Number of jobs
One job 12 16 7 1 3495 3463
More than one 26 19 14 - 137 148
Equal opportunities training
Yes 13 8 8 1 1640 1639
No 14 7 7 1 2335 2333
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 14 8 10 1 975 1003
Staff association 13 6 10 2 193 183
Neither 13 7 6 1 2658 2670
Length of service (years)
Upto 1 17 10 9 2 610 559
1t02 15 7 7 1 750 702
3tob 10 5 6 1 790 796
6to15 14 8 7 1 1161 1179
More than 15 11 6 8 1 664 730
Earnings per year (£°000)
Under 15 16 9 7 1 1399 1372
15-24.99 15 8 9 1 1015 1021
25-39.99 10 5 7 1 844 826
40 + 12 6 8 1 431 449
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 18 9 8 2 462 447
No 13 7 7 1 2213 2237

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B8.1 Experience of unfair treatment, ... (continued)

Percentages Unfair  Discrimin- Bullyingor Sexual Base (wt.) Base
treatment ation  harassment harassment (unwt.)
Individual characteristics
Age
16-24 17 10 5 1 614 454
25-32 14 8 7 2 742 685
33-40 14 8 7 2 740 799
41-49 12 6 8 1 895 917
50 and over 11 6 8 1 1019 1155
Sex
Male 11 6 6 1 2051 1954
Female 16 9 9 2 1959 2056
Ethnicity
White 13 7 7 1 3592 3620
BME/Other 15 12 8 2 411 381
Country of birth
UK 13 7 7 1 3481 3521
Non UK 13 10 7 2 525 484
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 12 6 8 1 500 520
Undergraduate degree 13 6 8 3 614 650
HE (below degree) 13 8 8 1 471 497
AJAS level 17 10 7 1 757 700
GCSE (A-C) 12 6 6 1 760 749
GCSE (D-G) 13 9 8 * 344 344
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 1" 3 5 - 184 182
None of these 14 8 7 2 365 397
Children in household
Yes 14 7 8 1 1562 1599
No 13 8 7 1 2441 2402
Longstanding illness/disability
Yes 19 12 14 2 474 506
No 13 7 6 1 3529 3495
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 13 7 7 1 3873 3877
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 22 14 18 5 74 67
Religion
Christian 12 7 7 1 2705 2760
Other/None 16 8 7 2 1279 1223
Knowledge score (discrete) / Sufficiency of knowledge
High score/Know enough 10 5 6 1 650 654
High score/Don’t know enough 17 10 9 2 351 356
Low score/Don't know enough 21 13 11 2 713 713
Low score/Know enough 7 4 5 1 960 927
Any problems at work 40 22 21 4 1343 1327

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.

211



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Table B8.2 Unfair treatment or discrimination at current employer
Single and multivariate logistic regressions*

Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
regres
sions
df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio
est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 002 0.07 1.65
Ownership (public/private/third 2 0.05 0.02 2.172
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8 044 038 ns
Workplace size (employees) 4 027 028 ns
Trade union recognition 1 049 090 ns
Personnel/HR department 1 081 0.84 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 <01 0573 <01 0523
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 013 0.20 ns
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 0.19 0.26 ns
Permanent/not permanent 1 0.10 043 ns
Full time/part time 1 0.69 0.81 ns
Current or former job 1 <.01 - -
Number of jobs 1 <01 <01 219 <01 1944
Equal opportunities training 1 0.38 0.07
Member of TU or staff 1 <.01 0.01  1.503 <01 1833
association
Length of service (years) 4 027 0.57 ns
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 003 0.20 ns
Individual Characteristics
Age* 4 010 0.06 0.58
0.588
Sex 1 004 001 1.33%
Ethnicity 1 0.12 0.53 ns
Country of birth 1 0.37 0.38 ns
Highest educational 7 030 0.59 ns
qualification
Children in household 1 0.40 0.32 ns
Longstanding iliness/disability 1 <.01 0.06 ns
Sexual orientation 1 0.01 0.09 ns
Religion 7 082 0.85 ns
Knowledge score (discrete) / 3 <01 <01 1728 <01 1.948
Sufficiency of knowledge 2.66° 3.01°
0.6110 0.341
455"
1.5512

Note: *Variables as defined in Table B8.1. ** In Model 3, Age became significant in the model at less than the 5 per level after the other non-
significant variables were taken out as part of the stepwise selection process

ns = not significant

1 England vs. Scotland
2 Third sector vs. Private
3 Yesvs. No

4 More than one vs. One
525-32 vs. 16-24

6 50 and over vs. 16-24

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q5.4, Q5.5

7 Female vs. Male

8 High score/Don’t know enough vs. High

score/Know enough

9 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. High

score/Know enough
10 Low score/Know enough vs. High
score/Know enough

11 Low score/Don't know enough vs. Low
score/Know enough

12 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. High
score/Don’t know enough

13 Low score/Know enough vs. High
score/Don’t know enough
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Table B8.3 Unfair treatment or discrimination at current employer,
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 1309 544 70.6%
Yes 94 122 56.5%
Overall percent 67.8% 32.2% 69.2%

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q5.4, Q5.5

213



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Annex B Chapter 9 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B9.1 Details of bullying and sexual harassment
Percentages Bullying Sexual harassment

Did the problem occur as a one-off incident?*

One-off incident 16 23
Several different times 30 28
Continuing basis 54 49
Were you working for your current employer?*

Yes 75 74
No 24 26
Whether the problem is now over*

Now over 56 68
Most likely now over 6 6
Too early to say 6 7
Still ongoing 32 20
Weighted base 288 50
Unweighted base 291 50

Who was the person who caused the problem?**

Employer/Supervisor/Senior manager 76 56
Co-worker/colleague 27 38
Sub-ordinate 5 1
Customer/client 4 5
Not an individual (i.e. the organisation) 3 3
Other 1 -
Weighted base 264 48
Unweighted base 265 46

What gender was the person responsible?***

Male 55 ns
Female 36 ns
Both males and females 8 ns

What ethnic group was the person responsible?***

White 88 ns
Black 1 ns
Asian 6 ns
Other - ns
Mixed race 3 ns
Mixed group 2 ns
Weighted base 233 30
Unweighted base 233 28

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.4, Q6.6¢, Q6.6d, Q6.6e, Q6.7f,

Note: * Base= All respondents who experienced the problem

** Base= All respondents who experienced the problem except missing cases

*** Base= Most serious problem involves this issue, or the problem involving this issue is the same as the most serious problem and the most
serious problem involves unfair treatment/discrimination

ns=Not shown due to small base sizes

Answers of don’t know, not stated or that were not classifiable are not shown
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Table B9.2 Bullying or harassment or other problem with severe impact
on psychological wellbeing
Single and multivariate logistic regressions*

Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
regres
sions
df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio
est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 005 0.04 ns
Ownership (public/private/third 2 <01 0.47 ns
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8§ <01 01 ns
Workplace size (employees) 4 047 048 ns
Trade union recognition 1002 030 ns
Personnel/HR department 1 0.76  0.52 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 016 0.10 ns
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 057 0.60 ns
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 0.54 0.78 ns
Permanent/not permanent 1 0.74 0.73 ns
Full time/part time 1 0.75 0.95 ns
Current or former job 1 <.01 - ns
Number of jobs 1 <.01 <01 210 0.01 1.99
Equal opportunities training 1 0.05 0.40
Member of TU or staff 1 <.01 <01 1.862 <01 1.842
association
Length of service (years) 4 007 0.01 1.603 0.01 1623
2.104 2.304
1.545 1.665
1.868 2.218
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 003 0.08 ns
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 0.01 0.25 ns
Sex 1 <01 <01 1847 <01 173
Ethnicity 1 0.82 0.57 ns
Country of birth 1 0.40 0.91 ns
Highest educational 7 040 0.82 ns
qualification
Children in household 1 0.30 0.84 ns
Longstanding iliness/disability 1 <.01 <01 235 <01 2222
Sexual orientation 1 <.01 <01 4048 <01 3718
Religion 7 005 0.73 ns
Knowledge score (discrete) / 3 <01 <01 1.96° 2.479
Sufficiency of knowledge 0.7710 1.91M
1.63" 2.6112
0.49%

*Variables as defined in Table B9.1
ns = not significant

1 More than one vs. One

2 Yesvs. No

3Upto1vs.1t02
4Upto1vs.3t05

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

5Upto1vs.61t015

6 Up to 1 vs. More than 15

7 Female vs. Male

8 Gay/Lesbian/Bisexual vs. Heterosexual
9 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. High

score/Know enough

10 Low score/Know enough vs. High

score/Know enough

11 High score/Don’t know enough vs. High

score/Know enough

12 Low score/Don't know enough vs. Low

score/Know enough

13 Low score/Know enough vs. High

score/Don’t know enough
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Table B9.3 Bullying or harassment or other problem with severe impact
on psychological wellbeing
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 1292 656 66.3%
Yes 97 139 58.9%
Overall percent 63.6% 36.4% 65.5%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
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Table B9.4 Negative Acts Factors

Percentages Denigration and  Unreasonable Violence Base
disrespect management

Nottop Top Nottop Top Nottop Top Wwtd  Unwtd
All 80 20 80 20 80 20 4010 4010
Region
England 80 20 80 20 81 19 3461 3509
Wales 82 18 79 21 74 26 185 160
Scotland 75 25 81 19 74 26 364 341
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 77 23 78 22 72 28 1143 1165
Private 82 18 81 19 83 17 2653 2626
Third sector 76 24 84 16 84 16 152 159
Industry (SIC)
Agriculture and fishing 93 7 93 7 91 9 42 45
Energy and water 84 16 81 19 84 16 135 130
Manufacturing 85 15 80 20 82 18 257 261
Construction 87 13 78 22 86 14 201 198
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 77 23 83 17 78 22 642 615
Transport and communication 78 22 79 21 86 14 388 361
Banking, finance and insurance 84 16 78 22 85 15 906 892
Public admin, education and health 75 25 79 21 71 29 1090 1151
Other services 82 18 86 14 85 15 350 357
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 80 20 84 16 83 17 720 712
10-24 78 22 83 17 83 17 695 692
25-99 80 20 80 20 78 22 900 933
100-499 82 18 77 23 81 19 873 861
500 or more 80 20 76 24 76 24 674 663
Trade union recognition
Yes 78 22 76 24 73 27 1514 1543
No 81 19 82 18 84 16 2140 2145
Personnel/HR department
Yes 80 20 79 21 78 22 2945 2956
No 79 21 83 17 86 14 956 947
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 80 20 80 20 79 21 3188 3213
No 77 23 79 21 87 13 441 417

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the All figures.

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q6.49

Base: All respondents
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Table B9.4 Negative Acts Factors (continued)

Percentages Denigration and  Unreasonable Violence Base
disrespect management
Nottop Top Nottop Top Nottop Top wtd  Unwtd

Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 82 18 76 24 77 23 1481 1519
Intermediate 80 20 82 18 83 17 834 824
Routine and manual 78 22 83 17 81 19 1650 1618
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 79 21 76 24 76 24 1510 1536
No 80 20 83 17 83 17 2499 2473
Employment status

Permanent 80 20 80 20 79 21 3668 3701
Not permanent 83 17 85 15 88 12 338 304
Full time 80 20 78 22 79 21 2969 2946
Part time 80 20 85 15 83 17 996 1017
Current or former job

Current 80 20 81 19 80 20 3694 3658
Former 76 24 74 26 85 15 316 352
Number of jobs

One job 81 19 81 19 80 20 3495 3463
More than one 67 33 75 25 75 25 137 148
Equal opportunities training

Yes 78 22 79 21 76 24 1640 1639
No 82 18 81 19 83 17 2335 2333
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 76 24 75 25 73 27 975 1003
Staff association 77 23 77 23 66 34 193 183
Neither 81 19 81 19 83 17 2658 2670
Length of service (years)

Upto 1 82 18 82 18 83 17 610 559
1t02 79 21 80 20 83 17 750 702
3to5 77 23 82 18 79 21 790 796
6to 15 82 18 80 20 81 19 1161 1179
More than 15 79 21 77 23 74 26 664 730
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 78 22 85 15 82 18 1399 1372
15-24.99 77 23 76 24 78 22 1015 1021
25-39.99 81 19 76 24 76 24 844 826
40 + 84 16 71 29 80 20 431 449
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 75 25 85 15 82 18 462 447
No 81 19 78 22 78 22 2213 2237

See footnote, source and base details on previous page

218



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Table B9.4 Negative Acts Factors (continued)

Percentages Denigration and  Unreasonable Violence Base
disrespect management
Nottop Top Nottop Top Nottop Top wtd  Unwtd

Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 81 19 86 14 86 14 614 454
25-32 79 21 82 18 80 20 742 685
33-40 78 22 77 23 78 22 740 799
41-49 81 19 78 22 79 21 895 917
50 and over 81 19 80 20 80 20 1019 1155
Sex

Male 83 17 80 20 82 18 2051 1954
Female 77 23 81 19 78 22 1959 2056
Ethnicity

White 79 21 79 21 79 21 35692 3620
BME/Other 85 15 88 12 88 12 411 381
Country of birth

UK 79 21 79 21 79 21 3481 3521
Non UK 85 15 89 1 86 14 525 484
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 83 17 74 26 79 21 500 520
Undergraduate degree 79 21 78 22 79 21 614 605
HE (below degree) 83 17 76 24 74 26 471 497
AJAS level 77 23 81 19 81 19 757 700
GCSE (A-C) 80 20 83 17 81 19 760 749
GCSE (D-G) 78 22 83 17 83 17 344 344
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 80 20 82 18 81 19 184 182
None of these 81 19 88 12 85 15 365 397
Children in household

Yes 80 20 79 21 80 20 1562 1599
No 80 20 81 19 81 19 2441 2402
Longstanding illness/disability

Yes 71 29 71 29 74 26 474 506
No 81 19 81 19 81 19 3529 3495
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 80 20 80 20 80 20 3873 3877
Gay/ Lesbian/ Bi 72 28 66 34 81 19 74 67
Religion

Christian 80 20 80 20 80 20 2705 2760
Other/None 80 20 80 20 81 19 1279 1223
Problems at work

Any 67 33 62 38 75 25 1343 1327
None 86 14 89 11 83 17 2630 2646

See footnote, source and base details on previous page
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Annex B Chapter 10 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B10.1 Length of time to resolve most serious problem

Mean Median Standard Weighted  Unweighted
duration of  duration of Error base base
problem (in problems (in

years) years)

All 0.64 0.25 0.03 791 775
Region
England 0.65 0.25 0.04 675 675
Wales 0.32 0.08 0.08 51 35
Scotland 0.79 0.25 0.16 66 65
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 0.68 0.33 0.06 207 204
Private 0.61 0.17 0.05 528 516
Third sector 0.62 0.42 0.11 42 39
Industry (SIC)*
Manufacturing 0.79 0.08 0.19 39 41
Construction 0.55 0.25 0.13 29 32
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 0.47 0.08 0.09 122 126
Transport and communication 0.76 0.17 0.14 72 69
Banking, finance and insurance 0.60 0.25 0.06 189 171
rF]’ubhc administration, education and 0.64 0.33 0.06 299 299
ealth
Other services 0.83 0.17 0.20 75 72
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 0.71 0.25 0.11 127 128
10-24 0.56 0.17 0.10 148 144
25-99 0.69 0.25 0.07 173 183
100-499 0.65 0.25 0.07 178 162
500 or more 0.63 0.33 0.07 138 130
Trade union recognition
Yes 0.79 0.33 0.07 277 275
No 0.58 0.17 0.05 432 427
Personnel/HR department
Yes 0.64 0.25 0.04 568 547
No 0.68 0.25 0.09 202 203
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 0.66 0.25 0.04 618 610
No 0.72 0.17 0.18 82 80

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures.

* Categories not shown due to small base sizes: Agriculture and fishing category (9 unweighted); Energy and water (26 unweighted)

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 FTWS 2008 Q6.9 & Q6.2

Base: All respondents that had a most serious problem at work that is now over except those that could not remember or did not know when
the problem began or ended
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Table B10.1 Length of time to resolve most serious problem (continued)

Mean Median Standard Base (wt) Base (unwt.)
duration of  duration of Error
problem (in problems (in
years) years)

Job characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)
Managerial and professional 0.67 0.33 0.05 281 275
Intermediate 0.62 0.25 0.07 170 163
Routine and manual 0.63 0.17 0.07 329 326
Managerial/ supervisory duties
Yes 0.73 0.33 0.07 283 284
No 0.59 0.17 0.04 508 491
Employment status
Permanent 0.68 0.25 0.04 702 691
Not permanent 0.34 0.08 0.06 89 83
Full time 0.67 0.25 0.04 580 578
Part time 0.57 0.17 0.06 209 193
Current or former job
Current 0.62 0.25 0.04 681 654
Former 0.75 0.25 0.13 110 121
Number of jobs
One job 0.61 0.25 0.04 628 612
More than one 0.72 0.58 0.12 34 31
Equal opportunities training
Yes 0.66 0.33 0.05 312 295
No 0.63 0.17 0.05 477 477
Trade union/staff assoc. member
Trade union 0.89 0.33 0.09 169 179
Staff association 0.75 0.33 0.19 34 33
Neither 0.57 0.17 0.04 542 528
Length of service (years)
Upto1 0.48 0.17 0.07 176 164
1t02 0.62 0.25 0.07 166 154
3to5 0.56 0.17 0.07 141 144
6to 15 0.71 0.25 0.08 208 212
More than 15 0.97 0.50 0.14 96 97
Earnings per year (£000)
Under 15 0.53 0.17 0.06 303 289
15-24.99 0.65 0.25 0.06 244 245
25-39.99 0.76 0.25 0.10 137 134
40 + 0.84 0.50 0.12 72 71
Earn less than £6.50 per hour
Yes 0.51 0.17 0.10 111 110
No 0.71 0.33 0.05 409 406

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.

221



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Table B10.1 Length of time to resolve most serious problem (continued)

Mean Median Standard Base (wt) Base (unwt.)
duration of  duration of Error
problem (in problems (in
years) years)

Individual characteristics
Age
16-24 0.31 0.08 0.04 152 110
25-32 0.51 0.25 0.06 143 131
33-40 0.80 0.25 0.11 154 163
41-49 0.73 0.33 0.08 162 166
50 and over 0.82 0.33 0.09 179 205
Sex
Male 0.66 0.17 0.06 365 349
Female 0.62 0.25 0.05 426 426
Ethnicity
White 0.65 0.25 0.04 726 717
BME/Other 0.57 0.25 0.11 64 57
Country of birth
UK 0.65 0.25 0.04 708 695
Non UK 0.56 0.25 0.07 83 80
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 0.63 0.25 0.09 96 92
Undergraduate degree 0.7 0.33 0.09 135 128
HE (below degree) 0.63 0.33 0.09 83 87
AJAS level 0.51 0.08 0.07 174 147
GCSE (A-C) 0.60 0.25 0.07 136 140
GCSE (D-G) 0.65 0.25 0.12 68 67
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 0.98 0.50 0.32 32 35
None of these 0.83 0.17 0.20 65 78
Children in household
Yes 0.66 0.25 0.05 319 315
No 0.63 0.17 0.05 472 459
Longstanding iliness/disability
Yes 0.90 0.42 0.11 129 134
No 0.59 0.25 0.04 662 640
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 0.64 0.25 0.04 757 744
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 0.88 0.67 0.22 22 21
Religion
Christian 0.67 0.25 0.05 518 530
Other/None 0.59 0.17 0.06 268 241

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B10.2 Problem resolution outcome

Percentages Positive Negative Weighted base ~ Unweighted
outcome outcome base
All 52 47 880 869
Region
England 52 47 751 755
Wales 54 43 57 41
Scotland 48 52 72 73
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 62 37 226 223
Private 48 51 594 585
Third sector 61 39 46 44
Industry (SIC)*
Manufacturing 53 46 46 49
Construction 60 40 38 39
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 47 52 138 145
Transport and communication 43 52 80 78
Banking, finance and insurance 57 42 205 187
Public administration, education and
health 59 41 250 251
Other services 30 69 85 84
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 37 61 141 146
10-24 48 52 165 161
25-99 51 47 193 203
100-499 61 38 197 181
500 or more 62 37 152 144
Trade union recognition
Yes 67 33 307 303
No 44 54 479 480
Personnel/HR department
Yes 60 40 627 605
No 35 63 229 236
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 58 41 685 675
No 29 69 97 99

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures. 1% of respondents overall answered ‘don’t know’ to this question and so this category is not shown separately

* Categories not shown due to small base sizes: Agriculture and fishing category (9 unweighted); Energy and water (27 unweighted)

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents whose problem was over or most likely over from Q6.35a and Q6.35¢
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Table B10.2 Problem resolution outcome (continued)

Percentages Positive Negative Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
outcome outcome

Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 56 43 308 303

Intermediate 59 40 183 174

Routine and manual 46 53 376 377

Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 56 42 316 316

No 50 49 564 553

Employment status

Permanent 53 46 785 779

Not permanent 46 52 95 89

Full time 54 45 645 647

Part time 47 52 232 216

Current or former job

Current 56 42 740 714

Former 29 71 140 155

Number of jobs

One job 57 42 686 670

More than one 42 53 35 33

Equal opportunities training

Yes 60 39 344 326

No 47 52 532 538

Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 70 29 186 197

Staff association 57 43 36 35

Neither 47 52 602 592

Length of service (years)

Upto1 31 67 191 181

1t02 43 56 186 175

3to5 64 35 158 158

6to15 55 44 234 241

More than 15 80 19 107 109

Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 44 55 331 320

15-24.99 54 44 271 275

25-39.99 58 42 149 147

40 + 67 32 83 81

Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 32 67 122 126

No 58 41 457 454

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B10.2 Problem resolution outcome (continued)

Percentages Positive Negative Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
outcome outcome
Individual characteristics
Age
16-24 47 51 166 123
25-32 43 55 167 155
33-40 53 46 174 184
41-49 57 42 180 182
50 and over 59 41 193 225
Sex
Male 55 44 419 402
Female 50 50 462 467
Ethnicity
White 52 47 806 802
BME/Other 49 51 72 65
Country of birth
UK 52 47 787 779
Non UK 50 49 93 90
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 57 41 105 99
Undergraduate degree 51 47 151 143
HE (below degree) 53 47 92 97
A/AS level 53 46 199 170
GCSE (A-C) 49 49 149 159
GCSE (D-G) 53 47 74 72
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 45 55 33 36
None of these 51 48 75 91
Children in household
Yes 54 45 355 349
No 51 48 524 519
Longstanding iliness/disability
Yes 50 50 142 163
No 52 46 738 715
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 52 47 839 833
Religion
Christian 54 46 575 590
Other/None 47 50 299 274
Problem type (most serious problem)
Employment rights 51 48 773 765
Unfair treatment 44 54 318 328
Discrimination 41 59 173 171
Bullying/harassment 47 53 180 183
Sexual harassment 35 65 34 34

* Gay/Lesbian/Bi not shown due to small base size (24 unweighted)
See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B10.2 Problem resolution outcome (continued)

Percentages Positive Negative Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
outcome outcome
Advice sought
Personnel/HR officer 68 32 158 152
Manager at work 64 36 248 238
Union/SA rep at work 69 31 130 134
Friend/colleague 55 45 256 236
Other source at work 55 43 117 108
Trade Union 64 36 130 130
ACAS 49 51 50 48
CAB 36 64 60 69
Solicitor 44 56 65 65
Public source e.g. library, website 59 41 82 77
No advice or information sought 41 57 237 241
Action taken
Tried to resolve the problem 58 41 481 476
informally
Put concerns in writing 57 43 269 268
Discussed with employer 57 43 610 592
Went to a formal meeting 54 45 303 310
Made an apphganon to an 30 70 29 30
employment tribunal
None of these 36 60 142 151
Did anyone acting on your behalf try to get information to resolve the problem?
Yes 54 44 186 180
No 52 47 690 683
Did you or anyone acting on your behalf take any other steps to resolve the problem or dispute?
Yes 57 42 113 119
No 51 48 766 747

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.

226



Fair Treatment at Work Report

Table B10.3 Problem resolution outcome — positive outcome
Single and multivariate logistic regressions*

Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est.

National and Workplace Characteristics

Region 2 063 050 ns

Ownership (public/private/third 2 <01 0.25 ns

sector)

Industry (SIC) 8 <01 058 ns

Workplace size (employees) 4 <01 045 ns

Trade union recognition 1 <.01 0.01  1.78

Personnel/HR department* 1 <01 016 1.65

Equal opportunities policy 1 <.01 0.02 222 <01 283

Job Characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 001 0.91 ns

Managerial/supervisory duties 1 0.05 0.27 ns

Permanent/not permanent 1 0.29 0.51 ns

Full time/part time 1 0.07 0.95 ns

Number of jobs 1 0.12 0.75 ns

Equal opportunities training** 1 <.01 0.08 1.49

Member of TU or staff 1 <01 0.08 ns

association

Length of service (years) 4 <01 <.01 0.582 <.01
213 2138
1.694 1.794
7.145 6.67°
0.278 0.308
0.347 0.367
0.088 0.108
0.30° 0.33°
0.2410 0.2710

Earnings per year (£'000) 3 <0 0.07 ns

Individual Characteristics

Age 4 0.03 0.22 ns

Sex 1 0.13 0.08 ns

Ethnicity 1 0.54 0.21 ns

Country of birth 1 0.72 0.30 ns

Highest educational 7 092 0.24 ns

qualification

Children in household 1 0.30 0.54 ns

Longstanding illness/disability 1 0.54 0.40 ns

Sexual orientation 1 0.52 0.68 ns

Religion 7 047 0.99 ns

Knowledge score (discrete) / 3 024 0.02 1.89"

Sufficiency of knowledge 0.4412

2,031
If made a formal complaint 1 0.16 0.38 ns

would be treated unfairly?

Note: *Variables as defined in Table B10.2. ** In Model 1, Personnel/HR department became significant in the model at less than the 5 per level
after the other non-significant variables were taken out as part of the stepwise selection process. As did equal opportunities training and
eamings in Model 2.

ns = not significant 5 More than 15 vs. 1 to 2 11 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. Low

1 Yesvs. No 6Upto1vs.3t05 score/Know enough

2Upto 1 yearvs. 1to 2 years 7Upto1vs.61t015 12 Low score/Know enough vs. High

33to5yearsvs. 1to2 years 8 Up to 1 vs. More than 15 score/Don’t know enough

46t015vs. 1102 93 to 5 vs. More than 15 13 High score/Don’t know enough vs. High
106 to 15 vs. More than 15 score/Know enough

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.35a & Q6.35¢
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Table B10.3 Problem resolution outcome — positive outcome
Single and multivariate logistic regressions (continued)*
Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

regres
sions

df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est.
Problem type (most serious problem)
Employment rights problem™* 1 019 0.17  0.55!
Unfair treatment 1 <.01 0.05 0.3
Discrimination 1 <.01 0.95 ns
Sexual harassment 1 0.04 0.09 ns
Bullying & harassment 1 0.09 0.11 ns
Advice sought
None 1 <.01 0.57 ns
Manager at work 1 <.01 <01 200" <01 208
Personnel/HR officer 1 <.01 0.03 ns
Friend/colleague 1 0.31 002 161
Union rep at work™* 1 <.01 019 233" 0.01 196
Other source at work 1 0.42 0.73 ns
Trade Union 1 0.01 0.98 ns
ACAS 1 0.56 0.55 ns
CAB 1 0.01 0.25 ns
Solicitor 1 0.14 0.11 ns
Public source e.g. library, 1 0.19 0.60 ns
website
Action taken
Resolve the problem informally 1 <.01 0.03 ns
Put concerns in writing** 1 0.09 0.07 1.72
Discussed with employer 1 <.01 0.05 208" <01 179
Went to a formal meeting 1 0.36 0.27 ns
Made an application to an 1 0.02 0.06 015" <01 0.23"
employment tribunal**
None of the above actions 1 <.01 0.64 ns
Other
Benefited from more help and 1 <.01 <01 594" <01 3.08"
support?
Wish problem had been 1 <.01 0.04 ns
handled differently?

Note: *Variables as defined in Table B10.2. ** In Model 3, Employment rights problem, union rep at work, put concerns in writing and made an
application to an employment tribunal became significant in the model at less than the 5 per level after the other non-significant variables were
taken out as part of the stepwise selection process.

*Variables as defined in Table B10.2

ns = not significant

1Yesvs. No

14 Had all the help and support needed vs. Would have benefited from more help and support

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q6.35a and Q6.35¢
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Table B10.4 Problem resolution outcome — positive outcome,
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 207 134 60.7%
Yes 77 313 80.3%
Overall percent 38.9% 61.1% 71.1%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.35a and Q6.35¢
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Annex B Chapter 11 - Bivariate & multivariate tables

Table B11.1 Whether took any form of action in respect of the problem

Percentages Yes No Weighted base ~ Unweighted
base
All 89 1" 1313 1300
Region
England 88 12 1128 1134
Wales 93 7 78 60
Scotland 92 8 106 106
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 93 7 384 380
Private 87 13 839 831
Third sector 95 5 65 63
Industry (SIC)*
Energy and water 88 12 42 39
Manufacturing 83 17 67 72
Construction 89 1" 52 53
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 85 15 212 217
Transport and communication 87 13 128 115
Banking, finance and insurance 92 8 287 270
Eubllc administration, education and 92 8 399 403
ealth
Other services 85 15 116 118
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 86 14 224 224
10-24 86 14 232 229
25-99 89 1 288 300
100-499 92 8 293 278
500 or more 93 7 228 220
Trade union recognition
Yes 93 7 502 497
No 86 14 687 688
Personnel/HR department
Yes 91 9 945 919
No 84 16 330 341
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 91 9 1022 1011
No 81 19 155 152

Note: Answers of don't know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures.

* Agriculture and fishing category not shown due to small base size (13 unweighted)

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008

Base: All respondents who had a most serious problem at work and took any form of information, advice or further action from Q6.10, Q6.13c,
Q6.21a-e, Q6.33 on this problem
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Table B11.1 Whether took any form of action in respect of the problem
(continued)

Percentages Yes No Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 91 9 454 452
Intermediate 94 6 264 256
Routine and manual 86 14 572 570
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 92 8 463 463
No 87 13 850 837
Employment status

Permanent 89 1 1182 1175
Not permanent 86 14 129 123
Full time 88 12 962 963
Part time 90 10 344 327
Current or former job

Current 89 1 1157 1131
Former 91 9 156 169
Number of jobs

One job 89 11 1072 1058
More than one 83 17 63 60
Equal opportunities training

Yes 92 8 529 508
No 87 13 778 786
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 94 6 328 343
Staff association 97 3 64 57
Neither 87 13 861 848
Length of service (years)

Upto 1 85 15 237 225
1t02 88 12 272 253
3to5 91 9 235 232
6to15 89 1 367 379
More than 15 91 9 195 203
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 86 14 508 488
15-24.99 91 9 397 400
25-39.99 92 8 224 230
40 + 92 8 117 112
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 84 16 174 171
No 89 11 709 704

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B11.1 Whether took any form of action in respect of the problem
(continued)

Percentages Yes No Weighted base  Unweighted
base
Individual characteristics
Age
16-24 83 17 226 165
25-32 88 12 243 230
33-40 91 9 243 263
41-49 90 10 290 295
50 and over 9N 9 311 347
Sex
Male 87 13 623 601
Female 91 9 690 699
Ethnicity
White 90 10 1197 1194
BME/Other 81 19 112 102
Country of birth
UK 90 10 1158 1159
Non UK 78 22 153 140
Highest educational qualification
Higher/postgrad 94 6 147 144
Undergraduate degree 89 11 221 214
HE (below degree) 87 13 148 153
AJAS level 87 13 288 254
GCSE (A-C) 92 8 228 240
GCSE (D-G) 88 12 106 106
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 81 19 56 55
None of these 85 15 116 129
Children in household
Yes 91 9 533 533
No 88 12 777 764
Longstanding illness/disability
Yes 95 5 229 249
No 88 12 1082 1049
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 89 11 1255 1248
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 86 14 37 35
Religion
Christian 89 1 865 879
Other/None 88 12 438 413
Problem type (most serious problem)
Employment rights 90 10 940 937
Unfair treatment 87 13 275 266
Discrimination 87 13 144 143
Bullying/harassment 94 6 167 163

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B11.2 Whether took any form of action in respect of the problem
Single and multivariate logistic regressions*
Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

regres
sions

df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est.
National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 048 041 ns
Ownership (public/private/third 2 <.01  0.26 ns
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8 008 083 ns
Workplace size (employees) 4 005 0.66 ns
Trade union recognition* 1 <01 022 213
Personnel/HR department 1 <01 071 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 048 ns
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC)** 2 <01 014 2392 0.02 2212
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 <.01 1.00 ns
Permanent/not permanent 1 0.27 0.25 ns
Full time/part time 1 0.35 0.01 ns
Number of jobs 1 0.20 0.91 ns
Equal opportunities training 1 0.01 0.31 ns
Member of TU or staff 1 <.01 <01 345 <01 246
association
Length of service (years) 4 025 0.10 ns
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 <0 0.08 ns
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 <01 0.13 ns
Sex 1 0.08 0.27 ns
Ethnicity 1 <.01 0.82 ns
Country of birth 1 <.01 002 313 <01 238
Highest educational 7 0.09 0.56 ns
qualification
Children in household** 1 0.04 034 1.82
Longstanding illness/disability 1 <.01 0.53 ns
Sexual orientation 1 0.57 0.36 ns
Religion 7 059 0.93 ns
Knowledge score (discrete) / 3 050 0.82 ns
Sufficiency of knowledge
If made formal complaint would 1 0.33 0.21 ns

be treated unfairly?

Problem type (most serious problem)

Employment rights problem 1 <.01 0.15 ns
Unfair treatment 1 0.17 0.79 ns
Discrimination 1 0.48 0.56 ns
Sexual harassment 1 0.26 0.09 ns
Bullying & harassment 1 0.03 0.01  2.56'

Note: *Variables as defined in Table B11.1. ** In Model 1, Trade union recognition became significant in the model at less than the 5 per level
after the other non-significant variables were taken out as part of the stepwise selection process. As did occupation (NS-SEC) in Model 2 and
Children in household in Model 3.

ns = not significant

1 Yesvs. No

2 Intermediate occupations vs. Routine and manual occupations
3 UK vs. Non-UK

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.10, Q6.13¢, Q6.21a-e, Q6.33
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Table B11.3 Whether took any form of action in respect of the problem,
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 77 58 57.0%
Yes 380 691 64.5%
Overall percent 37.9% 62.1% 63.7%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.10, Q6.13c, Q6.21a-e, Q6.33
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Table B11.4 Whether would have benefited from more help/support

Percentages Yes No Weighted base  Unweighted
base
All 48 48 1313 1300
Region
England 50 46 1128 1134
Wales 33 64 78 60
Scotland 39 56 106 106
Workplace characteristics
Ownership
Public 46 52 384 380
Private 50 47 839 831
Third sector 49 49 65 63
Industry (SIC)*
Energy and water 39 57 42 39
Manufacturing 52 43 67 72
Construction 50 45 52 53
Distribution, hotels and restaurants 50 48 212 217
Transport and communication 53 42 128 115
Banking, finance and insurance 45 52 287 270
Public administration, education and 49 49 399 403
health
Other services 47 48 116 118
Workplace size (employees)
1-9 53 42 224 224
10-24 53 45 232 229
25-99 45 53 288 300
100-499 46 51 293 278
500 or more 46 50 228 220
Trade union recognition
Yes 44 54 502 497
No 51 45 687 688
Personnel/HR department
Yes 45 52 945 919
No 57 39 330 341
Equal opportunities policy
Yes 47 50 1022 1011
No 62 34 155 152

Note: Answers of don’t know, not stated or that were not classifiable on the breakdown questions are not shown separately but are included in
the Al figures. 3% of respondents answered ‘Don’t know’ to these question and these results are not shown separately

* Agriculture and fishing category not shown due to small base size (13 unweighted)

Source: BIS's FTWS 2008 Q6.44

Base: All respondents who had a most serious problem at work
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Table B11.4 Whether would have benefited from more help/support
(continued)

Percentages Yes No Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Job characteristics

Occupation (NS-SEC)

Managerial and professional 46 51 454 452
Intermediate 51 47 264 256
Routine and manual 49 47 572 570
Managerial/ supervisory duties

Yes 45 51 463 463
No 50 47 850 837
Employment status

Permanent 49 48 1182 1175
Not permanent 44 51 129 123
Full time 48 49 962 963
Part time 49 47 344 327
Current or former job

Current 48 48 1157 1131
Former 49 47 156 169
Number of jobs

One job 48 49 1072 1058
More than one 58 38 63 60
Equal opportunities training

Yes 44 53 529 508
No 52 45 778 786
Trade union/staff assoc. member

Trade union 43 55 328 343
Staff association 53 45 64 57
Neither 49 47 861 848
Length of service (years)

Upto1 48 47 237 225
1t02 54 44 272 253
3to5 48 49 235 232
6to15 50 47 367 379
More than 15 38 57 195 203
Earnings per year (£°000)

Under 15 52 44 508 488
15-24.99 49 48 397 400
25-39.99 44 53 224 230
40 + 37 61 117 112
Earn less than £6.50 per hour

Yes 56 42 174 171
No 47 50 709 704

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B11.4 Whether would have benefited from more help/support
(continued)

Percentages Yes No Base (wt.) Base (unwt.)
Individual characteristics

Age

16-24 49 49 226 165
25-32 50 47 243 230
33-40 51 45 243 263
41-49 49 45 290 295
50 and over 44 54 311 347
Sex

Male 45 51 623 601
Female 51 46 690 699
Ethnicity

White 48 49 1197 1194
BME/Other 56 38 112 102
Country of birth

UK 47 50 1158 1159
Non UK 59 37 153 140
Highest educational qualification

Higher/postgrad 46 51 147 144
Undergraduate degree 48 49 221 214
HE (below degree) 44 49 148 153
AJAS level 47 51 288 254
GCSE (A-C) 54 44 228 240
GCSE (D-G) 51 46 106 106
Other incl. trade apprenticeships 38 58 56 55
None of these 55 40 116 129
Children in household

Yes 50 46 530 529
No 47 50 780 768
Longstanding illness/disability

Yes 54 45 229 249
No 47 49 1082 1049
Sexual orientation

Heterosexual 49 48 1255 1248
Gay/Lesbian/Bi 39 56 37 35
Religion

Christian 49 47 865 879
Other/None 47 50 438 413
Problem type (most serious problem)

Employment rights 48 48 940 937
Unfair treatment 56 40 275 266
Discrimination 63 33 144 143
Bullying/harassment 59 39 167 163

See footnote, source and base details on previous page.
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Table B11.5 Whether would have benefitted from more help and support
Single and multivariate logistic regressions*
Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

regres
sions

df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est.

National and Workplace Characteristics
Region 2 <01 013 ns
Ownership (public/private/third 2 0.29  0.34 ns
sector)
Industry (SIC) 8 052 039 ns
Workplace size (employees) 4 011 057 ns
Trade union recognition 1 <01 043 ns
Personnel/HR department 1 <01 055 ns
Equal opportunities policy 1 <01 0.01 0.50
Job Characteristics
Occupation (NS-SEC) 2 047 0.43 ns
Managerial/supervisory duties 1 0.10 0.81 ns
Permanent/not permanent 1 0.39 0.18 ns
Full time/part time 1 0.69 0.07 ns
Number of jobs 1 0.10 0.20 ns
Equal opportunities training 1 <.01 0.01 0.68 0.03 0.68!
Member of TU or staff 1 0.13 0.9 ns
association
Length of service (years) 4 005 0.28 ns
Earnings per year (£'000) 3 0.01 0.05 1432

1.823

1.634
Individual Characteristics
Age 4 032 0.24 ns
Sex 1 0.04 0.22 ns
Ethnicity 1 0.04 0.09 ns
Country of birth 1 0.01 0.91 ns
Highest educational 7 023 0.65 ns
qualification
Children in household 1 0.29 0.32 ns
Longstanding illness/disability 1 0.14 0.81 ns
Sexual orientation 1 0.28 0.61 ns
Religion 7 090 0.09 ns
Knowledge score (discrete) / 3 <01 <01 3045 <01 3.03
Sufficiency of knowledge 2.168 1.916

2.637 2.927
0.548 0.548

If made formal complaint would 1 <.01 <01 2271 <01 233
be treated unfairly?
*Variables as defined in Table B11.4 5 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. High score/Know enough
ns = not significant 6 High score/Don’t know enough vs. High score/Know enough
1Yesvs. No 7 Low score/Don’t know enough vs. Low score/Know enough
2 Under £15K vs. £25K - £39.99K 8 Low score/Know enough vs. High score/Don’t know enough

3 Under £15K vs. £40K+
4 £15K to £24.99K vs. £40K+

Source: BIS’'s FTWS 2008 Q6.44
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Table B11.5 Whether would have benefitted from more help and support
Single and multivariate logistic regressions (continued)*
Single Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

regres
sions

df  Signif- Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds Signif- Odds
icance icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio icance ratio

est. est. est. est.
Problem type (most serious problem)
Employment rights problem 1 <.01 001 167
Unfair treatment 1 <.01 0.34 ns
Discrimination 1 <.01 0.19 ns
Sexual harassment 1 0.76 0.08 ns
Bullying & harassment 1 <01 0.18 ns
Advice sought
None 1 0.92 0.56 ns
Manager at work 1 0.72 0.38 ns
Personnel/HR officer 1 0.90 0.22 ns
Friend/colleague 1 <01 001 159" 001 161
Union rep at work 1 0.29 0.20 ns
Other source at work 1 <.01 0.02 167* 0.05 167
Trade Union 1 0.04 0.02 ns
ACAS 1 0.99 0.95 ns
CAB 1 0.13 0.40 ns
Solicitor 1 0.21 0.40 ns
Public source e.g. library, 1 0.41 0.7 ns
website
Action taken
Resolve the problem informally 1 0.24 0.46 ns
Put concerns in writing 1 0.61 0.11 ns
Discussed with employer 1 0.13 0.24 ns
Went to a formal meeting 1 0.47 0.54 ns
Made an application to an 1 0.55 0.23 ns
employment tribunal
None of the above actions 1 0.89 0.33 ns
Other
Wish problem had been 1 <.01 <01 435" <01 3.85%
handled differently?

*Variables as defined in Table B11.4
ns = not significant
1Yesvs. No

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008 Q6.44
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Table B11.6 Whether would have benefitted from more help and support,
classification table

Predicted
Observed No Yes Correct %
No 275 120 69.6%
Yes 130 268 67.3%
Overall percent 42.6% 57.4% 68.5%

Source: BIS’s FTWS 2008
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