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In addition, nonprofit employers are more likely (44%) than for-profit employers (30%) to help
employees manage their own financial situations during the recession, as shown in Table 14. Help-
ing their own employees may be an extension of their missions for a number of nonprofits—to help
those in need.

Table 14: Specific steps taken by employers to support employees that vary in relation to their
nonprofit or for-profit status

Specific steps by employers to support employees OV:Z all Nonprofit = For-Profit Sig.
Among those employers that have laid off employees: Do
you provide any assistance to employees who have been
laid off to help them find other work or to manage this ns
transition? (N=192)
Yes 43%
No 56
All employers: How often do you communicate with your
employees about the financial situation of your organization?
(N=398) ns
Very often 34%
Somewhat often 41
Not often 25
All employers: Are you providing any special support
to employees to help them manage their own financial
situations during this recession? (N=396) *k
Yes 34% 44% 30%
No 66 56 71
All employers: Do you make a special effort to inform
employees or laid-off employees who are potentially eligible
for publicly funded benefits or services about the availability ns
of these benefits and services? (N=383)
Yes 44%
No 36

We found no significant differences between nonprofit and for-profit employers in the use of flexible
workplace options, as shown in Table 15.
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Table 15: Workplace flexibility during the recession among nonprofit and for-profit employers

Overall

Flexible workplace options during the recession o
(]

Nonprofit = For-Profit Sig.

Among those employers that have ‘encouraged’ flexible

work arrangements (telecommuting, compressed

workweeks, voluntary reduced hours, phased retirement):

How much input or choice have employees had about

working under the flexible arrangements now in place?

(N=156)
A lot/Some 57%
Not much/None 44

Among those employers that relied upon reduced work

hours (phased retirement, voluntary part time and

mandatory part time): Do you still provide the same level of

benefits to employees who work reduced hours? (N=134)
Yes 83%
No 18

All employers: Have you reduced, maintained or increased

flexible work options such as flexible schedules or flexible

workplace options because of the current economic

downturn? (N=375) ns
Reduced 6%
Maintained 81
Increased 13

ns

ns

All employers: Have you used flexible workplace options to

minimize the need to lay off employees? (N=394)
Yes 26%
No 74

ns

EMPLOYERS THAT DIFFER IN SIZE

When analyzing employer size as an independent variable, it is unnecessary to weight sample data
for size of employer as is done elsewhere in this report. Thus, we use unweighted sample data giv-
ing us roughly equal numbers of employers in each size category: 50 — 99, 100 — 999 and 1000 or
more.

To simplify the presentation and interpretation of employer-size comparisons, we exclude medium-
size employers (100 — 999) from the comparisons reported below, comparing only employers with
fewer than 100 employees (small) and those with 1000 or more employees (large). Generally, the
responses of medium-size employers fall between those of small and large.

Three significant differences are reported in Table 16:

* Large employers are more likely (68%) than small employers (51%) to eliminate all travel that
is not directly related to doing business. Employers with 1000 or more employees are more
likely to have employees as well as clients in a variety of locations and are, thus, affected to a
greater extent than small employers by travel expenses.

* Large employers are more likely (33% versus 13%) to have increased telecommuting to reduce
occupancy costs.

e Large employers are more likely (17% versus 3%) to offer buyouts or other inducements for
early retirement.
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Table 16: How have employers’ strategies to reduce costs in response to the current recession

varied in relation to their employee size?

Strategy to reduce cost

Have taken any steps to reduce costs

AU R A

N

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

Decreasing/eliminating bonuses and salary increases
Layoffs

Hiring freeze

Eliminating all travel that is not essential to business
Freezing promotions

Reducing health care benefits or increasing employee
costs

Voluntary reductions in hours
Involuntary reductions in hours

Reducing salaries/wages

Increasing use of compressed workweeks

Reducing employer contributions to 401(k) or 403(b)
plans

Increasing telecommuting to save on occupancy costs
Hiring employees who earn less

Outsourcing work or moving employees into contract
work

Reducing sick time

Offering buyouts or other inducements for early
retirement

Encouraging phased retirement by working reduced
hours

Reducing paid vacation time

Eliminating the legacy costs of a defined-benefit
pension

Eliminating health care benefits for retirees
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Overall
%

77%

69%
64%
61%
57%
35%

29%

29%
28%
27%
22%

21%

19%
13%

11%

8%

7%

7%

7%

4%

2%

<100
employees

51%

13%

3%

1000+
employees

68%

33%

17%

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns
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Large employers are more likely than small employers to provide support to employees to manage

the recession.

* As shown in Table 17, large employers are much more likely (66%) than small employers
(33%) to help laid-off employees find other work and to manage the transition. This differ-

ence may be explained by a number of factors. Large employers are more likely to have hu-
man resource professionals on staff who can address these issues and to have contracts with
EAP vendors and other business and professional service firms that provide outplacement and
counseling services. In addition, providing such services may be important to the organization’s

reputation in the communities where they operate and among their peers.

* Large employers are more likely (44% versus 25%) to help employees manage their own finan-
cial situations during the recession. As above, large employers typically have more resources to

provide this sort of support.

Table 17: Specific steps taken by employers to support employees that vary in relation to

employee size

Specific steps by employers to support employees Ov;: all
Among those employers that have laid off employees:
Do you provide any support to these employees to Do
you provide any assistance to employees who have
been laid off to help them find other work or to manage
this transition? (N=192)
Yes 43%
No 56
All employers: How often do you communicate with
your employees about the financial situation of your
organization? (N=398)
Very often 34%
Somewhat often 41
Not often 25
All employers: Are you providing any special support
to employees to help them manage their own financial
situations during this recession? (N=396)
Yes 34%
No 66
All employers: Do you make a special effort to inform
employees or laid-off employees who are potentially
eligible for publicly funded benefits or services about the
availability of these benefits and services? (N=383)
Yes 44%
No 36

<100
employees

33%
67

25%
75

1000+
employees

66%
34

44%
56

Sig.

ns

*%

ns

Large employers are more likely (25%) than small employers (12%) to have increased flexible
work options such as flexible schedules and flexible workplace options because of the recession.

* Finally, as shown in Table 18, large employers are more likely (37%) than small employers

(23%) to have used flexible workplace options to minimize the need to lay off employees.
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Table 18: Workplace flexibility during the recession among employers that vary in relation to
employee size

Overall <100 1000+

Flexible workplace options during the recession o employees | employees
(1)

Among those employers that have ‘encouraged’

flexible work arrangements (telecommuting,

compressed workweeks, voluntary reduced hours,

phased retirement): How much input or choice have

employees had about working under the flexible

arrangements now in place? (N=156)
Alot/Some 57%
Not much/None 44

Among those employers that relied upon reduced
work hours (phased retirement, voluntary part time
and mandatory part time): Do you still provide the
same level of benefits to employees who work ns
reduced hours? (N=134)
Yes 83%
No 18

All employers: Have you reduced, maintained or

increased flexible work options such as flexible

schedules or flexible workplace options because

of the current economic downturn? (N=375) %
Reduced 6% 7% 3%
Maintained 81 81 73
Increased 13 12 25

All employers: Have you used flexible workplace

options to minimize the need to lay off

employees? (N=394) *
Yes 26% 23% 37%
No 74 77 63

ns

CONCLUSION

Obviously, the impact of the recession on employers is a moving target, subject to continual change.
It is our intention that this “snapshot in time”"—May 2009—of a representative group of employers
will provide a picture of the trends, both the negatives and the positives. This study makes it clear
that employers are reducing labor and operational costs. This study also indicates that employers
recognize that retaining and engaging employees are critical strategies to organizational strength
during the recession and beyond.
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Dun & Bradstreet drew a random sample of employers with 50 or more employees from its
database. It's coverage of employers of this size is quite good, and we know of no other pri-
vately available database that rivals it. Harris Interactive conducted 400 20-minute telephone
interviews with Directors of Human Resources or persons with primary responsibility for human
resources in (mainly smaller) organizations without HR directors. Interviews were conducted in
May of 2009. The response rate was 21%. The maximum sampling error (i.e., margin of error)
is approximately +/- 5%.

Employer size is defined as small = 50 — 99; medium = 100 — 999; and large = 1000 or

more. Because smaller employers far outnumber larger employers in the U.S., employers were
sampled to provide similar numbers in each size category to obtain reliable population estimates
for employers of all sizes. Then, the proportions of employers of different sizes in the sample were
weighted to their proportions in the population of employers in the U.S. (as appropriate). Only our
analyses of employer size as an independent variable use unweighted sample data. The sample
excludes federal, state and local government entities, including public universities. It includes,
however, private nonprofit organizations.

We report absolute “differences” as statistically significant only when there is at least less than one
chance in 20 (p < .05 or “*") that they occurred by chance. The symbols “**” and “***” indicate
that absolute differences are less likely than “one in 100” or “1 in 1000” times, respectively, to
have occurred by chance. When no significant difference (“ns”) is found among groups, the reader
should assume that overall sample %s apply to the groups being compared. Only the findings from
tests of /inear relationships are reported in order to simplify interpretation and presentation.
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Families and Work Institute’s

Corporate Leadership

As of July 2009

Corporate Benefactors
($15,000 or more)
Cardinal Health, Inc.
Deloitte & Touche USA LLP
IBM Corporation

Johnson & Johnson

Corporate Patrons
($10,000 - $14,999)
Chevron Corporation

Citi

Corporate Sponsors
($5,000 - $9,999)

Alcoa Inc.

Allstate Insurance Company
Baxter Healthcare Corporation
Bright Horizons Family Solutions
Bristol-Myers Squibb Company
Deutsche Bank AG

Ernst & Young LLP
GlaxoSmithKline

Goldman, Sachs & Co.

Corporate Friends

($3,000 - $4,999)

Accenture

Ceridian

Columbia University

Discovery Communications, Inc.
Eileen Fisher, Inc.

Eli Lilly and Company

First Horizon National Corporation
LifeCare, Inc.

2009 Introductory Corporate
Leadership Circle Companies

85 Broads

Alston & Bird LLP

American Express Company

Bon Secours Health System, Inc.
Boston Scientific

BP America Inc.

Campbell Soup Company

CCLC

Chrysler LLC

Comcast

Credit Suisse

Dell

DuPont

Financial Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA)

i

N

rcie

/

JPMorgan Chase
Merck & Co., Inc.
Verizon

Northrop Grumman Corporation

Harris, Rothenberg International, LLC
KPMG LLP

Marriott International

MetLife

Pearson Education
PricewaterhouseCoopers

Prudential Financial

United Technologies Corporation
Wyeth

Lowe’s Companies Inc.

The McGraw-Hill Companies
RSM McGladrey, Inc.

Texas Instruments

Viacom Inc.

WFD Consulting

Xerox Corporation

Food Lion, Inc.

Hewitt Associates LLC
Interpublic Group

ITT Corporation

Kellogg Company
Merrill Lynch & Co., Inc.

Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Co.

Novartis Pharma AG

Occidental Petroleum

PepsiCo

The PNC Financial Services Group
Saks Incorporated

UBS AG

United States Navy
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