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Employers have long recognized the importance of providing opportunities within the workplace
for skill development. However, it is only recently that this concept has been extended to include support
for the conditions leading to skill development and training'. Among these, one of the most important is
the recognition of the competing pressures of work and non-work commitments. This recognition has been
fostered by the increase in the labour force participation of women over the last few decades, which has
placed an increasing burden on two earners families to balance work and family demands. Some
employers have responded to this challenge by providing family friendly benefits such as workplace
childcare and Employment Insurance supplements for maternity, paternity and sick leave, as well as a
variety of alternative work arrangements. The interest on the impact of these employer provided family
benefits is not only for employees, but also for employers and policy-makers. Working parents’ mental
and physical health as well as their employer’s perceived and actual support in the work-family conflict,
affect productivity, job commitment and children’s welfare. Therefore, issues of work-family conflict and
their impacts on workers and firm outcomes, as well as their potential resolution are at the forefront of the
new economy’s policy concerns.

This paper looks into the incidence of family friendly benefits among Canadian workers. The
benefits we consider are flexible work arrangements, telework, family support services and Employment
Insurance (EI) supplements. We use the Workplace Employee Survey (WES) to estimate a reduced form
logit equation on the incidence of a given benefit, to determine which factors influence the provision of
family benefits in Canada. Whether or not a benefit is provided will depend on a wide arrangement of
worker’s and firm’s characteristics, as well as on the composition of the labour market. Employee
demographics such as experience, education, marital status, number and age of children, etc... will signal
for the worker’s need for these services. Firm attributes such as industry, location, firm size or
unionization rates, will be indicative of technological constraints that may exist in the provision of
benefits. Additionally, the composition of the labour force will also influence the provision of benefits.
The relative numbers of skilled and unskilled employees, or the relative number of female employees of
child bearing age from where the firm is likely to select their workers, may exert competitive pressure on

firms to supply these benefits to retain and hired qualified workers.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Next section reviews the literature on family benefits

with particular emphasis on Canadian studies. The following section briefly outlines the methodology

! Often referred to as “enabling conditions” Lowe (2001)



and the model used for the analysis. The third section exposes our results and the fourth section

concludes.
Literature Review

The literature on work-family conflict and its consequences for families and employers spans a
number of disciplines, including psychology, organizational behaviour, and economics. Consequences
of work-family conflict range from mental health disorders, physical health problems, family strain, and
employee absenteeism, turnover and productivity. A considerable amount of the related literature in
organizational behaviour focuses on how job control affects employee satisfaction and other variables of
interest such as job attachment and employer/employee productivity measures, including absenteeism

and/or subjective supervisor reports.

The Canadian empirical literature on family benefits and/or work-conflict issues is limited. Unlike
other empirical literature, which relies mostly on small samples, most of the Canadian literature in this
area relies on national survey data that contains information about employee benefits, work
arrangements and work-family conflict measures. Much of the Canadian literature is descriptive in
nature, and only a few studies use multivariate methods for analysis. The discussion below succinctly

summarizes the main papers in the literature with particular emphasis on the Canadian literature.

An important branch of the literature involving family friendly benefits looks at these from the
point of view of its potential as solution to the working and family conflict. Stone (1994) first uses the
1988 Canadian National Child Care Survey (CNCCS), the 1990 and 1992 General Social Survey, and
the 1991 Survey of Work Arrangements to look at factors giving rise to conflict between work and
family responsibilities and at the impact of family obligations on labour force participation. Later Lero et
al. (1993) use the same survey to examine the availability of and parental preferences for family
supportive benefits and work arrangements as well as parents’ experiences in combining work and

family responsibilities. These issues are explored using cross tabulations.

More recently, Lipsett and Reesor (1997) use the 1991 and 1995 Survey of Work Arrangements to
look at work arrangements incidence by employee/employer groups. They use descriptive bivariate
analysis to identify broad relationships worker/employer characteristics and work arrangements.
Duxbury et. al. (1999) use three samples of workers (1991-2,1997,1998) to examine the characteristics
of employees who experience work-life conflict, excessive absences from work, and excessive use of the

health care system. They also look at the relationship between individual work-life conflicts and



organizational outcomes and estimate the costs of work-life conflict in Canada. This study also relies on
cross-tabulation techniques. In a later study, Duxbury and Higgins (2001) look at work-life balance
issues using a large sample of Canadians and find that work-life conflict increased markedly in the
1990s, that parenthood is more difficult for women than for men, and that work-life conflict is associated
with lower attachment to the firm, higher absenteeism, and higher incidences of health issues. The
authors recommend that employers make use of a wide range of family friendly human resource
practices. Lowe and Schellenberg (2001) also reach this conclusion, recommending a supportive work
environment and management, flexible work arrangements, and job control as work-life conflict

moderators.

Another perspective into family friendly practices is gained by focusing on the employer benefits
of implementing these practices. Recent studies (Evans (2001), Eaton (2001)) suggest that family
supportive practices increase commitment on the part of the workers, therefore increasing productivity
and reducing turnover. Gray (2002) uses English data on an employee-workplace linked survey to look
at the impact of a wide arrangement of work place characteristics (including family friendly benefits) on
several measures of the firm outcomes, such as financial performance, labour productivity absenteeism
and quality of production. Glass and Riley (1998) focus on the impact of family responsive policies on
employee retention after childbirth, using probit models for total job turnover and multinomial logit
models of turnover by destination status, at six months postpartum. Similarly, Hofferth (1999) uses a
hazard model to examine the effect of public and private policies on the probability that women will
return to work after childbirth. Gunderson (2002) summarizes the literature’s findings on the impact of
workplace well-being, which often show positive impacts, but may not be justified if costs are also taken

into consideration.

Several studies assess particular family friendly policies. Studies on the benefits on employer-
provided childcare look at associations with resolution of work-conflict issues, absenteeism, and job
attachment with disperse results. Goff et. al. (1990) find no effect, whereas Kossek and Nichol (1992)
find that on-site childcare is associated with improved employee attitudes, recruitment and retention, but
not with performance or absenteeism. Milkovich and Gomez (1976) in turn, find reduced turnover rates
and absenteeism. Miller (1984) argues that there is no credible research showing a positive relationship
between employer-provided childcare and absenteeism, turnover, recruitment or job satisfaction. In
Canada, Carole Barbeau (2001) offers a comprehensive portrait of the work related child-care centres,

including some of the conditions that may promote their creation. The study seeks to analyze and



illustrate how businesses and other organizations can establish and operate child-care centres for their
employees. Finally, Dalton and Mesch (1990) find that teleworking reduces absenteeism and Riley and
McCloskey (1997) suggest that it may have an impact on cost reduction.

Finally, a number of researchers use bivariate methods, multiple regression and/or logistic
regression to examine the employee and/or employer characteristics associated with flexible schedules
or non-standard work arrangements and/or family benefits. In general, family friendly benefits are found
in larger, unionized firms (Glass and Fujimoto, 1995; Secret, 2000), while employees with dependents,
women, union members and long-serving employees are more likely to be in firms with flexible time
(Bardoel et. al. (1999), Cox and Presser (1999)). In addition, Golden (2001a, 2001b), using a probit
model and the Current Population Survey, estimates that employees working more than 50 hours per
week, whites, men, married people, the more educated, and private sector employees are more likely to

use flexible time.
Methodology

The theoretical background for this paper is rooted in Becker’s (1965, 1991) new home economics
and on the theory of the firm. If certain family oriented benefits and workplace arrangements exist, they
must benefit either employer via increased employee productivity or employees via contributions that
improve their family life. It is assumed that the benefit/cost to the employee of workplace benefits and
arrangements can be captured by looking at employee attachment to the firm and at family stress

variables.

Factors that affect the incidence of family benefits and work arrangements
For workers, the incidence of family friendly benefits is affected by the choices that individuals
make regarding academic or vocational training. These choices will also affect later labour market
choices, with individuals with families placing a higher premium on family friendly working conditions
in the workplace. In particular, one could expect that women, because they share a higher burden of
family responsibilities, will be more drawn to fields where reliance on physical strength is lower, and

where the job is more likely to make allowances for family demands.

2 Roxburgh (1999) reports substantial gender differences in the influence of parenthood and social support on job satisfaction.
Co-worker support is more important for men’s job satisfaction, while partner’s support is highly significant for women’s job
satisfaction. Vermeulen and Mustard (2000) use the Canadian National Population Health Survey to also look at gender
differences in job strain, social support at work, and psychological distress.



Similarly, the increasing number of qualified females in the labour force may exert pressure on
employers to provide a family friendly work environment. However, it is not obvious that we should
observe a stronger correlation between female workers and usage/availability of benefits. Although it is
generally certain that women are more likely to place a higher weight on family friendly benefits because
of their higher responsibilities (or interest in responsibilities) in this domain, it is important to realize that
it is sufficient that the benefit be available to one worker in the family. The emphasis that women put on
family friendly benefits does not necessarily imply that they apply this emphasis to their own jobs. It is
possible that males have better access to these benefits because of a (earlier) higher career focus.
Females in turn may use their husbands’ benefits to achieve a higher (later) career commitment.

Therefore, we may not find a strong link between gender and benefit incidence.

An important issue to consider is the degree of unionization and the extent of the union-firm
relationships. These two factors indicate the possibility of strong presence of workers concerns in the
negotiation of benefits (See Rochon (2000) for a report on work and family provisions in Canadian

collective agreements).

An alternative consideration is the correlation between benefits and wages. Benefits are considered
to be luxury goods — workers want to spend a greater proportion of their income on these goods when
their income rises. Therefore, we may expect workers to be willing to give up other forms of

compensation in exchange for family friendly benefits, particularly for high levels of wage.’ (Gagne ?)

However, workers preferences are not the only determinant of family friendly practices. Although
some selection of workers into firms with these practices may exist, organizations are constrained in the
supply of these benefits. Family friendly work practices impose different relative costs on different
firms. For example, flexible or part-time work schedules work well in some industries but poorly in
others; on-site childcare can only be offered when the employer has a sufficiently large group of workers
to sustain the centre. Firms with a substantial amount of staff turnover may be uninterested in offering
employment insurance supplements, since the amortization period for such a benefit will be short. Also,
firms that want to attract and retain skilled employees from a labour market characterized with skill
shortages will benefit more from offering compensation packages that are attractive to their employee

demographic groups. We expect that firms with a young and highly skilled labour force will be more

? Golden (2001a) suggests that workers using flexible time are often sacrificing leisure time, compensation, or a predictable
workweek.



responsive to worker demands for a family friendly work environment, while firms drawing from a

saturated low-skilled labour market have little or no need to offer family friendly work environments.

Whether a benefit is offered depends on the relative importance of each of the factors discussed
above. We will estimate a reduced-form logit equation at the worker level, where the dependent variable
is coded as a zero if the worker has the benefit and as a one if the worker does not have the benefit. The
benefits to be considered are childcare support and Employment Insurance supplements. Explanatory
variables will include employee demographics (experience, education, number and age of children,
relative wage) and firm characteristics (industry, location, firm size, unionization status, relative
numbers of skilled and unskilled employees in firm, relative number of female employees of

childbearing age, other relevant characteristics).

As Gunderson (2002) notes, evaluating the effectiveness of workplace well-being programs on
outcomes can be difficult because of employer level and employee level selection issues: employers with
generous programs are likely those employers with a variety of progressive workplace practices, and
employees who use programs are likely those employees who are in the most need of the program.
Therefore, we present alternative fixed/random effects estimations to partially address this issue. We also
plan to use the employee panel feature of the data to control for worker’s heterogeneity. Whether flexible
work arrangements are driven by worker’ or employer’s characteristics, is a question that can be partially

addressed within these framework.

The model

Let us define a variable, y, representing a family benefit, where y = I if the worker uses (has access
to) that benefit, and y = 0 otherwise. Denote x as a vector of worker’s personal characteristics and z as a
vector of firm related or labour market characteristics. The following equation states the incidence of a

benefit as a linear function of characteristics x and z.

y=xptzyte (1)

where the zero mean individual error term ¢, captures unobserved factors affecting the incidence of
benefits. Given the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, the probability that a worker enjoys a

given benefit can be estimated by the simple logit model,

Pr(y=I|xz) =F(xp+zy) 2)



where F is the cumulative logistic distribution. Since we have a panel of firms, it is plausible that
observations corresponding to workers in the same firm will not be independently distributed. Therefore,
in the simple logit model we report robust Huber-White standard errors, allowing for clustering among

firms.

Although we control for a variety of firm’s characteristics, there may still be some unobserved firm
characteristic that influence the probability of offering a benefit. The panel structure of the data allows
controlling for these unobserved effects by making assumption about the error structure. Consider ¢;; =
ni + wij, where #; is the firm effect and y; ; represents individual’s j specific error. If #; and g; ; are
independent, the random effect estimates of the above equation are efficient. However, these estimates
are inconsistent if the above assumption does not hold. We can estimate the above equation using a fixed

effect model®. A Hausman test will indicate whether the RE and the FE models provide similar results.

Similarly, we could argue that worker’ select themselves into firms that offer a certain benefit on
the base on some unobservable characteristic. To control for this form of heterogeneity, we could define
the error term as ¢;; = ¢;+ ¢, where ¢ is the worker’s specific effect and ¢, ; is the idiosyncratic error’.
Similar assumptions that were made above for the case of firm heterogeneity can be made about the

structure of the error term in the case of worker’s heterogeneity.

Note that regardless of the structure of the error, we can express the odds of a given benefit being

offered as
Qx)=Pr(y=1|xz2)/[1-Pr(y=I|x, z)]
which suggests a model that is linear in the log of the odds or logit.
Ln Q(x) =xp + zy

commonly know as the odds ratio. We will make use of this useful property of the logit model to
interpret the estimated parameter f and y as the effect that changes in an independent variable have on

the odds of the benefit y being offered.

* The fixed effect estimator (FE) treats the #,’s as constants, whereas the random effect estimator (RE) treats them as iid random
variables drawn from a normal distribution.
> There are not enough degrees of freedom to produce estimates that control for both firm’s and worker’s heterogeneity.



The Workplace Employee Survey

This study uses data from the 1999-2002 Workplace and Employee Survey (WES). The survey
collects a broad range of information on a representative sample of employers and their employees,
covering the private sector’. This linkage between employee and workplace data allows researchers to
connect employees outcomes, such as wages, hours of work, training received etc... not only with the
worker’s own characteristics but also with firm characteristics and outcomes (organizational changes,
human resources practices, profits...). This is a rare feature of data on the literature of family friendly
benefits. In addition, the WES follows sampled establishments for a minimum of four years and

employees for two years. This will allow us to observe changes over time.

The family friendly benefits that we will examine here are:

Flextime: Under this work arrangement an employee works a certain number of core hours, but can
change the start and stop times provided that a full complement of hours is worked. In the WES,

employees report whether or not they participate in this arrangement.

Telework: This is a type of work arrangement where employees work at home (for pay) at least
some hours of their regular schedule. In the WES, employees report whether or not they participate in

this arrangement.

Family support: This variable includes childcare, eldercare and other support services. This benefit
includes different types of services that vary in terms of the type of supportive action taken by the
employer. These may range from information and referral to actual on-site centers. Employees report
both whether or not the service is available and whether or not they use the service. Access does not
imply actual participation. Because benefits other than child care services were rarely reported, leading
to too little observations to produce meaningful analysis, I present here results for all forms of family

support services grouped into a single category.

Unemployment Insurance supplement: This benefit refers to the existence of supplements to

Employment Insurance for maternity/paternity leave or lay-offs.

% The WES covers all industries except farming, fishing, hunting, trapping and public administration.



The explanatory variables include worker’s labour market and demographic characteristics,

workplace characteristics and labour force characteristics.

o Worker’s demographic characteristics include the number of children and the age of the
youngest child and an indicator for married individuals. These variables will account for the demand of
family support benefits. It is plausible that different cultures may feel very strongly about the proper way
to deal with family responsibilities and work demands. Also, recent immigrants may face a different set
of choices regarding family benefits due to less knowledge of the Canadian institutions. We control for
this heterogeneity by including an indicator for immigrant status and for Caucasian ethnicity.

e Worker’s labour market characteristics include tenure, experience, an indicator for
working full time and four educational indicators (high school graduate, non-university
post secondary education, bachelor degree and graduate studies). These variables capture
both the choices that workers have taken in the past regarding career paths and the fact
that firms may be more likely to offer benefits to skilled/more committed workers in
order to retain them. We also include and indicator for whether the worker is unionized or
covered by collective agreement since unionization may affect the likelihood of certain
benefits being offered. In addition, we consider the possibility of tradeoffs between
benefits and other forms of compensation or career development (Gagne ()) and for the
possibility that some family friendly policies reduce the amount of visible time the
worker spends in the workplace, which could reduce his/her promotion prospects or
career development (Riley and McClosky (1997)) and include an indicator for whether
the individual was ever promoted, and an indicator for whether the worker “ever received
training”.

o Workplace characteristics include five indicators for industry (Manufacturing,
Construction and Transportation, Commercial, Financial, Other services), four
occupational indicators (Manager, Professional, Technical, Clerk), three indicator for
region (Atlantic, Quebec, Alberta, British Columbia and the Prairies (Manitoba and
Saskatchewan)) and three indicators for firm size (“between 20 and 49 workers”, “50 to
499” and “more than 500”) to account for the technological constraints that firms may
face in offering family friendly benefits.

J Labour force characteristics include a measure of the fraction of women in the strata’ that are
of child bearing age, the fraction of child bearing age women that are unionized and an indicator for
whether the strata is highly unionized. These factors will account for the amount of pressure that
employers encounter within the work force to offer family friendly benefits. We will also include a
measure of the fraction of skilled workers and skilled women in the corresponding strata. These
variables will indicate to what extent the employer is facing a tight skilled labour market and whether

there exists a large pool of skilled women from which the firm may wish to draw skilled workers.

7 A strata reflects the geographic location from where the firm is more likely to draw their workers. It is defined by the set of
observations in a given province, industry, and for a given firm size.



The Incidence of Family Practices

Table 1, 2, 3 and 4 report results from the logit estimation of the incidence of each of the benefits
discussed. The left panel shows the estimates using the female sample and the right panel shows the
estimates for males. For each benefit, we show the estimates from the odds ratio of three specifications.
The first column shows a basic specification that includes worker’s human capital and personal
characteristics, as well as some job attributes such as industry and occupation. In the second column we
show a full specification that includes the labour market characteristics discussed above as well as
additional controls for recent training or promotion, union status, and firm size. The third column shows
the odds ratio estimates from a conditional logit with firm fixed effects respectively, in order to control
for firm heterogeneity®. We report the results for female workers (left panel) and comment on the

differences encounter using the sample of male workers when appropriated.
A table of means of the independent variables can be found in the appendix’.
Tablel. Flexible Time

This benefit refers to the use of a special arrangement, by which the worker attends the firm for a
given number of core hours but has flexibility regarding the time of arrival and departure as long as
he/she works for a given number of hours. This benefit is of use for those who find it difficult to

accommodate childcare services’ usual hours of operation with a workplace rigid schedule.

Column 1 reveals that, for female workers, higher levels of education (bachelor and graduates)
increase the likelihood of using flextime. This is consistent with other North American studies (Golden,
2001). However, other measures of skill do not appear to impact the odds of flextime incidence.
Experience shows no effect, and tenure has a small negative impact on the odds. Firm characteristics,
such as industry or occupation do not seem to affect the odds of flextime incidence, except for
managerial occupations, with a higher chance of using flextime. Most personal characteristics, like
marital status, age of youngest children, immigrant status or ethnicity, have no significant effect on the
odds of using flextime, except for a small effect of the number of children, which slightly increases the
odds of using flextime. These results are quite robust to the addition of the variables included in the full

. .1
specification'’.

¥ We also run a worker fixed effect specification. The worker panel, however, is too short to deliver reliable estimates for the
variables of interest.

? See the paper by Comfort, Johnson and Wallace (2003) “Partime work and family friendly practices in Canadian workplaces”
for detailed tabulation of the WES raw data

' With the exception of clerical occupations, which become negatively related with the use of flextime.



Under the full specification, we note that there is a strong positive correlation between whether the
worker has ever been promoted and whether he/she has received training and the incidence of flextime.
This does not support the idea of a tradeoff between family benefits and other forms of compensation.
Flextime does not seem to (negatively) affect either the presence of the worker in the firm, reducing
his/her visibility, or whether he/she is perceived as a productive worker. Firm size, on the other hand, is
a factor affecting the odds of flextime, with workers in small firms being less likely to use the benefit.
The fraction of skilled workers, in particular skilled female workers, in the strata does not have a
significant effect on the incidence of flextime, suggesting that there is no pressure from this demographic
group to obtain this benefit once we controls for other job characteristics. Similarly, the fraction of
women of child bearing age in the strata does not have a positive impact in the use of this benefit.
However, the presence of a large fraction of this demographic group unionized does increase the odds of
incidence by a factor of 2.6. These maybe because women of child bearing age are likely to be a
heterogeneous group regarding their labour market preferences. Unionization may be a signal of stronger
job commitment for this group, or it may indicate the strength of unions for this particular group in
certain stratas. Note that all other variables regarding unionization, such as whether or not the worker is
unionized or whether or not the worker belongs into a highly unionized strata do diminish the odds of

using this benefit.

There is less evidence of a relationship between male worker’s human capital and use of flextime
(columns 5, 6 and 7). Only male workers with graduated education show a significant impact on the
odds of using this benefit. Similarly, personal characteristics do not have significant effect on the odds.
One of the main differences that we observe is that there is a much stronger relationship between firm
characteristics, such as industry, occupation and the likelihood of using flextime for male workers. For
instance, workers in construction and transportation, financial and other services industries are
(significantly) more likely to use this benefit than workers in the primary or manufacturing industries,
and manager and professional occupations have twice the odds of using this benefit than clerical
workers. This suggests that there may be important differences in the type of work males and females
perform in similar industries or occupation that justifies our separate estimations. In addition, this benefit

is now significantly less likely to be observed in larger firms''. The controls for the demographic

"' The odds of male workers using this benefit are reduced by a factor of 0.74, 0.65 and 0.64 for firms between 20 and 49, 50
and 499 and more than 500 respectively.



composition of the labour market do not have a significant effect on the incidence of flextime for male

workers'?.

The firm fixed effect estimates (columns 3 and 7) do not affect the sign or even the magnitude of
the effect on the odds. The main difference is that the fixed effect estimates are much less significant due
to the large number of observations dropped. The fact that there are not significant changes in the
reported estimates when we control for firm heterogeneity, indicates that this does not seem to be an

important factor to consider in our analysis.

The estimates reported for the incidence of flextime do not suggest that this benefit is driven by the
needs of workers with families. There is also little evidence that firms offer this benefit to valuable
workers, either male or female, as tenure and experience do not affect the odds of using flextime,
although high levels of education do have a positive impact on the chances of using flextime. It is
interesting to note the differences regarding the influence of occupation and industry on the odds ratio
between male and female workers. This supports the idea that there may be important differences in the
types of jobs that men and women perform within these categories. These differences may trigger
technological constraints in the supply of benefits that account for the disparity of the estimates'”. We
find that flextime is less likely to be used by unionized workers and that workers in small firms (which
are less likely to be unionized) have, in general, lower odds of using this benefit. However, the
percentage of unionized women of child bearing age in the strata has a strong influence on the odds of
females using flextime. One story that fits both facts is that unionized workers may have other benefits
similar to flextime (like more days of paid leave or time off for lactancy). This would make unionized
women less likely to use flextime, but would increase the pressure for other (non-unionized) employers

to offer flextime in order to attract or retain female workers.
Table 2. Telework

Telework reports the participation of the employee in an arrangement that allows him/her to perform part

of her duties at home. This is indeed a much more flexible benefit that flextime, which requires a core

21t is interesting, however, to note the differences in the direction of the impact. Female workers are more likely to use
flextime if either the fraction of skilled workers, or of unionized women of child bearing age in the strata is high, and less likely
to use flextime if the fraction of non unionized women of child bearing age is high. Male workers are more likely to use
flextime when the fraction of non unionized women in the strata is high and less likely to use it if the fraction of unionized
women of child bearing age is high and the fraction of skilled workers in the strata is high.

" For instance, if females perform clerical tasks in customer services departments, it maybe more difficult for them to enjoy a
flexible schedule than it may be if these tasks are performed in other departments.



number of hours to be spent at the office. It is also more likely to be family oriented, as it allows workers
to cover for unexpected (or expected) interruptions of regularly scheduled care arrangements.

Both experience and high levels of education are associated with a significantly higher incidence
of telework. The odds of a female with a bachelor degree using telework are twice as great as those of
workers with less than high school. The effect of education for males is somewhat smaller. Industry does
not significantly impact the use of telework among female workers, except for those in manufacturing
industries, which has lower odds of using this benefit. Male workers, on the other hand are significantly
more likely to use this benefit in all industries, than primary or manufacturing industries workers. Workers
in the clerical occupations are less likely to use telework than production workers, while managers,
professionals and those in technical occupations are more likely. These effects are very similar for both
genders, the increase in the odds ranges from 1.67 to 3.76 for female in technical and managerial
occupations respectively, and from 2.18 to 3.83 for male technical and managerial occupations
respectively. We find a strong positive effect on the incidence of telework of marital status for male
workers (and of the number of kids for both genders), suggesting that this benefit is of more use to
families than flextime was. Other personal characteristics like immigrant status (for male and female
workers) or ethnicity (for males) are also significant. This may indicate either that there is a cultural
influence on the use of telework or that some ethnic/immigrant groups have less access to this benefit.
Note that the effect of immigrant status disappears when we control for firm fixed effects (columns 3 and
6), which suggests the existence of heterogeneity in the type of firms immigrants select/are selected to
work on.

Controlling for additional characteristics (column 2) reveals a strong positive relationship between
the use of telework and promotion/training opportunities for female workers (odds increasing
approximately by 1.30) and a weaker, but still positive, relationship for male workers (column 5). This
correlation is stronger than the positive correlation that we observed for flextime, which again provides no
support for a negative impact of working away from the office. The effect of firm size on the use of this
benefit is significant and negative for both male and female workers, with the odds of using this benefit
diminishing as the size of the firm increases. The fraction of women of child bearing age impacts the use
of telework by male workers. A one percent increase in the presence of this demographic reduces the odds
of using this benefit for by 0.48, whereas a one percent increase in the fraction of unionized women of
child bearing age, increases the odds of using the benefit by 2.56. The fact that the effect of these variables
is not significant for female workers suggests that this benefit may be used by families and does not

necessarily need to be tied with female jobs. Contrary to what happened with flextime benefits, high rates



of unionization within the strata are associated with increased odds of using telework for both types of

workers, although a unionized worker is less likely to use telework.

To summarize, we find that telework seems to be in higher demand from individuals with families.
It also seems that this benefit is not specifically tied to female workers. The differences across genders
that we observed regarding the incidence of flextime by industry /occupation are present for telework as
well. There is stronger evidence that this is a benefit available to more skilled employees, although this
could be a reflection of the technological constraints imposed by the benefit per se. Finally, it is worth
noting that a high degree of unionization and a high proportion of unionized females of child bearing age
in the strata increase the chances of using telework for males. This, together with lower levels of use
among unionized workers, again suggests that this benefit is offered to non union workers in response to
other similar benefits that maybe in place for unionized workers. As was the case with flextime, there are
not significant changes in the reported estimates when we control for firm heterogeneity, except for the
coefficient of the immigrant indicator. This suggests that there may be some amount of workplace level

selection among immigrant and non immigrant workers regarding the access to telework.
Table 3. Family Benefits

Family benefits refer to the availability of support systems for families that range from referral or
information services to the existence of on-site facilities for child or elder care, or for other family
support benefits. This benefit differs from the two previously studied in that they are more likely to
impose significant sunk costs for the firm. Therefore, the firm may require an expectancy of low
turnover to offer this benefit. In addition the estimates reported here are based on the employer’s
statement of this benefit being offered by the firm and not on use of the benefit as was the case with the

two previous benefits.

The estimates of our basic specification (columns 1) show that females with higher levels of
education and experience are more likely to work in places that offer this type of support, with tenure
showing a small negative effect. Note that the relationship between education and the availability of
family benefits differs from the one that existed for the previous benefits. The odds of using this benefit
increase for all levels of education above high school. Contrary to the previous benefits, the relationship
is only present among female workers. Experience and education level do not affect the odds of working
in establishment that offer this benefit for males (column 4). However, since the data does not show use,
but rather availability of the service, there exists the possibility of a gender bias in the provision of

answers, if females are more aware of this type of benefit than males are. The odds of males working in



establishments that offer family support are not affected by industry type, but this has a strong negative
effect on the odds that this benefit is available for females working in industries other than primary
industries. Occupation does not significantly affect the odds of availability for either gender'*. Family
characteristics have no significant impact for either gender, which is not surprising given that this benefit

is measured in terms of availability rather than actual use.

Once we control for additional characteristics (column 2 and 5 for females and males respectively),
the effect of lower levels of education on the odds of availability for this benefit become not significant,
but otherwise the above estimates are not affected. The relationship between promotion and training and
availability of family support is strong and positive for both genders. One of the main differences
regarding the availability of this benefit is apparent in the effect of the firm size dummies. The odds of
this benefit being available to workers range between being 1.56 (1.78) to 4.59 (6.84) times more likely
in firms of 20 to 50 and more than 500 respectively for female (male) workers. As mentioned, there are
important economies of scale in the provision of this benefit, which makes it difficult for small firms to
offer it. Generally, none of the demographic groups in the strata that we control for have a significant
impact on the availability of this benefit to male workers. Nevertheless, the fraction of skilled workers in
the strata does have a positive effect, increasing the odds of availability to female workers by 4.4. This
provides some support to the idea that firms may offer this benefit in response to a tight skilled labour

market.

It is worth noting that controlling for firm fixed effects does have an impact on the effects
discussed above, revealing that firm heterogeneity is more of a factor in the provision of this benefit. For
instance, human capital variables no longer affect (significantly) the odds of availability. This is not
surprising given the nature of the benefit. Since family benefits usually involve significant sunk costs, if

the firm provides the benefit it will usually be made generally available to all workers.

Overall, the supply of this benefit is heavily driven by the size of the firm. Once more we observe
substantial differences between males and females, particularly in the effect of occupation. However, in
this case these differences could be driven by the fact that women may have more knowledge about the
availability of this type of benefit than men do. There is also some indication that firms may be trying to
attract skilled (female) workers by offering this benefit as indicated by the coefficient on the proportion

of skilled workers in the strata.

' Again, it is interesting to note the direction of the effect. Males are generally less likely to have access to this benefit in all
occupations relative to production workers, whereas females are more likely to use this benefit relative to production workers,
although the effects are not significant.



Table 4. EI supplements

This benefit refers to the existence of additional provision, generally in terms of increased pay, for
maternity/paternity leave or layoffs. Like family support benefits, EI supplements imply additional
monetary costs to the firm. However, these are not fixed costs in the sense that they only accrue when
the worker requires the benefit'. Nevertheless, the firm may still require an expectancy of low turnover

to offer this benefit.

The relationship between access to EI supplements and education is markedly different from that
observed for other benefits. Only high school graduates are more likely to report access to EI
supplements. There is even some evidence of a negative correlation between skills and availability of
this benefit for both men and women. This could be due to a demographic effect, as workers are older
and less likely to use this benefit, they may become less aware of its availability. The patterns regarding
firm characteristics such as occupation and industry are very similar to those observed for family support
benefits. Workers in all industries are less likely to have this benefit available to them than workers in
primary industries, and occupation does not appear to be a significant characteristic affecting the
availability of EI benefits (except for professional males). Finally, personal characteristics do not affect
the probability of availability of family insurance supplements for either gender, except for the number
of kids for the male sample, which reduces the odds of having access to this benefit'®. Our full
specification (Column 2 and 4) reveals that, as expected, firm size shows a strong and positive
correlation with availability. Regarding labour market characteristics, an increase in the fraction of
skilled workers in the strata does affect the availability of this benefit for both type of workers, but it is
particularly strong for females. Increasing the percentage of skilled workers in the strata by one per cent
makes it 4.4 (3.09) times more likely that the benefit is available, using the female (male) sample.
However an increase in the fraction of skilled females in the strata significantly reduces the odds for both
genders'’. The fraction of females of child bearing age also significantly increases the chances of having
this benefit available using the female sample. This is suggestive of firms offering this benefit to
attract/retain skilled workers and to respond to the pressures of females of child bearing age (not

specifically skilled). One explanation is that UI supplements do benefit the whole family and do not need

'> As opposed to maintaining a child care center on the premises, for instance.

' This is likely to be a demographic effect. As women are less likely to have additional kids they maybe less aware/interested
in this benefit.

' The effect of skill workers in the strata seems to be gender specific. In additional regressions, not shown here, excluding the
variable “fraction of skilled female workers in the strata” produces a not significant coefficient for the variable “fraction of
skilled workers in the strata”



to be tied to a particular worker in the family. Therefore, females could take advantage of their male
partners benefit without the need to specifically look for those types of jobs. Alternatively, it could be
the case that highly skilled females are less aware of the benefit (or less likely to use it), because higher
human capital investments usually are associated with lower fertility rates. These estimates are quite
robust to the addition of firm fixed effects. The main exception is the coefficient for occupation in the
female sample, which now becomes negative. All occupations are less likely to report access to Ul

supplements than workers in production.

Overall, the availability of family insurance supplements seems to be heavily influenced by firm
size and have very little correlation with worker’s human capital. The only family characteristic affecting
this benefit is the number of kids (for female workers), which negatively affects the odds. The proportion
of females of child bearing age and that of skilled workers in the strata do have a significant positive
effect on the odds of availability, suggesting that these groups exert pressure on employers to offer this

benefit.
Conclusion

There is little argument that the changes brought about by the new economy (globalization,
increased competition and emergence of new technologies, among others) provide new opportunities and
challenges, both for firms and employees, that are altering the face of the labour market. These changes

define the workplace as dynamic environments were employees’ skills should grow and evolve.

Overall we find the availability of benefits depends strongly on firm size, industry and occupation,
suggesting the importance of technological constraints in its supply. There is only weak evidence that
firms use flextime or telework to attract or retain valuable workers, in general, although it is possible that
firms offer these benefits to non-unionized in place of other/similar benefits available to unionized
workers. We find no evidence that telework or flextime have an adverse effect on the opportunities for
tenure and promotion. We do find evidence however, that all the FFB discussed here except Ul
supplements are strongly correlated to education and the presence of skilled workers in the strata, which
we interpret as evidence of firms using this benefit to attract/retain skilled workers. These estimates are
robust to the correction for firm fixed effects. Our attempt to control for worker’s heterogeneity did not

produce reliable estimates.
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Table 1. Odds Ratio Estimates of the Incidence of Flexibe Time (P-values).

Females Males

Logit (1) Logit (1) Firm FE Logit (1) Logit (1) Firm FE

Worker’s Labour Market Characteristics

Tenure 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.99 0.99
(0.01) (0.08) (0.82) (0.00) (0.01) (0.18)

Experience 0.99 0.99 0.98 1.01 1.01 1.01
(0.35) (0.36) (0.25) (0.30) (0.11) (0.46)

High School 0.93 0.91 1.09 0.96 0.98 0.96
(0.39) (0.22) (0.53) (0.50) (0.75) (0.66)

Trade/Col 1.09 1.08 1.04 0.96 0.96 1.00
(0.11) (0.15) (0.63) (0.38) (0.35) (0.96)

Bachelor 1.18 1.19 1.38 1.08 1.10 1.01
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.24) (0.16) (0.96)

Graduate 1.33 1.35 1.33 1.26 1.31 1.33
(0.00) (0.00) (0.04) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Full Time 0.54 0.54 0.62 0.53 0.54 0.65
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Promoted -- 1.15 1.24 -- 1.17 1.28
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00)

Trainning -- 1.11 1.10 -- 1.12 1.10
(0.06) (0.27) (0.01) (0.16)

Union -- 0.47 0.50 -- 0.70 0.85
(0.000) (0.12) (0.00) (0.40)

Workplace Characteristics

Manufacturing 0.76 0.85 -- 0.90 0.91 --
(0.15) (0.40) (0.28) (0.36)
Constr/Transport 0.77 0.84 -- 1.25 1.22 --
(0.19) (0.37) (0.03) (0.05)
Comercial 1.01 1.26 -- 1.10 1.08 --
(0.95) (0.27) (0.40) (0.51)
Financial 0.85 0.96 -- 1.47 1.42 --
(0.41) (0.84) (0.00) (0.01)
Other Services 0.68 1.07 -- 1.10 1.46 --
(0.04) (0.76) (0.41) (0.01)
Manager 1.71 1.35 1.24 2.81 211 2.23
(0.00) (0.05) (0.37) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Professional 1.30 1.17 0.90 2.42 2.18 2.17
(0.07) (0.27) (0.64) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Technical 1.09 0.92 0.77 1.53 1.40 1.44
(0.51) (0.54) (0.20) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
Clerk 0.89 0.77 0.56 1.22 1.10 1.95
(0.37) (0.04) (0.01) (0.09) (0.41) (0.77)
Firm size 20-49 -- 0.82 -- -- 0.74 --
(0.01) (0.00)
Firm size 50-499 -- 0.95 -- -- 0.65 --
(0.55) (0.00)
Firm size 500+ -- 0.86 -- -- 0.64 --

(0.20) (0.00)
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