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Abstract.
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friendly work practices amongst British employees. We find alow base rate of actual availability, a
lower rate of perceived availability, and evidence that accurate awareness of availability is further
limited. We identify a range of individual worker and workplaces characteristics that are associated
with greater perceived availability and typically also to awareness.
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‘Families are the core of our society, but they are under pressure. Women and men struggle
with choices over work and family responsibilities...The Government is pledged to support
families and children...We want to encourage more family-friendly employment...’

(Tony Blair, Prime Minister, 1998).

1. Introduction.

Pressures for the introduction of family-friendly practices in the UK are coming from many
directions. Changesin the labour supply of women and the greater sharing of household non-labour
market work across parents have led to an increased demand from workers (male and female) for
family-friendly work life balance practices. Increasing numbers of elderly peoplein the population has
increased theneedfor elder care, further strengthening thisdemand (Department of Tradeand Industry,

2001a). The families concerned cover the full socio-economic spectrum.

From political quarters, there has been increased action at the European Union level pressing
Member Statesto introduce |l egislation and foster policieswhich aimto reconcilework and family life.
These efforts are intended to promote not only gender equality in the workplace but also greater
quality care for children and dependents (Caracciolo, 2001). Moreover, there are pressures to
encourage families in poverty to increase their labour market participation by linking welfare
programmes to some measure of hours worked.® The British Government has introduced and
strengthened labour market oriented policies for poor families (Blundell et al., 1998; Blundell and
Hoynes, 2001). Questions abound, however, asto whether these welfare-to-work programmes can be

effective without strong family-friendly policiesin the workplace.

As a consequence, the Government has adopted a multi-pronged approach to encouraging
family-friendly work environmentswhichincludetheNational Childcare Strategy, extended maternity
and paternity entitlements, the minimum wage, the New Deal for Lone Parents, and the new Working
Families Tax Credit. The maor plank in the Government’s programme, however, is the Work-Life
Balance campaign. This campaign includes alarge scale public awareness component: producing and
distributing information to individuals and firms concerning their legal obligations, ways family-

friendly practices can be implemented, and the potential gains from doing so.

! Britainis not alonein this regard as many of the developed countries of the world have actively linked welfare
programmes to working (Blank, 2001; Elwood, 2000; Meyer and Rosenbaum, 2001). Thistrend has been
especialy strong in the latter part of the 1990s.



Perhapsaided by these governmental programmes, firmsareincreasingly aware that there may
be advantages to implementing family-friendly policies including retaining and attracting staff,
increasing morale, lowering absenteeism and raising productivity. Typically using a case study
approach, several studiesin Britain havefound net gainsfor firmswho haveintroduced these practices
(surveys are provided in Dex and Scheibl, 1999; DfEE, 2000a; Forth et al., 1996).

It is generally assumed that the individual employee also gains from the avail ability of these
policies (Department of Trade and Industry, 2001b). It is not clear, however, that all workers have
equal access to such programmes. Studies for the US reveal that women in high paid managerial and
professional employment aremorelikely to have accessto family-friendly policiesthan arelower paid,
lower skilled females (Deitch and Huffman, 2000). It isimportant that family-friendly benefits are
also available to those employees at the lowest end of the income scale. Indeed, the effectiveness of
the Government’s anti-poverty programme may be impaired if parents cannot find family-friendly
employment: helping parentsto find better jobsthrough training and search assistance will be of little
long term benefit if constraints such as child care issues, flexibility to carefor asick child or attend

a parent-teacher meeting, etc, cannot be catered for in the employment relationship.

In addition to lack of availability, there are potentially problems with awareness. Some
employeeswho arein fact entitled to specific family-friendly policies areignorant about their options
and report that they do not have family-friendly policies available to them. For example, in the 1998
Workplace Employee Relations Survey, in workplaces in which managers report that at least some
non-managerial employeesareentitled to parental leave, only 37 percent of full-time, permanent, non-

managerial employees indicate that they are entitled to parental leave.

In spite of the pressuresfor increased family-friendly workplacesin Britain, previousresearch
on this topic has been limited to case studies of model programmes at specific organisations and to
surveysof organisations(Dex and Scheibl, 2001; Forth et al., 1996; Hogarth et al., 2001). Inthispaper
we make use of new linked workplace and employee data from the 1998 Workplace Employee
Relations Survey (WERS98) which enablesusto consider (a) what typesof individualsaremorelikely
to perceive that a family-friendly practice is available to them at their workplace; (b) which
workplaces are more likely to actually offer family-friendly practices to British employees; and (c)

what types of individuals are morelikely to be accurately aware of thisactual availability. With these
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unique data, we are therefore able to analyse the key issues of availability and awareness, from an

independent as well as an interactive perspective.

2. Measuresof family friendliness.

In the postwar period, work policiesand benefits were often shaped by the norms of an ideal’
worker who worked full-time and left unpaid household work to someone else (Williams, 2000).
Consequently, family-friendly corporate policies can be divided into two categories (Bailyn, 1993;
Bailynetal., 2001; Drago et al., 2001 ). One category provides services such as subsidised or on-site
day care, sick-child care services, employee assistance programmes, and on-site meal preparation to
help employees fulfill the standards of the ideal worker. The other category is comprised of benefits
that allow employeesflexibility to deviate from the model of the ideal worker to better balance work

and family concerns.

One major dimension of this second category of work life balance benefitsisleave polices. In
Britain, thereisan explicit distinction between maternity leave (awomantaking leaveto givebirth and
care for anewborn child), paternity leave (afather taking leave around the birth of anew child), and
parental leave (leave for the purpose of taking care of achild). Currently, all pregnant employeesare
entitled to 18 weeks of maternity leave and women who have completed one year of servicewith their
employer are able to take additional maternity leave. Moreover, male and female employees are
entitled to 13 weeks of unpaid parental leave to be used over the first five years of the child’s life.
Paternity leave, although not acurrent statutory entitlement, isschedul ed to take effect in 2003. Recent
proposals in the Employment Bill (DTI, 2001c) would increase ordinary maternity leave (paid) to 26
weeks and additional maternity leave (unpaid) to 26 weeks; paternity leave to two weeks (paid); and
parental leave for parents of disabled children to 18 weeks. Employers, however, can choose to offer
more generous benefits, in both compensation and timeallowed off, and these additional leave policies
areanimportant category of employer-sponsored family-friendly policies. Surveying for WERS98 took
place prior to the changes brought in under the Employment Relations Act 1999, when maternity leave
entitlement was 14 weeks, with women required to serve two years service in order to qualify for

additional maternity leave, and paternity leave was not a statutory entitlement.

A second dimension of family-friendly policies that allow deviations from the ideal worker
norm includesthose that change the regular work schedule. One major exampleinthiscategory isjob

sharing initiativesin which (typically) two employeeswork part-time to share the responsibilitiesand
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total hours of onefull-time position. Allowing workersto chooseto work part-time in the absence of
a formal job-sharing arrangement is another example. Other policies in this category are flexible
working schedulesin which workers have greater control over when they put in their hours each week
at work. Another class of family-friendly policies comprises those policies that allow workers to

telecommute and work from homée’.

A variety of important research issues emerge from these family-friendly practices. Arethese
practices utilised by individual employees and are they effective (Haley, Perry-Jenkins, and Armenia,
2001; Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness, 1999; Waldfogel, 1998)? Are employeeswilling to pay for
them (Drago et al., 2001)? Should they be mandated as a matter of public policy (Heymann, 2000)7?
Arethesepoliciessufficient by themsel vesto reconcilethe conflictsof increased demandsat both work
and home (Bailyn, 1993)? And, when are these policies adopted (Bardoel et al., 1999; Deitch and
Huffman, 2001; Osterman, 1995)? It is this last question that is the focus of this paper. The most
recent UK paper addressing thisissueis Dex and Scheibl (2001). Our study complements their case
study approach by analysing the determinants of adoption in a broader econometric approach and by

raising the important, and overlooked, problem of awareness.

3. Data.
3.1. Thedata set.
The dataused in this study are drawn from the British Workplace Employee Relations Survey
1998 (WERS98)°. WERS98 isthelargest, currently available, survey of its type and was conducted
between October 1997 and June 1998 (Cully et al., 1998). It is the fourth in an on-going series of

nationally representative surveys but the first to include an employee survey.

Interviews for WERS98 were conducted with a manager (with day-to-day responsibility for
employee relations) and with aworker representative (if nominated) at 2191 workplaces (all of which

had more than 10 employees). Moreover, 25 employees from 1,880 of these workplaces (or all of the

’Recent proposals from the Work and Parents Taskforce (2001) would allow parents a statutory right to request
to work flexible hours and employers a statutory duty to consider these requests seriously (Bain, 2001). Early
responses indicate that the Government is favourable towards these recommendations (DT, 2001d).

3Department of Trade and Industry (1999). Workplace Employee Relations Survey: Cross-Section, 1998
(computer file). 4" ed. Colchester: The Data Archive (distributor), 22 December 1999. SN: 3955,
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employeesinworkplacewith fewer than 25 empl oyees) wererandomly sel ected and asked to compl ete
anempl oyee questionnairewhichresultedin over 28,000 compl eted questionnaires. Theresponserates
were 80% for the face-to-face workplace interviews and 64% for the employee questionnaire. All of

these returned surveys are fully linkable.

WERS98 wasreleased in 1999. To the best of our knowledgethere have been, sofar, no studies
of family-friendly work practices using this (or earlier versions of this) data set. There have been a
limited number of studies of related issues using earlier versions of the WERS data set (Millward et
al., 1999) or smaller cross sectional studies (Bevan et al., 1999; Dex and Scheibl, 2001; Forth et al.,
1996; Hogarth et al., 2001). However, the linkable employee surveys add a major, and very valuable,

component to these existing studies.

4. Conceptual framework.
There are arange of alternative explanations available in the literature as to why employers
might choose to establish family-friendly practices in their work places (Wood, 1999). For the
purposes of the present analysis, it is useful to group these explanations into three groups or theories:

neoclassical economics, internal labour markets, and institutional (or neoinstitutional).

The neoclassical economics explanations of employer-provided benefits focus on employer
decision-making in spot labour markets. The use of non-pecuniary benefits as a tool to attract
employeesiswell documented in the labour supply literature (Killingsworth, 1983). Economic theory
suggeststhat firmswill introduce family-friendly policiesif they increase profitseither viaanincrease
in productivity or by lowering the costs associated with higher wages or higher turnover and/or
absenteeism (Department of Trade and Industry, 2001b, page 8; Glass and Fujimoto, 1995). Thefirm
has a range of non-pecuniary benefits that it can introduce, it would only choose to offer family-
friendly benefits if it thought that there was a sufficient level of demand amongst its current and

potential employees (Guthrie and Roth, 1999).

In this theory, changes such as increases in the labour supply of women and the division of
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household non-labour market work across parents hasled to an increased demand from workers (male
and female) for family-friendly practices. Nevertheless, this demand appears to be stronger amongst
female employees (Bardoel et al., 1999) and we would expect a positive relationship between
workplaces with alarge proportion of female employees and the presence of these benefits (Guthrie
and Roth, 1999), although it is not clear that women of different occupations and income levels rank
the array of possible family-friendly benefits equally (Ingrams and Simons, 1995; Kelly and Dobbin,
1999).

Internal labour market explanations of employer-provided benefitsstem from employers need
to devel op employee commitment. Firmsinvest in workers and they want workersto invest in firm-
specific human capital and have high levels of commitment. Thus, Osterman (1995) argues, firms
provide non-pecuniary benefitssuch asfamily-friendly practiceswhen they face difficultiesemploying
high quality workers into work tasks that require high levels of commitment and non-supervised
performance (Doeringer and Piore, 1971). Empirically, thisimplies that measures of internal labour
market and high commitment work systems, such as the presence of training, longer tenure levels,

higher general education levels, job ladders, work teams, and employee seniority will be important.

In contrast, institutional theories emphasi se that organi sations respond not only to economic
factors, but also to the institutional environment (Guthrie and Ross, 1999; Kelly and Dobbin, 1999).
In this model, firms are essentialy pressured into adopting family-friendly policies by various
institutions including trade unions. Unionisation of a work group can bring about two important
changes in the workplace. One, to the extent that the right to strike results in collective bargaining
power that is greater than individual, labour’s bargaining power will increase. This increased
bargai ning power might allow unionsto negotiate family-friendly policies. Two, union representation
can change the nature of workplace decision-making from a neoclassical focus on the marginal
employee to amedian-voter model with afocus on average preferences (Freeman and Medoff, 1984).
If the average worker has a greater preference for family-friendly policies than the margina worker,

unionised workplaces will have a greater frequency of family-friendly policies.



5. Variable description.

Based onthesetheories, weempirically model theavail ability of family-friendly work practices
by incorporating arange of variablescapturing both the characteristics of theindividual employeesand
those of the workplace they are employed in. These variables can be considered in groupings,
beginning with theindicators of the family-friendly work practices. For the individual employee data,
theadditional groupsare: demographic characteristics; job characteristics; education; and occupation.
At the workplace level, the variables are grouped according to basic workplace characteristics;
workplace demographics, workplace pay; workplace say; workplace employment dynamics,; and

industry.

5.1 Indicators of family-friendly practices.
The indicators of a family-friendly practice used in this study incorporate examples of both
categories of family-friendly policies discussed in section 2 above, they are:
1 parental leave;
2 working at or from home in normal working hours;
3 aworkplace nursery or help with the cost of child care;
4, flexible working hours (flexi-time);
5 job sharing (sharing afull time job with someone else);
6 paid leave at short notice.
For thefirst five measuresempl oyeeswere asked ‘if you personally needed any of these arrangements,
would they be available at this workplace? For the sixth measure respondents were asked ‘if you
needed to take a day off work at short notice, for example to look after a sick family member, how

would you usually do it?

It should be noted that employeesare asked if the policy isavailableto them. Thus, thereported
responsesare measuring perceived availability which might be different from actual availability, since
employees may not know that a practice isavailableto them. Wewould expect that parentswould be
more aware of the availability of family-friendly policies. they have the greatest incentive to pay

attention to the provision of these practices in their workplace; they are perhaps more likely to be
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informed of these policiesby their employer; and they are morelikely to be amember of asocia group
where others are making use of such provisions. This effect may be stronger for coupled parents than
lone parents, especially if aminimum resource level isrequired to take advantage of apractice being

available.

Table 1 provides the weighted* means and standard errors of the family-friendly measures for
the full sample (representing the British population of workers at workplaces with at least 10
employees, hereafter called the population). Paid leaveisthe most commonly available practice with
45% of the whole sample believing thiswould be avail able to them. The next most common policies
are flexi time (33%) and parenta leave (27%). The perceived availability of job sharing is lower at
16% for the population. Only 9% of the population have home working available, whilst subsidised

child careisrare with atotal population rate of 4%.

Inthe case of each practice, the mg ority of employeesdo not believeit would availableto them
if they needed it. Indeed, it is more common for two thirds or more of the employeesto think agiven
practice would not be provided to them. One in three employees respond that none of these policies
are available to them and 40% of employees believe that only one policy is available.® Thisis alow

base rate of perceived availability across the sampled population.
5.2 Individual characteristics.
For the individual employee data the explanatory variables are grouped according to:

demographic characteristics; job characteristics; and education.

Demographic variablesreflect the needs of the employeesand their potential demand for work

“The need to wei ght survey sample data, such as WERS98, is discussed in Deaton (1998); Forth and Kirby
(2000); Airey et al., (1999); and Purdon and Pickering (2001).

°If we compare these results with the answers provided from the workplace responses, 18% of workplaces do not
have at |east one of these family-friendly policies available (with the exception of flexi time measures which are
not included in the workplace survey) and 31% of workplaces offer only one policy. We will return to discuss
thisissue in section 7 below.
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life balance practices. The demographic characteristics included are the age of the employee; gender;
presence of adependent child below 5; dependent child aged 5-11; dependent child aged 12 to 18; and
non-white racial status (ethnic). The average age in the population is 39.5 years and 49% of the
population arefemale. Lessthan half of the population have adependent child living with them (42%).
At 70% most of the population are coupled (married or cohabiting), 88% of the parentsare. Thus 12%
of parents are single parents, or 5% of the entire population. The distribution of children is evenly
spread across the child age bands. Non-whites make up some 3.6% of the population and 4.2% of all

parents.

Thejob characteristics of theindividual employees are captured in their normal hourly wage;
usual hours worked; tenurein current job; training provided by the employer in last 12 months; part-
time status (Iessthan 30 hours per week); fixed-term contract; temporary contract; if they are currently
aunion member; and occupation. The average person earns £7.20 per hour, they work for 35.6 hours
per work, and have an average tenurein their current job of 5.3 years. Onein four employees have had
accessto employer provided training schemesin the previoustwel ve months. Onein four areworking
part time, 2% are on fixed-term contracts, and 39% are union members. We a so include 9 occupation
categories (thefinest division possible given the data). The education measuresreveal that 64% of the
popul ation did not progressbeyond the completion of high school (a-level or equivalent) and only 21%
advanced to complete tertiary studies, although 37% of the population have acquired vocational

qualifications.

5.3 Workplace characteristics.
We include arange of workplace variables which are grouped according to basic workplace
characteristics; workplace demographics; workplace pay; workplace say; workplace employment

dynamics; and industry.

Beginning with basic workplace characteristics: workplace size (number of employeeson the
pay roll 12 months previously), the age of theworkplace(in years); whether or not theworkplaceispart

of a multi-enterprise establishment; and if the workplace operates a formal training scheme. British
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workplaces have on average 645 employees, they are 39 years old, the mgjority (76%) are part of a

multi ple workplace establishment and close to onein two have aformal training programme in place.

The workplace demographic measures include the proportion of the workforce female;
proportion working part-time (less than 30 hours per week); proportion who are youths (less than 21
yearsold); theproportionwho are*old’ (aged over 50 years); and the proportion with non-white ethnic
status. The average workplace demographics reflect those for the individual employees, they are
included as control variables but al so becausethey allow usto consider if thereisapparent segregation
happening at the workplace level. By including individual and workplace demographicswe can more

fully explore these relationships in our regression analysis.

Weinclude three measures of wor kplace pay; the averagefull timeworkplacewage, if ageand
years of service (seniority) affect the full time workplace wage; and if job grade/classification affect
the full time wage. The average workplace hourly wage is£7.26, one in two workplaces use seniority

in their reward system, and one in three reward grade.

We include seven indicators of the scope for workplace say: the proportion of employees
working in formally designated teams (69%); the proportion of non-managerial employeesin quality
circles (22%); workplaces where individuals have a lot of discretion over their work (22%);
workplaces where individual s have some discretion over their work (45%); if aunionisrecognisedin
negotiation procedures (61%); whether or not there is a group grievance procedure (66%); and is the

survey respondent a human resources or personnel manager (49% of workplaces).

There are four measures of relative workplace employment dynamics:. employment change;
dismissals; resignations; and difficultiesfilling vacanciesintheworkplace. Total employment change
in the workplaces averages 6%, with a 1% dismissal rate, and a 14% resignation rate. Perhaps
surprisingly, workplaces reported difficulties filling almost a quarter of their job vacancies. A range

of 12 industry measuresarealso included, thesefollow the standard industry classification definitions.
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6. Individual employee’ s perceived availability.

We implement probit analyses for each of our six measures of the individual employee's
perception that afamily-friendly work practicewould be availableto them at their workplace using the
fully weighted data set (Greene, 1997), results are presented in Table 2. The overall test of the
explanatory power of the regressorsis clearly significant for all the regressions and whilst the pseudo
R? measures are not high, they are comparable with those found in other similar studies. Overall, the

estimates are generally well defined and of the expected sign.

Theestimated marginal effect (or differential effectsfor binary variables) arereportedin Table
2. Evaluating variables at their sample means, the marginal effects are calculated as the change in the
probability for asmall changein theindependent continuousvariable (or for adiscrete one unit change
in the dummy, binary, variables). For example, in column 1, asmall increase in the average age of the
employee would result in a 0.010 percentage point fall in the probability of parental leave being
available (from 0.267 to 0.257), or adrop of 3.8%. The calculation is similar for dummy variables. A
female employee is 0.077 percentage points more likely to report that parental leaveis available, and
relative to the weighted sample mean of 0.267, this point estimate implies an increase of 28.8% in the
probability that the employee respondsthat parental |leaveisavailable at their workplace(from 26.7%
to 34.4%). A single asterisk indicates significance at 90% confidence, two asterisks indicate

significance at 95% confidence. We now consider the resultsin more detail.

Thefirst fiveindependent variables are a series of dummy variables capturing the parental and
coupling status of the individual employees, the omitted variable is coupled (married or cohabiting)
parents. We find that whilst individual employees with no children (single or coupled) are lesslikely
to believe parental leaveisavailableto them than are coupled parents, thereisno significant difference
(at the 95% confidence level) for single parents with children in any of the three age bands for all of

the six dependent variables considered (Budd and Mumford, 2001a).

Of theremaining explanatory variables, thefirst of those that have asignificant impact on four

or more of the family-friendly measures is being a female (which has a positive impact on the
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probability of parental leave, child care and job sharing whilst negatively impacting on paid leave and
homeworking). Theother demographic variablethat impactson four or more measuresisbeing ethnic

(non-white status).

Of the job characteristics of the individual employee, working more hours is associated with
greater probability of availability; as is tenure; and recent training. Being a union member has a
positive impact on parental leave and job sharing and a negative impact on flexi time and home

working.

Higher education levels are associated with greater probability of availability, particularly so
for post-graduates who are more likely to believe that they have all forms of the family-friendly
practices available to them, with the exception of paid leave. Similarly, the white collar occupations
(managers, professionals, associate professionals, and clerks) appear more likely to be offered these

practices.

Amongst the workplace variables, results for the basic characteristics of the workplace are
mixed. Employees in larger work places report greater availability of parental leave and child care
subsidies, but a lower probability of paid leave and flexi time. A multi-enterprise structure is

associated with less flexi time and home working, but also less child care and more paid |eave.

Of theworkplace demographic variables, the proportion of femalesintheworkplaceistheonly
measure that impactsfour or moretimes, itisalso consistently positiveleading to agreater probability
of family-friendly measures being available in five out of the six measures. None of the remaining
workplacevariablesimpact significantly four or moretimes, with the exception of theindustry dummy

for education.

Our results suggest that what isimportant for the probability of employeesto believe that they
have family-friendly practices available to them is a subset of their individual demographic, job,

education and occupational characteristics. The size of their workplace, if it isin a multi-enterprise
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structure and the proportion of femalesin their work force are also important.

The selection of ‘four or more' is of course entirely arbitrary. If three or more is chosen then
age, hourly wage, temporary contract, proportion of youth in the workplace, having alot of discretion,
union recognitioninthebargai ning process, resignations, manufacturing, electrical, and wholesaleand

retail trades would aso be included in the list of important explanatory variables.

7. Theactual availability of a family-friendly practicein the workplace.
Withtheexception of flexibleworking hours, WERS98 containsboth individual and workplace
measuresof theavailability of family-friendly policies. For theworkplace-level questions, themanager
with day-to-day responsibilities for personnel matters was interviewed and for the family-friendly
policies, thisindividual was asked questionsvery similar to the individual questions described above.
The main difference in the wording between the individual questions and the workplace questionsis
that whiletheindividual questions ask whether the policiesare availableto theindividual respondent,

the workplace questions ask whether the policies are available to any non-managerial employees.

We use these workplace-level responses as an indication of actual availability, in contrast to
theindividual-level measureswhich indicate perceived avail ability. To analyze actual availability we
estimate the same probit models as reported in Table 2, but the dependent variable is the workplace
response of actual availability. Theresultsfor these determinants of the actual availability of family-

friendly practices at aworkplace are presented in Table 3.

There are very few independent variables that impact on four or more measures of actual
availability. Those that do are being a postgraduate (each time increasing the probability of
availability); the proportion of females (positively related to availability for child-care, homeworking
and job sharing but negatively related to paid leave); and the presence of a human resources
representative (increasing the probability). Three of theindustries also impact on four or morefamily-
friendly measures; finance (consistently negatively) and health and education (both negatively except

for apositive impact on paid leave). As discussed previously, we might expect increased demand for
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family-friendly practicesfrom predominantly femal e workplaces and perhaps |ess demand from older
workers. A key rolefor ahuman resources representative in workplace may be as an advocatein terms
of increasing availability and so we might also expect this positive relationship (we will returnto this

issue in section 8 below).

Considering those independent variableswhich have asignificant impact on three or measures
of actual availability extends the list to include: recent training (positive impact); being a union
member (positiverelationship with parental leaveand job sharingwhilst negatively related to child care
provision); workplace training (positive); workplaces that have quality circles in place (positive);

manufacturing (negative); and hotels (negative).

In terms of the theories presented in section 4, there is only modest support for each of them.
For the neoclassical theory which predicts that family-friendly policies reflect labour market supply
and demand pressures, the demographic variables, especially fractionfemale, aresignificantin several
of the models. The employment dynamics variables which are intended to capture labour market
tightness, however, are not strong predictors of these family-friendly policies. For theinternal labour
market theory, the presence of training and quality circlesincrease the likelihood of offering parental
leave. On the other hand, workplaces which provide employeeswith alot of discretion are lesslikely
to have paid leave and job sharing policies which does not support the internal labour market
explanation. Lastly, union representation and the presence of a human resources representative are

both positively associated with several of the policieswhichisconsistent with theinstitutional theory.

We find that the inclusion of the individual variables had little significant impact on actual
availability at the workplace found in Table 3°. Furthermore, comparing the workplace independent
variables found to have a significant impact on both perceived and actual availability (see Tables 2
and 3) suggests a higher margina effect in the actual availability regressions. This suggests that

workplace characteristics are more important at predicting actual availability.

®As an indication of relative goodness of fit, the pseudo R squared measures for regressions of actual availability
excluding the measures of individual characteristics are very similar to those reported in Table 3: 0.1616,
0.1272, 0.2674, 0.1640 and 0.3059 respectively.
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8. Theawareness of the availability of family-friendly policies.

Thesuccessof the Government’ scampaignsto increasethetakeup of family-friendly practices
inworkplaces obviously depends on employees being aware that these practices are available to them.
For example, low base rate levels of perceived availability could be because the practices are not
actualy available at the workplace or it may be that employees simply don't know that they are

available when they are.

The (weighted) mean values of theindividual responses of perceived availability and thosefor

the workplaces for actual availability are reproduced here from Table 1:

individual perceived availability workplace availability
parental leave 0.272 0.441
home work 0.092 0.184
job share 0.159 0.399
paid leave 0.452 0.131
child care 0.040 0.131

Workplace respondents are considerably morelikely to say that afamily-friendly practiceisavailable.

These differences suggest that alack of awareness amongst employees.

Table 4 presentsresults from five probit models which include all of the previously discussed
individual and workplace-level control variables (see Tables 2 and 3) , however, the sample is now
restricted to only those individual s whose workplace had the policy in place. The dependent variable
is, therefore, the individual’s response to the family-friendly question in the employee survey
conditional on the management response being that the practice wasavailable. If all individualshave
the policy available, then the estimated coefficients reflect differences in knowledge about the

availability of the policy —information, not actual availability’.

Thereisa possible complication. The workplace-level measure captures whether any non-managerial
employees have this policy available, not whether all non-managerial employees have this policy available. To
address this, we considered excluding those workplaces in which three other fringe benefits (pension plan, extra
sick leave, and four or more weeks paid leave) are not provided to both managers and the largest occupational
group. Thisisan attempt to omit workplaces in which fringe benefits are unequally available. We found no
significant difference between these results and the more general results presented in Table 4.
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Considering Table4in moredetail, being female, working longer hours, having greater tenure,
recent training, higher education levels, white collar occupations, and ahigher proportions of females
in the workforce female are associated with a greater tendency to a consistent response across the
individual and the workplace for at least three of the five family-friendly practices. Having a higher
proportion of older workers has a mixed impact (increasing the awareness of paid leave but lowering
it for parental leave and child care subsidies). These results are qualitatively similar to those found in
Table 2. In other words, those characteristics associated with an individual perceiving that a practice
isavailable to them are also typically the characteristics that are associated with them being correctly
aware that it is actually available. These are generaly a subset of the employee's individual

characteristics and the demographics of the workforce at the workplace.

There is, however, no evidence that individuals in workplaces where a practice is actually
available are more likely to respond that they believe the practice is available to them. The marginal
effects reported in Table 4 are not consistently higher or lower than those reported in Table 2. The
lower levels of significance reported in Table 4 (even given the differencesin the sample sizes), aso
do not indicate that workers in workplaces where a family-friendly policy is in place have better

information than the population in aggregate®.

There are two main formal information sources in workplaces: from the management side,
through the human resources representative; and from organised labour, through the union. Resultsin
Table 5 provide an indication as to how successful these information conduits are in British

workplaces.

Thefirst panel in Table 5 considerstherole of the human resources representative (HRR), row

one reports results for the impact of a HRR in the regression of actual availability at the workplace

8Thereisa potential selectivity issuein thisanalysis, by only considering workers in workplaces where practices
are available we are selecting a subgroup of the population who may share similar characteristics. For example,
we may be sel ecting workplaces from the primary sector whose workers may be more likely to be higher
educated, have longer tenure, etc. Thiswould bias our resultsin favour of many of the characteristics we do find
to be associated with availability. We believe that such an affect would lead us to conclude that information
flows are stronger amongst this group, however, rather than similar to the general population.
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(Table3). A HRRintheworkplaceissignificantly associated with greater actual availability of all five
measures of family-friendly practicesin the workplace. The second row providestheimpact of aHRR
in the awareness regression discussed above and presented in Table 4, a HRR is only significantly
associated with employees being more likely to perceive a policy is available in those workplaces
saying it isactually available in the cases of parental and paid leave. Rows three and four reveal why
there is this discrepancy between availability and awareness. Row three provides results where the
dependent variable indicates workers as being correctly aware: individuals who believe the practice
isavailable and who work in workplaceswho say it isavailable. Row four provides similar resultsfor
those workerswho say the practice isnot available but whose workplacessay it is (these workersare
unaware). Infour out of five of the family-friendly measures, the presence of aHRR in aworkplace
is positively and significantly associated with some workers being correctly aware and significant
numbers of workerswho are unaware. In other words, thereis no clear evidence that aHRR increases

consistent information of availability to workers.

Panel two of Table5 carriesout asimilar exercisefor workplaceswhere aunion isrecognised,
such workplaces are more likely to have parental leave, child care subsidies and job sharing available
(row five). Workersin these workplaces are more likely to be correctly aware that these policies are
available to them (row seven), however, there are till a significant number (although at lower
confidence levels) who are unaware of this availability (row eight). These results suggest that
workplaces with union recognition are providing better information flows than is the HRR, but there

are still significant numbers of uninformed workers’.

9. Conclusion.
Problems of balancing work-life conflicts are a major current policy concern and the active

focus of much research. Recent Government policies to increase the participation of parentsin the

°An alternative explanation to limited information flows generating these results may be differential accessto the
family-friendly measures across employees in the same workplace. For example, we cannot rule out the
argument that the results in panel two of Table 5 reflect differential availability of these policies between
unionised and nonunion employees within a specific workplace. But to the extent that they do not reflect this
possibility, the results imply that unionised employees have better information about parental |eave and job

sharing policies (Budd and Mumford, 2001b).
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labour market, the rising propensity for women to play an active role in the labour market, greater
sharing of household non-labour market work across parents, and increased need for elder care have
led to an increased demand from workers (male and female) for family-friendly work practices. The
Government has recognised the desire, and often the need, these families have for work life balance

policies.

We use linked data on over 20,000 individuals and almost 1,500 workplaces from the British
Workplace Employee Relations Survey 1998 (WERS98) to analyze the perceived and actual
availability of six mgjor work life balance policies. parenta leave, paid family leave, child care

subsidies, flexible working hours, working at home options, and job sharing options.

We find alow base rate of perceived availability of family-friendly policiesin Britain, most
policies are perceived as being available to less than a third of al employees and one in three

employees say that none are available to them.

Wefind theindividual characteristicsthat determine the probability of an employee believing
family-friendly work practices are available to them are their age, gender, ethnic status, hourly wage,
hours worked, tenure, being recently involved in atraining programme, having atemporary contract,
being aunion member, education level, and occupation. The workplace characteristicsthat affect this
provision are workplace size, multi-enterprise establishment, proportion of femalesin the workplace,
proportion of youthsin the workforce, having alot of discretion, union recognition in the bargaining

process,, the resignation rate, and arange of industry measures.

The probability of actual availability of family-friendly practices at the workplace are less
affected by the characteristics of individual employees and the demographics of the workforce. The
impact of theworkplace characteristicsareinstead moreimportant, especially those of workplacesize;
the proportion of the workforce female; the presence of quality circles; the presence of a human

resources representative; and arange of industry measures.
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We also find evidence of limited awareness amongst workers of the actual availability of
family-friendly measuresin their workplaces. Those characteristics associated with greater perceived
availability are also found to be linked with greater awareness of actual availability: they are mainly
asubset of individual characteristics and workforce demographics. Thereare, however, many workers

who do not appear to know that a practice is available to them at their workplace when it is.

The main institutional information sources of a human resource representative or union have
limited effect on these information flows in workplaces. Employees in unionised workplaces appear
to have better information of availability than those in nonunionised workplaces although there are
still significant numbers of unaware employees. The presence of a human resources representativein
aworkplace, however, haslittle impact on increased awareness. These results suggest a need for the

provision of information to workersin the Government’s Work Life Balance Programme.
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Table 1. Variable means and definitions.

mean _s. error variable definition.
individual variables
parental leave 0.272 0.006 parental leave would be available
home work 0.092 0.004 working at home during normal hours available
job share 0.159 0.005 job sharing available
child care 0.452 0.009 day off at short notice, paid leave available
paid leave 0.325 0.007 flexible working hours (flexi-time)
flexible times 0.040 0.004 workplace nursery or help with costs of child care available
age 39.533 0.156 midpoints of individuals age bands (7 bands)
age2 1700.6  12.415 age squared
female 0.493 0.009 are you female
married 0.690 0.005 living with spouse or partner
childo4 0.139 0.004 dep child aged 0-4
child511 0.193 0.004 dep child aged 5-11
child12 0.199 0.004 dep child aged12-18
child018 0.413 0.006 dep child aged 0-18
ethnic 0.040 0.002 not white
hourly wage 7.264 0.091 gross hourly pay (12 bands)
hours 35.657 0.240 hours normally worked in a week
hours squared 14515 15.844 hours normally worked in a week squared
tenure 5.315 0.057 years at workplace (5 bands) max 10 years
training 2.464 0.043 employer provided job training in last 12 months
part-time 0.249 0.007 working less than 30 hours per week
fixed term 0.033 0.002 fixed term contract
temporary 0.044 0.003 employed in a temporary position
union member 0.391 0.011 union member
education other 0.261 0.006 education other
cse 0.121 0.003 CSE or equivalent, GCSE (grades D-G)
olevel 0.261 0.005 O level or equivalent
alevel 0.147 0.004 A level or equivalent
degree 0.155 0.004 degree or equivalent
postgrad 0.054 0.002 post grad degree or equivalent
vocational qual 0.373 0.005 vocational qualification
managers 0.086 0.003 managers and senior administrators
profs 0.129 0.004 professionals
assoc prof 0.089 0.004 associate professional and technical
clerk 0.159 0.005 clerical and secretarial
craft 0.104 0.005 craft and skilled service
personal 0.083 0.005 personal and protective services
sales 0.096 0.006 sales operator, sales assistant
operative 0.129 0.008 operative and assembly
other occup 0.124 0.005 other occupational group
workplace variables
wp parental leave 0.441 0.016 parental leave available in workplace
wp home working 0.184 0.013 working at home during normal hours available in wp
wp job share 0.399 0.015 job sharing available in wp
wp paid leave 0.625 0.016 day off at short notice, paid leave available in wp
wp child care 0.131 0.012 workplace nursery or help with costs of child care available in wp
wp size 645.5 121.429 employees on pay 12 months previously

wp age 38.691 1.405 age of the current workplace
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Table 1. Variable means and definitions, continued.

mean _ S.error variable definition.
wp multi-enterprise 0.758 0.013 wp is one of multiple wps in enterprise
wp training 0.470 0.011 formal training scheme operates
wp ppn female 0.492 0.008 proportion of the workforce female
wp ppn part time 0.260 0.008 proportion of the workforce part time
wp ppn youth 0.058 0.003 proportion of the workforce below 21
wp ppn old 0.161 0.003 proportion of the workforce over 50
wp ppn ethnic 0.042 0.003 proportion of the workforce ethnic
wp ave wage 7.258 0.082 wp average full time wage
wp rew. seniority 0.501 0.016 age & years service affect full time wage
wp rew. grade 0.736 0.014 job grade/classification affect full time wage
wp teams 0.689 0.011 ppn employees in formally designated teams
wp circles 0.217 0.009 ppn non-managerial in quality circles
wp lot disc 0.222 0.014 indiv employees have a lot of discretion over work
wp some disc 0.450 0.017 indiv employees have some discretion over work
wp union recognition 0.613 0.014 union recognised in negotiation
wp grievance proc 0.658 0.014 group grievance procedure
wp hr rep 0.487 0.014 respondent is HR or personnel manager/officer
wp employment change 0.060 0.009 employment change rel. to total employment
wp dismissals 0.013 0.001 dismissals relative to total wp employment
wp resignations 0.138 0.005 resignations relative to total wp employment
wp dif. vacancies 0.246 0.010 difficulties filling vacancies
manufacturing 0.233 0.011 manufacturing
electrical 0.006 0.000 electrical
construction 0.029 0.003 construction
wholesale 0.145 0.006 wholesale
hotels 0.042 0.004 hotels
transport 0.060 0.005 transport
finance 0.040 0.003 finance
other business 0.084 0.005 other business
public 0.088 0.005 public services
education 0.104 0.005 education
health 0.134 0.007 health
other 0.033 0.003 other
number of obs 28215
number of strata 70
number of psu 1782

Source: Workplace Employee Relations Survey, 1998. The point estimates account for the sratification and
clustering in the sampling procedure.



Table 2. Probability of perceived availability of family friendly practices.

parent leave paid leave child care flexitime home work job share

@ @) ©) (4) (5) (6)

individual variables

single parent child 0-4 -0.020 -0.022 0.015 0.006 0.001 0.029

single parent child 5-11 0.005 -0.037 0.010 0.040 -0.000 -0.013

single parent child 12-18 0.025 0.015 -0.007* 0.046 0.002 -0.030

single no children -0.064** 0.017 -0.005* -0.004 -0.006 -0.002

married no children -0.060** 0.023* -0.008** -0.022* -0.002 -0.014*
age -0.010** 0.011** -0.001 -0.002 0.004** -0.003

age? 0.059 -0.130** 0.004 0.047 -0.037** 0.029

female 0.077* -0.030** 0.007** 0.019 -0.008** 0.039**
ethnic -0.059** -0.006 -0.008** 0.057* -0.012* 0.017

hourly wage 0.002* 0.003 0.000 -0.003** 0.001** 0.001

hours 0.005** 0.019** 0.001* -0.001 0.001* 0.005**
hours squared -0.000** -0.000** -0.000** -0.000 -0.000 -0.000**
tenure 0.004** 0.005** 0.001** 0.000 0.001 0.002**
training 0.008** 0.001 0.000 0.012** 0.003** 0.005**
part-time -0.019 0.000 0.002 0.030 0.013 0.036**
fixed term -0.033 -0.105** -0.002 -0.035 0.001 -0.027**
temporary -0.021 -0.156** 0.001 0.043* -0.006 0.028*
union member 0.029** 0.021 -0.000 -0.048** -0.019** 0.016**
education other -0.068** -0.010 -0.002 0.022 -0.007 -0.032**
cse -0.056** 0.005 0.008 0.015 0.002 -0.019*
alevel 0.014 0.023 0.002 0.039** 0.021** 0.017*
degree 0.011 -0.012 0.005 0.050** 0.036** 0.031**
post graduate 0.086** -0.018 0.016** 0.126** 0.074** 0.058**
vocational qualification -0.012 -0.002 0.003 -0.014 -0.008** -0.007

managers 0.088** -0.020 0.024** 0.180** 0.283** 0.084**
profs 0.023 -0.038 0.017** 0.080** 0.163** 0.055**
assoc prof 0.021 -0.030 0.016** 0.141* 0.142** 0.027**
clerk 0.021 0.093** 0.017** 0.151** 0.085** 0.098*
craft -0.013 0.001 0.005 0.054* 0.036* -0.002

personal 0.057** -0.060** 0.010 -0.025 0.039** 0.015

sales 0.049* -0.034 0.008 0.063** 0.162** -0.002

operative 0.028 -0.076** 0.009 0.043 -0.017 0.017

workplace variables

wp size 0.013** -0.009 0.003** -0.014** -0.007** 0.005

wp age 0.017 0.103 -0.027 -0.559** -0.212** 0.017

wp multi-enterprise -0.008 0.058** -0.014** -0.042** -0.016** -0.008

wp training 0.007 0.056** -0.002 -0.033 -0.002 0.018

wp ppn female 0.111* -0.009 0.017* 0.181** 0.024* 0.145**
wp ppn part time -0.012 -0.167** -0.000 -0.092* -0.011 -0.027

wp ppn youth 0.031 -0.397** 0.015 0.228** -0.109** 0.027

wp ppn old -0.105* 0.002 -0.015 0.024 0.013 -0.001

wp ppn ethnic 0.091 0.022 0.035** 0.022 0.027 -0.019

wp ave wage 0.002 0.013** 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003*
Wp rew. seniority 0.001 -0.011 -0.001 -0.025 -0.007 0.009

wp rew. grade -0.002 0.011 -0.003 0.011 -0.003 0.002

wp teams 0.034** -0.023 0.012** -0.004 -0.007 0.017
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Table 2. Probability of perceived availability of family friendly practices, continued.

wp circles

wp lot disc

wp some disc

Wp union recognition
wp grievance proc
wp hr rep

wp employment change
wp dismissals

wp resignations

wp dif. vacancies

manufacturing
electrical
construction
wholesale
hotels
transport
finance

other business
public
education
health
constant

industry joint F test
occupation joint F test

number of obs

number of strata

number of PSUs

model F test

Pseudo R2

Dependent variable mean

parent leave paid leave child care flexitime home work job share
1) 2 3 @) ®) (6)
0.007 0.012 -0.001 0.041 -0.002 0.006
0.024 -0.029 0.015** 0.052** 0.013* 0.005
0.018 -0.010 0.008** 0.034** 0.006 0.006
0.051** 0.024 -0.001 0.047** -0.000 0.041**
0.022 -0.011 0.001 0.034** 0.002 -0.003
0.017 0.069** 0.014** 0.019 0.007 0.004
-0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000
-0.017 -0.640** 0.068* -0.142 -0.149* 0.112
-0.011 -0.106** -0.051** 0.074 0.029* -0.044
-0.027 0.031 0.000 -0.010 -0.012 -0.012
-0.027 -0.067* -0.017** -0.051 0.001 -0.087**
-0.000 0.108** 0.003 0.124* 0.059** -0.032
0.006 -0.136** -0.010 -0.010 0.010 -0.016
-0.006 -0.037 -0.016** -0.021 -0.023** -0.050**
-0.054 -0.088** 0.005 0.012 0.006 -0.014
0.027 -0.059 -0.013** 0.011 0.026 -0.049**
-0.020 -0.085** -0.013** 0.081 0.012 -0.027
0.017 -0.041 -0.007 0.038 0.026* -0.037*
0.024 0.019 -0.002 0.242** 0.020 0.057**
-0.040 -0.234** -0.004 -0.179** -0.022** -0.048**
-0.069** 0.020 -0.006 -0.026 -0.017 -0.031*
** *% *% *% *% *%
** *% *% *% *% *%

** *% * *% *% *%
20344 20344 20344 20344 20344 20344
70 70 70 70 70 70
1492 1492 1492 1492 1492 1492
14.540** 21.463** 16.532**  10.204**  22.157*  13.802**
0.0803 0.1328 0.2131 0.0894 0.2779 0.1659
0.267 0.452 0.036 0.311 0.09 0.147

Source: Workplace Employee Relations Survey, 1998. Each entry contains the marginal effect (or differential effect
in the case of abinary variable) weighted by individual sampling weights. The point estimates and standard errors
account for the stratification and clustering in the sampling procedure. * significant at 90%,** significant at 95%.
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Table 3. Probability of actual availability of family friendly practices.

parent leave paid leave child care  home work job share

(€ ) @) (4) ©)

individual variables

single parent child 0-4 -0.038 0.000 0.004 0.033 0.015
single parent child 5-11 -0.019 0.032 -0.012 0.058** 0.083**
single parent child 12-18 0.011 -0.038 -0.016 0.014 0.000
single no children -0.021 0.003 0.015* 0.004 0.002
married no children -0.021* -0.027** 0.006 0.019** 0.002
age 0.005 0.003 -0.000 0.004 0.000
age? -0.077 -0.021 0.001 -0.035 0.006
female 0.005 -0.002 0.006 -0.000 0.004
ethnic 0.002 0.026 -0.007 0.009 0.032
hourly wage 0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.001* -0.002*
hours 0.002 0.007** 0.002** 0.002 0.003
hours squared -0.000 -0.000** -0.000** -0.000 -0.000*
tenure 0.000 0.003 0.001 -0.001 0.002
training 0.004** 0.004* 0.001 0.002 0.004**
part-time -0.017 0.026 0.012 -0.006 -0.016
fixed term 0.027 0.031 0.024** 0.008 0.032
temporary -0.004 -0.016 -0.010 0.036 0.017
union member 0.045** 0.026 -0.012** -0.016 0.038*
education other 0.000 -0.047** 0.003 -0.006 -0.049**
cse -0.024 -0.028 -0.005 0.013* -0.032*
alevel -0.013 0.011 -0.003 0.016* -0.005
degree -0.001 0.036* 0.004 0.017 0.033*
post graduate 0.081** 0.067** 0.019 0.054** 0.105**
vocational qualification 0.002 -0.007 0.013* 0.004 -0.010
managers -0.016 -0.036 -0.000 0.046* -0.033
profs -0.048 -0.030 0.013 0.041 -0.071*
assoc prof 0.039 0.042 0.013 0.031 -0.024
clerk 0.013 0.020 0.020 0.046 -0.034
craft -0.064 -0.012 -0.008 -0.011 -0.081**
personal -0.041 -0.060 -0.003 -0.035 -0.068*
sales 0.058 0.021 -0.025 -0.014 -0.075
operative -0.066 -0.079** -0.001 -0.007 -0.117**
workplace variables

wp size 0.056* -0.055** 0.018** 0.032* 0.020
wp age 0.686* -0.262 0.095 -0.085 0.191
wp multi-enterprise 0.094** 0.032 -0.018 -0.023 0.137*
wp training 0.110** 0.180** 0.014 0.041 0.132*
wp ppn female 0.164 -0.223** 0.065* 0.289** 0.626**
wp ppn part time 0.067 -0.241* -0.048 -0.133* -0.106
wp ppnh youth -0.239 -0.089 -0.027 -0.035 -0.233
wp ppn old -0.286* -0.201 -0.040 -0.105 0.031
wp ppn ethnic 0.125 -0.120 0.105* 0.075 0.136
wp ave wage 0.010 -0.006 0.002 0.016** 0.013
wp rew. seniority -0.025 0.053 0.013 -0.013** 0.026

wp rew. grade 0.028 0.039 0.020 0.018 0.094**



Table 3. Probability of actual availability of family friendly practices, continued.
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wp teams

wp circles

wp lot disc

wp some disc

WP union recognition
wp grievance proc
wp hr rep

wp employment change
wp dismissals

wp resignations

wp dif. vacancies

manufacturing
electrical
construction
wholesale
hotels
transport
finance

other business
public
education
health
constant

industry joint F test
occupation joint F test

number of obs
number of strata
number of PSU
model F test
Pseudo R2

Dependent variable mean

parent leave paid leave  child care  home work  job share
1) (@) 3 )] )
0.098* -0.021 0.071** -0.008 0.078
0.082 -0.015 0.043** 0.071** 0.153**
0.001 -0.141** -0.015 0.011 -0.052
0.011 -0.042 -0.001 -0.019 -0.039
0.130** 0.030 0.027 -0.021 0.112**
0.099** 0.005 -0.004 -0.004 0.095**
0.062 0.100** 0.047** 0.061** 0.202**
0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000** 0.000
-0.085 -0.776 0.021 -0.689 -0.218
0.067 -0.136 -0.101* -0.168* 0.020
0.047 0.017 0.039* 0.010 0.004
-0.257** -0.035 -0.072** -0.066 -0.354**
-0.157 0.036 0.121** -0.009 -0.125
-0.124 -0.143 -0.032 -0.106** -0.053
-0.111 -0.061 -0.062** -0.065 -0.228**
-0.265** 0.046 0.021 -0.106** -0.165*
0.049 -0.034 -0.006 -0.023 -0.001
-0.240** -0.075 -0.052** -0.085* -0.192**
-0.171* 0.067 -0.036 -0.058 -0.164**
-0.125 0.108 -0.027 -0.033 0.010
-0.181** 0.246** -0.020 -0.089** -0.237**
-0.226** 0.249** -0.002 -0.100** -0.162**
*% *% *% *% *%
*% *% *% *%

*% *% * *
20344 20344 20344 20344 20344
70 70 70 70 70
1492 1492 1492 1492 1492
4.098** 3.756** 5.391** 3.633* 6.381**
0.1683 0.1367 0.2776 0.1765 0.3138
0.413 0.614 0.115 0.172 0.371

Source: Workplace Employee Relations Survey, 1998. Each entry contains the marginal effect (or differential
effect in the case of a binary variable) weighted by individual sampling weights. The point estimates and
standard errors account for the stratification and clustering in the sampling procedure. * significant at 90%,**

significant at 95%.



Table 4. Probability of awareness of the availability of a family friendly practice.

parent leave paid leave child care home work job share
@) 2 3 4 ®)

individual variables
single parent child 0-4 0.033 -0.033 0.175 -0.053 -0.068
single parent child 5-11 0.026 -0.095** 0.201** 0.035 -0.048
single parent child 12-18 0.026 0.010 -0.074 -0.013 -0.056
single no children -0.074** -0.003 -0.013 -0.024 0.002
married no children -0.042** 0.016 -0.057** -0.014 -0.015
age 0.010* 0.011** -0.002 0.001 0.001
age2 -0.194** -0.152* 0.004 0.027 -0.030
female 0.047** -0.020 0.094** -0.003 0.080**
ethnic -0.124* -0.018 -0.083 -0.008 -0.017
hourly wage 0.003 0.002 0.004** 0.006** 0.002
hours 0.005 0.017** 0.007 0.013* 0.009**
hours squared -0.000* -0.000** -0.000 -0.000** -0.000**
tenure 0.004* 0.005** 0.005* -0.000 0.006**
training 0.006** 0.001 -0.002 0.005** 0.011**
part-time -0.056 -0.031 0.027 0.070 0.042
fixed term -0.027 -0.100** -0.020 -0.008 -0.046
temporary -0.050 -0.216** 0.078 -0.028 0.027
union member 0.016 0.026 0.025 -0.038** 0.027*
education other -0.091** 0.026 -0.014 -0.067** -0.082**
cse -0.070** -0.001 0.087 -0.010 -0.054**
alevel 0.024 0.044* 0.013 0.043** 0.009
degree 0.014 -0.010 0.012 0.067** 0.041*
post graduate 0.102** -0.024 0.024 0.117* 0.052**
vocational qualification -0.007 -0.015 0.005 -0.026* -0.024
managers 0.132* -0.003 0.280** 0.461** 0.233**
profs 0.032 -0.045 0.229** 0.332** 0.155**
assoc prof 0.027 -0.052 0.209** 0.286** 0.088**
clerk 0.037 0.084** 0.239** 0.155** 0.221**
craft -0.006 0.067* 0.002 -0.013 0.005
personal 0.064 -0.002 0.114 0.064 0.051
sales 0.087* -0.036 0.198 0.428** 0.015
operative 0.032 -0.010 0.057 -0.017 0.120**
workplace variables
wp size -0.008 0.031** 0.003 -0.021** -0.007
wp age -0.103 0.089 -0.057 -1.161** -0.027
wp multi-enterprise 0.046* 0.018 -0.100** -0.033 -0.020
wp training -0.002 -0.001 -0.024 0.023 0.008
wp ppn female 0.153* 0.080* -0.025 -0.035 0.142**
wp ppn part time 0.040 -0.110* 0.133 -0.046 0.027
wp ppn youth -0.145 -0.318** -0.691 -0.202 0.122
wp ppn old -0.157* 0.166** -0.440** -0.025 -0.133
wp ppn ethnic 0.214* -0.037 0.360** 0.057 -0.004
wp ave wage -0.003 0.008* -0.000 0.000 0.008
Wwp rew. seniority -0.016 -0.020 0.035 -0.015 0.005

wp rew. grade -0.007 -0.013 -0.064** -0.022 -0.004



Table 4. Probability of awareness of the availability of a family friendly practice, continued

parent leave paid leave child care home work job share
1) @) ®) 4) )

wp teams 0.009 -0.006 0.049 -0.063** 0.026
wp circles -0.005 0.018 -0.126** -0.004 -0.021
wp lot disc 0.014 0.030 0.153** 0.038 -0.002
wp some disc 0.021 -0.038* 0.163** 0.009 0.014
wp union recognition 0.052* 0.014 -0.013 0.005 0.070**
wp grievance proc -0.012 -0.004 -0.055 0.005 -0.018
wp hr rep 0.037* 0.054** 0.032 -0.007 -0.019
wp employment change -0.000** 0.000 -0.000 0.000** 0.000
wp dismissals 0.363 -0.545 1.507 -0.814 -0.638
wp resignations -0.049 -0.126** -0.446** 0.066 -0.121
wp dif. vacancies -0.008 0.029 -0.019 -0.073** -0.054*
manufacturing 0.041 -0.013 0.011 -0.022 -0.070
electrical 0.011 0.187* -0.034 0.039 -0.074*
construction -0.020 -0.112* -0.079 0.014 0.058
wholesale 0.000 0.002 -0.128** -0.039 -0.015
hotels -0.122* -0.044 0.348** -0.001 0.002
transport 0.051 -0.023 -0.103* 0.043 -0.085
finance -0.010 -0.052 -0.015 -0.031 -0.032
other business 0.106** -0.006 0.005 0.016 -0.026
public 0.047 0.058 0.028 0.010 0.083*
education -0.002 -0.257** -0.076 -0.037 -0.056
health -0.066 -0.014 -0.059 -0.023 -0.009
Constant *% *% *% *% *%
industry joint F test o *x *x **
occupation joint F test * *x *x *x *x
model F test 13.227** 16.091** 9.329* 8.718* 7.134*
number of obs 8771 13365 2500 3740 8178
number of strata 70 70 70 70 70
number of PSU 633 949 175 253 568
Pseudo R2 0.0717 0.1106 0.1899 0.3092 0.1284
Dependent variable mean 0.349 0.521 0.209 0.212 0.265

Source: Workplace Employee Relations Survey, 1998. Each entry contains the marginal effect (or differential
effect in the case of a binary variable) weighted by individual sampling weights. The point estimates and
standard errors account for the stratification and clustering in the sampling procedure. * significant at 90%,**

significant at 95%.
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Table 5. The impact of a human resources representative or of union recognition on the
awareness of family friendly practices.

parent leave paid leave child care home work job share

@) ) ®) 4) ()
wp human resources rep
(1) probability of actual availability at 0.160# 0.266** 0.404** 0.291** 0.574**
the workplace [0.062] [0.100] [0.047] [0.061] [0.202]
(0.100) (0.200) (0.131) (0.117) (0.111)
(2) probability of awareness 0.101* 0.135** 0.142 -0.034 -0.061
[0.037] [0.054] [0.032] [-0.007] [-0.019]
(0.055) (0.047) (0.191) (0.108) (0.066)
(3) correctly aware 0.144** 0.249** 0.544** 0.199* 0.251**
[0.027] [0.085] [0.006] [0.003] [0.022]
(0.071) (0.065) (0.154) (0.103) (0.073)
(4) unaware 0.137* 0.033 0.039** 0.278** 0.475**
[0.043] [0.011] [0.034] [0.050] [0.143]

(0.076) (0.062) (0.123) (0.112) (0.089)

WP _union recognition

(5) probability of actual availability at 0.344* 0.078 0.248# -0.102 0.325*
the workplace [0.130] [0.030] [0.027] [-0.021] [0.112]
(0.118) (0.125) (0.168) (0.142) (0.128)
(6) probability of awareness 0.146* 0.035 -0.053 0.025 0.242*
[0.052] [0.014] [-0.013] [0.005] [0.070]
(0.083) (0.064) (0.231) (0.154) (0.114)
(7) correctly aware 0.303** 0.073 0.336* 0.040 0.388**
[0.054] [0.025] [0.003] [0.001] [0.031]
(0.947) (0.082) (0.193) (0.126) (0.107)
(8) unaware 0.216** -0.003 0.196 -0.126 0.168#

[0.067] [-0.001] [0.018] [-0.022] [0.049]
(0.097) (0.087) (0.160) (0.140) (0.207)
. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
Source: Workplace Employee Relations Survey, 1998. Each entry contains the probit coefficient, marginal effects [in
square brackets] and standard errors (in round brackets) from the probit models. The probit models are weighted by
individual sampling weights. The point estimates and standard errors account for the stratification and clustering (when
relevant) in the sampling procedure. # significant at 85%, * significant at 90%,** significant at 95%.



