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ABSTRACT 

We investigate the factors that influence the use of family friendly workplace benefits, in particular 

whether or not benefits are being offered to those who need them or rather, whether there is a 

mismatch between the availability of and need for benefits. Using matched employee and employer 

data, we produce estimates that take into account constraints affecting the availability of benefits. 

Availability strongly depends on firm size, industry and occupation, suggesting that technological and 

other constraints are important in the determination of the availability of benefits. These determinants 

are used as instruments in a probit model with selection, which accounts for the possibility that 

workers select into firms with benefit packages that are more likely to meet their current and/or future 

needs.  Selection results indicate selection is present in most specifications. For the sample of part- 

and full-time workers, we find that workers strongly select into flexible time, that in the selection 

models, flexible time would more likely to be used by women with a youngest child aged 3 to 5 and 

three or more children, and by men with a youngest child age 3 to 11 and any number of children, 

were it widely available.  Benefits such as daycare and elder care (family support) are available to 

slightly over 10 percent of workers and used by 16 percent of those to whom they are available and 

appear to not be available to workers who would use them, in particular, females with school age 

children and males with pre-school and school age children. Working from home (telework) would be 

used much more (five times more for females and eight times more for males) were it widely 

available.  Indications are that the presence of older children and three or more children increase the 

probability that females use telework, although coefficients for these variables are not statistically 

significant in the selection model.  Men with children other than school age children tend to use 

telework less than men without children.  We conclude that family friendly workplace benefits such as 

flexible time and telework are limited in their usefulness for mitigating the work-family conflict, that 

family support benefits such as childcare and elder care are too rare to solve the work-family conflict, 

and that therefore there is considerable room for public policy to help resolve the work-family 

conflict. 



 

  

2

1.  Introduction  

One of the most important labour market concerns of the 21st century 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 dual earners families and single parents to balance work and family demands. 

According to the Labour Force Survey, in 2005, around 81% of Canadian women (and 91.5% of 

Canadian men) aged 25-54, and 73.5% of women aged 25-54 with children under 6 were in the labour 

force (Luffman, 2006).  The health costs alone of the work-family conflict have been estimated at over 

3 billion CAN$ (Duxbury & Higgings, 2005), and the number of days lost to production has increased 

by 30% since 1997 to 9.6 days per year in 2005 (Statistics Canada CANSIM Table 2790029). Both, 

employers and governments have responded to this challenge. Some employers now provide 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.1 The interest in their 

impact is not limited to employees, but also extends to 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.2 Therefore, issues 

of work-family conflict and their influence on workers and firm outcomes, as well as their potential 

resolution, are at the forefront of the policy agenda. 

Given the magnitude of the work-family conflict, one would expect to observe high rates of 

use of family friendly workplace benefits given widespread availability. Yet, overall usage of these 

benefits is relatively low. For instance, in the 1993 Work/Family Directions study of 80 top U.S. 

corporations, employing 2.4 million workers, 85% of these companies reported that they offer flexible 

work programs. However, fewer than 2% of employees used telecommuting, job sharing and part-time 

schedules, and only 24% used flex-time (Solomon, 1994). This study is motivated by the observation 

that the use of family friendly workplace benefits is not as widespread as the extent of the family–

work conflict would suggest it should be. Further, one would expect that a higher proportion of 

females than males would use these benefits, since traditionally a greater part of the family-work 
                                                 
1Similarly,  in January 2001, the Federal Government extended combined maternity and parental leave benefits 
to one year under the Employment Insurance legislation. Later, in 2003, the Government of Canada agreed to 
transfer $900 million to the provinces and territories over five years, to support their investments in early 
learning and child care. Social Development Canada (2005). 
2 McDonald, Phipps and Lethbridge (2005) 
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conflict rests with female workers.3 However, in their descriptive study, Comfort, Johnson and 

Wallace (2003) report that according to the 1999 Workplace and Employee Survey (WES), only 36% 

of females use flexible time schedules versus 44% of males, and that 4.9% females work from home 

as a part of their regular schedule (telework) versus 5.3% males. Following the same argument, one 

would also expect that families with dependents and single parents, who should benefit more from 

these arrangements, would exhibit higher rates of use. However, the same study indicates that 

although families with dependents do have a slightly higher use of telework (6.7% among females 

versus the average use of 5.8%), this is not the case for the use of flexible schedules (34.6% of females 

with dependents use flexible schedules versus the average of 34.7%). Considering that flexible time 

and telework are available to over 50% and 10% of the workers respectively, this indicates that 

substantial numbers of employees do not use benefits that are available to them and that could 

potentially alleviate the work-family conflict.  

It is surprising that these observations have received little attention from researchers.4 Given 

the costs of balancing family and work responsibilities, they suggest that workers with families may 

not find family friendly workplace benefits very useful. While flexible work arrangements and other 

family friendly benefits may be of assistance to some families, they may not be useful to many others.  

For example, flexible hours and telework may be of little use to families with pre-school children, as 

many working parents will want to use full-time child care and full-time care is mostly available 

during regular work hours. Flexible hours may be most useful to parents with informal care 

arrangements who work part-time.  Hours of work can be then scheduled around caregiver 

availability. Telework may have limited usefulness to parents, as children need to be attended to, and 

working restricts the attention that can be given to a child.  On the other hand, telework reduces 

commuting time and may be useful to families with school age children as it maximizes the number of 

hours that can be worked while children are in school.  Further, while childcare or eldercare may be 

quite useful, it will only be useful to workers with young children and eldercare responsibilities. 

Moreover, low wage workers may prefer less expensive informal childcare arrangements to expensive 

workplace arrangements and low skill employers may have few incentives to provide such 

                                                 
3 In particular, one could expect that women, because they share a higher burden of family responsibilities, will 
be more likely to use benefits. However, it is not obvious that we should observe a stronger correlation between 
female workers and use or availability of benefits. The emphasis that women put on family friendly benefits 
does not necessarily imply that they seek to access these benefits through their own jobs. If male partners have 
better access to these benefits, females may just use their couples’ benefits.  
4 An exception is Secret (2000) 
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arrangements (at a cost) if workers are not willing to pay for them.5 It could also be the case that the 

benefit, or a combination of benefits, is available to both parents and only one of them uses it (this 

would certainly be the case for workplace daycare, but it could also be the case for the use of 

telework).6 The lack of need for benefits can explain low usage, but so can the lack of availability of 

benefits if workers who need or would like benefits and would use them have no access to them. 

Regardless the cause, it would appear that understanding why there is low usage is vital to ascertaining 

the extent to which these benefits contribute to lessen work-family conflict, which in turn is an 

important issue for employers and policy makers.  

This paper seeks to determine the factors that contribute to the use of employer provided 

family friendly benefits among Canadian workers taking into account the possibility that workers self 

select into employment conditions that are most beneficial to them. To our knowledge, no empirical 

study has yet addressed this selection issue. We try to answer a basic question regarding benefit use 

and availability: Once firms have decided whether or not to offer benefits, and workers have chosen 

appropriate “compensation/family-benefits” packages, why do we not observe high levels of use? We 

compare conventional reduced-form estimates of use of benefits to those obtained when selection is 

taken into account to gain insight into the usefulness of family friendly benefits to mitigate work-

family conflict, and into the selection process of workers into firms with benefits.  Our view is that 

this is an important step in understanding whether and how much family friendly benefits can assist in 

resolving the work-family conflict. 

For our analysis we use the 1999-2002 Workplace and Employee Survey (WES). The survey 

collects a broad range of information on a nationally representative sample of private sector employers 

and their employees. National representation is an important feature of the data as many studies are 

based on surveys with only a limited number of establishments surveyed. In addition, the linkage 

between employee and workplace data allows us to connect employee outcomes, such as wages and 

hours of work, not only with the worker’s own characteristics but also with firm characteristics and 

outcomes (size, industry). Further, the WES follows sampled establishments for a minimum of four 

years and employees for two years. These features of the data, which are extremely uncommon in the 

                                                 
5 Workplace childcare costs can be partially or fully subsidized by employers, but as part of an overall 
compensation package that trades off wages for benefits. 
6 Alternatively, a benefit may be offered nominally, but not in practice. Salomon (1994) reports that firms rarely 
have formal policies regarding flexible work schedules. It is usually left to managers’ discretion whether a 
worker is able to use this flexibility. The existence of a corporate culture that limits use of available benefits 
because workers feel that it would negatively affect their careers is well documented. See Eaton (2003). 
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literature on family friendly benefits, provide a rare opportunity to improve on the methods used to 

determine the incidence of family friendly benefits.  

We specifically consider flexible work scheduling, telework and family support services. For 

these three benefits, we distinguish between use and availability of benefits to account for the firm’s 

constraint in the supply of benefits and for worker selection into employment conditions. The present 

work contributes to the literature on family friendly benefits in two ways. First, it significantly fills the 

gap in the empirical literature by providing estimates of use of benefits using a nationally 

representative survey of workplaces and employees. Second, and more importantly, by obtaining 

selection corrected estimates, we are able to estimate the overall demand for benefits and employee 

characteristics that drive that demand.  

Section 2 presents an overview of the literature. We then present the empirical model and 

describe the data we use for the analysis in Section 3.  Section 4 describes the characteristics of our 

sample by gender and use of three types of benefits and presents the results of reduced-form estimates 

for use.  Section 5 presents reduced-form estimates for the impact of family characteristics of use of 

benefit alongside selection corrected estimates for the full sample by gender.  Section 6 presents 

selection corrected estimates for full-time workers by gender and reduced-form and selection 

corrected estimates for single parents.  Section 6 concludes.  

2. Literature Review 

Government involvement in the provision of family friendly benefits typically consists of the 

regulation of leave, maternity and paternity related insurance, and the provision of subsidies for 

schooling/care for children.7 In this paper we focus solely on the role of employers in the provision of 

family friendly benefits. Family friendly workplace benefits are of crucial importance in countries 

with low government involvement in social matters, but even in countries with significant welfare 

states, employers may play an important role in the mitigation of the work-family conflict by offering 

employees an additional degree of flexibility. For instance, families may prefer  the possibility of 

working from home to save commuting time, or to have flexible schedules to accommodate 

unexpected changes in caregiver schedule. These are types of family friendly practices that depend 

                                                 
7 There is much variation in the public provision of family benefits. See Gornick, Meyers and Ross (1996) for an 
international perspective.  
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mainly on the firm and can hardly be subject to regulation. Another reason to focus on employer 

provided benefits is that their provision may be in the interest of employers themselves.  

These (firm provided) family friendly benefits are practices introduced voluntarily by the firms 

to help workers to reconcile the demands of work and family life (Evans, 2001). Firms have different 

instruments at hand to help employees deal with work-family conflict. These could be classified in 

three groups:  

a) Policies that facilitate leave from work for family reasons: these policies include 

extensions to maternity leave, which may be paid or unpaid, other forms of parental leave 

and the possibility of taking career breaks. 

b) Policies that facilitate changes in the work schedule: these policies include all forms of 

work schedule reductions, like switching to part time, job sharing, reduced work week, 

etc. In addition, these policies may also accommodate family schedules by allowing 

flexible hours or work from home (telework). 

c) Family support policies, which offer practical help with child or elder care, or other family 

support. 

Our paper analyzes family support policies and two specific types of policies that facilitate 

changes in work schedule: telework, that allows employees to work at home, for pay, at least some 

hours of their regular schedule, and flexible hours, that allows employees to change the start and stop 

work times provided that a full complement of hours is worked. 

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 the work-family conflict range from mental health disorders, physical health 

problems, family strain, and employee absenteeism, high turnover rates and low productivity. A 

considerable amount of the related literature in organizational behaviour focuses on how employer 

support affects employee satisfaction and other variables of interest such as job attachment and 

employer/employee productivity measures, including absenteeism and/or subjective supervisor 

reports. A complete summary of this work is out of the scope of this paper and in what follows we 

focus on the empirical literature on family friendly benefits relating to the economics of the firm. The 

interested reader may see Allen et al. (2000) for a survey on the effects of the work-family conflict.  
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One important branch of the family friendly practices literature centres on the benefits to 

employer of implementing these practices. Gray (2002) uses British data on an employee-workplace 

linked survey to look at the impact of a wide arrangement of workplace characteristics (including 

family friendly benefits) on several measures of firm outcomes, such as financial performance, labour 

productivity, absenteeism, and quality of production, finding a positive association between family 

friendly benefits and most measures of firm outcomes. Glass and Riley (1998) use American data to 

look at the impact of family responsive policies on employee retention after childbirth, and find 

positive effects of maternity leave policies on reducing turnover. Similarly, Hofferth (2000) uses a 

hazard model to examine the effect of public and private policies on the probability that women will 

return to work after childbirth. More generally, Eaton (2003) suggests that family supportive practices 

involving flexibility increase commitment on the part of the workers, therefore increasing productivity 

and reducing turnover. 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. 

Other studies focus on the effects of policies for workers, assessing particular family friendly 

policies. Studies on the benefits of employer-provided childcare look at associations with resolution of 

work-conflict issues, absenteeism, and job attachment with a wide range of 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, Barbeau (2001) offers 

a description of 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 childcare centres for their employees. Dalton and Mesch (1990) find that 

telework reduces absenteeism, while Riley and McCloskey (1997) suggest that it may have an impact 

on cost reduction. Phipps (2000) finds that there are no adverse behavioural responses to increasing 

government regulated parental leave benefits. 

Methodologically, only a limited number of researchers use bivariate methods, multiple 

regression and/or logistic regression to examine the employee and/or employer characteristics 

associated with flexible schedules, non-standard work arrangements, and/or family benefits. This work 
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notes that, in general, family friendly benefits are found in larger, unionized firms (Glass & Fujimoto, 

1995), 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, Caucasians, men, married people, the more 

educated, and private sector employees are more likely to use flexible time. 

The Canadian empirical literature on family benefits and/or work-conflict issues is limited, 

and much of the analysis performed is descriptive in nature. Only a few studies use multivariate 

methods. Several studies look at the potential of family friendly practices as solution to the work-

family conflict. Stone (1994) 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. 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 between worker/employer characteristics 

and work arrangements. Lowe and Schellenberg (2001) recommend a supportive work environment 

and management, flexible work arrangements as work-life conflict moderators.  

The literature mentioned so far focuses mainly on availability of benefits, with very few 

studies addressing the issue of the use of benefits. Most research about the use of work-family benefits 

has developed outside economics and is, in general, constrained both in the scope of benefits and in 

the extent of the sample studied. Secret (2000), summarizes this literature in her analysis of the 

incidence of use of family friendly benefits. Her own findings about the determinants of benefit usage 

indicate that firm characteristics are a better predictor of use than employee characteristics. However, 

her study is limited to 88 organizations of a local North American community employing 527 workers. 

Our study has the advantage of using large samples from a nationally representative survey to 

determine use of benefits.  

3. Methodology 

The interpretative framework 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 employers, via increased employee productivity, or 
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employees, via contributions that improve their family life.  We assume that the benefit/cost to the 

employee of workplace benefits and arrangements can be captured by looking at employee attachment 

to the firm. According to this framework, workers’ preferences affect the use of benefits, with 

individuals with families, or planning to start families, placing a higher premium on family friendly 

working conditions in the workplace. Individuals that worry about dividing their time among home 

production and labour market activities will optimally use benefits depending on their preferences and 

the parameters of a home production technology. Therefore, we expect the use of benefits to be a 

function of the number (N) and age (A) of dependents, and on the presence of a partner that can share 

care responsibilities (P): 

)( PNAXBU ϕβαδ +++Φ=   (1) 

where BU is an indicator variable equal to one if the individual uses a benefit; Φ is the cumulative 

normal distribution; α, β and φ are parameters capturing the influence of variables associated with 

family-work conflict on use, X is a vector of controls possibly capturing heterogeneity in home 

production technology and δ is the associated vector of parameters. Individuals more likely to face 

work-family conflict, i.e. to have high costs of home production (more or younger children) or less 

flexibility to manage care responsibility (partner is absent) will be more likely to use benefits.  If this 

is the case, we could conclude that benefits appear to contribute to lessen this conflict.  

If workers were randomly distributed across firms, this procedure would provide estimates of 

the causal effect of each factor on the use of a given benefit. However, individuals work in firms or 

areas with different probabilities of offering family friendly benefits. Workers preferences are not the 

only determinant of family friendly practices usage, but organizations themselves are constrained in 

the supply of the benefits (Heywood et al., 2005). There may be technical constraints in the provision 

of benefits, such as the feasibility of offering telework. In addition, the structure of the labour market 

may also influence the availability of these benefits. For instance, firms hiring from a labour market 

characterized with skills shortages will benefit more from offering compensation packages that are 

attractive to their employee demographic groups.8 Skill shortages may induce firms to offer benefits to 

workers possessing valuable skills, such as education or experience, in order to attract/retain these 

workers. Alternatively, they may induce firms to respond to aggregate characteristics from local 

labour markets. Finally, union power favours the possibility of strong presence of workers concerns in 

                                                 
8 See The Washington Post, Sunday, June 12, 2005; Page K01. 
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the negotiation of benefits and a greater pressure on the provision of additional benefits.9 We 

summarize these factors determining availability in the following equation:  

B*
A = Φ{ T γ +Wπ + Lτ }                     

where B*
A is a latent index that can be thought as representing the difference between the firm’s costs 

and benefits of offering a given family benefit. We observe only an indicator for availability, defined 

as BA = 1 if B*
A > 0 and BA = 0 otherwise. The vector T specifies firm characteristics influencing the 

provision of benefits, W is a vector of workers’ attributes that the firm may wish to attract or retain, 

and L is a vector of variables describing the structure of the labour market from where the firm is 

likely to hire its workers and (γ, π, τ) is the associated vector of parameters.    

Because we can only observe benefit use if the benefit is available to the worker, ordinary 

probit estimates of equation (1) will be biased if employees select into jobs offering desirable benefits, 

as they would be based only on the sample of workers for whom the benefit is available. A proper 

estimation methodology that takes this selection into account estimates the joint bivariate distribution 

of use and availability to obtain the probability of use free of this selection bias (Heckman (1974)). 

That is, 

BU = Φ{ εϕβαδ ++++ PNAX  }              if     B*
A = Φ{ T γ +Wπ + Lτ + υ}>0    (2) 

The dependent variable of interest, benefit use (BU), is only observed if the benefit is available to the 

worker, that is if B*
A > 0. The error terms ε and ν are jointly normally distributed, independently of the 

variables in equation (1) and (2) respectively, with zero expectations and corr(ε, ν) = ρ. The vector of 

regressors in the use equation is comprised of variables that predict employee use of benefits, 

including marital status, indicators for age of children, indicator for number of children and indicators 

for immigrant status and Caucasian ethnicity. The regressors in the availability equation include 

variables that predict the employee's selection into firms offering the benefit, sometimes referred to as 

identifying restrictions. These include employee characteristics the employer may wish to 

retain/attract, like job tenure, experience and unionized status, education and occupation indicator 

variables. They also include variables representing firm characteristics that impose technical 

restrictions on benefit availability such as industry and firm size indicator variables; and 

characteristics of the labour market from where the firm is likely to hire their employees, such as the 

                                                 
9 See Rochon (2000) for a report on work and family provisions in Canadian collective agreements 



 

  

11

fraction of male and female skilled workers in the strata, the fraction of women of child bearing age in 

the strata, the fraction of the strata that is unionized and  the fraction of unionized females of child 

bearing age in the strata.10  

Discussion of the econometric framework: What we do and what we do not do 

The theoretical determination of benefit availability and benefit use is itself a complex process. 

First, availability is only observed for individuals who decided to work, which may lead to sample 

selection issues.11 In this respect our estimates are conditional on employment and we implicitly 

assume that a wider availability of workplace offered benefits would have a negligible impact on 

whether an individual chooses to work or not. This will probably not hold in the case of a wider 

availability of publicly provided benefits, specially subsidized daycare (Baker, Gruber & Milligan, 

2005) or if the workplace provision significantly lowers childcare pecuniary costs for certain groups 

(Anderson & Levine, 1999). In addition, it is likely that workers’ access to benefits embodies a trade 

off between family friendly benefits and other forms of compensation, implying that workers may also 

be sorting themselves into firms according to the likelihood that benefits are provided, with workers 

more prone to use the benefits choosing to work in firms that offer benefits. In this case, the demand 

for benefits could also be modeled as the result of a simultaneous choice over wages and other job 

characteristics that influence the provision of benefits (Averett & Hotchkiss, 1995). Our work does not 

explicitly model this type of selection and instead focuses on obtaining unbiased estimates for the 

impact of factors that may affect the actual use of benefits. Note, however, that our selection equation 

implicitly accounts for it, albeit in reduced-form. 

In a sense, we are only trying to answer a few basic questions regarding benefit use and 

availability: 

(1) Do workers with preferences for alternative work arrangements and family support select 
into firms that offer these benefits? 

(2) How popular would alternative work arrangements and family support be if they were 
widely available? 

(3) Are alternative work arrangements and family support good instruments for managing the 
work-family conflict? 

(4) Are alternative work arrangements and family support available to those who need the 
most? 

                                                 
10 A strata reflects the geographic location from where the firm is more likely to draw its workers. It is defined 
by the set of observations in a given province, industry, and for a given firm size. 
11 Blank (cited in Averett & Hotchkiss, 1995) finds that this type of selectivity is unlikely to influence the 
estimated coefficients of benefit availability. 
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We can answer these questions with our stylized model. Conventional probit estimates of use 

of benefits, such as those embodied in equation (1), assess the influence of demographic 

characteristics on the probability of using benefits among those who have benefits available. The 

selection corrected use equation in (2) provides estimates of the parameters influencing the marginal 

probability of use (that is, the probability of use among the all workers; those who have benefits and 

those who do not). The selection estimates provide insight into the potential usefulness of family 

friendly benefits to mitigate work-family conflict and into the selection process of workers into firms 

with benefits.  Suppose, for instance, that the demographic variables that trigger use of benefits 

influence the probability of use among those who have available benefits, producing significant 

estimates in equation (1), but not among all workers. This would support the notion that the benefit is 

useful for families with high levels of work-family conflict. It would also be consistent with the idea 

that workers may be selecting jobs because they offer family friendly benefits. Alternatively, if the 

variable used to measure family conflict are not significant among workers with available benefits, but 

they are significant determinants of use among all workers, producing significant estimates in equation 

(2), that would support the hypothesis of a mismatch between use and availability of benefits. Our 

view is that this analysis is an important first step in the study of the incidence of family friendly 

benefits. 

 Finally, our model considers only that firms may be using benefits to attract/retain valuable 

workers. As mentioned, it is not implausible that workers are choosing firms because they provide 

benefits they eventually plan to use. This would imply that our selection-corrected estimates of the 

probability of use could be lower than estimates that take into account this additional selection of 

workers into firms. There are however, two characteristics regarding family friendly benefits that lend 

additional support to our choice model. One is that many career choices that may determine 

availability of benefits are made well before the worker faces high levels of family-work conflict and 

can be considered, to some extent, independent of benefit use. This is the case with education level or 

occupation. In addition, benefits like telework or flexible hours, unlike other fringe benefits, are very 

often not formal policies, but are at the manager’s discretion. Therefore it is less likely, at least for two 

of the policies we study here, that workers are taking these characteristics into consideration when 

making career choices that may later affect their use of benefits.  
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The Workplace Employee Survey 

We use data from the 1999-2002 Workplace and Employee Survey (WES) for the analysis. 

The survey collects a broad range of information on a nationally representative sample of employers 

and their employees, covering all industries except farming, fishing, hunting, trapping and public 

administration.12 This is a very important feature of the data as many studies are based on surveys with 

only a limited number of establishments surveyed. In addition, the linkage between employee and 

workplace data allows us to connect employee outcomes, such as wages and hours of work, not only 

with the worker’s own characteristics but also with firm characteristics and outcomes (size, industry). 

Furthermore, the WES follows sampled establishments for a minimum of four years and employees 

for two years. This provides large sample sizes that allow us to perform a variety of robustness checks, 

increasing the credibility of our results. These features of the data are extremely uncommon in the 

literature on family friendly benefits. Indeed, to our knowledge this is the first study on benefit use 

that uses a nationally representative survey. The widespread representation of the sample, large sample 

sizes and the link between employer and employee information provide a rare opportunity to improve 

on the methods used to determine the incidence of family friendly benefits.  

We examine the following employer provided family friendly benefits: 

Flex-time or flexible hours: 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. The question is stated explicitly to minimize reporting error: “Do you work flexible hours? 

(This means you may work a certain number of core hours, but you can vary your start and stop times 

as long as your work the equivalent of a full work week)” In the WES, employees report whether or 

not they participate in this arrangement. Approximately 35% of females and 39% of males report 

using this benefit. Since many firms do not have formal policies regarding flexible time, we construct 

a variable for flexible time availability at the firm based on this benefit being available to other similar 

                                                 
12  The survey frame on the workplace component was created from information on the Statistics Canada 
Business Register. Business locations were stratified into 252 relatively homogeneous stratas (groupings by 
industry (14), region (6) and size (3)) from where 9,144 businesses were sampled in 1999 and 6,322 surveys 
collected. The workplace sample is supplemented every two years with new workplaces added to the Business 
Register. Up to twenty four employees from every workplace were sampled using a probabilistic mechanism. On 
average 3.5 employees were interviewed from each establishment. 
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workers in the firm.13 Based on this construction, flexible time is available to 54% of female workers 

and 58% of male workers. 

Telework: This is a type of work arrangement where employees work at home (for pay) at least 

some hours of their regular schedule. The employee responds the question: “Is your work at home 

mainly: 

 a) Paid and within your normally scheduled work hours? 
b) Paid and in addition to your normally scheduled work hours? 
c) Unpaid and in addition to your normally scheduled work hours?” 

We consider that a worker is using telework if he answers (a) to the above question. Approximately 

6% of the workers report using this benefit. Similarly to the case of flexible time, we consider that 

telework is available if it is available to other workers in the firm with similar occupations. 

Approximately 11% of all workers have telework available to them.  

Family support: The employee is asked whether his employer offers support regarding 

childcare, eldercare, or other type of family support:  

“Does your employer offer help for childcare either through an on-site centre or assistance with 
external suppliers or informal arrangements?”, 
“Does your employer offer help with eldercare services?” and 
“Does your employer offer other personal support or family services?”  

Each question is followed by a question regarding use (for instance, the question regarding 

childcare availability is followed by “Did you use this help within the past twelve months?”). We 

construct an indicator variable for 'family support' equal to 1 if the employee answered that either one 

of these three benefits is offered by the employer.  Hence, the family support variable includes 

childcare, eldercare and other family support14 services. It includes different types of services that vary 

in terms of the type of supportive action taken by the employer. It may range from information and 

referral to actual on-site care centers. Childcare services constitute approximately half of the services 

provided, however they only represent a third of the use of family support services. For this reason, we 

                                                 
13 We define a benefit as available if other workers in similar broadly defined occupations within the firm report 
using the benefit. This definition underestimates the availability of benefits. Alternatively we define a benefit as 
available if any employee in the firm reports using the benefit. Note that this definition is likely to overestimate 
the incidence of availability. The results with the alternative definition (not reported here) are not significantly 
different from those using the more restrictive definition.  
14 The questionnaire is not more specific about what other type of support that support could be. However, it 
does not include fitness or recreational services or employee assistance (such as counselling, substance abuse 
control, financial assistance, legal aid etc) which are services specifically asked for in other questions.  
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present here results for the three forms of family support services grouped into a single category. Note 

that for this variable, we are able to define use and availability based on employee’s answers to these 

questions. Around 2% of the workers report using some form of family support and 12% report 

support being available. This employee-based definition of availability is not without problems 

however. Misreporting of availability may occur as employees that do not need the benefit are less 

likely to know about its availability.  

According to the model specified in the previous section, use of benefits is hypothesized to depend on 

family structure (captured through indicators for number and age of children and an indicator for 

marital status) and possibly on the demands of the job (measured by three indicators of usual hours of 

work). Additionally, it is plausible that workers from different cultures feel very strongly about the 

proper way to deal with family responsibilities and work demands, or that recent immigrants may face 

a different set of choices regarding family benefits due to less knowledge of Canadian institutions.15 

We control for this heterogeneity in home production by including an indicator for Canadian born and 

for Caucasian ethnicity. Availability depends on a vector of workplace characteristics reflecting a) 

technological constraints in the supply of benefits, b) worker’s characteristics that the firm may want 

to attract/retain, and c) characteristics of the strata where the firm is more likely to draw their 

employees. Technological constraints include five indicators for industry (manufacturing, construction 

and transportation, commercial, financial, other services, with primary industries as the reference 

group), four occupational indicators (management, professional, technical, clerical, with production 

workers as the reference group), and three indicators for firm size (“between 20 and 49 workers”, “50 

to 499” and “more than 500”, with firms that have 1 to 19 workers being the reference group). Worker 

characteristics include measures of tenure and experience, three indicators for numbers of hours 

worked and four educational indicators (high school graduate, non-university post secondary 

education, bachelor degree and graduate studies).16 We also include an indicator for whether the 

worker is unionized or covered by collective agreement since unionization may affect the likelihood of 

certain benefits being offered. Finally, the characteristics of the strata include a measure of the fraction 

of skilled workers and skilled working women in the corresponding strata, and a measure of the 

fraction of women in the strata that are of child bearing age. We introduce an interaction term of this 

variable with the union indicator to discern whether the effect of unionization depends on the gender 

composition of the strata. We also include an indicator for whether or not the strata is highly 

                                                 
15  Caputo (2000) reports that, in the US, race is a determinant of benefit incidence. 
16 An alternative interpretation is that these variables may capture previous choices by the worker. 
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unionized.17 All models include indicators for geographical region (Atlantic, Quebec, Alberta, British 

Columbia and Prairies (Manitoba and Saskatchewan; Ontario is the reference group) and survey year . 

 In order to increase the number of observations, we pool all available waves of the survey 

(1999-2002) and control for survey year in our analysis. 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, we report robust Huber-White standard errors, allowing for clustering among firms. We 

restrict the sample to those workers who provided answers to the benefits and labour characteristics 

questions. We end up with 33,082 observations for female workers and 43,212 for males. 

Table 1 shows the percentage of use and availability of benefits by gender and family type. 

Similarly to other studies, we do not find that females or families with dependents use family friendly 

benefits more than other groups. The proportion of female (male) users of flexible time is between 

33.5% and 36.3% (38.2% to 41.2%) across all family types, where the lowest values corresponds to 

single parent households. There is some evidence of higher use of telework and family support among 

workers with dependents, but the differences are surprisingly small. Between 5.5% and 7.3% of 

workers with dependents use telework, versus 3.4% to 7.3% for workers with no dependents; further, 

between 1.8% and 2.7% of workers with dependents use family benefits, versus 1.1% to 1.9% for 

workers with no dependents. In addition, although benefits are slightly less available to (female) single 

parents, the distribution of availability by family type reveals that most benefits are equally available 

among all family types and that some, such as telework, are even more likely to be available to female 

workers with children than to other females. 

The conditional probabilities shown in the third and sixth column of Table 1 indicate that 

single men without children are most likely to use flexible time if it’s available, and that married 

women with children are least likely to use flexible time if it’s available, suggesting that although 

flexible time may be used to mitigate the work-family conflict, this conflict may not be the raison 

d’être of flexible time.   If telework is available, single mothers are most likely to use it, women with 

children are more likely to use it than women without children, married men with children are less 

likely to use it than married men without, and for those without children, being married increases the 

probability that it is used.  In other words, women may be using telework to mitigate the work-family 

                                                 
17 We consider that a strata has a high degree of unionization if more than a quarter of its workers is unionized. 
While the choice of this threshold is arbitrary, we tried different definitions of high degree of unionization with 
no effect on our estimates. 
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conflict, but it appears that men do not.  If family support is available, it is more likely to be used by 

parents, single men without children are more likely to use it than their female counterparts, and 

women with children are more likely to use it than men with children.  These findings suggest that 

women use telework and family support services to mitigate the work-family conflict, and that flexible 

time may serve some other more important purpose.  

4. The Use of Family Friendly Benefits 

 We report the mean characteristics of the sample by use of benefits in Tables 2A and 2B, for 

female and male workers, respectively. 

 Tables 2A and 2B indicates that workers who use flexible hours have similar skill levels, 

particularly in terms of tenure or experience, than those who do not use this benefit. This is in contrast 

with the use of telework or family support, which are generally associated with more educated and 

experienced workers. In general, users of benefits have more children than those who do not use 

benefits, and their youngest child tends to be older than the youngest child of nonusers, except for 

flexible hours. However, single parents are not more represented among the users of benefits 

(approximately the same fraction of single parents, around 9% for females and 5% for males) workers, 

can be counted among users and nonusers). Since single parents presumably face a more severe work-

family conflict than married parents, this could suggest that the benefits are either not suitable or not 

available for this particular group. As Table 1 indicates, single mothers are indeed generally less likely 

to have benefits available to them, although the same is not true for single fathers. Married female 

workers are approximately equally represented in the user and nonuser categories, but a higher 

percentage of married males are represented in the telework and family support user categories than in 

the nonuser category. 

Employees using flexible hours are over-represented in firms in Commerce (females) or 

Finance (males) relative to non users, while among users of family support, those in Other Services 

are over-represented relative to those who do not use these benefits. For telework, female users are 

over-represented in Finance and other Services while male users are similarly distributed between 

Construction, Finance and other Services. Users of flexible hours are more concentrated among 

smaller firms (up to 49 employees) than non users, and those using family benefits, particularly males, 

are clearly concentrated in larger firms (more than 500) relative to  non users. There is a higher 

fraction of managers and professionals among users of these three benefits than among non users. In 
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general, a higher proportion of users of flexible hours are unionized and work full time than of non 

users, but this is not the case for the other two benefits. Most labour market characteristics appear 

unrelated to the use of telework or flexible hours. However, workers who use family support services 

are over represented in stratas with higher fractions of skilled workers, high unionization rates or 

higher fractions of females of child bearing age.  

Average characteristics by availability of benefits, reported in Appendices IA and IB, reflect, 

broadly, the same patterns.  

Appendix II reports the results of a probit estimation of the reduced form equation on the use 

of benefits. Our aim is to obtain a view of the main correlations that exist between incidence of 

benefits and the determinants of these benefits. It is important to note that the model underlying 

Appendix II is a reduced form of all the forces that may be associated with the use of the benefits. As 

such, we cannot attribute any causal effect to the independent variables. Our estimates rather state the 

degree of correlation between our explanatory variables and the benefit analyzed. They are also of 

interest to compare our data with other previously used in the literature. We report the marginal effect 

of a change in the independent variable on the probability of use for female workers and comment on 

the differences encountered using the sample of male workers when appropriate. 

Flexible hours could be of use for those who find it difficult to accommodate childcare 

services’ usual hours of operation with a rigid workplace schedule. Columns 1 and 2 of Appendix II 

suggest that use of this benefit is not driven by the needs of workers with families as the marginal 

effect of most demographic indicators is not significant. Rather, we find the strongest correlations for 

firm characteristics. High levels of education are positively related to the chances of using flexible 

time for females as are occupations requiring high levels of education. This is consistent with evidence 

from other countries (Bardoel et al.,1999; Golden, 2001), and suggests that flexible time is constrained 

by technology and is used to accommodate long working hours. 

Telework is a more accommodating benefit than flexible time, in that it reflects location, 

rather than timing of work. 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 and saves 

workers commuting time. Columns 3 and 4 in Appendix II indicate that females with large families 

are more likely to use telework, and that for males, presence of children tends to reduce the use of 

telework, except for school age children. The effect of firm characteristics continues to be important 
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and there may be some gender differences regarding these effects. For instance, the negative 

correlation of use and firm size is significant for female (but not for male) workers. Further, women in 

Manufacturing and Commerce are less likely to use telework than women in Primary Industries, and 

men in Construction, Commerce, Finance, and Other Services are more likely to use telework.  

Further, women in stratas with more skilled females are much more likely to use telework, although 

women in stratas with more women of child bearing age are less likely to use telework.  Taken with 

the observation that skilled workers (male and female managers and professionals) are much more 

likely to use telework than others, a picture emerges that telework is also most likely to be used to 

accommodate long working hours. 

Family Support encompasses a variety of services, for instance, elder care referrals and onsite 

childcare. We find low correlations between demographic characteristics and the use of this benefit as 

well as between human capital variables/occupation and use.  This may be because of the 

heterogeneity of supports included in the variable: those with a need for elder care will be 

demographically different from those with a need for childcare. For instance, those with elder care 

responsibilities are unlikely to have young children.18  Family support is correlated with large firms 

(500+) and highly correlated with the proportion of skilled male workers, unionized workers, and 

females of child bearing age in the strata for male workers.  However, female workers in primary 

industries are more likely to use these benefits than workers in other industries, while no other firm 

characteristics are correlated with the benefit.  Considering the very low predicted probability of use 

for this benefit, and the heterogeneity of the benefit, it is not surprising that we find limited 

correlations. 

5. Selection Corrected Estimates 

We turn now to the main estimates of our selection model, reported in Table 3. For each 

benefit we show the results of the probit model from equation (1) in columns labelled (I). We compare 

these estimates with those resulting from our selection model, stated in equation (2), and report these 

in columns labelled (II). By comparing these two sets of estimates we can learn something about the 

importance of family characteristics in the process of selection. Conventional estimates that do not 

take into account that only some workers have access to benefits may underestimate (overestimate) the 

effect of family characteristics on benefit use. For instance, if workers with high levels of family 

                                                 
18 Childcare benefit availability and use are too low to estimate a separate childcare use equation. 
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conflict tend to work in firms that offer telework, conventional estimates will overstate the importance 

of family characteristics on use of telework when compared with estimates obtained under a selection 

model. If, on the other hand, workers with high levels of family conflict do not have access to this 

benefit because selection into firms is driven by factors other than need for family benefits, 

conventional estimates will understate the effect of family characteristics on use of telework. The 

correlation coefficient between the error term in the use and the error term in the selection equation, ρ, 

is reported below each set of selection corrected estimates along with its p-value in parenthesis. The 

sign of the correlation coefficient provides an intuition for the direction of the selection effect. Positive 

values of ρ indicate that unobservable factors that influence the probability of having benefits 

available also influence the probability of using benefits. In general, we expect this correlation to be 

positive as workers with higher family demands are more likely to seek out family friendly benefits 

from their employers. If ρ is statistically significant, then the null hypothesis that the availability and 

use equations are independent can be rejected.  Below ρ and its p-value, the results of the first stage F-

test of the hypothesis that the excluded instrument are jointly zero in the first stage regression, 

followed by its p-value. The next row reports the predicted joint probability of use and availability 

(column I) and the predicted marginal probability of use (column II). The marginal probability can be 

interpreted as the fraction of workers who would use the benefit if it was available to every worker. 

Results are reported separately by gender.   

Our main results include the relevance of accounting for selection to identify the determinants 

of benefit use. In all cases, except for males using telework, we reject the null hypothesis of zero 

correlation between the error terms of the use and availability equations, indicating that the selection 

model is indeed appropriate. The correlation coefficient is, as expected, positive. 

With respect to flexible time, we find that female workers strongly select into this 

arrangement19, and that in the selection model, flexible time would more likely to be used by female 

workers with a youngest child aged 3 to 5 and three or more children, and that although this effect is 

significant in the selection equation, actual effects vary little between the reduced-form and the 

selection equation. Conventional estimates also indicate that having younger children and the number 

of children, negatively (although not significantly) affects the probability of using flexible hours. This 

result is unchanged once selection is taken into account. Accordingly, flexible hours appear not to be 

                                                 
19 Strong selection is indicated by the fact that the probability of using the benefit does not change whether we 
look at the reduced form estimates or the selection-corrected estimates, as well as by the magnitude of ρ. 
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used by most women with children as a solution of the work-family conflict.  For male workers the 

presence of children is positively and significantly related to the use of flexible hours among those 

with the benefit available, an effect that remains after we consider selection. 

Working from home (telework) would be used much more (five times more for females and 

eight times more for males) were it widely available.  Family characteristics do influence the use of 

telework among female workers who have the benefit available, but these effects disappear when we 

consider selection.  This suggests that family demands are a likely factor in the selection process 

leading females to the use of telework or flexible hours. This result holds for both males and females. 

It is however, important to note the existence of some gender differences in the use of benefits. For 

females and telework, indications are that the presence of older children and three or more children 

increase the probability of use.  Although coefficients for these variables are much larger in the 

selection model than in the reduced-form model, they are not statistically significant in the selection 

model.  For males and telework, the number of children is negatively correlated with the probability of 

use, an effect that remains after we account for selection. Note also, that the test of independence of 

equations reveals that selection corrected estimates are not sufficiently different from those obtained 

under the assumption of independence to warrant the use of the selection model (p = 0.11). This 

indicates that work-family conflict does not drive males to select into firms that offer telework. In 

addition, the difference in the sign of these estimates by gender reinforces the idea that while women 

seem to use telework to cope with childcare responsibilities, men with children tend to work outside 

the home. Although more workers would use telework were it generally available (26% of females 

and 40% of males vs 5%), it is unclear that this extension in use would be linked to the ease of the 

work-family conflict, as these variables are not significant when estimating the selection corrected 

model (females) or as the signs of the estimates are not those predicted by the model (males).   It is 

likely that telework is most useful to mitigate the impact of very long hours of work. 

The use of family support is not significantly influenced by indicators of family-work conflict, 

among workers who have the benefit available (columns (I) under this benefit heading). However, the 

presence of children, particularly school age children for women and pre-school children for men, has 

a significant impact on the likelihood of use, once we account for selection. This is consistent with the 

observation that workers with high levels of family conflict are under-represented in firms that offer 

family support, and suggest the existence of a mismatch in the availability of family benefits. These 

appear to be available to workers who do not use them. Interestingly, single mothers are more likely to 
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use these benefits than married mothers, further supporting the hypothesis that family benefits are 

most useful for workers with families and high potential work-family conflict.20 The predicted 

probability of use would double if the benefit became available to all workers. However, the overall 

use would be relatively low (only 5% of all workers would use it).21 This is not unexpected as the 

sample includes workers of all ages and family support benefits, and childcare in particular, is only 

needed by a small segment of the overall workforce.  

Estimates of the selection equation 

We display in Appendix III estimates of the factors that influence availability of benefits. 

Columns labelled (I) show coefficient estimates of the influence of firm and labour market 

characteristics on availability on a probit regression of availability for a particular benefit and gender. 

Columns labelled (II) show the coefficients of the availability equation (2) in the joint estimation of 

the selection model. We remark only on the sign of the correlation between availability and 

explanatory variables. There is evidence that firms may be offering these benefits to attract/retain 

more educated workers (telework and family benefits), and workers with more experience (telework) 

or higher ranked occupations (male and telework, and female managers) as indicated by the positive 

estimated coefficient for these variables. These observations are consistent with the idea that workers 

with very long hours (managers and professionals) can use both flexible time and telework to mitigate 

the impact of long hours on the work-life conflict.  We also find that firm size imposes constraints on 

the provision of benefits with larger firms being more likely to supply benefits. The magnitude of 

these effects is most important for family support in very large firms (500+ workers). The most 

notable effect of industry is the difference across genders in the direction of the effect for Finance and 

Other Services. Males in Finance and Other Services are much more likely to have flexible benefits 

than males in Primary Industries, while the opposite is true for females.  Females in Finance and Other 

Services are much less likely to have family support available to them than females in Primary 

Industries, while for males, there is no significant difference between these sectors.  This points to 

important differences between the jobs males and females have in the Finance and Other Services 

industries.  Regarding labour market characteristics, we find evidence that firms competing for 

                                                 
20 A single mother is represented by the intercept and the dummy variable representing her child combination.  
On average, a single woman with children is therefore more likely than a married woman with the same number 
of children due to the negative effect of the “married” indicator.  
21 This is likely to indicate that formal care, even if conveniently located and facilitated by the firm, may be an 
expensive benefit for workers. 
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educated workers are also more likely to offer family benefits or telework. Furthermore, a high 

fraction of females of child bearing age in the strata positively affects the availability of family 

benefits for females, but not for males. In this regard, being in a strata with a high degree of 

unionization makes it less likely that male workers have access to telework or flexible time. We 

believe that the difference in this effect by gender is related to the fact that these benefits are not, in 

general, suitable for manufacturing and primary industries, which encompass a high degree of 

unionized workers and stratas. Females, on the other hand, are likely more concentrated in industries 

more suitable for the use of these benefits and can benefit from unionization.  

6. Hours of Work and Single Parents 

In our analysis of use of benefits we have included indicators for hours of work to account for 

time constraints to take care of family demands, under the assumption that hours of work are 

exogenously determined. However, an important issue regarding the robustness of these estimates 

concerns the possible endogeneity of hours of work. This is a particular concern with the use of 

telework and flexible hours, since these benefits could be demanded for reasons other than the 

existence of family-work conflict as considered here. Hence, the choice of hours of work may be 

related to the choice of benefit use through some unobservable individual characteristic. For instance, 

according to Tables 2A and 2B, there are fewer full time workers among users of flexible hours and 

telework than among non users. It is therefore, plausible that workers with low taste for rigid and 

demanding schedules choose both, jobs that are flexible or can be performed from home and less 

hours of work, regardless of family responsibilities. 

To check the robustness of our estimates to this problem we repeat the regressions in Tables 3 

for a sub-sample of full time workers and show the marginal effects in Table 4.22 Results for female 

workers for all three benefit types, and for males for flexible time and for family support, are virtually 

unchanged when considering the sample of full time workers, suggesting that our previous estimates 

where not strongly biased. For males and flexible benefits, the probability of use if the benefit was 

widely available jumps from 40% to 80%, suggesting that flexible time is most important to full-time 

males.  Further, the sign on ρ is negative (although not significant), suggesting that males who work 

full time that have a higher than expected probability of use have a lower than expected probability of 

                                                 
22 Conventional treatment of this endogeneity problem using instrumental variables is complicated here since we 
are already correcting for a selection issue. Moreover, the WES contains no suitable instruments to correct for 
this problem.  
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availability.  For males and telework, the only effect remaining significant is that of school age 

children. However, when we take into account the number of children indicators as well, both Table 3 

and Table 4 suggest that telework is used less by males with young children than by males without 

children, but more by full-time males with school age children.  

As mentioned above, despite considerable improvements the WES allows in the analysis of 

family friendly practices, thanks to the sample structure and large sample sizes, individual responses 

pose a problem on the interpretation of results. Namely, having no information about overall 

availability of benefits for the household, we are unable to infer much from observed gender 

differences in use. In addition, we cannot generally address the question of whether or not one of the 

reasons for low use is “dual” access to benefits. We can, however, partially answer this question by 

looking at the probability of use among single parents, as this demographic group is less likely to have 

access to a partner’s benefits. If the corrected estimates of the demographic variables that trigger use 

are not significant, it can be interpreted as evidence that the benefit in question is less adequate to deal 

with work and family demands and not because the benefit is available through a partner’s job. Table 

5 shows the results from regressions similar to those of Table 3 estimated for the (gender pooled) sub-

sample of single parents. To account for the small numbers of single parents in the sample, we have 

made the model more parsimonious. The use equation collapses the three indicators for age of the 

youngest child to a single indicator variable for children less than 11, and the three indicators for 

number of children to a unique indicator for presence of more than one child. The results of the 

analysis indicate that for single parents, selection is only important in understanding use of family 

support. The ordinary probit estimates (Column I) do not reveal significant effects for any variable. 

Accounting for selection, on the other hand, reveals that females are more likely than males to use this 

benefit and that the probability of use increases with the presence of additional children. We also note 

that Canadian born and non Caucasian workers are more likely to use the benefit. The difference in the 

estimates of demographic variables in (I) and (II) suggests that family support is not available to single 

parents who would use them, even though the corrected estimates indicate that this benefit is of 

particular importance for these workers to balance work and family demands. Despite the relevance of 

the selection model, it is unclear that expanding the use of this benefit to workers that have no access 

would have impact as the predicted probability of use remains unchanged under both models. 

Regarding telework and flexible hours, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the selection model is 

irrelevant and the estimates from the selection model are not, overall, significantly different from 

those obtained from an independent regression. This could be a result of small number of users among 
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single parents. Nevertheless, note that having young children positively and significantly affects the 

probability of use of telework and flexible hours among single parents. Overall, the estimates reported 

in Table 5 do not suggest that dual access to benefits is a likely reason of low use for flexible hours 

and family benefits, on the contrary, these estimates strengthen those from Table 3 since this sub-

sample of workers is less likely to have meaningful access to a partner’s benefits.  

7. Conclusion 

We find that accounting for selection is important in understanding the use of family friendly 

benefits. Estimates of the determinants of benefit use that do not take into account the selection of 

workers into firms that offer these benefits are generally biased. Some benefits, like family support 

benefits, appear biased toward workers who are in no dire need of them, suggesting a mismatch 

between use and availability. Other benefits, like flexible hours and telework appear to be of primary 

use to manage work-life rather than wok-family conflict, that is, these benefits appear to be primarily 

used by workers who work long hours, as sopposed to workers with family responsibilities. We find 

that female workers with large families and older children may seek telework to cope with work-

family demands, while males with young children would be less likely to use telework. In addition, we 

find the availability of benefits depends strongly on firm size and industry, suggesting that 

technological constraints are important in the determination of benefits. We conclude that family 

friendly workplace benefits such as flexible time and telework are limited in their usefulness for 

mitigating the work-family conflict, that family support benefits such as childcare and elder care are 

too rare to solve the work-family conflict, and that therefore there is considerable room for public 

policy to help resolve the work-family conflict. 

Two issues seem important in the determination of use of benefits. One is the fact that benefits 

need only to be available to one of the workers in the family. Thus the use of an individual, rather than 

a household, survey may influence some of the gender differences reported here. In this respect, the 

results from the analysis of single parents support the findings that we obtain for the more general 

sample of workers.  The second is that our analysis considers that workers are not randomly 

distributed among firms that offer benefits, but rather some work in areas where benefits may be very 

costly or almost impossible for the firm to offer. However, we have not examined the possibility that 

employees may sort themselves in firms with different packages of benefit availability and 
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compensation benefits on the basis of some unobserved characteristics. Such consideration is the 

object of current research.   
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TABLE 1
Percentage use and availability of benefits by family type

Females Males
Use Avalability U/A* Use Avalability U/A*

Flexible time
Single, no children 36.3 54.4 66.7 41.2 57.9 71.2
With partner, no children 34.6 53.0 65.3 39.3 58.6 67.1
Single, with children 33.5 50.6 66.2 38.4 57.8 66.4
With partner and children 34.6 54.9 63.0 38.2 57.2 66.8
Total 35.3 53.9 65.5 39.2 57.8 67.8

Telework
Single, no children 3.4 7.8 43.6 3.7 7.6 48.7
With partner, no children 5.2 10.2 51.0 7.3 12.8 57.0
Single, with children 6.3 9.7 64.9 5.5 11.6 47.4
With partner and children 7.3 12.8 57.0 6.3 12.1 52.1
Total 5.6 10.5 53.3 5.9 11.2 52.7

Family support
Single, no children 1.9 11.0 17.3 1.4 10.4 13.5
With partner, no children 1.1 12.7 8.7 1.7 13.2 12.9
Single, with children 2.3 10.6 21.7 1.8 11.9 15.1
With partner and children 2.7 12.3 22.0 2.2 11.7 18.8
Total 2.0 12.0 16.7 1.9 11.9 16.0

* Probability of use conditional on availability  
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TABLE 2A
Mean characteristics by use of benefit - females

Flexible hours Telework Family support
No Yes No Yes No Yes

Demographics
Married 0.67 0.67 0.66 0.67 0.67 0.67
Single parent 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.10
Age of youngest child 6.01 5.92 5.91 7.17 5.96 6.81
Number of children 0.86 0.88 0.85 1.16 0.86 1.09
Canadian born 0.82 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.76
Causcasian 0.82 0.83 0.82 0.83 0.83 0.77

Human capital
Tenure (/ 10 years) 0.64 0.56 0.61 0.64 0.61 0.62
Experience (/ 10 years) 1.53 1.45 1.49 1.72 1.50 1.58
Trade/college certificate 0.53 0.54 0.54 0.47 0.54 0.54
Bachelor's degree 0.18 0.21 0.18 0.31 0.19 0.30
Graduate degree 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.14 0.07 0.10

Occupation
Managerial 0.08 0.13 0.09 0.20 0.09 0.15
Professional 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.34 0.19 0.24
Technical 0.33 0.30 0.32 0.28 0.30 0.33
Clerical 0.33 0.31 0.33 0.17 0.31 0.20
Union member 0.30 0.22 0.28 0.26 0.27 0.34
Full time 0.75 0.66 0.72 0.69 0.72 0.81

Firm size
1-49 employees 0.27 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.22
50-499 employees 0.20 0.17 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.23
500+ employees 0.22 0.18 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.31

Industry
Manufacturing 0.12 0.08 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.09
Construction 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.08
Commerce 0.25 0.34 0.30 0.14 0.29 0.12
Finance 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.24 0.18 0.18
Other services 0.36 0.32 0.34 0.40 0.34 0.51

Strata*
Skilled 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.34
Skilled female 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.19
High union rate 0.42 0.35 0.39 0.38 0.39 0.54
Female child bearing age (FCBA) 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.61
High union rate * FCBA 0.19 0.14 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.22

N 22,281 10,801 31,101 1,981 32,361 721
* A strata reflects the geographic location where the firm is more likely to draw its workers from.  It is
defined by the set of observations in a given province and industry, for a given firm size.
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TABLE 2B
Mean characteristics by use of benefit - males

Flexible hours Telework Family support
No Yes No Yes No Yes

Demographics
Married 0.72 0.71 0.71 0.81 0.71 0.78
Single parent 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04
Age of youngest child 6.13 5.59 5.91 6.16 5.89 7.43
Number of children 0.97 0.93 0.95 1.00 0.94 1.29
Canadian born 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.77
Causcasian 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.86 0.82 0.76

Human capital
Tenure (/ 10 years) 0.73 0.62 0.69 0.66 0.69 0.68
Experience (/ 10 years) 1.91 1.76 1.84 2.10 1.85 1.89
Trade/college certificate 0.48 0.46 0.47 0.43 0.47 0.52
Bachelor's degree 0.16 0.23 0.18 0.37 0.19 0.26
Graduate degree 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.16

Occupation
Managerial 0.14 0.22 0.16 0.36 0.17 0.20
Professional 0.12 0.18 0.13 0.29 0.14 0.20
Technical 0.54 0.44 0.51 0.30 0.50 0.43
Clerical 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.04 0.10 0.08
Union member 0.31 0.21 0.29 0.17 0.28 0.33
Full time 0.82 0.79 0.84 0.75 0.83 0.87

Firm size
1-49 employees 0.31 0.33 0.32 0.31 0.32 0.25
50-499 employees 0.21 0.17 0.20 0.15 0.20 0.20
500+ employees 0.20 0.18 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.40

Industry
Manufacturing 0.29 0.18 0.26 0.10 0.25 0.29
Construction 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.27 0.21 0.17
Commerce 0.22 0.25 0.23 0.16 0.23 0.14
Finance 0.12 0.19 0.14 0.24 0.14 0.17
Other services 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.22 0.14 0.20

Strata*
Skilled 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.28 0.23 0.28
Skilled female 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.10 0.12
High union rate 0.42 0.32 0.39 0.31 0.38 0.52
Female child bearing age (FCBA) 0.42 0.45 0.43 0.48 0.43 0.44
High union rate x FCBA 0.13 0.09 0.12 0.10 0.12 0.15

N 27,223 15,989 40,841 2,371 42,432 780
* A strata reflects the geographic location where the firm is more likely to draw its workers from.  It is
defined by the set of observations in a given province and industry, for a given firm size.



              

TABLE 3
Marginal effects estimates (p-values) of family characteristics on use of benefits by gender

Flexible time Telework Family Support
Female Male Female Male Female Male

(I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II)
Married 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.09 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.01

(0.97) (0.51) (0.53) (0.14) (0.00) (0.46) (0.00) (0.06) (0.11) (0.04) (0.21) (0.30)
Youngest child aged 0-2 -0.02 -0.02 0.06 0.02 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 -0.05 0.00 0.03 -0.01 -0.01

(0.45) (0.51) (0.06) (0.45) (0.72) (0.70) (0.22) (0.46) (0.99) (0.23) (0.39) (0.65)
Youngest child aged 3-5 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 -0.01 0.02 -0.00 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.07

(0.30) (0.08) (0.07) (0.02) (0.78) (0.66) (0.90) (0.80) (0.85) (0.50) (0.22) (0.08)
Youngest child aged 6-11 0.03 0.01 -0.00 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.03

(0.14) (0.48) (0.87) (0.10) (0.06) (0.28) (0.15) (0.00) (0.02) (0.01) (0.35) (0.08)
1 child -0.04 -0.04 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.06 -0.02 -0.13 0.01 0.05 -0.01 -0.01

(0.16) (0.13) (0.19) (0.61) (0.11) (0.42) (0.02) (0.04) (0.31) (0.09) (0.22) (0.53)
2 children -0.03 -0.03 0.04 -0.00 0.02 0.01 -0.01 -0.11 0.01 0.07 -0.00 0.00

(0.37) (0.35) (0.28) (0.89) (0.22) (0.93) (0.22) (0.15) (0.16) (0.07) (0.60) (0.95)
3 or more children -0.03 -0.01 0.04 -0.00 0.04 0.12 -0.02 -0.16 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.03

(0.49) (0.86) (0.24) (0.85) (0.06) (0.18) (0.03) (0.04) (0.44) (0.22) (0.35) (0.40)
Canadian born 0.03 0.01 0.00 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.01

(0.12) (0.35) (0.93) (0.01) (0.33) (0.73) (0.58) (0.55) (0.50) (0.89) (0.79) (0.53)
Caucasian 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.06 -0.00 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

(0.45) (0.53) (0.59) (0.51) (0.00) (0.94) (0.02) (0.19) (0.56) (0.30) (0.23) (0.33)
ρ  (p -value)a 0.97 0.96 0.46 0.19 0.51 0.49

(0.05) (0.00) (0.00) (0.11) (0.00) (0.00)
First stage Chi2(p -value)b 186.5 234.7 345.0 447.0 275.8 544.4

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Predicted prob. of use 0.35 0.35 0.39 0.40 0.05 0.26 0.05 0.40 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.05
N 33,082 33,082 43,212 43,212 33,082 33,082 43,212 43,212 33,082 33,082 43,212 43,212
Notes: Column (I) shows the marginal effects of family characteristics on use of benefit in a probit regression.

Column (II) shows the marginal effects of family characteristics on use of benefits in a selection model for availability.  The selection
equation includes indicators for worker's tenure, experience, education, union status and occupation, controls for industry, firm size,
fractions of skilled male and female workers, female workers of child bearing age, and unionized females of child bearing age in the
strata, and an indicator for high level of unionization as identifying restrictions.  Both models control for hours of work, year and location.
a Test statistic of zero correlation between the error terms of the availability and use equations.
b Test statistic of the hypothesis that the excluded instruments are jointly zero in the first stage regression.



              

  

Table 4
Marginal effects estimates (p-values) of family characteristics on benefit use by gender - full-time workers

Flexible hours Telework Family support
Female Male Female Male Female Male

Married -0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.09 -0.04 0.01
(0.35) (0.05) (0.73) (0.12) (0.03) (0.25)

Youngest child aged 0-2 -0.00 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.04 -0.02
(0.91) (0.39) (0.73) (0.77) (0.23) (0.46)

Youngest child aged 3-5 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.07
(0.23) (0.03) (0.85) (1.00) (0.45) (0.12)

Youngest child aged 6-11 0.02 0.03 0.08 0.18 0.11 0.04
(0.52) (0.08) (0.07) 0.00 (0.02) (0.07)

1 child -0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.09 0.09 -0.02
(0.57) (0.54) (0.67) (0.23) (0.08) (0.46)

2 children -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.10 0.09 -0.00
(0.75) (0.73) (0.88) (0.21) (0.10) (0.90)

3 children 0.01 -0.00 0.11 -0.13 0.06 0.04
(0.91) (0.96) (0.23) (0.16) (0.34) (0.07)

Canadian born 0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02 0.00
(0.30) (0.09) (0.74) (0.56) (0.49) (0.85)

Causcasian -0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.06 -0.01 -0.01
(0.92) (0.87) (0.56) (0.21) (0.53) (0.42)

ρ  (p -value)a 0.85 -0.83 0.57 0.17 0.39 0.43
(0.01) (0.36) (0.00) (0.20) (0.00) (0.00)

First stage Chi2 (p -value)b 183.6 254.6 276.2 356.5 226.4 533.2
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Predicted prob. of use 0.36 0.80 0.19 0.40 0.07 0.05
N 25,731 37,125 25,371 37,125 25,371 37,125
Notes:
Columns show estimates of the marginal effects of family characteristics on use of benefit in a selection
model for availability.  The selection equation includes indicators for worker's tenure, experience, education, 
union status and occupation, controls for industry, firm size; fractions of skilled male and female workers, 
female workers of child bearing age, and unionized females of child bearing age, and an
indicator for high level of unionization in the strata as identifying restrictions. 
Both models control for hours of work, year and location. 
a Test statistic of zero correlation between the error terms of the availability and use equations.
b Test statistic of the hypothesis that the excluded instruments are jointly zero in the first stage regression.
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TABLE 5
Marginal effects estimates (p -values) of family characteristics on use of benefits for single parents

Flexible time Telework Family Support
(I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II)

Male 0.06 0.01 -0.01 -0.17 -0.01 -0.02
(0.04) (0.89) (0.60) (0.04) (0.17) (0.01)

Youngest child aged 0-11 -0.01 -0.09 0.02 0.22 0.00 0.01
(0.74) (0.07) (0.14) (0.01) (0.88) (0.28)

Presence of children -0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.46) (0.53) (0.81) (0.90) (0.21) (0.06)

Canadian born -0.04 -0.10 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.38) (0.18) (0.32) (0.95) (0.21) (0.04)

Caucasian 0.03 0.01 0.01 -0.08 -0.02 -0.02
(0.46) (0.89) (0.38) (0.42) (0.11) (0.08)

ρ  (p -value)a -0.07 0.08 0.94
0.95 0.81 0.00

Predicted prob. of use 0.34 0.68 0.05 0.54 0.02 0.02
N 4,822 4,822 4,822 4,822 4,822 4,822
Notes: Column (I) shows the marginal effects of family characteristics on use of benefit in a probit

regression.
Column (II) shows the marginal effects of family characteristics on use of benefits in a 
selection model for availability.  The selection equation includes indicators for worker's tenure,
experience, education, union status and occupation, controls for industry, firm size, fractions
of skilled male and female workers, female workers of child bearing age, and unionized females 
of child bearing age in the strata, and an indicator for high level of unionization as identifying
restrictions.  Both models control for hours of work, year and location.
a Test statistic of zero correlation between the error terms of the availability and use equations.
b Test statistic of the hypothesis that the excluded instruments are jointly zero in the first stage
regression.
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APPENDIX IA
Mean characteristics by availability of benefit - females

Flexible hours Telework Family support
No Yes No Yes No Yes

Demographics
Married 0.66 0.67 0.66 0.74 0.66 0.70
Single parent 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.08
Age of youngest child 5.95 6.00 5.90 6.69 5.95 6.23
Number of children 0.85 0.88 0.85 1.04 0.86 0.89
Canadian born 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.83 0.80
Causcasian 0.82 0.83 0.82 0.86 0.82 0.83

Human capital
Tenure (/ 10 years) 0.63 0.60 0.61 0.64 0.61 0.68
Experience (/ 10 years) 1.55 1.46 1.48 1.66 1.47 1.70
Trade/college certificate 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.50 0.54 0.52
Bachelor's degree 0.16 0.22 0.18 0.33 0.18 0.30
Graduate degree 0.06 0.17 0.06 0.14 0.06 0.12

Occupation
Managerial 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.16 0.09 0.11
Professional 0.15 0.23 0.17 0.45 0.18 0.32
Technical 0.31 0.32 0.33 0.25 0.32 0.30
Clerical 0.37 0.28 0.33 0.13 0.34 0.22
Union member 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.24 0.42
Full time 0.77 0.67 0.72 0.70 0.71 0.82

Firm size
1-49 employees 0.26 0.29 0.28 0.26 0.29 0.18
50-499 employees 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.15 0.18 0.21
500+ employees 0.18 0.23 0.20 0.32 0.17 0.47

Industry
Manufacturing 0.13 0.09 0.11 0.06 0.11 0.07
Construction 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.07
Commerce 0.26 0.30 0.30 0.11 0.30 0.11
Finance 0.19 0.17 0.17 0.22 0.18 0.19
Other services 0.33 0.37 0.33 0.49 0.32 0.56

Strata
Skilled 0.27 0.29 0.28 0.34 0.27 0.37
Skilled female 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.19 0.15 0.21
High union rate 0.37 0.41 0.38 0.47 0.36 0.61
Female child bearing age (FCBA) 0.58 0.59 0.58 0.60 0.58 0.61
High union rate * FCBA 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.16 0.28

N 15,621 17,461 29,300 3,782 29,177 3,905
* A strata reflects the geographic location where the firm is more likely to draw its workers from.  It is defined
by the set of observations in a given province and industry, for a given firm size.
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APPENDIX IB
Mean characteristics by availability of benefit - males

Flexible hours Telework Family support
No Yes No Yes No Yes

Demographics
Married 0.72 0.72 0.71 0.79 0.71 0.75
Single parent 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Age of youngest child 6.06 5.82 5.75 6.50 5.85 6.45
Number of children 0.96 0.95 0.92 1.03 0.95 0.96
Canadian born 0.80 0.82 0.81 0.81 0.82 0.77
Causcasian 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.85 0.82 0.79

Human capital
Tenure (/ 10 years) 0.71 0.67 0.69 0.71 0.68 0.77
Experience (/ 10 years) 1.89 1.83 1.83 2.04 1.83 1.99
Trade/college certificate 0.48 0.47 0.48 0.44 0.47 0.46
Bachelor's degree 0.16 0.21 0.17 0.35 0.18 0.28
Graduate degree 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.16 0.08 0.16

Occupation
Managerial 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.27 0.17 0.14
Professional 0.10 0.17 0.12 0.35 0.13 0.26
Technical 0.49 0.51 0.52 0.34 0.51 0.43
Clerical 0.13 0.09 0.11 0.03 0.11 0.08
Union member 0.31 0.26 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.42
Full time 0.88 0.81 0.84 0.78 0.77 0.88

Firm size
1-49 employees 0.31 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.34 0.18
50-499 employees 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.16 0.20 0.21
500+ employees 0.17 0.21 0.18 0.28 0.15 0.51

Industry
Manufacturing 0.28 0.21 0.26 0.11 0.25 0.25
Construction 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.25 0.22 0.16
Commerce 0.24 0.23 0.24 0.13 0.24 0.13
Finance 0.11 0.17 0.13 0.22 0.14 0.15
Other services 0.12 0.16 0.13 0.27 0.12 0.28

Strata
Skilled 0.22 0.24 0.23 0.30 0.23 0.31
Skilled female 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.14
High union rate 0.40 0.37 0.39 0.36 0.36 0.59
Female child bearing age (FCBA) 0.42 0.44 0.43 0.48 0.43 0.45
High union rate * FCBA 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.11 0.20

N 17,458 25,754 38,396 4,816 38,401 4,811
* A strata reflects the geographic location where the firm is more likely to draw its workers from.  It is defined
by the set of observations in a given province and industry, for a given firm size.
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APPENDIX II
Marginal effects estimates (p- values) of reduced form equation for the use of benefits by gender

Flexible hours Telework Family support
Female Male Female Male Female Male

Demographic characteristics
Married 0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.01 -0.01 0.00

(0.52) (0.30) (0.27) (0.10) (0.03) (0.63)
Youngest child aged 0-2 -0.04 0.04 0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01

(0.22) (0.25) (0.49) (0.35) (0.91) (0.32)
Youngest child aged 3-5 0.05 -0.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01

(0.08) (0.09) (0.65) (0.44) (0.56) (0.14)
Youngest child aged 6-11 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01

(0.48) (0.73) (0.10) (0.04) (0.02) (0.19)
1 child -0.05 0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.01

(0.09) (0.35) (0.11) (0.02) (0.26) (0.10)
2 children -0.04 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01

(0.26) (0.63) (0.28) (0.08) (0.19) (0.28)
3 children -0.03 0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.01 0.00

(0.43) (0.38) (0.08) (0.03) (0.52) (0.66)
Canadian born 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.00 0.00

(0.37) (0.31) (0.29) (0.81) (0.59) (0.77)
Causcasian 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.00

(0.20) (0.94) (0.01) (0.07) (0.32) (0.30)
Human capital

Tenure (/ 10 years) -0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00
(0.03) (0.11) (0.84) (0.01) (0.73) (0.92)

Experience (/ 10 years) -0.05 -0.02 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00
(0.03) (0.30) (0.00) (0.02) (0.58) (0.72)

Trade/college certificate 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.004
(0.03) (0.29) (0.16) (0.29) (0.44) (0.05)

Bachelor's degree 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02
(0.00) (0.04) (0.05) (0.00) (0.01) (0.46)

Graduate degree 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01
(0.00) (0.06) (0.01) (0.69) (0.48) (0.03)

Occupation
Managerial 0.13 0.17 0.16 0.12 -0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.94) (0.95)
Professional 0.06 0.22 0.13 0.14 -0.01 -0.00

(0.04) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.22)
Technical 0.00 0.07 0.06 0.04 -0.01 -0.01

(0.96) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.24) (0.26)
Clerical -0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 -0.01 -0.01

(0.37) (0.20) (0.02) (0.07) (0.04) (0.20)
Union member -0.07 -0.09 -0.05 -0.04 0.01 -0.01

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.52) (0.23)
continued
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APPENDIX II (continued)
Marginal effects estimates (p-values) of reduced form equation for the use of benefits by gender

Flexible hours Telework Family support
Female Male Female Male Female Male

Firm size
20-49 employees -0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 0.01

(0.45) (0.53) (0.02) (0.83) (0.81) (0.19)
50-499 employees -0.04 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.01

(0.08) (0.76) (0.00) (0.15) (0.19) (0.25)
500+ employees -0.05 0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.02

(0.04) (0.26) (0.00) (0.38) (0.40) (0.02)
Industry

Manufacturing -0.12 0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.01 -0.00
(0.00) (0.82) (0.05) (0.36) (0.00) (0.88)

Construction -0.11 0.09 -0.00 0.05 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.00) (0.92) (0.00) (0.00) (0.88)

Commerce 0.04 0.13 -0.02 0.02 -0.02 -0.01
(0.42) (0.00) (0.04) (0.06) (0.00) (0.17)

Finance -0.04 0.20 -0.00 0.05 -0.01 -0.01
(0.48) (0.00) (0.93) (0.01) (0.00) (0.29)

Other services -0.03 0.16 -0.01 0.05 -0.01 -0.01
(0.58) (0.00) (0.56) (0.01) (0.07) (0.24)

Strata
Skilled 0.20 -0.22 -0.04 0.06 0.03 0.07

(0.34) (0.07) (0.35) (0.19) (0.20) (0.00)
Skilled female -0.10 0.00 0.20 -0.06 -1.05 -0.10

(0.76) (0.98) (0.00) (0.32) (0.17) (0.06)
High union rate 0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.01

(0.54) (0.07) (0.75) (0.33) (0.18) (0.02)
Female child bearing age (FCBA) -0.13 -0.06 -0.09 0.00 0.01 0.02

(0.17) (0.36) (0.00) (0.99) (0.36) (0.06)
High union rate * FCBA -0.02 -0.05 0.04 0.06 -0.01 0.01

(0.75) (0.35) (0.17) (0.00) (0.41) (0.49)
Predicted probability of use 0.35 0.39 0.04 0.04 0.014 0.014
N 33,082 43,212 33,082 43,212 33,082 43,212
Notes:
Inludes controls for year, location, and hours of work.
A strata reflects the geographic location where the firm is more likely to draw its workers from.  It is defined
by the set of observations in a given province and industry, for a given firm size.



              

  

APPENDIX III
Availability equation estimates (p -values) by gender 

Flexible time Telework Family Support
Female Male Female Male Female Male

(I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II)
Human capital

Tenure (/ 10 years) -0.06 0.02 0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02 -0.05 -0.05 0.00 -0.00
(0.13) (0.39) (0.63) (0.99) (0.84) (0.73) (0.27) (0.53) (0.08) (0.09) (0.87) (0.87)

Experience (/ 10 years) -0.12 -0.10 -0.01 -0.00 0.24 0.21 0.18 0.16 0.05 0.04 -0.00 0.01
(0.12) (0.03) (0.85) (0.95) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.39) (0.53) (0.96) (0.87)

Trade/college certificate 0.03 -0.01 -0.10 -0.08 -0.03 -0.03 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03
(0.11) (0.71) (0.03) (0.05) (0.46) (0.48) (0.24) (0.21) (0.66) (0.57) (0.49) (0.52)

Bachelor's degree 0.02 -0.00 0.09 -0.07 0.09 0.07 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.07 0.08
(0.50) (0.98) (0.20) (0.26) (0.11) (0.21) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.18) (0.13)

Graduate degree 0.14 -0.00 0.12 0.13 0.21 0.18 0.05 0.05 0.22 0.21 0.18 0.16
(0.03) (0.96) (0.05) (0.02) (0.00) (0.01) (0.34) (0.37) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Occupation
Managerial 0.16 0.15 0.40 0.10 1.07 1.02 1.11 1.12 0.20 0.21 -0.11 -0.13

(0.00) (0.23) (0.00) (0.24) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.05) (0.03) (0.25) (0.18)
Professional 0.19 0.38 0.73 0.38 1.22 1.22 1.38 1.40 0.04 0.10 0.02 0.04

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.68) (0.33) (0.86) (0.69)
Technical 0.12 0.28 0.49 0.38 0.65 0.63 0.77 0.79 0.11 0.10 -0.09 -0.09

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.21) (0.11) (0.26) (0.30)
Clerical 0.02 0.07 0.16 0.08 0.36 0.34 0.39 0.40 -0.02 0.01 -0.05 -0.05

(0.59) (0.24) (0.03) (0.21) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) (0.81) (0.89) (0.63) (0.63)
Union member -0.04 0.01 -0.15 0.00 -0.30 -0.23 -0.36 -0.36 0.47 0.54 0.14 0.19

(0.04) (0.67) (0.00) (0.97) (0.11) (0.21) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.09) (0.02)
Firm size

20-49 employees 0.08 0.24 0.21 0.20 0.06 0.13 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.26 0.27 0.28
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.49) (0.12) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

50-499 employees 0.04 0.19 0.23 0.24 -0.01 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.48 0.50 0.53 0.56
(0.09) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.84) (0.43) (0.68) (0.44) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

500+ employees 0.09 0.30 0.43 0.40 0.08 0.20 0.07 0.23 0.76 0.80 1.02 1.04
(0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.49) (0.07) (0.07) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

continued
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APPENDIX III (continued)
Availability equation estimates (p -values) by gender 

Flexible time Telework Family Support
Female Male Female Male Female Male

(I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II) (I) (II)
Industry

Manufacturing -0.21 -0.33 -0.09 -0.11 -0.17 -0.14 -0.04 0.00 -0.60 -0.40 0.09 0.10
(0.09) (0.01) 0.26 (0.07) (0.34) (0.39) (0.75) (0.98) (0.00) (0.01) (0.25) (0.17)

Construction -0.17 -0.21 0.12 -0.01 0.27 0.33 0.44 0.47 -0.33 -0.16 0.25 0.25
(0.00) (0.10) (0.15) (0.85) (0.12) (0.04) (0.00) (0.00) (0.04) (0.29) (0.00) (0.00)

Commerce -0.04 -0.16 0.22 0.01 -0.25 -0.22 -0.16 0.17 -0.57 -0.41 0.15 0.16
(0.54) (0.19) (0.03) (0.87) (0.19) (0.22) (0.28) (0.26) (0.00) (0.01) (0.11) (0.08)

Finance -0.14 -0.29 0.50 0.18 0.11 0.12 0.31 0.31 -0.44 -0.32 0.05 0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.04) (0.55) (0.49) (0.04) (0.05) (0.01) (0.04) (0.63) (0.85)

Other services -0.12 -0.28 0.41 0.17 0.11 0.18 0.37 0.36 -0.45 -0.36 0.05 0.03
(0.07) (0.03) (0.00) (0.08) (0.58) (0.32) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.04) (0.66) (0.78)

Strata
Skilled 0.20 0.43 -0.84 -0.43 -0.27 -0.05 0.70 0.82 0.82 0.97 1.34 1.31

(0.34) (0.24) (0.03) (0.10) (0.66) (0.93) (0.14) (0.08) (0.10) (0.07) (0.00) (0.00)
Skilled female -0.10 -0.37 -0.28 0.11 2.13 1.42 0.07 -0.16 0.44 0.40 0.15 0.31

(0.76) (0.50) (0.69) (0.84) (0.02) (0.11) (0.93) (0.84) (0.55) (0.59) (0.84) (0.65)
High union rate 0.01 0.03 -0.08 -0.03 -0.10 -0.14 -0.14 -0.15 0.02 -0.00 0.09 0.04

(0.55) (0.35) (0.12) (0.39) (0.25) (0.09) (0.04) (0.03) (0.80) (0.88) (0.06) (0.38)
Female child bearing age (FCBA) -0.13 0.14 -0.47 -0.32 -0.88 -0.64 -0.35 -0.18 0.42 0.55 0.03 0.10

(0.17) (0.42) (0.02) (0.02) (0.00) (0.03) (0.18) (0.51) (0.10) (0.04) (0.80) (0.64)
High union rate * FCBA 0.22 -0.13 -0.36 -0.39 -0.02 -0.07 0.69 0.59 -0.75 -0.89 -0.33 -0.43

(0.79) (0.48) (0.14) (0.08) (0.95) (0.83) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.07) (0.02)
N 33,082 33,082 43,212 43,212 33,082 33,082 43,212 43,212 33,082 33,082 43,212 43,212
Notes:
Column (I) shows estimates of a probit equation for availability.
Column (II) shows the estimates for the availability selection equation related to Table 3.
Both models control for hours of work, year and location.


