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Abstract Not being able to combine work with family properly is negatively related to
employees’ quality of life. Some firms are aware of this reality and provide their
employees family-friendly practices, a set of practices designed to enable employees
a work–family balance. Family-friendly practices are classified in three subsets: family
support practices, flexible arrangement practices, and parental leave practices. Then,
this paper analyzes the impact of different subsets of family-friendly practices on work–
family balance for women and men subsamples, as well as to disentangle the mecha-
nisms through with such effects occur. Based on a representative sample of 8,061
Spanish workers and using the Baron and Kenny procedure to test for mediation, the
results show that the three subsets of family-friendly practices increase work–family
balance for both genders, although some of them have different effects for women and
men. In line with societal gender role expectation, family support practices better
accommodate men’s need, increasing work–family balance almost for them, and
parental leave practices women’s need, increasing work–family balance more for them.
However, flexible arrangement practices increase work–family balance equally for both
genders. Moreover, in all cases, the effect of family-friendly practices on work–family
balance goes beyond the effect of time outside work and time at work, then this partial
mediation indicates that time is an important mechanism in achieving work–family
balance. In sum, offering employees family-friendly practices is a good starting point in
order to increase people’s quality of life by helping them achieve work–family balance.
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Introduction

Family and work interface are two important spheres that can influence subjective
perceptions of employees’ quality of life (Rice et al. 1992; Greenhaus et al. 2003;
McMillan et al. 2011; De Simone et al. 2014). The increase in the number of women in
paid employment and the transition to dual-earner families have increased the likeli-
hood that both men and women will have family and work responsibilities (Allen et al.
2000) in most developed countries. The perspective that has dominated the research in
work–family interference is the conflict approach. Work–family conflict is defined as
Ba form of interrole conflict in which the role pressure from the work and family
domains are mutually incompatible in some respects^ (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985, p.
77). In that respect, there are researches that demonstrate that not being able to combine
work with family properly is negatively related to quality of life (Md-Sidin et al. 2008),
life satisfaction (De Simone et al. 2014; Rode et al. 2007), and well-being (Milkie and
Peltola 1999; Voydanoff 2005). However, more recently, several researchers have
called for a more positive approach to the work–family interface by examining the
benefits of multiple role membership (Grzywacz and Butler 2005; McMillan et al.
2011; Parasuraman and Greenhaus 2002). In this vein, work–family balance is defined
as (Grzywacz and Carlson 2007, p. 458) Bthe accomplishment of role-related expecta-
tions that are negotiated and shared between and individual and his or her role-related
partners in work and family domains.^ Some reasons that explain how work–family
balance enhances an individual’s quality of life are (Greenhaus et al. 2003) the
buffering effect that commitment to multiple roles may have against negative experi-
ences in one of them (Barnett and Hyde 2001) or that satisfaction in one domain may
also lead to satisfaction in the other (Xu 2009).

Some firms are aware of this reality and provide their employees a set of practices
named family-friendly practices that enable employees to combine family and work
commitments and, therefore, enhance multiple role identities (Glass and Finley 2002;
Sirgy et al. 2008). From a theoretical point of view, family-friendly practices affect life
satisfaction by reducing work–family conflict or increasing work–family balance. Also,
family-friendly practices facilitate the employment of women, increasing gender equal-
ity (Voicu et al. 2009), and contributing to the social approach of quality of life
(Łapniewska 2014).

Although theoretically family-friendly practices are offered by firms to improve
employees’ work–family balance, the real motivations to offer them may be less
altruistic. In that respect, some firms consider these practices like a Bnecessary evil^
of doing business (McMillan et al. 2011), a consequence of employees and society
pressures. Other firms seek to be considered like progressive firms and offer the
practices to attract and retain a dedicated workforce that, within today’s turbulent work
environment (Rau and Hyland 2002; Williams et al. 2000), may lead to increase
organizational performance (Beauregard et al. 2009). However, there is little research
that considers the effect of family-friendly practices on work–family balance (Frye and
Breaugh 2004), and the results obtained have been somewhat debatable (Brough et al.
2008). In words of Hyman and Summers (2004), it seems that family-friendly practices
are introduced primarily to meet business needs, rather than those of employees.

The present article aims to contribute to our understanding of the impact of family-
friendly practices on work–family balance. Family-friendly practices can be classified

984 S. Goñi-Legaz, A. Ollo-López



into three broad subsets (Ferrer and Gagné 2006; Glass and Finley 2002): family
support practices, flexible arrangement practices, and parental leave practices. Family
support practices include a set of services that employers make available to workers,
such as nurseries and canteens, so that they can better meet their obligations within the
company. Flexible arrangement practices include all policies giving workers greater
flexibility in terms of working time and place. And finally, parental leave practices are
all practices that reduce working hours to provide time for family care-giving. All these
practices seek to contribute to work–family balance, but they can do it in a different
way. The main objective of the paper is to study the impact of each subset of family-
friendly practices on work–family balance analyzing the differences between women
and men. Our premise is that the impact of the practices will be different in both
genders because societal expectations about gender roles are different (Carlson and
Frone 2003; Hill 2005). We also analyze the mechanisms by which family-friendly
practices affect employees’ work–family balance, taking time outside work satisfaction
and time at work as mediator variables

The hypotheses were tested using a representative sample of 8,061 Spanish workers.
Most of the existing evidence on the consequences of family-friendly practices for
employees, particularly on work–family balance, has been obtained from samples in
English-speaking countries (Idrovo et al. 2012). However, the direct comparison of the
consequences of the various types of work–life balance policies was difficult due to
cross-cultural variation in government regimes, employment policies, and labor market
conditions, and, as a result, the effectiveness of these policies may depend on the
countries’ cultural contexts (Brough et al. 2008). It is also worth noting that the
information about family-friendly practices was provided by the employees and hence
captured what employees perceived and used rather than what employers declared to be
the case.

The Spanish Context Concerning Work–Family Balance

Spain is one of the countries mapped on the most-gender traditional area regarding
labor–gender configuration and family-friendly development (Bosch and Wagner
2003). However, it shares a lot of characteristics with other European developed
countries. Concretely, according to several classifications that take into account cultural
values, Spain is classified with other European countries in the Latin or Mediterranean
cluster (Esping-Andersen 1990; Northouse 2007). Those countries are characterized by
low gender egalitarianism, low future orientation, high in-group collectivism, and high
power distance (Jesuino 2002). Moreover, Spain shares a lot of characteristics in terms
of gender ideology, social changes, and work-related characteristics with other Spanish-
speaking countries (Arriagada 2002; Idrovo et al. 2012; World Bank 2011).

In all these countries, views about the relationship between work and family have
evolved over the years, just as the role of women in the labor market has changed. The
early view was the separate sphere pattern. This pattern considered work and family as
separate spheres of social life, independent from each other and not affected mutually
(Edwards and Rothbard 2000; Lambert 1990). According to this view, men were
associated with work, whereas women were associated with family (Fletcher 2005),
and in order to function properly, these two spheres needed to remain separate. In
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Spain, this view fits perfectly in Franco’s regime, where the people lived within a
dictatorship and where women’s rights were completely diminished (Nuño 2008).

By the 1970s, researchers started to consider family and work as an open systemwith
some interdependence (Clark 2000; Katz and Kahn 1978), primarily as a consequence
of the introduction of women into the labor market in most industrial societies. In Spain,
similar to what has happened in other southern European countries (Rodríguez-Nuño
2006) and in Latin American countries (World Bank 2011), the female activity rate rose
from 38.5 % in 1996 to 52.65 % in 2010, whereas the male activity rate has been very
stable, shifting only from 66.1 % in 1996 to 67.7 % in 2010 (Encuesta de Población
Activa 2010). However, social values relating to the roles of men and women in the
family have not changed as quickly as the rate of women’s employment (Arriagada
2002; Silván-Ferrero and Bustillos 2007). Spain continues to be a country with a
masculine culture in which differences in gender roles are heightened, a culture that
strongly favors that womenwith children should stay at home (Treas andWidmer 2000).
In this line, Rodríguez and Fernández (2010), in a research drawing on discussion
groups consisting of Spanish couples, concluded that women who worked outside of the
home found it more difficult to balance work and family life.

But in recent years, greater importance is being attributed in Spanish society to the
balance between family life and work (Chinchilla et al. 2010; OECD 2007; Poelmans
2008). Spain has experienced profound change in the development of measures that
have helped employees balance work and family. The government has begun to take
responsibility for this issue by creating the Law on Reconciliation of Work and Family
life for working people (Law 39/1999). This law, which aims to foster the inclusion of
women in the labor market with equal conditions to men, added European directives on
maternity and paternity leave and part time work to Spanish legislation. After this law, a
number of legislative measures have dealt with aspects of work–family balance, such as
the Law for Promotion of Personal Autonomy and Care of Dependent Persons (Law
39/2006) and the Law for Effective Equality between Men and Women (Law 3/2007).
Besides, new institutions have been founded, such as the Ministry of Equality in 2008,
to enact policies in the area of equality law and laws against domestic violence.
However, Spanish expenditure on family-friendly policies is one of the lowest in
European countries (Esping-Andersen 1999; Poelmans et al. 2003).

Another important change that occurred during the last years is the involvement of
firms in the work–family balance of individuals. During recent years, the implementa-
tion of family-friendly practices across firms has been extended in European countries,
among them Spain (Jokinen and Kuronen 2011), as well as in Latin American countries
(Idrovo et al. 2012). A study by Chinchilla et al. (2003) with data from the IESE
Business School 2002 Family Responsible Employer Index concerning about 150
Spanish firms showed, in relation to family support practices, that 31.4 % of Spanish
firms surveyed offered employees a canteen and that none of them had nursery services
inside the firm. However, 13.3 % of those firms offered information about nursery
services, and 4.7 % offered some kind of economic benefits to pay for them. Regarding
flexible arrangement practices, the study showed that 59 % of Spanish firms surveyed
offered their employees flexible work time, 60 % offered the possibility of working part
time, and 21 % offered work from home. Finally, for parental leave practices, the study
revealed that around 85 % of firms offered employees the possibility of taking time off
for personal reasons.
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Family-Friendly Practices and Work–Family Balance

While the main aim of family-friendly practices is to help employees to achieve a
greater work–family balance, the real effect has been somewhat open to question
(Brough et al. 2008; Frye and Breaugh 2004). On the one hand, some previous studies,
like those of Frone et al. (1997) and Dancaster (2006), showed that flexible work
arrangement practices and parental leave practices promoted work–family balance,
using data from Canadian and South African employees, respectively. Moreover,
using data about civilian US labor force, Voydanoff (2004) found that family-friendly
practices increased work–family balance. Also, Hill et al. (2001), using data from US
employees at International Business Machines (IBM), showed that perceived flexibility
was strongly and positively correlated with work–family balance. In this line, an
Australian research project has found that 70 % of firms that used teleworking reported
an increase in work–family balance (Australian Telework Advisory Committee 2006).
On the other hand, some studies have not found the expected results. For instance,
contrary to their own expectations, Batt and Valcour (2003) based on data relating to
employees in New York found that flexible schedule policies did not have an impact on
work–family conflict. Moreover, other studies, like that of O’Driscoll et al. (2007)
using Australian data, have found that family-friendly practices contribute to reinforc-
ing the traditional model of division of work and contribute to increased work–life
conflict.

One explanation to account for the lack of consensus about the effect of family-
friendly practices on work–family balance may be that most of the existing research has
examined the effect of family-friendly practices without taking into account the
different subsets of practices and without differentiating between men and women
(Hill 2005), who experience different levels of work–family conflict (Becker and Moen
1999; Duxbury and Higgins 1991).

With respect to the differences between men and women, it is generally assumed that
there are differences in the societal gender role expectations about women and men
roles. Men are traditionally associated with work, whereas women are associated with
family (Fletcher 2005). These expectations neatly match the views of both women and
men as regards their own roles (Carlson and Frone 2003): women have a tendency to be
more highly involved in family roles and tend to be less flexible in responding to the
demands of work, whereas men have a tendency to be more highly involved in work
roles and are less flexible as regards family obligations. In the case of Spanish men, the
reality confirms that they have not compensated for the increase in female employment
through a corresponding increase in household work, so that women continue to be
those in charge of most household work in heterosexual dual-earner couples (Álvarez
and Miles 2003; Goñi-Legaz et al. 2010; Sánchez-Herrero et al. 2009; Sevilla-Sanz
2010). In this line, some researchers have pointed out that men and women differ in
how they manage the boundaries between family and work and that they have different
preferences for integration or segmentation of work and family domains (Andrews and
Bailyn 1993; Ashforth et al. 2000; Edwards and Rothbard 2000). Segmentation means
that a person separates work and non-work time and that one sphere of life does not
influence the other, whereas integration means that a person combines the roles s/he can
work in both spheres at the same time, which results in a mutually reinforcing
performance.
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The different practices are designed to increase work–family balance of workers, but
they do it in different ways. Family support practices sought to maintain the traditional
vision of the ideal employee, that is, someone working full time, who is committed to
his or her work and has no outside responsibilities (Fursman and Callister 2009).
However, flexible arrangement practices and parental leave practices endeavor to
facilitate work–family integration (Clark 2000), enabling people to cope with the
fluctuating demands of home life. Thus, taking into account that Spanish men are more
involved in their work role than in their family role, family support practices better
accommodate men’s needs than women’s needs. Moreover, as Spanish women seek to
balance the competing needs of family and work, while maintaining their responsibil-
ities at home, they would value practices that help them to integrate work and family
instead of segment them. In this sense, flexible arrangements and parental leave
practices enable women to have more control over time and spaces and to integrate
work and family, thus comprising practices that better suit their needs.

H1a Family support practices increase work–family balance more for men than for
women.

H1b Flexible arrangement practices increase work–family balance more for women
than for men.

H1c Parental leave practices increase work–family balance more for women than for
men.

Disentangling the Process: Mediator Variables

The mechanisms by which family-friendly practices affect employees’ work–family
balance remain under-researched (Allen 2001). It is generally assumed that the main
problems that individuals face in reconciling family and work domains are the need to
fulfill the different roles required by the responsibilities of both spheres and the
problems that arise as a consequence of limitations on time (McMillan et al. 2011).
This is reflected in the definition of work–family balance offered by Greenhaus et al.
(2003), which states that work–family balance must contain three components: time
balance (time dedicated equitably to work and family responsibilities), involvement
balance (equitable psychological involvement in work and family roles), and satisfac-
tion balance (the equitable satisfaction level that individuals get from work and family
responsibilities).

Time is a fixed resource that must be divided into work and outside work respon-
sibilities. Previous literature has found that the number of working hours has a negative
impact on work–family balance. For example, Valcour (2007), using a sample of
telephone call center representatives from the USA, found that working hours decrease
work–family balance. Also from the USA, Frone et al. (1997) found that the number of
working hours has a positive effect on work–family conflict. The same result has been
found by Foley et al. (2005) and by Balmforth and Gardner (2006) using a sample from
Hong Kong and New Zealand, respectively. Besides, the more hours and the more
involvement spent in one role, the lower work–family balance is (Edwards and
Rothbard 2000). This has been found for example by Rothbard (2001) using a sample
of employees at a large public university from the USA.
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In this paper, considering the data available, we will study how time outside work
satisfaction and time at work will explain the indirect influence that each one of the
subsets of family-friendly practices has on work–family balance.

Family Support Practices

Family support practices can help employees to attain work–family balance by reduc-
ing the number of household commitments that individuals have and the resulting time
and involvement needed for the family domain (Chinchilla et al. 2003), in line with the
Voydanoff (2005). This model focused on demands, resources, and strategies that were
presumed to be associated with work–family balance, including family-friendly prac-
tices such as boundary-spanning resources that directly addressed how the work and
family domain connected with each other. In line with this model, family support
practices give additional resources to employees to accomplish family responsibilities,
which results in a higher level of satisfaction with the family domain. So, these policies
aim to increase work–life balance by offering employees support solutions to help them
take care of their dependents while maintaining a high level of productivity at work.

H2a Time outside work satisfaction mediates the influence of family support practices
on work–family balance, so workers with family support practices have more
time outside work satisfaction, and this increase results in higher levels of work–
family balance.

Flexible Arrangement Practices

People’s needs do not have a strict timetable each day, nor are they always the same
(Chinchilla et al. 2003). Therefore, people need flexibility and control to accomplish
both demands so as to gain work–family balance. Clark’s border theory (2000) can help
to explain how the practices accomplish this objective. Clark defines a border as a line
of demarcation between domains, defining the point at which domain relevant behavior
begins or ends. Borders may be physical, temporal, and psychological. Flexible
arrangement practices are practices that change the border of the organization and
aim to offer alternative formulas of flexibility at work, in terms of both time and space
(Clark 2000).

Moreover, flexible arrangement practices can invoke the principle of reciprocity.
Employees work harder during their time at work in exchange for the ability to tailor
their work hours to meet their needs outside work, reducing the number of working
hours. According to this principle, flexibility decreases the number of working hours
and increases the number of hours that employees can stay at home. This result has
been found in previous literature, for example by Gray and Tudball (2002) and by
Wolcott and Glezer (1995) both using data from Australia. Moreover, if employees
have more control over their timetable, the levels of satisfaction with their family life
will increase (Brough et al. 2005). Therefore, it would be interesting to know whether
flexible arrangement practices have a direct effect on work–family balance or an
indirect effect mediated by the effect on time outside work satisfaction and time at
work.
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H3a Time outside work satisfaction mediates the influence of flexible arrangement
practices on work–family balance, so workers with flexible arrangement prac-
tices have more time outside work satisfaction, and this increase results in higher
levels of work–family balance.

H3b Time at work mediates the influence of flexible arrangement practices on work–
family balance, so workers with flexible arrangement practices reduce their time
at work, and this reduction results in higher levels of work–family balance.

Parental Leave Practices

Parental leave practices refer to how leave time allowance practices permit parents to
take some time off to take care of their children or personal needs. Therefore, parental
leave practices provide workers with an easier way of fulfilling their family duties,
giving them more control in order to accomplish duties outside work and reducing the
number of working hours. This is related to the principle of reciprocity noted in relation
to flexible arrangement practices: the higher is the ability to request time off, the lower
the number of hours employees will spend at their workplace to increase the number of
hours they spend at home (Gray and Tudball 2002; Wolcott and Glezer 1995). Thus, it
would be interesting to know whether the work–family balance derived from parental
leave practices goes beyond the effect of time outside work satisfaction and on time at
work.

H4a Time outside work satisfaction mediates the influence of parental leave practices
on work–family balance, so workers with parental leave practices have more
time outside work satisfaction, and this increase results in higher levels of work–
family balance.

H4b Time at work mediates the influence of parental leave practices on work–family
balance, so workers with parental leave practices reduce their time at work, and
this reduction results in higher levels of work–family balance.

Method

Database

The dataset to test the model and the hypotheses described in the previous section come
from the 2010 Quality of Working Life Survey (QWLS). This survey has been
conducted by the Spanish Ministry of Labor and Immigration since 2001 in a repre-
sentative sample of Spanish individuals who are 16 or older, for the purpose of
obtaining information about employees’ quality of life at work, through information
about activities occurring in their working and family environment and through
different personal perceptions regarding conditions and relationships at work. Con-
cretely, in 2010, the theoretical size of the sample is 9,240 Spanish individuals, whereas
after the multi-stratified sampling design, the final sample is 8,061 individuals. More
specifically, the questionnaire is structured in three sections. The first section collects
sociodemographic data about the worker, such as education and gender. Section 2
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contains information about the employee’s working life. The last section deals with
employee’s quality of life at work, including, for example, information on work
attitudes, work organization, and work–family balance.

Sampling Design

The sample is representative of those in employment during the fieldwork period
covered. To guarantee sample representativeness, each target population is stratified
according to region and size of municipality. A random walk procedure is then run in
each census section to select the workers who are going to respond to the questionnaire.
Since the survey is funded with public money, responses to it are compulsory. The data
are collected by means of face-to-face interviews. Interviewers visit the homes of those
in the sample between six and ten in the evening, in order to avoid localization
problems among working people.

The sampling design is multi-stratified. Firstly, a stratification of primary sampling
units is carried out in line with the census section. After this, the goal units are
households in the register. In stage 3, the units are individuals aged at least 16. In each
region, stratification according to municipality size is done. Finally, the selection of
home and respondent is random.

Given the objective of this paper, observations from self-employed workers have
been excluded. Moreover, because of missing data, our final sample comprises a total
of 4,539 Spanish workers, in which 44.22 % are women, 56.80 % has children under
14 years old, and 66.73 % belong to a dual-earner couple. The average age for our
sample is 42.37 years old. While only 13.44 of our sample have primary studies,
57.9 % have secondary studies and the rest university studies.

Measures

The goal of the paper is to analyze if family-friendly practices really contribute to
work–family balance for women and men. Then, the dependent variable measures the
degree to which people are satisfied with their work–family balance. In specific terms,
individuals indicated their levels of satisfaction with their work and family balance
using an 11-point Likert scale, where 0 is very unsatisfied and 10 very satisfied.

Two variables are considered in this study to mediate the effect that family-friendly
practices have on work–family balance. These variables are time outside work satis-
faction and working hours.

The independent variables in the paper are family-friendly practices. Following
previous studies, family-friendly practices are classified into three broad subsets of
practices (Ferrer and Gagné 2006; Glass and Finley 2002): family support practices,
flexible work practices, and parental leave practices. The measures used are taken from
Escot et al. (2012) that used a previous version of the sample database (see the
Appendix). The first subset indicates if Byour firm provides the workers with nurseries
or help with nurseries and help for the education of children or family members.^ The
original answers for these questions were three categories (1 = yes, 2 = no, 3 = don’t
know), whereas in our article, it has been re-coded to two (1 = yes, 0 = no). The second
subset refers to flexible arrangement practices. In this case, those interviewed were
questioned about the degree of satisfaction with their working day, with flexitime, and
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with holidays and leaves, using a scale of 0 to 10 where 0 is very unsatisfied and 10
very satisfied. The final subset refers to parental leave practices. Specifically, individ-
uals indicated the Bfacilities^ in their firm for requesting unpaid leave for family
reasons, for requesting unpaid days off for family reasons, for taking time off for
occasional private matters, and for requesting a shorter working day for family reasons.
Each individual indicates how easy it is to request such benefits in their firm, using a
11-point Likert scale, where 0 indicates not easy at all and 10 indicates very easy.

Factor analysis techniques showed that while rooted in the same managerial philos-
ophy, the nine initial practices considered do not load a unique latent factor. Rather, as
previous literature has shown, they appear to be separate dimensions. Although these
dimensions are positively correlated with each other, these relationships are not strong
enough to consider them a reflection of the same underlying factor. The three indicators
for each of the subsets of family-friendly practices are built by means of a factor
analysis (Hair et al. 1998). The initial variables are reduced to three latent variables
which matched the three factors whose eigenvalues were greater than 1 and which
explained 74.5 % of the total variance. Moreover, the reliability of the scale for each
one of the factors was validated, with Cronbach’s alpha scores of 0.739, 0.668, and
0.913, respectively.

Table 1 contains the main descriptive statistics for the dependent, mediating, and
independent variables.

Finally, in accordance with the existing literature (Crooker et al. 2002; Frone et al.
1992; Guest 2002), we include several control variables: gender, age, educational level,
civil status, number of children under 14, worker’s position, and firm size. Table 2
shows the mean and standard deviation for the control variables.

Results

Prior to running the procedure outlined in Baron and Kenny (1986) to test for
mediation, we take a look at the descriptive statistics of the variables of our study to
observe the general characteristics of the sample.

Sample Characteristics

The results of the MANOVA test indicated the significant main effect of gender on the
dependent variables as well as on the independent and mediating variables. Hence, as
there are differences by gender, the sample has been divided by gender, and the
analyses were carried out separately for women and for men. Tables 1 and 2 present
the main descriptors for all the variables used in the analysis.

Men have greater work–family balance than women as can be seen in Table 1.
Women are less satisfied with time outside work, and they work fewer hours
than men do. Regarding family support practices, women have more possibilities
to receive help for nursery care as well as for education than men. Moreover, as
for flexible arrangement practices, women are more satisfied than men with their
working day and with holidays and leaves. Finally, in relation to parental leave
practices, women have more facilities than men for requesting shorter working
days.
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Finally, with regard to control variables, Table 2 shows that there is a wide
range of differences in almost all the control variables. On average, men are
2 years older than women. Regarding education, nowadays, it can be seen than
women have higher education levels than men. The percentage of women with
university education is greater than the corresponding percentage for men.
Regarding the number of children under 14 that people have, men in our sample
say to have more children under 14 at home than women. However, for civil
status, the percentage of men belonging to a couple where the woman does not
work is higher than the percentage of women.

Table 1 Descriptive statistics for dependent, mediating, and independent variables

Women (Obs, 2,007) Men (Obs, 2,532) Student’s t/F

Mean Standard
deviation

Mean Standard
deviation

Dependent variable

Work–family balance
(0 = very unsatisfied, 10 = very satisfied)

6.709 2.073 6.927 1.946 13.29***

Mediating variables

Time outside work
(0 = very unsatisfied, 10 = very satisfied)

6.211 2.309 6.644 2.045 44.6***

Working hours 36.334 9.301 41.027 6.997 376.13***

Independent variables

Family support practices

Help with nurseries (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.139 0.346 0.090 0.286 4.07*

Help for education of children or family
(0 = no, 1 = yes)

0.179 0.384 0.161 0.368 1.10*

Flexible arrangement practices

Satisfaction with working day
(0 = very unsatisfied, 10 = very satisfied)

7.349 2.263 7.182 2.188 4.84*

Satisfaction with flexitime
(0 = very unsatisfied, 10 = very satisfied)

6.250 3.183 6.331 2.988 2.98

Satisfaction with holidays and leaves
(0 = very unsatisfied, 10 = very satisfied)

7.573 2.277 7.457 2.261 12.24***

Parental leave practices

Facility for requesting days off
(0 = not easy at all, 10 = very easy)

6.339 3.619 6.232 3.640 1.28

Facility for requesting unpaid leave
(0 = not easy at all, 10 = very easy)

6.103 3.738 5.993 3.682 0.98

Facility for requesting shorter working day
(0 = not easy at all, 10 = very easy)

6.076 3.743 5.700 3.707 13.21***

Facility for taking time off for private matters
(0 = not easy at all, 10 = very easy)

6.477 3.644 6.568 3.611 0.44

***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05
a Reported significance reflects MANOVA results for gender differences, which also indicated that all overall
differences between women and men were statistically significant at p<0.001 (F(6, 4,532)=84.28; Wilks’ λ=
0.899)
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Mediation Mechanism

According to the Baron and Kenny (1986) procedure to test for mediation, four
conditions need to be satisfied, for which it is necessary to carry out three
analyses. Firstly, the independent variables need to be significantly related to the
dependent variables. Then, the dependent variable, work–family balance is
regressed on the independent variables, family-friendly practices. In more specific
terms, we start by estimating ordered probit models that regresses work–family
balance on the control variables and the family-friendly practices. This equation
allows us to test Hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c. Secondly, the independent variables
need to be significantly related to the mediator variables. So the mediators (time
outside work satisfaction and time at work) are regressed on family-friendly
practices. In this case, ordered probit model are used for time outside work
satisfaction while linear regression models are estimated for time at work. Thirdly,
the mediators need to be significantly related to the dependent variable, and
fourthly the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent
variable need to become lower or insignificant when the mediator is added to the
model. To test these last conditions, the dependent variable (work–family balance)
is regressed simultaneously on both the independent variables (family-friendly
practices) and the mediator variables (time outside work satisfaction and time at
work). This allow us to test H2a, H3a, H3b, H4a and H4b. Partial mediation
occurs when, in the presence of mediator variables, the relationship between
family-friendly practices and work–family balance is reduced in size and signif-
icance. Full mediation occurs when that previous relationship becomes insignifi-
cant and is essentially reduced to zero. To test this, ordered Probit models are
estimated. Moreover, to test whether the mediation is statistically significant, we
follow the common approach for single-step multiple mediator models. This is the
approach proposed by Preacher and Hayes (2008). Results for the three models are
presented in Table 3 for women and in Table 4 for men.

Table 2 Descriptive statistics for control variables

Women (Obs, 2,007) Men (Obs, 2,532) Student’s t
test/F

Frequency/
mean

Obs./standard
deviation

Frequency/
mean

Obs./standard
deviation

Age 41.413 10.117 43.125 10.555 6.59**

Education 67.63***

Primary 10.6 % 15.7 %

Secondary 55.0 % 60.2 %

University 34.4 % 24.1 %

Children under
14

0.529 0.803 0.599 0.855 8.03***

Non-working
partner

21.0 % 43.0 %

***p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05
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Relationships Between Family-Friendly Practices and Work–Family Balance

H1a stated that family support practices increase work–family balance more for men
than for women, and H1b and H1c stated that flexible arrangement practices and
parental leave practices increase work–family balance more for women than for men.
These results are in the third column of Tables 3 and 4 for women and men,
respectively.

6
.7

6
.8

6
.9

7

7
.1

7
.2

-1 0 1 2 3

Family Support Practices

Women Men

Fig. 1 Effects of family support practices on work–family balance

4
6

8

-4 -2 0 2

Flexible arrangement practices

Women Men

Fig. 2 Effects of flexible arrangement practices on work–family balance
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The results indicate that all subgroups of family-friendly practices are positively
related to work–family balance, and these relationships are significant. Moreover,
when we analyze the coefficients that measure this relation and compare them
between women and men, it is possible to observe that the magnitude of the effect
is different. In this sense, graphic representation of the results shows the effect of
each subset of family-friendly practices on work–family balance for men and
women. In specific terms, with respect to family support practices, Fig. 1 shows
that the increase in work–family balance is greater for men than for women and,
therefore, H1a is supported. However, Fig. 2 shows that the effect of flexible
arrangement practices on work–family balance is similar for both women and
men. Therefore, while flexible arrangement practices increase work–family bal-
ance for both genders, it is not possible to accept H1b. Finally, Fig. 3 shows that
parental leave practices increases lead to greater work–family balance for women
than for men. This provides support for H1c.

Relationships Between Family-Friendly Practices and Mediator Variables

To test if time outside work satisfaction and time at work mediated the relationship
between family-friendly practices and work–family balance, the second condition is
that the independent variables be significantly related to the mediators. The first and the
second columns of Tables 3 and 4 show the results of these analyses. As can be
observed, family support practices increase time outside work satisfaction for both
genders, and these relationships are significant for both women and men. This is a
necessary condition to test H2a. Also, flexible arrangement practices increase time
outside work and decrease the number of work hours, for women and for men, which
enables us to test H3a and H3b, respectively. Moreover, parental leave practices have
the expected effect on time outside work satisfaction for women and for men, a
necessary condition to test H4a. However, while parental leave practices decrease time

6
.2

6
.4

6
.6

6
.8

7

7
.2

-2 -1 0 1 2

Parental Leave Practices

Women Men

Fig. 3 Effects of parental leave arrangement practices on work–family balance
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at work for women, they do not affect time at work for men. Therefore, hypothesis 4b
could only be tested for women.

Mediating Role of Time Outside Work Satisfaction and Time at Work

The third condition of mediation is that the mediator is significantly related to the
dependent variable, which is shown in our models. For both women and men, time
outside work satisfaction is positively related to work–family balance, while time at
work is negatively related to it. The final condition is that the effect of family-friendly
practices is lower or insignificant when the mediators are added to the model. This
mediating role is shown in the last column in Tables 3 and 4.

According to H2a, time outside work satisfaction mediates the influence of family
support practices on work–family balance. It is possible to observe that the effect of
family support practices is no more significant for women, and the coefficient is lower
in the case of men, but the relationship between family support practices and work–
family balance for men still is significant. Moreover, following the procedure outlined
by Preacher and Hayes, time outside work satisfaction explains 72.20 % of the total
effect that family support practices have on work–family balance for men. For women,
the results in Tables 3 show that time outside work satisfaction fully mediated the effect
of family support practices on work–family balance. Thus, H2a according is confirmed
for both genders.

Hypotheses 3a and b establish the mediating effect of time outside work satis-
faction and time at work between flexible arrangement practices and work–family
balance. It is possible to see that although the coefficient is significant for both
genders, when all the variables are included in the analysis, they are lower than in
the previous analysis. Moreover, the Preacher and Hayes approach shows that
mediator variables explain 28.4 and 33.7 % of the total effect that flexible arrange-
ment practices have on work–family balance for women and men, respectively.
Thus, as time outside work satisfaction and time at work fulfilled the requirements
of a partial mediator in the relationship between flexible arrangement practices and
work–family balance, H3a and H3b are supported. Time outside work satisfaction
and time at work mediate the effect of flexible arrangement practices on work–
family balance for women and for men.

Finally, hypotheses 4a and b state that time outside work satisfaction and time at
work mediated the effect of parental leave practices on work–family balance for women
and for men. The results of the last estimation show that while the effect of parental
leave practices is significant for both genders, the coefficient is lower than in the
previous analyses where mediating variables are not included. This means that for
women, both time outside work satisfaction and time at work mediated between
parental leave practices and work–family balance. The Preacher and Hayes approach
shows that partial mediation occurs in this case for women, as the mediator variables
explain 45.7 % of the total effect that parental leave practices have on work–family
balance. However, given that the effect on parental leave practices on time at work is
not significant for men, the results show that only time outside work satisfaction
mediated the effect of parental leave practices on work–family balance. In particular,
the Preacher and Hayes approach shows that it explains 87.8 % of the total effect that
parental leave practices has on work–family balance for men. Thus, H4a is supported
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for women and for men, while H4b is confirmed only in relation to women. H4b cannot
be tested in relation to men.

On the whole, while the estimated effects of mediator variables were in the predicted
direction, in general, they only partially mediated the relationship between each subset
of family-friendly practices and work–family balance for both women and men.

Discussion

The aim of this paper was to contribute to the literature on the effects of family-
friendly practices by testing a series of hypotheses about the effect of each one
of the subset of family-friendly practices on work–family balance for both
women and men. Besides the net main effects, the aim has also been to
disentangle the mechanisms through which such effects occur, using as mediator
variables time outside work satisfaction and time at work. In light of the caution
required by the limitations related to single-item variables measuring the depen-
dent construct and the usual causation caveats, the overall results show that the
three subsets of family-friendly practices increase work–family balance for both
women and men. Consistent with this idea of the existence of additional relevant
factors, the analyses showed that the proposed model is, in general, a partial
mediation model.

Our results indicate that some practices better accommodate women’s needs and
others men’s needs, respectively. In particular, family support practices seek to help
men and women to achieve work–family balance but maintaining the traditional
vision of the ideal employee, that is someone working full time, committed to his
or her work and with no outside responsibilities (Fursman and Callister 2009).
These practices increase work–family balance more for men than for women. The
other set of practices, parental leave, increases work–family balance especially for
women. These practices, as noted in Bustelo and Peterson (2005), help women to
combine their wish to be in a paid job with their social responsibility of being the
main individual responsible for family tasks, helping women above all to combine
work and family domains. Therefore, it seems that these practices better suit
women who prefer to maintain the traditional maternal stereotype role (Martínez
et al. 2011). Then, both subsets of family-friendly practices reinforce societal
gender role expectations. This is in line with previous studies that find that Spain
remains rooted in traditional stereotypes that emphasize different roles for women
and men (Martínez et al. 2011).

However, flexible arrangement practices increase work–family balance for
women and men, but there are no significant differences among genders. The fact
that this subset of practices has the same effect on work–family balance for both
gender shows that they cater equally to men and women preferences to manage
multiple roles. This is in line with previous studies that show that there is a slight
trend among Spanish men to express a greater desire to play a more active part in
childcare and household work (Alberdi and Escario 2007; Holter 2007; Martínez
et al. 2011) and for Spanish women to view wages and work–family balance as
equally important (Dema and Díaz 2004; Moreno 2010; Rivero 2005; Torns and
Moreno 2008).
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As to whether the effect of family-friendly practices on work–family balance
goes beyond the effect of time outside work and time at work, the partial mediation
effect indicates that time is an important mechanism in achieving this objective. In
line with the Voydanoff model, time outside work satisfaction mediates between
family support practices and work–family balance for women and men. Moreover,
the effect of family support practices on work–family balance for women is
completely mediated by time outside work satisfaction, probably as a consequence
of the decrease in the number of household tasks. Given that the participation of
women in the workplace has not been mirrored by an equivalent increase in the
participation of men in unpaid work (Goñi-Legaz et al. 2010), women value
additional resources that help them to meet family demands for the effect that
these resources have on their satisfaction outside work.

In line with the Clark border theory, practices that seek to rationalize time at work
and time with family, and that allow people to integrate both domains of life, have a
positive effect on work–family balance. Specifically, the effect of flexible work ar-
rangement practices is mediated by time outside work satisfaction and time at work for
both women and men. Moreover, likewise in line with the latter theory, the effect of
parental leave practices on work–family balance goes beyond the effect on time outside
work satisfaction and time at work for women, while its effect is limited only to time
outside work satisfaction for men. In a country like Spain, one of the south Mediter-
ranean countries characterized by a long working day and by a widespread split-shift
work schedule that conflicts with family responsibilities (Amuedo-Dorantes and De la
Rica 2009), family-friendly practices can help employees to achieve greater work–
family balance.

The fact that in almost all cases partial mediation occurs may be accounted for by
other aspects of the relationship between family and work is not taken into account
in this research, such as psychological involvement in work and family roles (Frone
et al. 1992; Greenhaus et al. 2003). Even more, the commitment to multiple roles
can have a buffering effect against negative experience in one of them (Barnett and
Hyde 2001) and that satisfaction in one domain may also lead to satisfaction in the
other (Xu 2009).

Limitations and Future Research

Of course, this paper is not free of limitations. First of all, we did not have the
opportunity to participate in the design of the questionnaire. The fact that the data
are obtained from secondary data source and by means of face-to-face interviews,
a measure of social desirability (Fisher and Katz 2000) cannot be included in the
analysis. As work–family balance can be a sensitive subject, in face-to-face
interviews, people can post a social desirability bias, doing that social desirability
bias is a limitation in our study. Also, the use of secondary data limited the type of
measures we could employ. As previously noted, such constraint was more
noticeable in the case of single-item measures. Likewise, while our interest was
in the effect of family-friendly practices on work–family balance, it would be
interesting to analyze the real effects that the use of these practices may have. This
may constitute an interesting avenue for future research, as it may enable a clearer
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understanding of the mechanisms that link the use of family-friendly practices and
work–family balance.

Furthermore, the non-longitudinal nature of the datasets used in the article
implies that the statistical relationships found in the article cannot be considered
causal in the intended direction. Moreover, our data were collected in a specific
country. While Spain is closely related in terms of work-related variables (Ronen
and Shenkar 1985), gender egalitarianism (Javidan et al. 2006) and family
patterns (Covre-Sussai et al. 2013) with other Latin European (Jesuino 2002)
and Latin American countries (Idrovo et al. 2012), we should necessarily be
cautious with regard to the generalizability of the results. Others factors, like
economic and institutional–political factors, affect the use of human resource
management practices (Fombrum et al. 1984), and, as a consequence, the deter-
minants and consequences of work–family interface can be different across
countries (Aycan 2008). Then, further research conducted in other geographical
settings is warranted.

Finally, another limitation that needs to be highlighted is that in this paper
firms’ culture, one of the factor that can limit the use of family-friendly practices,
could not be measured. Sometimes employees cannot use practices as they are
afraid of negative consequences, such as dismissal or wage reduction. Chinchilla
et al. (2003) showed that so as to have an appropriate firm culture, encouraging
the use of family-friendly practices was even more important to the effect on
work–family balance than the actual practices. For the future, it would be inter-
esting to measure firms’ culture in order to show if the effect of family-friendly
practices on work–family balance varies depending on the prevailing culture of the
workplace.

Conclusion and Practical Implications

In summary, offering employees family-friendly practices is a good starting point in
order to increase people’s quality of life by helping them achieve work–family balance.
However, our results show that different practices have different effects in women’s and
men’s work–family balance. While the effect of the three subsets of family-friendly
practices on work–family balance depends on gender needs, all of them increase work–
family balance for women and for men. Family support practices have greater effect on
work–family balance for men since they better accommodate men needs, while parental
leave practices have greater impact on work–family balance for women since they
better accommodate women needs. Moreover, in general, the effect of family-friendly
practices on work–family balance partially goes beyond the effect of time outside work
satisfaction and time at work. Human resource managers should take into account these
results in order to design and offer a set of practices that fit well with employees’ needs
and, as this, contributing to their well-being and quality of life. A good design of the
family-friendly practices is a win–win strategy that should imply benefits for firms and
benefits for employees.
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Appendix

Table 5 Spanish wording, English translation, and number of variables in the SQLWof the variables used in
the paper

Spanish wording English translation Variable
number

Work–family balance

Grado de satisfacción con la conciliación
de la vida laboral y familiar
(0 = muy insatisfecho,
10 = muy satisfecho)

Degree of satisfaction with
work–family balance
(0 = very unsatisfied,
10 = very satisfied)

V96

Time outside work satisfaction

Grado de satisfacción con el tiempo
del que dispone para su vida personal
fuera del trabajo (0 = muy insatisfecho,
10 = muy satisfecho)

Degree of satisfaction with time
outside work for your personal
life (0 = very unsatisfied,
10 = very satisfied)

V82c

Time at work

Número de horas semanales que
por término medio dedica a su
trabajo principal

Weekly number of hours that in
average you are in your main work

V59a

Family support practices

Su empresa proporciona guarderías
o ayuda para guarderías

Your firm provides nursery of help
with nurseries

V72h

Su empresa proporciona ayudas
para enseñanza de hijos o
familiares del trabajador

Your firm provides help for the education
of children of family members

V72g

Flexible arrangement practices

Grado de satisfacción con la jornada
(0 = muy insatisfecho,
10 = muy satisfecho)

Degree of satisfaction with working
day (0 = very unsatisfied,
10 = very satisfied)

V28b

Grado de satisfacción con flexibilidad
de horarios (0 = muy insatisfecho,
10 = muy satisfecho)

Degree of satisfaction with flexitime
(0 = very unsatisfied,
10 = very satisfied)

V28c

Grado de satisfacción con vacaciones
y permisos (0 = muy insatisfecho,
10 = muy satisfecho)

Degree of satisfaction with holidays
and leaves (0 = very unsatisfied,
10 = very satisfied)

V28e

Parental leave practices

Facilidad en su empresa para solicitar
días sin empleo y sueldo por motivos
familiares

Facility in your firm for requesting
days off for family reasons

V85a

Facilidad en su empresa para
solicitar excedencias por
motivos familiares

Facility in your firm for requesting
unpaid leave for family reasons

V85b

Facilidad en su empresa para solicitar
una reducción de la jornada por
motivos familiares

Facility in your firm for requesting
shorter working day for family reasons

V85c
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