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Several transition economies have witnessed a decreased state support for work-
life balance, which called for a more active role and increased support offered 
by employers itself. Consequently, companies started implementing a wide array 
of family-friendly practices, however there was very little understanding about 
the main organisational effects of introducing family-friendly practices in the 
context of a transition economy. We propose and test a model of the relationship 
between family-friendly practices at the organisational level and their effects on 
the organisation. We offer a detailed investigation of the impact of eight groups 
of family-friendly practices on the perceived improvement in organisational out-
comes. We analysed data over the span of five consecutive years, following 
companies in Slovenia that had systematically implemented family-friendly cor-
porate practices. We analysed the perceived changes in 20 identified organisa-
tional outcomes. Using a linear regression model, we tested which practices 
would be most able to explain the perceived improvement. We found that the 
introduction of family-friendly practices had a positive perceived improvement 
in most (70 percent) of the identified areas, though none of them exhibited a sig-
nificantly greater impact. Practices affecting workplace arrangements, infor-
mation and communication and services for families were the groups of practic-
es that had the greatest effect on the perceived positive effects for companies. 
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Introduction 

Today’s socio-economic, demographic, and cultural changes require that com-
panies develop new ways to organise work and thereby encourage innovation in 
organisational and public policies. In the labour market, we are witnessing a rap-
id rise in women’s level of participation (Berg et al. 2014; DeMartino et al. 
2006; Kuhn/Wolpe 2013). There is also a growing number of single-parent 
families faced with the time-related challenges associated with working and rais-
ing children (Bakker/Karsten 2013; Bianchi/Milkie 2010). At the same time, 
contemporary social views and values are evolving towards more egalitarian 
gender and parental roles, and stressing the importance of men’s direct involve-
ment in care activities (Hertz 2008; Stephenson 2010) with regard to both chil-
dren and elderly family members. Due to these trends, employees are finding it 
increasingly difficult to balance their professional and family responsibilities 
(Kossek et al. 2011).  

The discussion about balancing work and non-work activities has become in-
creasingly relevant among politicians (Saltzstein et al. 2001) and organisational 
stakeholders (Beauregard/Henry 2009; Kalliath/Brough 2008). In addition, the 
number of scientific publications in this area has been increasing over the past 
decade (Brough et al. 2005; Budd/Mumford 2006; Drago/Kashian 2003; Grosso 
2008; Heywood et al. 2005; Lee/Hong 2011); the research on work–life balance 
(WLB) has generated important insights into the problems of combining family 
aspirations with paid work in relation to policy-relevant agendas (Pichler 2009). 
It is not surprising, then, that organisations have become increasingly interested 
in introducing practices to help employees better balance their work–life de-
mands (Kalliath/Brough 2008). There are a number of different practices that 
organisations can implement in order to assist employees in balancing their 
work and their family life (Kirkwood/Tootell 2008), but the effects of introduc-
ing such practices are often unclear. These effects can be observed at both the 
employee and organisational levels—the latter being especially important for 
managerial decision-making processes. 

Traditionally, the different life roles of the individual have been perceived as 
mutually exclusive. Moreover, many have believed that increased attention to 
one role necessarily leads to decreased attention on other roles and that a con-
stant balancing of different roles inevitably leads to emotional exhaustion and 
stress (Greenhaus/Allen 2010). However, recent research (Bourne et al. 2009) 
has shown that people who value their professional and personal lives equally 
experience greater life satisfaction, are better able to balance the responsibilities 
of their roles, and experience less emotional exhaustion. However, the co-
ordination of work and family life is complex and depends on the interplay be-
tween factors at three different levels: governmental, organisational, and indi-
vidual. The relationship between these three levels is even more intertwined in 
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economies that have undergone economic transition from socialism to capital-
ism. In such transition economies, the decreased support for WLB by the state 
(Trefalt et al. 2013) necessitated the development of organisational and individ-
ual practices to support WLB (Ollier-Malaterre 2009) and affected the kinds of 
support offered by organisations (Abendroth/Den Dulk 2011). With this shift, 
several transition economies looked to the family-friendly corporate practices 
developed in Western European economies, one example being the European 
Family Audit program (Beruf und Familie 2015) designed to help companies 
implement the most appropriate set of family-friendly practices. This program 
was initially developed in Germany, subsequently used in Austria and Italy, and 
later adopted nation-wide by companies in Slovenia, as they looked to fill the 
gap in WLB support and introduce family-friendly practices at the organisation-
al level (Ekvilib Institute 2014). 

Although family-friendly practices have been increasingly introduced in all con-
tinents, including Europe (Klammer/Klenner 2003), Australia (Parkers/Langford 
2008), and North America (Epstein 2006), the ability to measure the effective-
ness of such programs has lagged behind, especially in the context of transition 
economies. Researchers (Bardoel et al. 2008) have noted that only a handful of 
companies systematically evaluate the costs and benefits of family-friendly 
practices and measure the return on investment (ROI) of such programs. Since 
companies rarely implement only one family-friendly practice, but rather intro-
duce a bundle of practices, there is an emerging need to comprehensively and 
reliably measure the effects of multiple family-friendly practices (Anderson et 
al. 2002; Lewison 2006; Masi/Jacobson 2003) and to identify which practices 
bring the most benefits to employees and organisations. This is even more cru-
cial in transition economies where family-friendly practices have been systemat-
ically implemented and managers need to be able to produce quantified and 
qualified reasoning that supports their actions. 

In this paper, we study the co-ordination of work and family life from the organ-
isational perspective by analysing the effects of introducing family-friendly 
practices into a company. The implementation of family-friendly practices is 
expected to bring beneficial effects for employees (Gupta et al. 2006); previous 
studies have examined the effects at the individual level in detail 
(Beauregard/Henry 2009; Jang 2009; Parkers/Langford 2008). While the effects 
at the organisational level have been studied (Bloom et al. 2011; Nord et al. 
2002), most previous studies have focused on the single relationship between a 
selected family-friendly practice and an outcome measure, such as employee 
engagement (Parkers/Langford 2008) or productivity (Yang/Zheng 2011).  

 In this study, we take into account specific aspects of a transition econo-
my to conduct a systematic analysis of the effects of multiple family-friendly 
practices at the organisational level. We investigate the impact of introducing 
eight groups of family-friendly practices (see Table 1) on a set of indicators, in-
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cluding attracting best employees, improved retention rate, investment in em-
ployees, attractiveness of employer, motivation of employees, productivity, em-
ployee loyalty, organisational climate, customer satisfaction, WLB of employ-
ees, support for employees with family, employee satisfaction with family-
friendly practices and employee demand for additional family-friendly practices. 

We aim to answer the following research question: What are the main organisa-
tional effects of introducing family-friendly practices in the context of a transi-
tion economy?  

Based on the literature review we propose the following two hypotheses: 

H1: The implementation of family-friendly practices has a positive effect 
for the organisation in the context of a transition economy.  

H2: Not all family-friendly practices implemented in Western European 
economies will be relevant in the context of transition economies.  

In the first part of this paper, we discuss the relevance of the topic and why it 
has become the subject of increased discussion in scientific and business do-
mains. We then review the literature focusing on the organisational perspective 
regarding family-friendly practices. Specifically, we focus on studies that have 
previously measured the effects at the organisational level or at least suggested 
areas that are impacted by such practices. Based on the literature review, we de-
velop a comprehensive model of the interplay between family-friendly practices 
and organisational effects that we later test on our sample of companies. Finally, 
we discuss the results along with the limitations of our study and suggestions for 
further research. 

Family-friendly practices in transition economies 

Co-ordinating work and family life is a complex task that is dependent upon the 
interplay between factors at three different levels (Cohen/Kirchmeyer 1995): the 
governmental level (i.e., national legislation and the institutional framework), 
the organisational level (i.e., the practices and policies of employers), and the 
individual level (i.e., the strategies of employees). Governments have been ad-
justing public policies accordingly, but also encouraging companies to introduce 
practices to help employees balance work and non-work demands. Because pub-
lic policies have often focused on the child-rearing responsibilities of mothers 
(Pylkkänen/Smith 2004), the needs of fathers have often not been addressed to 
the same extent. Consequently, fathers have often relied on the support given by 
their employer (Stephenson 2010). It has become clear that attitudes towards 
WLB cannot be guided solely by legislation, but need to be addressed at the or-
ganisational level (Kossek et al. 2011; Straub 2012; Valcour et al. 2011). This 
need became especially pressing in the transition economies of Eastern Europe, 
as the state support for WLB decreased throughout the period of transition 
(Trefalt et al. 2013).  
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Transition economies in Eastern Europe have received very little attention in the 
research on WLB. Nevertheless, individuals in these countries address conflict-
ing work and private life demands in characteristic ways (Brainerd 2000; 
Ferrarini/Sjöberg 2010; Pascall/Lewis 2004; Stropnik 2001; Trefalt et al. 2013). 
Individuals develop strategies that help them to balance all of their responsibili-
ties in the context of their specific family situation (Bourne et al. 2009; Trefalt 
2008; Trefalt et al. 2013) and based on the level of legislative and organisational 
support. During transition, most Eastern European economies faced a sudden 
change in their socio-economic system, particularly in terms of the decreased 
level of state support for WLB, which had traditionally been very high under 
socialism (Abendroth/Den Dulk 2011). This sudden decrease in state support for 
WLB could have had a very negative effect on the work–life experiences of em-
ployees if this responsibility had not been transferred to employers and compen-
sated for at the organisational level. In the various transition countries, this de-
crease in state support was manifested in different ways (Crompton/Lyonette 
2006; Mortazavi et al. 2009), such as shorter maternity leave, less pay-
ment/compensation for parental leave, less financial support for state-funded 
child care facilities, and so on. Accordingly, the extent to which employers re-
acted with organised and institutionalised work–life support varied. 

In Slovenia, where state-level support for WLB had traditionally been very high, 
it was clear that employers would need to compensate for the decrease in sup-
port by institutionalising practices, especially since the expectations of citizens 
stay high and do not adjust well to external changes. In light of this, Slovenian 
companies and governmental agencies launched the national “Family-Friendly 
Company Certificate” program in order to implement family-friendly practices 
in organisations. While, at first, most companies focused on the effects that the 
newly introduced family-friendly practices had on their employees, it has since 
become obvious that without establishing clearly defined effects at the organisa-
tional level, companies will not be able to justify the additional resources needed 
to support this initiative over the long term. Therefore, in order to evaluate the 
effects of family-friendly practices for companies in transition economies, we 
propose and test a model of the relationships between multiple family-friendly 
practices and their effects at the organisational level. With their systematic in-
troduction of family-friendly practices over a very similar time frame, Slovenian 
companies offer a great case study for other transition economies. 

Introducing family-friendly practices from an organizational perspective 

In line with our research question, we focus on the organisational level of intro-
ducing family-friendly practices. Although we agree that it is useful to study the 
effects of such practices for individuals, we believe that the organisational ef-
fects also need to be measured and evaluated so that managers will be able to 
decide whether to introduce such practices into their organisation. This is espe-
cially true in light of the recent economic downturn (Naithani 2010), which has 
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placed tremendous pressure on organisations to cut costs and reduce their num-
ber of employees. Accordingly, this economic climate has jeopardised long-term 
job security and had tangible effects on the WLB of employees. Research re-
views (Abendroth/Den Dulk 2011; Bloomberg Businessweek 2009; Khallash/ 
Kruse 2012; Valcour et al. 2011) have reported that, in the current economic en-
vironment, WLB ranks as one of the most important workplace attributes, sec-
ond only to compensation. Yet, whereas in 2006, 53% of employees felt that 
they had a good WLB, that number fell to 30% in the first quarter of 2009 
(Bloomberg Businessweek 2009). Naithani (2010) argued that, throughout the 
second half of the 20th century, work demands increasingly encroached upon 
family and personal time at a much faster pace. As such, employers acknowl-
edged the need for WLB programs designed to help employees to maintain a 
healthy balance between the conflicting demands of their work life and their 
personal life. Accordingly, employers have played an important role in estab-
lishing family-friendly company practices, believing that the effects significant-
ly contribute to improving conditions for their employees. Although given the 
current economic situation, it might seem inappropriate for managers to consider 
investing in family-friendly practices, research has shown that the effective in-
troduction of such practices can bring many tangible benefits to the company as 
well (Kisilewitz/Bendington 2009). In the following paragraphs, we will discuss 
the most important of these benefits. 

While the positive effects of introducing family-friendly practices have not been 
systematically identified at the organisational level, there have been many stud-
ies showing the negative effects for the organisation due to employees experi-
encing a serious imbalance in their WLB (Bohle et al. 2004; Chiang et al. 2010; 
Thompson/Prottas 2006). Most often, the employer faces additional costs due to 
absenteeism, staff turnover, poorer quality of work, and accidents at work. Indi-
rectly, costs can arise from employee dissatisfaction, weaker commitment to 
work, and so on. These additional costs indicate that family-friendly organisa-
tional policy is not only one element of an effective HR policy, but also should 
be incorporated into an overall business strategy. Indeed, there has been evi-
dence that family-friendly policies pay off in terms of positive return on invest-
ments (Knaflič et al. 2012; Nord et al. 2002), with financial benefits being ac-
crued by employers, the national economy, and society in general (Gray 2002). 

The most common family-friendly practices that aim at reconciling work and 
family life include flexible work schedules (Lewis 1997), parental leave (Dex et 
al. 2001), childcare support (Rothausen/Gonzales 1998), telework and work 
from home (Evjemo et al. 2001; Vittersø et al. 2003), internal communication, 
better working conditions, continuous training and education, and providing 
equal gender opportunities. The leading German organisation behind the Euro-
pean Family Audit (Beruf und Familie 2015) compiled a comprehensive list of 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0949-6181-2016-3-352
Generiert durch IP '3.141.35.26', am 13.09.2024, 04:45:59.

Das Erstellen und Weitergeben von Kopien dieses PDFs ist nicht zulässig.

https://doi.org/10.5771/0949-6181-2016-3-352


358 Anja Svetina Nabergoj, Marko Pahor: Family-friendly workplace 

over 150 family-friendly practices that organisations can implement and 
grouped them into eight groups, as presented in Table 1. 

Table 1:  Groupings of the family-friendly practices the organisation can 
introduce 

Groups of family-friendly 
practices 

Examples of family-friendly practices the company can introduce 

Working time Flexible working time, shift work, part-time work, time bonus, condensed working 
week, job sharing, extra personal leave, shortened work time for parents, working time 
by life-phases, child-time bonus, flexible holiday planning, flexible work breaks 

Organisation of work Corporate team for WLB support, health and wellness programs, innovation in work 
processes and flows, employee replacement strategies, team work, job replacement, 
job sharing 

Workplace arrangements Telework, work from home, financial and technical support for remote work 

Information and communica-
tion  

WLB education programs, annual WLB survey, employee meetings, company open 
day, annual interviews 

Leadership skills Social skills, continuous education on WLB and wellness issues for the leadership, 
360˚ analysis, share of women in leadership positions 

Human resources develop-
ment 

Interviews, career planning, education programs during work time or with organised 
childcare, management training, gender equality opportunities, minorities employment, 
paternal leave 

Compensation and rewards Gifts for newborns, scholarships, loans, compensation for free time activities, psycho-
logical counselling, education for parents, housing support 

Services for families Counselling, child care, vacation offers, on-site childcare facilities, family room, family 
activities for employees, summer activities for school-aged children, relaxation room, 
New Year celebration and gifting for children 

Source: The groups are based on classification and grouping by European Family Audit (Beruf und Familie 2015)  

 

Although only focusing on partial relationships between specific family-friendly 
practices or subsets of practices and company level outcomes, previous studies 
have identified several positive effects. Lewis (1997) showed that flexible work-
ing hours result in increased productivity (Chow/Chew Keng-Howe 2006; 
Yang/Zheng 2011). Similarly, Dex et al. (2001) reported that organisations of-
fering parental leave enjoy above-average labour productivity. Regardless of 
whether the primary focus of the employee is their family, career, or a satisfac-
tory balance between the two, organisations offering flexible career paths or du-
al career paths (with the possibility of privileging one’s career or career and 
family) have been found to be more attractive than organisations offering only 
traditional career paths (Honeycutt/Rosen 1997). Companies implementing fam-
ily-friendly practices have reported greater market efficiency, profit and sales 
growth, and organisational effectiveness (Perry-Smith/Blum 2000). In turn, 
greater satisfaction with the opportunities to reconcile work and family life en-
courages employees to identify better with their companies. As a result, employ-
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ees’ level of commitment and productivity at work also rise (Chou/Cheung 
2013; Konrad/Mangel 2000). In addition, employees experience less stress and 
take less sick leave (Knaflič et al. 2010); staff turnover is significantly reduced, 
which, in turn, reduces the costs involved in searching for new personnel and 
educating and training them. Since family-friendly companies enjoy a better 
public image, they are able to attract new personnel more easily, incurring fewer 
costs for advertising and filling vacancies (Honeycutt/Rosen 1997). Satisfied 
employees work more efficiently and with enhanced quality (Levin-Epstein 
2006), which is consequently reflected in operating outcomes. It is important to 
note that these effects depend on factors such as company size, sector affiliation, 
and education structure or degree of specialisation needed for specific work 
skills (Juncke 2005). 

Implementation of a family-friendly policy offers benefits to both employees 
and employers; employees find it easier to combine their work and family obli-
gations, while employers have the potential to achieve better business results. 
Therefore, the use of such practices can lead to a win-win situation, positively 
impacting companies’ organisational effectiveness and employees’ well-being 
(Beauregard/Henry 2009). Developing and implementing such practices in-
volves a two-way process between the employer and the employees, as, togeth-
er, they search for appropriate solutions and adapt them to specific situations 
(Gray 2002; Levin-Epstein 2006). A comprehensive approach is crucial, which 
means introducing several different practices, enabling employees to select and 
combine the ones they really need, effectively managing the introduction of 
practices, and evaluating their implementation (Bardoel et al. 2008). In order to 
make an informed decision regarding the most appropriate practices, manage-
ment needs to be able to weigh the value that each practice will bring to the or-
ganisation against the estimated costs. A study of 27 Australian companies re-
vealed that the crucial factor in the success of introducing WLB practices was 
the continuous and systematic evaluation of the implementation of such practic-
es, their effects for the organisation, and their effects for employees (Bardoel et 
al. 2008). 

It is important that companies introduce practices that effectively meet the needs 
of their employees, especially those groups most burdened by having to co-
ordinate family and work commitments (Kanjuo-Mrčela 2006). At the same 
time, companies should give equal opportunities to and redistribute work be-
tween those employees who have a greater burden of work and those who do 
not, especially since the responsibilities a person has outside of work can change 
several times throughout his or her career. As a result, individuals need different 
kinds of support at different stages of their personal life and career. 
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Methodology 

In 2007, the nation-wide “Family-Friendly Company Certificate” program was 
introduced in Slovenia by the Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs in 
partnership with an audit institution (Ekvilib Insitute 2014). The “European 
Family Audit” system developed by the German organisation Berufundfamilie 
(Beruf und Familie 2015) was the inspiration for introducing this certificate. At 
the time, the certification program was already being used in Germany, Austria, 
Hungary, and Italy. Since the program was launched in Slovenia, thanks to gov-
ernment support, the number of companies with the certificate has grown each 
year—from 32 in 2007, to over 60 in 2011, to more than 130 in 2014 (Ekvilib 
Institute 2014). Companies can obtain the certificate after completing an audit 
process. The function of the audit is to assess and advise employers as to which 
tools could help them better manage their human resources in terms of reconcil-
ing the WLB of their employees. Through an internal process, companies de-
termine which objectives they would like to achieve and then, in co-operation 
with a consultant from the auditing institute Ekvilib, select measures to be im-
plemented. According to the internal assessment and with the help of the exter-
nal consultant, the company introduces solutions to help improve the work envi-
ronment so as to better reconcile the WLB of the employees. 

Each company participating in the project has a dedicated in-house project team 
that oversees the implementation of the activities planned for the company. For 
this study, we sent the survey to the project team leader in each company, since 
this was the person responsible for the certification process and the implementa-
tion of the project, as well as for reporting to the auditing organisation. (The au-
diting organisation is authorised to lead and continuously monitor the certifica-
tion process for family-friendly companies.) 

The data was collected in two separate collections in 2010 and 2011 in order to 
analyse not only short-term effects, but also mid- to long-term effects and to 
avoid the single method bias. Accordingly, we designed the questionnaire to 
gather data for a period of two years before the introduction of family-friendly 
practices and for two years after. In the first round of data collection, we sent the 
questionnaire to the 32 companies that had obtained the certificate during the 
first wave of certification in 2007. The same questionnaire was sent to the same 
companies once more in 2011. The final sample included 25 companies that par-
ticipated in both rounds, giving us a response rate of 78 percent for the second 
round. For the purposes of this paper, questions related to independent variables 
from the 2010 collection and questions related to dependent variables from the 
2011 collection were used. For each company, the person listed as the contact 
person, who was responsible for the certification process, was asked to fill out 
the questionnaire.  
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For the purpose of this study, we designed a questionnaire, which was pre-
viewed by the auditing institute and tested before the first study. The question-
naire was divided into four sections: general information about the company; the 
structure of employees in the company; family-friendly practices introduced; 
and the effects of the practices, measured both using quantitative measures 
(changes in turnover, sick leave, maternity leave, etc.) and a subjective assess-
ment of the changes resulting from the introduction of family-friendly practices. 
We used general information, structure of employees and the family-friendly 
practices introduced from the first data collection point as explanatory variables 
and outcomes, measures in the second data collection point (2011) with percep-
tion and quantitative measures (changes in turnover, sick leave, maternity leave, 
etc.) as dependent variables in the model. 

Proposed model 

The dependent variable for our research was the improvement in organisational 
outcomes due to the introduction of family-friendly work practices. We tracked 
seven quantitative measures of organisational outcomes, namely employee 
turnover, absence due to sick leave and leaves for child care, rate of return after 
giving birth, father’s leave rate, work-related accidents, and recruitment costs. In 
general, the changes in variables showed that most companies in the sample 
observed positive changes, especially in terms of turnover, recruitment costs, 
and sick leave. However, the results of descriptive analysis showed that 
companies were having great difficulties reliably tracking the requested 
indicators, which resulted in a high rate of missing values and made it 
impossible to use these objective measures for research purposes.  

We thus decided to drop the models using quantitative measures and concentrate 
on the assessment of perceived improvement. To minimize measurement errors, 
we went through a process of scale development. Based on the existing 
literature, we first identified 20 organisational outcomes that the introduction of 
family-friendly policies might benefit. For each of the identified areas, we asked 
the respondents to rate the improvement they attributed to the introduction of 
family-friendly policies in their company. We asked them to rate the 
improvement on a scale from 1 (situation got much worse) to 5 (we see a lot of 
improvement). Given a relativelly small number of cases we wanted to eliminate 
the irrelevant variables before proceeding fith further steps of scale 
development. We therefore tested the perceptions of improvement against the 
indifference point 3. On average, the respondents identified significant 
improvement in most of the organisational outcomes: 14 of the 20 in the 
questionnaire. They did not identify improvements mostly in the areas of work-
related stress, costs for the company, and conflicts between employees with 
families and those without.  
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In order to further slect the variables and ascertain the diemnsionality of the 
outcomes, exploratory factor analysis1 was run on the organisational outcomes 
where significant improvements were detected. A strong unidimensionality was 
detected, with nearly 50% of the variability contained in the first factor. 
Undimensionality was reconfirmed by testing the reliability of the 14 
organisational outcomes together as one scale measuring improvement. 
Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.927 demonstrated the high reliability of the scale; scale 
statistics also indicated that none of the variables could be dropped without 
damaging the reliability. Adding any of the six variables initially dropped from 
the analysis did not contribute to scale reliability. Thus, we formed an outcome 
improvement scale variable that spanned from 0 (when all answers were 
“situation got much worse”) through 100 (when all answers were “we see a lot 
of improvement”).2 This became our dependent variable.  

Findings 

We tested the model using a linear regression model with an ordinary least 
squares estimator. We used a hierarchical approach to regression modelling with 
control variables (company characteristics) in the first model (M1) and 
hypotheses-related variables added in the second model (M2). We tested the 
extent to which the perceived improvement due to the introduction of family-
friendly practices depended on the characteristics of the company (size and 
workforce composition) and the number of family-friendly practices 
implemented. To this end, we followed the classification and grouping by Euro-
pean Family Audit (Beruf und Familie 2015) and we grouped the 86 family-
friendly practices available to Slovenian companies into eight groups: working 
hours (flexible work hours, shifts, extra leave, etc.), work organisation 
(teamwork, job sharing, etc.), workplace arrangements (working from home, 
telework, etc.), information and communication (PR, information outlets, 
employee events, etc.), leadership skills (management education, annual 
reviews, etc.), HR development (career consultation, support after return from 
longer absence like parental leave, etc.), compensation and rewards (financial 
aid, stipends for children, loans etc.), and services for families (day care, 
preschool, recreation facilities, etc.). For each group, we counted the number of 
practices that each company had implemented and created an index spanning 
from 0 (none of the practices in a certain group implemented) to 100 (all of the 
practices in a certain group implemented). 

We believe that, although there was the possibility of a positive bias among the 
respondents (i.e., due to their role in the family-friendly certification project), 
the objective measure of the independent variables minimised this possibility. 

                                           
1  Maximum likelihood factoring method 
2  The scale is transformed to 0 to 100 range in order to get larger coefficents in the regression model. It is a 

liner transformation, we subtract one and multiply by 25.  
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We double-checked the presence of possible bias by regressing the outcome 
improvement scale from the second (2011) round of questionnaires on the 
independent variables from the first (2010) round of questionnaires. Due to a 
time lag and smaller sample size, the results were less significant, yet consistent 
with the results presented here. The common method bias was checked using 
Harman’s single factor method, which produced a value of 0.43, indicating little 
danger of bias.  

Table 2:  Regression results (Outcome improvement scale as dependent variable) 

  

Model 1 

(control variables only) 
 

Model 2 

(controls and  
hypotheses-based variables) 

  b (s.e.)  b (s.e.)  

 Intercept 101.1 (13.08) 160.65 (11.3) *** 

Company  
characteristics 

Log employees 2.09 (1.86)  2.63 (1.35) * 

Share of female employees (%) -0.04 (0.04)  -0.07 (0.03) ** 

Average employee age -0.8 (0.41) * -2.11 (0.35) *** 

Family-friendly 
practices imple-
mented (groups) 

Working hours   -0.04 (0.04)  

Work organisation   -0.02 (0.02)  

Workplace arrangements   -0.7 (0.09) *** 

Information and communication   0.47 (0.09) *** 

Leadership skills   0.08 (0.04) ** 

Human resources development   -0.01 (0.02)  

Compensation and rewards   0.01 (0.02)  

Services for families   0.06 (0.02) *** 

Adjusted R square 0.015  0.589  

d.f. F (3, 21)  (11,13)  

N = 25 

*, **, and *** indicate significance at 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01, respectively 

 

We estimated two models. In the first model, we regressed the outcome 
improvement scale against the control variables, namely the characteristics of a 
company: size (measured by log employees), share of female employees, and 
average age of employees. The model did not show any significant effects, 
except for a slight effect that companies with younger employees showed a 
greater level of perceived improvement. The R-square of the first  model was 
1.5 percent, which is almost negligable, indicating that controls alone could not 
explain the variation in the outcome improvement scale. 

Adding the family-friendly practices that companies implemented changed the 
picture completely. The share of explained variance jumped to almost sixty 
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percent, indicating a good model fit. We observed a substantial effect from the 
number of practices adopted in four out of eight of the groups, mostly with 
positive coefficients. The results showed that the more family-friendly practices 
were adopted by the company, the greater the level of perceived improvement in 
organisational outcomes, as represented by the outcome improvement scale. 
Several of the control variables, previosly non-significant, now have a relativelly 
strong effects. Negative significant coefficients for share of female employees 
and average age indicate that men and younger employees are primary 
beneficiaries of the intruduction of family friendly practices, while a positive 
company size effect suggest larger companies benefit more than smaller ones.  

Discussion 

The results confirm our first hypothesis (H1) that introducing family-friendly 
practices has a positive effect on a company’s workforce. Surprisingly, 
introducing different workplace arrangements, such as telework or working from 
home, had a strong negative effect. The reason for this may be that, although 
working from home may benefit the company (The New York Times 2013), this 
bundle of practices might be perceived by employees as the integration of work 
and family life, rather than an attempt to find the balance between the two. As 
such, employees might view these practices as a step back rather than a step 
forward. This negative attitude towards blurring the boundaries between work 
and family life might be even more apparent in transition economies where there 
has historically been a strong culture of establishing clear divisions between 
people’s professional and personal lives (Trefalt et al. 2013). This surprising 
negative effect also relates to our second hypothesis (H2), which proposed that 
not all family-friendly practices developed and implemented in Western Euro-
pean economies would be relevant in the context of transition economies. In-
deed, our research data showed that not all sets of practices had the expected 
effect for the company that implemented them.  

Transition countries like Slovenia have experienced a lot of changes at the na-
tional level in terms of work time and workplace arrangements, including the 
move towards longer average work hours, later starting times in the morning, 
and longer work days (Trefalt et al. 2013). These consequences of transition 
may have built up employees’ resistance to such changes. As a result, as the data 
shows, the organisational practices in these areas on the outcome improvement 
scale did not display the expected effects.  

In addition, compensation and rewards did not have a significant impact on per-
ceived improvement. This result may be particular to Slovenia due to the coun-
try’s high labour taxation, which is progressive and can even exceed 50% for 
high incomes (OECD 2014). 
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We believe that companies that have introduced a greater number of family-
friendly practices demonstrate a greater commitment to supporting their 
employees to balance their work and non-work responsibilities. Accordingly, the 
impact of the number of implemented practices is not surprising, since this 
greater commitment to employees’ WLB might encourage organisations to 
interpret even the slightest positive change as a big improvement. What is more 
important is that, after adding the family-friendly practices to our model, the 
effects of the company’s characteristics became significant, indicating that the 
effects of introducing family-friendly practices may greatly depend on the 
characteristics of the company and its workforce composition. 

Our results showed that introducing family-friendly practices had greater 
advantages for larger companies with younger employees and a smaller share of 
women. The importance of size is not surprising, as larger companies require 
more systematic and formal implementation of family-friendly practices, 
whereas in smaller companies, the family-friendly practices are often 
implemented informally at the individual level. In such cases, small companies 
may not even present these initiatives as comprehensive family-friendly 
programs. In addition, the company needs to be of a certain size for some 
practices to even be considered and implemented, for example, with workplace 
sharing, on-site child care facilities, and so on. 

In terms of the role of the age of employees, it is expected that companies with 
younger employees would benefit more from introducing family-friendly 
practices. Younger employees, especially those with small children, experience 
greater work–life conflicts and, thus, require more support from their employer. 
Our results showed that introducing several family-friendly practices clearly 
brought benefits to this group. These benefits were also reflected at the 
organisational level, as family-friendly companies perceived that their family-
friendly programs helped them to retain the best employees, made the company 
more attractive to potential employees, and helped to improve their productivity.  

Probably the most surprising result was that companies with a higher share of 
female employees experienced fewer benefits from introducing family-friendly 
practices. The explanation lies in the fact that most companies with a dominant 
share of women had already been implementing family-friendly practices 
informally prior to acquiring their Family-Friendly Company Certificate. 
Consequently, formally adopting such practices did not have a substantial effect. 
However, it is an important finding that the positive effects of family-friendly 
practices are stronger in environments with a greater share of male employees. 
Firstly, this shows that men have a fundamental need to balance their work and 
non-work demands, particularly as they take an even more active role in child 
rearing, child care, and care for elderly relatives. For centuries, men have been 
perceived to be mainly focused on their career and providing for their family, 
leaving the household responsibilities to women. The impetus to shift this 
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traditional gender divide has come from both women, who are increasingly 
active in the labour market, and men, who want to be part of the emotional (not 
just economic) life of their family and to better balance work and family 
responsibilities with their own private time (Hertz 2008). Since men have 
historically received less governmental and organisational support to better 
balance their various roles, they need more WLB support from their employers. 
Therefore, as our results indicate, companies with a greater share of male 
employees can clearly benefit from addressing this need by offering their 
employees more family-friendly work options. 

The main limitation of this study was the size of the population. Despite being 
able to collect data from 50% of the whole population of Family-Friendly Certif-
icate holders that had had the certificate long enough to be able to report the ef-
fects, the sample was still small and did not allow for subgroupings in terms of 
size or industry. However, we were able to run the study twice, which generated 
a larger dataset with which to better assess the effects of introducing family-
friendly practices. We believe that there are many benefits to systematically 
evaluating the effects of the certification process. Accordingly, we suggest a 
long-term study that would include certificate holders, as well as their industry 
competitors. This would allow for a more detailed analysis and insight into the 
importance of industry, type of work, and organisational structure for the suc-
cessful implementation of family-friendly practices. Secondly, we see an im-
portant opportunity to run a multi-level analysis, collecting data at the organisa-
tional level, as well as from employees who are benefiting from family-friendly 
practices. Such a study would give us a better understanding of the relationships 
between the perceived effects at the organisational level and those at the indi-
vidual level. To conclude, we believe that there is a need for a wider study to 
help determine the variables at the organisational and individual levels, as well 
as the context-specific variables affecting the success of family-friendly practic-
es. 

Conclusion 

Employers are becoming increasingly aware of their role in helping employees 
to balance work and non-work demands. Many times, managers decide to intro-
duce family-friendly practices in order to avoid the negative effects that happen 
when employees face substantial work–life conflicts. Such conflicts can lead to 
absenteeism, turnover, lower quality of performed work, work-related accidents, 
and, by extension, less employee satisfaction. Besides the psychological reason-
ing, there is a clear economic component that encourages companies to intro-
duce family-friendly programs (Knaflič et al. 2012). Moreover, decreased state 
support for programs designed to help individuals (particularly parents) manage 
their WLB has encouraged employers in transition economies to take over at 
least some of that responsibility. These employers have begun to systematically 
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offer a variety of family-friendly practices and to enable their employees to 
choose the ones best suited to them. 

In line with this, family-friendly practices that help employees to achieve a suc-
cessful WLB have become a priority at many Slovenian companies. Those com-
panies seeking to systematically implement such programs have joined the certi-
fication process and received their Family-Friendly Company Certificate. From 
the regressions run in our analysis, it seems that the most important practices 
implemented were the ones in the information and communication group. These 
practices were also among those most widely introduced. In Slovenia, there are 
several family-friendly practices already in place at the national level that give 
employees with children many rights and opportunities (e.g., parental leave, 
shorter work day for parents with young children, etc.). When employers take an 
active role in informing and encouraging their employees to take advantage of 
existing family-friendly practices both at the national and organisational levels, 
this seems to make a deep impact. Practices in the area of work organisation and 
workplace arrangements did not seem to play an important role in improving 
organisational outcomes, perhaps because companies have been reluctant to 
make adjustments in these areas radical enough to produce measurable change.  

Significant positive regression coefficints for several introduced measures 
confirmed our first hypothesis (H1) that introducing a comprehensive system of 
family-friendly practices would have positive effects on the company. The 
system adopted in Slovenia was almost a replica of the one established in 
Germany, so we could observe the effect of translating Western economic 
practices into the context of a transition economy. We found that the perceived 
effect of introducing family-friendly practices was positive in most (70%) of the 
identified areas of business, though none stood out in particular. There were 
some areas, however, where introducing these practices did not have a positive 
effect. In particular, we did not observe positive effects on the reduction of costs 
for the company and on the reduction of conflict between employees with fami-
lies and those without. These findings offer strong support for our second 
hypothesis (H2), namely: not all measures transferred and translated from a 
Western economy work in the context of a transition economy. 

Our study suggests that the implementation of family-friendly practices is more 
effective if implemented as a comprehensive program that offers employees a 
wide enough spectrum of practices to choose from, depending on their individu-
al situation. At the same time, the practices that are made available need to be 
tailored to the specific needs of the company and its employees. It is recom-
mended that employees become involved in the selection, implementation, and 
evaluation of flexible practices (Gottlieb et al. 1998). Such a continuous evalua-
tion will help management to decide which practices should be added or elimi-
nated from the program. Balancing work and non-work responsibilities is a dy-
namic process that changes along with its protagonists. Despite several specifici-
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ties, transition economies in Eastern Europe also have a lot in common. As such, 
we believe that this study can shed some light on how similar national programs 
supporting WLB can be implemented. This study reveals which effects are ex-
pected at the organisational level, why it is worth investing in such programs at 
the organisational level, and how national governments can create multiplied 
effects if they endorse such programs at the national level. 

While many studies have focused on the negative consequences of not offering 
family-friendly options to employees, we have concentrated on the positive ef-
fects of introducing such practices. The findings revealed that the most frequent-
ly introduced practices were the communication about family-friendly practices 
to internal and external audiences and the introduction of a child-time bonus. 
Among the proposed practices, several were not adopted by any of the compa-
nies. The companies were most reluctant to introduce practices that would incur 
a direct financial cost and practices that would considerably alter established 
work time and workplace arrangements.   

When studying the effects of introducing family-friendly practices, we should 
not forget to mention the limitations of such programs. The effects are highly 
contextual (Ollier-Malaterre 2009; Trefalt et al. 2013). Some practices can bring 
substantial positive effects to one company, while having no or even a negative 
effect on another. Firstly, this shows that programs should be individually de-
signed and tailored to the characteristics and needs of each organisation. Sec-
ondly, there is a clear need to monitor and evaluate the program within the or-
ganisation. Our study found that companies have been reporting organisational 
practices in line with legal requirements, but most have not been evaluating their 
family-friendly programs. Therefore, they are often unable to report on the ef-
fectiveness of such programs. We suggest that companies implement monitoring 
systems to help them to evaluate the positive and negative effects of each initia-
tive within their family-friendly program. Moreover, our findings and other 
studies published to date can help to offer general guidelines in this process. 

The motivation to help individuals achieve better WLB goes beyond individuals 
and their employers. Governments are interested in family-friendly policies that 
allow parents to remain employed while carrying out their parental roles. In this 
way, governments can increase their revenue and reduce outflows, since em-
ployees pay social security contributions and income taxes, while having less 
need for social assistance. In addition, this shift improves the ratio between the 
active and inactive population (Kanjuo-Mrčela 2006; Rürup/Gruescu 2005), 
making this topic high on policy-making agendas. We believe that companies 
should closely monitor the family-friendly options offered by the government 
and then focus on the gaps left by legislation that should be addressed at the or-
ganisational level. 
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