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: Despite the increased availability of work-life practices,

the installation of work-life practices alone 1s not enough
to resolve the work-life tradeoff employees facing. Prior
studies have demonstrated that the increasing availability
of work-life practices may not be able to promote usage of
these practices (Eaton, 2003; Sprung, Toumbeva, and Mttews,
2015).  There exists an ‘implementation gap’ which
should result from the inappropriate implementation
attributes of the work-life programs. In addition, we also
argue that gender diversity in top management will also
have influence on the implementation of work-life
practices, and then to influence the employees’
accessibility of work family policies. We argue that both
types of gender diversity in top management, should not
only have impacts on the adoption of work-life practices,
but also the well implementation of these practices. We
collected data from 687 employees of 35 firms to
empirically test our hypotheses. The results indicated
that the gender diversity on board of directors has
positive impacts on employees’ use of work-life practices,
as well as the distribution justice while implementation
work-life initiatives and the communication of work-life
initiates. It seems that gender diversity on the board of
director may foster a more systematic way the firm
implement the work-life practices; however, the gender



o M

diversity of top management team has no effects on both the
use of work-life practices, nor the implementation
attributes of the work-life initiatives.

work-family practices accessibility, implementation gap,
gender diversity on board of directors, gender diversity on
top management team
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Abstract

Despite the increased availability of work-life practices, the installation of work-life
practices alone is not enough to resolve the work-life tradeoff employees facing.
Prior studies have demonstrated that the increasing availability of work-life practices

may not be able to promote usage of these practices (Eaton, 2003; Sprung, Toumbeva,

2



and Mttews, 2015).  There exists an ‘implementation gap’ which should result from
the inappropriate implementation attributes of the work-life programs. In addition, we
also argue that gender diversity in top management will also have influence on the
implementation of work-life practices, and then to influence the employees’
accessibility of work family policies. We argue that both types of gender diversity in
top management, should not only have impacts on the adoption of work-life practices,
but also the well implementation of these practices. We collected data from 687
employees of 35 firms to empirically test our hypotheses. The results indicated that
the gender diversity on board of directors has positive impacts on employees’ use of
work-life practices, as well as the distribution justice while implementation work-life
initiatives and the communication of work-life initiates. It seems that gender diversity
on the board of director may foster a more systematic way the firm implement the
work-life practices; however, the gender diversity of top management team has no
effects on both the use of work-life practices, nor the implementation attributes of the
work-life initiatives.

Keywords: work-family practices accessibility, implementation gap, gender diversity

on board of directors, gender diversity on top management team



Research Background
Over decades, the implementation of policies and practices to balance work and
family life has become popular in contemporary organizations. Though prior research
has demonstrated that firms increasingly introduce various work-life initiatives to help
employees manage their work and non-work roles (Beauregard & Henry, 2009;
Konrad & Mangel, 2000; Osterman, 1995; Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000), however, the
installation of work-life practices alone is not enough to resolve the work-life tradeoff
employees facing. Simply offering these practices does not necessarily result in their
use (Blair-Loy and Wharton, 2002; Budd and Mumford, 2006; Ryan and Kossek,
2008; Sprung, Toumbeva, and Mtthews, 2015; Thompson, Beauvais, Lyness, 1999).
Despite the increased availability of work-life practices, the installation of work-life
practices alone is not enough to resolve the work-life tradeoff employees facing.
Simply offering these practices does not necessarily result in their use (Blair-Loy and
Wharton, 2002; Budd and Mumford, 2006; Ryan and Kossek, 2008; Sprung,
Toumbeva, and Mtthews, 2015; Thompson, Beauvais, Lyness, 1999). Koseek,
Baltes & Mtthews (2001) called that as an ‘implementation gap’. They stated that:
“Akey problem is that work—family policies have often been implemented in silos and not well
linked to the other workplace characteristics such as the conditions of employment (i.e., expected
work schedules and the ability to control workload and work hours) or workplace cultural support
(e.g., can the policies be used without backlash?). Even more importantly, managers are unsure how
to implement and manage new work—family policies such as flexibility where they cannot see the
employees at work. Consequently, there is considerable anecdotal evidence suggesting that
employers have had problems implementing policies in ways that create an inclusive workplace and
increase productivity, yet research clarifying exactly how to address these problems is limited (Kelly

et al., 2008; Ryan & Kossek, 2008).”



The so-called ‘implementation gap’ of work-life practices may result in the policy
effect, such as the utilization of these practices, is not as expected. Itisalso a
pervasively observable fact across countries. For example, in 2012, only sixteen
percent of American employees took family and medical leave, even though they
were eligible for applying it under Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) (Klerman
etal, 2013). Asurvey in 2011 indicated that thirty-six percent of American
employees were satisfied with the manner in which their employers assist them in
coping with work-life balancing issues (Clay, 2011). In Taiwan, a survey done by
104 Job Bank in 2012 indicated that there was a disagreement between the employers
and employees about the implementation of work-life practices in organizations.
Eighty two percent of organizations believed that they had a good communication
about the work-life practices with employees; however, only forty-two percent of
employees thought they had good benefit awareness about work-life practices.
Seventy-three percent of companies thought their employees can use the work-life
practices at their free will; however, sixty three percent of female employees stated
that they dare not to use the practices. Seventy eight percent of firms thought they had
provided sufficient work-life practices, but only thirty one percent of female
employees regarded them as enough (104 Job Bank, 2012). As prior research
suggested, the effectiveness of work-life practices still suffer from the low usage rates,
in spite of their increased availability (Blair-Loy and Wharton 2002).

Prior studies have demonstrated that the increasing availability of work-life
practices may not be able to promote usage of these practices (Eaton, 2003; Sprung,
Toumbeva, and Mttews, 2015). Rayn and Kossek (2008) argued that the
discrepancies happened due to the implementation attributes of the programs. For
example, employees may not aware of the availability of work-life programs.

Employees may be afraid of the consequences of their use. Managers and workers

5



themselves may still have stereo type toward work-life practices which may prevent
the use. Organizations may only provide standardized work-life benefits which may
not be suitable for all employees

In order to gain better understanding of the implementation lag’, this study tries
to explore how the implementation attributes of the work-life initiatives influence
employees’ use of these work-life programs. We argue that work-life practices are
designed to support employees for ‘real”’ work and non-work demands. In particular,
the work-life practices in Taiwanese firms are almost mandatory employee benefits
which are enforced by labor laws, these practices become isomorphism due to
coercive institutional pressures (Powell and DiMaggio, 1983). Thus, the so-called
‘implementation gap’ should also result from the implementation of the work-life
programs in which the program objectives are defined. The ‘implementation gap’
should result from the implementation attributes of the work-life programs.

In addition, we also argue that gender diversity in top management will also have
influence on the implementation of work-life practices, and then to influence the
employees’ accessibility of work family policies. Work family policies which are
now important human resources strategies, so we argue that diversity in top
management has been considered as an critical influencing factor on organizational
decision making (Dwyer, Rihard, and Chadwick, 2003; Krishnan and Park, 2005).
Thus, we argue that both types of gender diversity in  top management, should not
only have impacts on the adoption of work-life practices, but also the well
implementation of these practices. Then, the second objective of this study is to
explore how the gender diversity influence the implantation attributes of the work-life

programs, and then employees’ use of the programs.



Method

Figure 1 presents the research framework of this study. Our data came from two
different sources: Taiwan Economic Journal (TEJ) dataset and survey data. Survey
data were collected through structured questionnaires administered to 35
publicly-listed firms in Taiwan. We contacted the firms in advance, explained the
purpose of the study to them, and invited them to participate in our research. Each
firm which is willing to participate in our research was then given a survey package
containing 20 questionnaires. Three questionnaires were distributed to 20 employees
of the firm.  Questionnaires were completed anonymously and were mailed back
using pre-addressed stamped envelopes included in the survey package. A cover letter
attached to each questionnaire explained the objective of the survey and assured
participants of the confidentiality of their responses. Of the 35 distributed survey
packages, we totally received 687 employee questionnaires, which came up with our
final data set.

The variables concerning gender diversity were obtained from TEJ data set. The
variables related to the implementation of work-family practices were aggregated
from individual data for each firm. Work family accessibility was obtained from

individual survey directly.



Firm level

Gender Diversity
On Board of Directors
On Top Magt Team

Implementation of Work-Family
Practices
Benefit Comparison
Benefit Administration

Benefit Communication
—

Individual level

Figure 1 Research Framework

Results

Work-Family Accessibility

Since the model was a multi-level framework, we utilize hierarchical linear regression

models to explore our research objectives. Table 1 and table 2 present our preliminary

findings. The results indicated that the gender diversity on board of directors has

positive impacts on employees’ use of work-life practices, as well as the distribution

justice while implementation work-life initiatives and the communication of work-life

initiates. However, the gender diversity of top management team has no effects on

both the use of work-life practices, nor the implementation attributes of the work-life

initiatives. The interactional justice of work-life practices has positive impact on



employees’ use of work-life programs, but the programs communication has little

effect on it. It seems that the increase of gender diversity on the board of director may

foster a more systematic way the firm implement the work-life practices; however, it

still has little impact on managerial behaviors on implementing the work-life

programs (interactional justice). Yet, the functional division of labor on top

management may result in the lack of impact of the gender diversity of the top

management team on the implantation attributes of the work-life practices and the

employees’ use of work-life programs.

Table 1. Hierarchical Regression Results

WEF benefit WEF benefit WEF benefit
comparison administration communication
M1 M2 M3
Independent variable
Diversity of directors 13 A41* A41*
Diversity of top managers -17 -14 -.03
R? .04 19 A7
F 71 3.64* 3.27*

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. N = 35

p <0.10, *p < .05, **p < .01



Table 2. Hierarchical linear modeling results

WE accessibility

Variable M1 M3 M2

Level 1 (N =687)

Intercept 4.27** (.08) 4.30** (.06) 4.29** (.06)
Gender 21* (.08) 17* (.07) .18* (.07)
Age .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01)
Education -.01 (.03) -.01 (.03) -.02 (.03)
Marital status =197 ((11) -.18+ (.10) -.187 (.10)
Number of children -.04 (.05) -.05 (.05) -.04 (.05)
Firm tenure -.01 (.01) -.01 (.01) -.00 (.01)
Working hours per week .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
Level 2 (N = 35)
Diversity of directors 2.17** (.54) 647 (.37)
Diversity of top managers -.33(.31) : -.01(.13)
WF benefit comparison ..32*%* (111) .33** (.10)
WEF benefit administration 87** (.16) .83** (.15)
WF benefit communication 08 (.11) .04 (.11)
Model deviance 1980.79 1951.32 1949.91

Note. Entries are estimations of the fixed effects (y values) with robust standard errors.

Standard errors are in parentheses.

Gender: 0 = female, 1 = male; Marital status: 0 = unmarried, 1 = married;
p <0.10, *p <.05, **p < .01

References available upon request.
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