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ABSTRACT 

 
 It is often argued that work-life programs are important for promoting gender equality in the 

federal government, but whether and how these programs benefit women is the source of debate. 

According to the theory of representative bureaucracy, gender diversity is especially important in 

the civil service. Yet the argument that work-life programs benefit women’s bureaucratic 

representation is frequently assumed and rarely tested. This dissertation addresses the question of 

whether work-life supports promote gender diversity in federal employment, using survey data 

on federal employees and agency data from the U.S. Office of Personnel Management to analyze 

different dimensions of this question in three papers. The first paper asks whether work-life 

supports, including program satisfaction, supervisor support, and senior leadership support, are 

gendered predictors of job satisfaction among federal employees. The second paper explores 

whether agencies with higher aggregate levels of work-life program satisfaction and managerial 

support for work-life see gains in gender diversity over time, utilizing multiple conceptually 

distinct measures of diversity to do so. The third paper examines gender differences in the effects 

of using work-life strategies for federal career advancement. The results demonstrate that work-

life is not a “women’s issue,” but it is gendered and offers opportunities for promoting a more 

diverse and inclusive federal workforce. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

OVERVIEW AND CONTRIBUTIONS 
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 In June 2012, Anne-Marie Slaughter published a controversial article in The Atlantic 

magazine in which she reflected on her decision to leave a high-profile position at the State 

Department and concluded that, despite the promises of feminism, “women still can’t have it 

all.” In the article, Slaughter described her conclusion that “juggling high-level government work 

with the needs of two teenage boys was not possible,” noting that career commitment and 

supportive spouses are not enough when workplace cultures still demand long hours, constant 

availability, and dedication measured by time spent in the office. Slaughter’s article quickly 

became one of the most widely read in the magazine’s history, prompting debate in published 

responses, interviews, and social media.  

 A common theme in these debates was whether Slaughter erred in framing the problem of 

work-life balance as a women’s issue. In the weeks following the release of Slaughter’s article, 

The Atlantic published several commentaries challenging her on this point. For example, Linda 

Hirshman wrote in response that the intensifying demands of work are not so much a gender 

issue as a class issue. In another response, entitled “Men Can’t Have it All, Either,” James Joyner 

argued that men increasingly face similar pressures in their efforts to manage contemporary 

career and family life. Highlighting both points, Lori Gottlieb contended that there is no such 

thing as “having it all” because everyone has finite resources and must make choices. She noted 

that privileged women like Slaughter have many more options available to them, and men as 

well as women must face trade-offs that are constrained by gender norms and economic 

pressures. In Gottlieb’s analysis, “This isn't a feminist issue. This is Life 101.”  

 The debates surrounding Slaughter’s article demonstrate the salience of work-life issues in the 

United States today. Both Slaughter and her critics acknowledge that work-life balance seems 
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elusive to many Americans. And despite considerable backlash against the suggestion that work-

life conflict is primarily a women’s issue, even Slaughter’s critics typically acknowledge that the 

organization of work and family continues to have a gender dimension. Nevertheless, there is 

clearly disagreement about how to address the problem and whom such efforts ultimately 

benefit.  

 These debates come at a time when demographic trends and changing attitudes about work 

and family life have led to a proliferation of public, scholarly, and employer interest in 

workplace practices that facilitate the combination of work and non-work responsibilities. 

Despite the high level of women’s labor force participation, large numbers of dual-earner and 

single-parent families, an aging population that will require care for many years, and shifting 

gender norms, the United States continues to lag behind other countries in providing  policies 

that support balancing work, family, and other obligations (Boushey 2011; Gornick and Meyers 

2003). Responsibility for resolving work-life issues usually falls to employers and individuals, 

and many workplaces are still organized around the ideal of a worker unencumbered by 

competing responsibilities.  

 Nevertheless, the provision of employer supports has increased in recent years in response to 

growing demand. Although no single definition exists, common examples of employer “work-

life” programs include flexibility regarding the timing and location of work; leave policies; 

employee assistance programs that provide counseling and referrals for a range of personal 

needs; and dependent care programs such as care subsidies and child care centers (Grzywacz and 

Carlson 2007). There is also growing recognition that work-life issues are not only relevant for 

employees with dependents and that employee wellness more broadly can produce valuable 
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returns (Eikhof, Warhurst, and Haunschild 2007). This is reflected in the recent emergence of 

worksite health and wellness programs as part of the portfolio of work-life programs. 

 Typically, the motivation for work-life programs is to produce benefits for the organization by 

better competing for talent and producing conditions that improve employees’ work attitudes and 

behaviors (Beauregard and Henry 2009; Kelly et al. 2008). However, the benefits of these 

programs are not self-evident. For example, flexible scheduling programs may make it easier for 

employees to tailor their schedules to their daily routines, reducing stress and improving job 

satisfaction and productivity. On the other hand, if employees feel that they are stigmatized or 

perceived as uncommitted for utilizing flexibilities, this could increase stress and reduce 

satisfaction and productivity. Research on the effects of work-life programs has been mixed in 

part for such reasons. It is clear that there is great variation in program design and 

implementation, both across and within organizations. Whether and how such practices affect 

employees and organizations, and the extent to which these processes are gendered, are pressing 

but unsettled questions.  

 As Anne-Marie Slaughter’s experience demonstrates, these issues are relevant to the federal 

government not only as a policymaker, but also as an employer. Historically, the federal 

government has sought to be a leader in the area of work-life supports, particularly flexibilities 

regarding time and place of work (Bruce and Reed 1999). The goals of these programs have 

included an interest in competing for talent and promoting a more diverse and effective civil 

service. Assessing the extent to which the federal government has succeeded in these efforts is a 

motivation for this dissertation, which addresses whether work-life supports have advanced the 
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goals of gender diversity and inclusion in federal government agencies. This issue has been 

widely discussed but little tested.    

 For the purposes of this research, “work-life supports” are understood to include two key 

elements. The first element encompasses programs and policies that facilitate the management 

of work and non-work responsibilities. Examples include flexibility in the time or place of work, 

dependent care programs, employee assistance programs, worksite health and wellness 

programs, and family and other leave. The second element encompasses organizational factors 

that facilitate the management of work and non-work responsibilities. Such factors include 

organizational work-life culture, supervisor support for work-life, and senior leadership support 

for work-life. These elements are conceptually distinct, but they are not necessarily independent 

of each other.  

 

Significance of Work-Life in the Federal Government 

 Understanding work-life practices in the federal government is important for several reasons. 

One reason is that the federal government has long sought to be a “model employer” for other 

sectors, frequently using federal human resource policies to promote valued practices as one 

avenue for doing so. In addition, efforts to improve federal personnel management practices have 

been part of a broader interest in enhancing the performance of government organizations 

through competitive recruitment, retention, and associated employee attitudes. The contemporary 

political climate has increased the salience of concerns about performance and efficiency, 

highlighting the need to consider management practices that promote employee outcomes 

consistent with these goals (Kettl 2000). A growing literature, based largely on the private sector, 
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has demonstrated that work-life supports are associated with individual and organizational 

outcomes beyond improved work-life balance, such as job satisfaction, engagement, retention, 

and productivity (see Beauregard and Henry 2009; Kelly et al. 2008).  

 Practices such as workplace flexibilities have also been identified as a strategy for recruiting 

highly skilled workers who may find higher compensation in other sectors (U.S. Merit Systems 

Protection Board [MSPB] 2008b) as well as younger workers, who place a high value on 

flexibility and work-life balance (MSPB 2008a; Twenge 2010). These issues are increasingly 

important as the federal government prepares for a likely wave of retirements in its aging 

workforce. The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) has projected that by September 

2017, as much as 30 percent of the federal workforce will be eligible for retirement (GAO 2014). 

Meanwhile, a recent survey found that less than six percent of college students regard working 

for the federal government as their “ideal career” (Partnership for Public Service and National 

Association of Colleges and Employers 2014). Recent fiscal pressures have led to pay freezes, 

furloughs, and a climate of uncertainty that may have further diminished the appeal of federal 

government work. With competitive advantages such as job stability diminished, it may be 

important for agencies to leverage workplace flexibilities and other work-life supports as a way 

to compete with other sectors.  

 Work-life practices have also been cited for their potential to facilitate demographic diversity, 

particularly gender diversity, among federal employees (Alkadry and Tower 2006; Shoemaker 

and Park 2009; MSPB 2011). Although gender roles have shifted over time, leading to debate 

about gender differences in work-life demands, studies continue to consistently demonstrate 

gender differences in responsibility for domestic labor (Bianchi and Raley 2005; Parker and 
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Wang 2013). As a result, some scholars and practitioners have argued that employment practices 

facilitating the combination of work, family, and other life responsibilities may promote gender 

equality by supporting women’s labor force participation while allowing men to participate more 

equally at home (Alkadry and Tower 2006; Moen 2011).  

 Diversity scholarship has increasingly emphasized the importance of inclusion in addition to 

demographic representation. The distinction is that “diversity focuses on organizational 

demography, whereas inclusion focuses on the removal of obstacles to the full participation and 

contribution of employees in organizations” (Roberson 2006, 217). Theoretical work has argued 

that that work-life supports are an important component of sustainable diversity and inclusion 

efforts (Ryan and Kossek 2008). 

 Public administration research has also begun to emphasize the importance of creating 

inclusive public organizations for sustainable diversity management efforts (Pitts 2006; Riccucci 

2002). This sentiment is reflected in President Obama’s 2011 initiative requiring all federal 

agencies to develop agency-specific strategic diversity and inclusion plans. The Office of 

Personnel Management’s (OPM) guidance for agencies developing their plans distinguishes 

diversity and inclusion, defining inclusion as “a culture that connects each employee to the 

organization; encourages collaboration, flexibility, and fairness; and leverages diversity 

throughout the organization so that all individuals are able to participate and contribute to their 

full potential” (OPM 2011, 4) and advising agencies to “use flexible workplace policies that 

encourage employee engagement and empowerment” (18).  

 More recently, a number of goals were articulated in a 2014 Presidential Memorandum 

directing federal agencies to increase access to workplace flexibilities and work-life programs 
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(Obama 2014). This memorandum asserted: “To attract, empower, and retain a talented and 

productive workforce in the 21st century, the Federal Government must continue to make 

progress in enabling employees to balance their responsibilities at work and at home.” In January 

2015, President Obama issued a related memorandum directing federal agencies to take steps to 

“modernize” federal leave policies for childbirth, adoption, and foster care (Obama 2015). This 

memorandum explicitly linked work-life supports to the goal of promoting diversity and 

inclusion in addition to numerous other outcomes, arguing that “offering family leave and other 

workplace flexibilities to parents can help achieve the goals of recruiting and retaining talent, 

lowering costly worker turnover, increasing employee engagement, boosting employee morale, 

and ensuring a diverse and inclusive workforce.” 

 Organizational diversity and inclusion take on special significance in the context of the 

federal government. Public administration scholars have long raised concerns about the influence 

of unelected civil servants in a democratic government (Waldo 1952; Mosher 1968). Some have 

suggested that representative bureaucracy, where the composition of the bureaucracy reflects the 

demographic composition of the population, could help to address some of these concerns. One 

reason for this is that diversity may be important for perceptions of government legitimacy 

(Mansbridge 2003; Pitkin 1967). But the theory of representative bureaucracy argues that 

bureaucratic representation is not merely symbolic. This argument is predicated on the idea that 

demographic diversity among federal employees will be associated with “active representation,” 

whereby their actions and preferences will reflect the interests and preferences of the groups that 

they represent (Krislov 1974; Selden, Brudney, and Kellough 1998).  
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 An emerging literature has provided some evidence that this may be the case (Bradbury and 

Kellough 2011; Kennedy 2014). For example, female administrators have been shown to differ 

in their political attitudes and policy preferences (Bowling et al. 2006; Bullard and Wright 1993; 

Dolan 2000, 2002; Hale and Branch 1992; Riccucci and Meyers 2004; Saidel and Losocco 

2005), leadership styles (Jacobson, Palus, and Bowling 2009; Kathlene 1995; King 1995; Meier, 

O’Toole, and Goerdel 2006), and in dimensions of public service motivation (DeHart-Davis, 

Marlowe, and Pandey 2006). Linking gender directly to active representation has been more 

difficult due to the challenges of measuring “outputs” and linking them to individual actions. 

Nevertheless, gender has been linked to active representation among street-level bureaucrats 

such as teachers in public schools (Keiser et al. 2002), police officers (Meier and Nicholson-

Crotty 2006), and supervisors at child support enforcement agencies (Wilkins and Keiser 2006).    

 Numerous scholars have posited that the relationship between gender diversity and active 

representation is contingent on factors such as discretion, organizational structure, institutional 

context, and representative role orientation (Brenner 2009; Gibran 2013; Meier and Bohte 2001; 

Selden, Brudney, and Kellough 1998; Sowa and Selden 2002). Thus, it is possible that evidence 

in support of representative bureaucracy theory will continue to emerge as women become better 

represented as leaders, supervisors, and across more varied agencies and occupations. What 

promotes this representation is therefore an important question, but personnel practices 

promoting women’s inclusion in government have received less scholarly attention.  
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Women in the Federal Government 

 Although women have made strides in their representation in government, occupational 

segregation, agency segregation, and pay and leadership gaps persist (Alkadry and Tower 2006; 

MSPB 2011; Newman 1995). Women also continue to be underrepresented in positions of 

influence. For example, in 2009 women were only 40 percent of supervisors and 30 percent of 

the Senior Executive Service (MSPB 2011). Thus, progress towards gender equality in federal 

employment remains to be made.  

 Improving women’s representation and career advancement is not simply a matter of work-

life supports that promote “having it all.” Multiple areas of intervention are relevant, including 

hiring processes, position classification, recruitment efforts, and mentoring (Dolan 2001; MSPB 

2011). Yet work-life issues have featured prominently in discussions about gender diversity and 

inclusion in government and elsewhere because gender differences in family responsibilities are 

still a feature of American family life. Despite evolving attitudes about the importance of 

involved fathers and increases in men’s time spent on child care and housework, mothers still 

perform roughly double the domestic labor of fathers (Parker and Wang 2013). Women are also 

still more likely to make work-related tradeoffs for family reasons (Bianchi and Raley 2006; 

Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000). These patterns suggest that work-life factors may still be drivers 

of gender diversity in the federal workplace, while evolving social trends suggest that work-life 

is increasingly important for men as well. Given the significance of diversity in government, it is 

important to explicitly test these possibilities. 
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Contribution and Organization of this Study 

 It is often argued that work-life programs are important for promoting gender equality in 

government, but whether and how work-life programs benefit women is the source of 

considerable debate. According to the theory of representative bureaucracy, gender diversity is 

especially important in the public sector because diversity lends legitimacy to public institutions 

and because women are thought to better represent women’s policy interests. Yet the argument 

that work-life programs benefit women’s bureaucratic representation and advancement is often 

assumed and rarely tested.  

 This research addresses the overarching question of whether work-life supports advance the 

goals of gender diversity and inclusion in federal government agencies. This is addressed by 

using federal employee survey data and government data on federal agencies to explore three 

dimensions of the issue. The first dimension is whether work-life supports are more important 

predictors of women’s job satisfaction. If work-life supports have a stronger effect on women’s 

job attitudes, this is one way in which such practices may be relevant to recruiting and retaining 

women in government. To the extent that work-life is more important for women, agencies with 

better work-life supports should also have higher levels of gender diversity. Thus, the second 

dimension is whether agencies with better work-life supports actually see improvements in 

gender diversity over time. Finally, it is important to consider the possibility that taking 

advantage of work-life supports could impact career advancement in gendered ways. Depending 

on the direction of these effects, this could enhance or limit the potential for work-life supports 

to advance gender diversity and inclusion in the federal government. The remaining chapters are 

organized as follows. 
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 Chapter 2 asks, are work-life supports more important for women’s job satisfaction? Focusing 

on employee-level outcomes but controlling for agency-level heterogeneity, this analysis 

examines gender differences in the use of work-life programs and the relationship between 

satisfaction with work-life programs, perceived supervisor support, perceived senior leadership 

support, and job satisfaction. The results show that work-life programs and supervisor support 

for work-life balance may have very modest effects on job satisfaction, with greater gender 

differences at lower levels of perceived work-life support. But senior leadership support for 

work-life programs is an especially important driver of job satisfaction for federal employees. 

Furthermore, senior leadership support is slightly more important as a predictor of job 

satisfaction for men than women. These results are consistent with work-life scholarship 

emphasizing the importance of organizational culture and support at all levels of the organization 

for ensuring that work-life initiatives yield positive outcomes. They also suggest that work-life is 

not in fact a “women’s issue,” and the pressure men face to conform to gender norms may also 

make work-life factors, especially cultural ones, critical for promoting gender equality at home 

and at work.  

 Chapter 3 asks, do agencies with better work-life supports become more gender-diverse? 

Turning to the agency level, this analysis evaluates whether agencies that have stronger work-life 

supports see increases in gender diversity. To do so, the analysis examines whether agency-level 

measures of work-life support, including aggregate program satisfaction and perceptions of 

managerial support for work-life, are associated with changes in gender diversity over time. This 

paper stresses the importance of conceptually distinct and theoretically grounded measures of 

diversity, going beyond previous research to model multiple diversity outcomes and focusing on 
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changes over time. The results show that different measures of diversity can yield varying results 

because they measure distinct phenomena. In addition, although satisfaction with work-life 

programs and perceptions of managerial support for work-life do not appear to be associated 

with changes in all measures of gender diversity, there is a notable and robust association with 

improved diversity in one critical area in which women have been traditionally underrepresented 

– science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) occupations.  

 Chapter 4 asks, do work-life supports help or hinder career advancement? Returning to the 

individual employee level, this paper acknowledges that whether or not work-life supports are 

especially important to women or promote their presence in government organizations, the 

benefits of diversity are contingent on inclusion and career advancement. Using a representative 

survey of federal employees, this analysis examines variation in the perceived career impacts of 

work-life strategy use and family responsibilities and how these factors are associated with 

satisfaction with career advancement. The results show that employees who use work-life 

strategies to manage work and non-work responsibilities tend to view them as positive for their 

careers. But the extent to which this is true varies across work-life strategy, caregiving 

responsibility level, and to a smaller extent gender. Work-life strategies do not appear especially 

advantageous for women’s career advancement, which is driven in part by the unequal 

distribution of caregiving responsibilities. To the extent that work-life strategies become more 

widely used and accepted, including more intensive ones, this will likely benefit gender equality 

by reducing penalties associated with deviating from gender norms and traditional worker 

expectations for men and women alike. 
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Summary  

 
 The federal government has historically sought to be a leader in the provision of work-life 

supports that facilitate the combination of work and other life responsibilities for its employees. 

Advocates for these programs view them as investments that can promote the recruitment and 

retention of diverse and highly skilled employees, improve employee work attitudes and 

behaviors, and thereby yield benefits at the organizational level. In addition, changing the nature 

of the workplace is commonly thought to be important for advancing gender equality, as women 

continue to bear disproportionate family responsibilities and are more likely to make career 

sacrifices for family reasons. But the extent to which these processes are gendered has not been 

settled. Competing arguments suggest that these programs may have mixed consequences and 

that gender differences in work-life needs are diminishing.  

 For the federal government, resolving these issues may be a critical factor in its ability to 

replace an aging workforce with competitive, skilled, and diverse employees who are capable of 

responding to growing pressures for performance and efficiency. This dissertation examines 

three dimensions of work-life and gender diversity in the federal government, considering gender 

differences in the importance of work-life supports for job satisfaction, the quality of agency 

work-life supports as a driver of changes in gender diversity over time, and the impact of work-

life strategies for federal career advancement. 

 Although each chapter is a distinct article, the findings speak to similar issues. Overall, the 

results point to the conclusion that work-life supports are important for men and women alike. 

They also suggest that managerial support may be a more critical factor for promoting beneficial 

outcomes than individual programs alone. While differences in these effects do not seem to 
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follow clear patterns among broad employee subgroups based on age or status, attributes directly 

related to the nature of non-work responsibilities are relevant. As programs are developed, it is 

important to consider their implications for employees with different levels of non-work 

responsibilities, especially primary caregivers who may struggle the most but benefit the least 

from work-life interventions.  

 Finally, the evidence underscores the fact that work-life is not simply a “women’s issue,” but 

it is gendered. Because the work-life interface is important to both men and women but continues 

to be impacted by the distribution of domestic responsibilities, work-life supports could promote 

gender diversity by permitting both men and women to utilize work-life strategies for more 

effective work-life management. Attention to the work-life needs of both men and women is 

needed to achieve gender equality in federal employment and elsewhere.   
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CHAPTER 2 
 

MEN, WOMEN, AND WORK-LIFE SUPPORTS: 
AN ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION IN FEDERAL AGENCIES 
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Introduction 

 In response to demographic trends and changing attitudes about work and family life, recent 

years have seen a proliferation of public, scholarly, and employer interest in workplace practices 

that facilitate the combination of work and other life responsibilities. Although no single 

definition exists, common examples of such “work-life” practices include organizational support 

for dependent care, flexible work and leave policies, employee assistance programs, and health 

and wellness supports. Advocates for work-life programs have often presented “business case” 

arguments that effective work-life supports can promote positive employee outcomes that are 

beneficial to organizations.  

 Changing the nature of the workplace is often thought to be especially important for 

facilitating the labor force participation and advancement of women, who have faced barriers to 

fulfilling a traditional “ideal worker” model that assumes workers are unburdened by competing 

life responsibilities. Nevertheless, evolving gender norms and a shifting work-life landscape 

have led to debate about the degree to which work-life supports continue to be especially 

important for women.  

 Understanding these issues in the federal workforce takes on special significance, as the 

federal government has sought to be a “model employer” and to maintain a diverse and inclusive 

workforce. Yet although the federal government has historically been a leader in pioneering 

work-life programs, especially workplace flexibility, academic research on the effects of these 

programs is relatively limited and has produced mixed results with regard to gender differences. 

This study advances this literature by testing whether work-life supports are more important 

predictors of job satisfaction for women compared to men. In contrast to previous efforts to 
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address this question, this research formally tests for gender differences in the effects of work-

life supports and accounts for the importance of agency-level factors. The results suggest that 

gender differences in the importance of work-life supports may indeed have diminished, but to 

some extent they still persist, rendering them a potentially valuable tool for advancing the goal of 

diversity and equity in government employment. 

 

Background  

Demographic Trends and Work-Life Issues 

 

 In recent decades, social changes have rendered efforts to reconcile work and other life 

responsibilities increasingly challenging for many Americans. These trends include high rates of 

labor force participation among women with children (Bianchi 2011), an aging population that is 

projected to experience unprecedented longevity and require care for longer periods of time than 

ever before (Bookman and Kimbrel 2011), and evolving attitudes that increasingly stress gender 

equality in both work and family life (Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman 2011; Parker and Wang 

2013).  But despite these changes, and in contrast to other developed nations, the United States 

offers relatively little support for resolving work-life issues at the national and state policy levels 

(Earl, Mokomane, and Heymann 2011; Gornick and Meyers 2003). Although access to work-life 

supports has increased in recent years, the provision of such supports typically falls to employers 

and families (Boushey 2011; Gornick and Meyers 2003). 

 Unsurprisingly, many Americans report tension between work and non-work responsibilities. 

Today, men as well as women are reporting high levels of “time famine” and work-life conflict 

(Aumann, Galinsky, and Matos 2011). Growing levels of work-life conflict among men reflect 
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narrowing gender gaps in time spent on unpaid domestic labor (Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 

2006). For example, according to the American Time Use Survey, between 1965 and 2011, the 

average number of hours per week fathers spent on housework and child care increased from 6.5 

to 17, which was accompanied by a decrease for mothers from 42 to 32 hours on average (Parker 

and Wang 2013). A number of recent studies suggest that men and women are now experiencing 

similar levels of work-life conflict (Aumann, Galinsky, and Matos 2011), although evidence 

suggests that gaps are larger among parents or when similar employment types are compared 

(Bianchi and Milkie 2010). 

 Despite narrowing gender gaps, women still perform more domestic labor, especially child 

care, regardless of employment status (Bianchi 2011; Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 2006). Even 

today, women continue to perform roughly double the domestic labor, while longer work hours 

are still dominated by men. And although fathers have increased the time they spend with their 

children compared to the past, fewer fathers live together with their children, with a quarter of 

children now living apart from their fathers (Livingston and Parker 2011). Non-custodial fathers 

spend less time with their children and report much lower rates of regular communication and 

participation in day-to-day activities with their children (Livingston and Parker 2011). Single-

parent households are overwhelmingly headed by women, and they high rates of economic stress 

(Teachman, Tedrow, and Crowder 2000). These patterns suggest that, despite converging levels 

of self-reported work-life “conflict,” many women may still face greater family pressures.  

 Still, overall demand for work-life supports is high among all employee groups. The vast 

majority of employees indicate that they value flexibility and report not having enough time for 

themselves, their spouses, or their children (Matos and Galinsky 2011b). There is also a growing 
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recognition in work-life scholarship that family responsibilities are not the only non-work factor 

that produces tension for employees. This is reflected in the transition from the widespread use 

of the term “work-family” to the more common use of the term “work-life” (Eikhof, Warhurst, 

and Haunschild 2007). It is also reflected in the broadening portfolio of work-life programs. 

 Although such supports are increasingly widespread, there is great variation across employees 

and industries, and the existence of formal policies doesn’t always mean that employees can 

access them, resulting in a “provision-utilization” gap (McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005). 

Barriers to policy adoption and implementation, such as manager resistance and unsupportive 

organizational cultures, have often been cited (Glass and Estes 1997; Newman and Matthews 

1999; Ryan and Kossek 2008). In addition, there is evidence that access is inequitable. For 

example, high status and professional workers are most likely to have access to work-life 

supports such as scheduling flexibility and paid leave (Davis and Kelleberg 2006; Glass and 

Estes 1997; Matos and Galinsky 2011a). Thus, work-life is very much an evolving field. 

 

Work-Life Supports in the Federal Government 

 

 As an employer, the federal government has historically been a leader in providing work-life 

supports (Bruce and Reed 1999). The U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM) website 

describes of work-life supports as “programs and policies are designed to create more flexible, 

responsive work environments supportive of commitments to community, home, and loved 

ones.”1 In federal agencies, these commonly include support for dependent care, employee 

assistance programs, health and wellness programs, and workplace flexibilities.  

                                                
1
 See http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/worklife/ 
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 Dependent care programs across the government include child care centers, child care 

subsidies, dependent care flexible spending accounts, and other supports for child and elder care. 

As of 2007, the Government Accountability Office reported that there were 255 child care 

centers nationwide. However, usage is low. Although 54 percent of employees reported having 

dependent care needs, only 3-8 percent of employees with young children utilize care in a federal 

center, with use varying by the child’s age (U.S. Government Accountability Office [GAO] 

2007).  

 Agencies are also authorized to provide employees with access to flexible spending accounts 

for dependent care and child care subsidies for low-income employees. However, only 2 percent 

of employees with children report utilizing child care subsidies, and only 7 percent of employees 

with child or adult dependents report using dependent care flexible spending accounts, which are 

offered by almost all agencies (GAO 2007). Agencies may also offer a range of programs such 

as support groups, dependent care fairs, and other activities targeted at caregivers, including 

elder caregivers, though government-wide data on these programs is not available (OPM 2013a).  

 Utilization of dependent care programs has remained relatively low over time. For example, 

an analysis Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey shows that in 2012, only 4 percent of federal 

employees reported using “child care programs” and only 2 percent reported using “elder care 

programs.”2 There is some evidence that low usage is due in part to ineligibility and lack of 

information (GAO 2007). Another explanation is that fiscal constraints have led to reduced 

agency investment in such supports. For example, OPM’s 2010 Child Care Subsidy Report 

documented declines in both agency disbursements and employee participation rates (OPM 

2010).  

                                                
2
 Author’s analysis of the 2012 Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey.  
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 In addition to these programs, agencies are also required to provide employee assistance 

programs (EAP), which provide a range of services including free, voluntary, short-term 

counseling and referral for various issues affecting employee mental and emotional well-being, 

such as alcohol and other substance abuse, stress, grief, family problems, and psychological 

disorders (OPM 2013b). There is some variation across agencies, as they are free to hire 

contractors to provide these services (OPM 2008). 

 In recent years, work-life programs offered by federal agencies have also expanded to include 

health and wellness programs. Agencies are authorized to provide a wide range of health 

services, such as on-site health care, education and intervention programs, physical fitness 

programs and facilities, and other supports. However, they are not required to do so. 

 Undoubtedly the most widely used and universally applicable work-life supports are 

workplace flexibilities pertaining to time and place of work. Agencies have broad discretion to 

offer a number of alternative work schedules (AWS), generally falling into one of two 

categories. Flexible work schedules permit employees to change their start and end times, 

typically subject to the requirement that they be present for set “core” hours of the day. 

Compressed work schedules permit employees to compress a regular 80-hour biweekly work 

requirement into fewer than 10 work days, such as a 3- or 4-day week.  

 Most recently, there have been efforts to expand the use of telework in the federal 

government. OPM defines telework as “a work arrangement that allows an employee to perform 

work, during any part of regular, paid hours, at an approved alternative worksite (e.g., home, 

telework center),” which “includes what is generally referred to as remote work but does not 

include any part of work done while on official travel or mobile work” (OPM 2014a, 17). The 
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passage of the Telework Enhancement Act of 2010 instituted requirements for systematic 

implementation of telework specifically for the federal executive agencies. Citing goals such as 

emergency readiness, energy use, recruitment and retention, performance, productivity, and 

employee attitudes, this legislation directed agencies to appoint a senior official to oversee 

telework programs, establish a written telework policy, determine and inform employees of their 

eligibility to telework, and provide training on telework to managers and employees. OPM 

reports annually on agency progress in implementing these programs. As of September 2012, 

agencies reported that 21 percent of eligible employees teleworked, accounting for 

approximately 14 percent of the federal workforce (OPM 2014a). However, implementation was 

highly inconsistent across the government.  

 Understanding work-life practices in the federal government is important for several reasons, 

including the government’s stated desire to be a “model” employer and an increased emphasis in 

recent years on public management focused on performance and efficiency. Workplace 

flexibilities have also identified as a strategy for recruiting highly skilled workers who may find 

higher levels of pay in other sectors (U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board [MSPB] 2008b) as 

well as younger workers, who place a high value on flexibility and work-life balance (MSPB 

2008a; Twenge 2010).  

 Particularly relevant for this study, work-life supports have often been cited for their potential 

to facilitate demographic diversity, especially gender diversity, among federal employees 

(Alkadry and Tower 2006; Shoemaker and Park 2009; MSPB 2011). Because of persistent 

gender differences in responsibility for domestic labor, scholars have argued that employment 

practices facilitating the combination of work, family, and other life responsibilities may 
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promote gender equality by supporting women’s labor force participation while allowing men to 

participate more equally at home (Alkadry and Tower 2006; Moen 2011).  

 Although women have made strides in their representation in government, occupational 

segregation, agency segregation, and pay and leadership gaps persist (Alkadry and Tower 2006; 

MSPB 2011; Newman 1995; Riccucci 2009). For example, a 2011 report by the Merit Systems 

Protection Board found that women account for approximately 44 percent of the positions in 

professional and administrative occupations, which serve as “the pipeline for positions at the 

highest grade and pay levels,” but women still hold only 30 percent of the Senior Executive 

Service positions (MSPB 2011, 5). Research also shows that women tend to be more 

concentrated in agencies with higher proportions of technical and clerical positions (Cornwell 

and Kellough 1994) and in “redistributive” agencies, which handle policies that are intended to 

manipulate the allocation of resources among social classes or groups in society (Lowi 1985; 

Newman 1994; Miller, Kerr, and Reid 1999). In addition, women remain underrepresented 

among top earners. Among federal employees earning $100,000 or more, 63 percent are men 

(Meyer 2014). 

 Organizational diversity takes on special significance in the context of the federal 

government. Public administration scholars have long raised concerns about the influence of 

unelected civil servants in a democratic government (Waldo 1952; Mosher 1968). Some scholars 

have argued that representative bureaucracy, where the composition of the bureaucracy reflects 

the demographic composition of the population, could help to address some of these concerns. 

This argument is predicated on the idea that “passive” representation, where government 

employees “look like” the population, will translate into “active” representation, where their 
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actions and preferences will reflect the interests and preferences of the groups that they represent 

(Krislov 1974; Selden, Brudney, and Kellough 1998).  

 A growing literature has provided some evidence in support of the theory of representative 

bureaucracy (Bradbury and Kellough 2010; Kennedy 2014). Several studies have documented 

that male and female administrators have different political attitudes, policy preferences, and 

policy priorities. For example, women tend to be more Democratic, liberal, and supportive of 

traditional “women’s issues” such as sexual harassment, child care, and paid family leave 

(Bowling et al. 2006; Bullard and Wright 1993; Dolan 2000, 2002; Hale and Branch 1992; 

Riccucci and Meyers 2004; Saidel and Losocco 2005). Women also tend to have more 

collaborative and democratic leadership styles and may differ in some of their motivations for 

joining public service (DeHart-Davis, Marlowe, and Pandey 2006; Jacobson, Palus, and Bowling 

2009; Kathlene 1995; King 1995; Meier, O’Toole, and Goerdel 2006). A smaller literature has 

directly tested whether gender is associated with “active” representation. This research is 

hampered somewhat by the difficulty of measuring outputs and linking them to individual 

activities, but emerging evidence has shown gender differences among street-level bureaucrats 

(e.g., Keiser et al. 2002; Meier and Nicholson-Crotty 2006; Wilkins and Keiser 2006).  

 Personnel practices promoting gender diversity and inclusion in federal agencies have 

received less scholarly attention. The argument that work-life practices in particular can address 

gender differences in representation and advancement assumes that facilitating the combination 

of work and family life can allow women to participate more equally in the labor force. This 

study addresses one correlate of this argument by assessing whether work-life factors are 

gendered predictors of job satisfaction.  
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 Job satisfaction is considered to be an important outcome because it is associated with costs 

and benefits for organizations. It has been linked to employee performance (Judge et al. 2001) in 

addition a wide range of other employment-related outcomes (Schleicher, Hansen, and Fox 

2011). As a result, it is one of the most widely studied constructs in organizational research. If 

work-life supports are especially important for promoting job satisfaction among women, this 

may serve as one mechanism for promoting representative bureaucracy through associated 

outcomes such as retention, performance, and advancement.  

 

Previous Research 

 A modest but growing literature has addressed the effects of work-life supports in the public 

sector. Overall, existing research suggests a number of possible benefits associated with work-

life programs but also highlight barriers to implementation, variation across agencies and 

employees, and mixed effects in some areas. Existing research relevant to this study includes 

both studies of program use and studies of program satisfaction.  

 Several studies have used large federal surveys to examine the effects of work-life program 

use. In one of the first studies to do so, Ezra and Deckman (1996) used data from a 1991 survey 

of federal employees to examine use of work-family programs in relation to child care 

satisfaction, satisfaction with work-family balance, and job satisfaction. They found that for men 

and women alike, satisfaction with child care was associated with work-family balance, and 

satisfaction with work-family balance was positively associated with job satisfaction. But there 

were also gender differences in the effects of specific programs, with use of on-site child care 

and alternative work schedule significantly associated with work-life balance only for women.  
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 In another study using the same survey of federal employees, Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzstein 

(2001) examined patterns of program use, work-family balance, and job satisfaction for different 

subgroups. The results were quite mixed. For the overall sample, telework participation was 

negatively associated with work-family balance but positively associated with job satisfaction; 

flexible work schedules were negatively associated with job satisfaction; compressed work 

schedules were negatively associated with job satisfaction but positively associated with work-

family balance; and use of child care services was positively associated with job satisfaction. 

Considerable variation across subgroups did not follow consistent patterns. Yet despite variation 

in these patterns, work-family balance universally predicted higher job satisfaction on average.  

 Possible explanations for such mixed findings include variable usage rates, cultural barriers, 

and selection effects. Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzstein observed that “programs are not always 

most heavily used by those groups facing what would seem to be the greatest family demands,” 

suggesting differences in access (458). For example, younger men in dual-income homes with no 

children were almost twice as likely to report “working from home on the clock” than unmarried 

mothers. In addition, research suggests that the positive effects of work-life programs are 

contingent on cultural support (McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005; Ryan and Kossek 2008; 

Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness 1999). Absent such support, programs may not be as effective 

and may actually produce negative results (Coltrane et al. 2013; Lewis 2002; Stone and 

Hernandez 2013). Finally, if employees with the greatest stress are the most likely to utilize 

programs, they may still have less positive outcomes than other employees. Limited availability 

of longitudinal data, particularly for federal programs, makes it difficult to sort this out.  
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 Other survey-based studies of program use in public organizations have documented positive 

effects of using workplace flexibilities. In a study of city government employees, Facer and 

Wadsworth (2008) found that utilization of compressed work schedules was associated with 

higher levels of job satisfaction and self-reported performance as well as lower levels of turnover 

intention. Reduced turnover intention has also been associated with telework among federal 

employees. In an analysis of the 2010 Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey, Caillier (2011) 

found that teleworkers reported lower turnover intention, with the most pronounced effect being 

the difference between teleworkers and those who did not telework because they weren’t allowed 

to do so.  

 The importance of barriers to use is similarly underscored in Caillier’s (2012b) analysis of 

employees at the Department of Health and Human Services. In that study, employees who 

reported not being allowed to telework had the lowest levels of job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, and work motivation. Mahler (2012) has termed this the “telework divide,” 

suggesting that a gap between employees who are and are not permitted to telework may have 

detrimental effects for federal agencies.  

 Other results from Caillier’s study point to the possibility of dosage effects for telework. 

Caillier found that telework was associated with higher job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, and work motivation, but positive effects were most notable for employees who 

reported teleworking infrequently rather than frequently, suggesting a non-linear pattern to the 

benefits. The idea of an “inverted U-shaped” pattern to telework benefits has been suggested by 

other research as well (Golden and Viega 2005). These results also provide some additional 
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support for the possibility that work-life supports may not be able to fully resolve negative 

outcomes for employees with the most acute work-life needs. 

 Another stream of research has gone beyond program use to examine program satisfaction in 

public organizations. In contrast to studying use alone, satisfaction reflects an employee’s 

experience with a program. The work-life literature emphasizes the importance of 

implementation factors such as accessibility and support. For example, in a study of federal 

agency responses to President Clinton’s call for expanded family-friendly supports, Newman and 

Matthews (1999) found numerous barriers to implementation, including management attitudes, 

lack of trust (especially with regard to nonprofessional staff), a “workaholic cult” mentality, and 

limited communication and training.  

 Variation in cultural factors and implementation practices is important for employees’ 

experiences and associated outcomes (Ryan and Kossek 2008). This is supported by other 

research findings. For example, in a survey of city employees, Wadsworth and Owens (2007) 

found that organizational support was negatively associated with reported work-family conflict. 

Similarly, Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzein’s (2001) study found that perceived organizational 

understanding of family duties was a stronger predictor of work-family balance and job 

satisfaction than was program use. 

 Thus, an advantage of going beyond program use to studying program satisfaction is that 

these perceptions are likely to incorporate implementation factors. A smaller number of studies, 

however, have taken this approach. In one such study, Caillier (2012a) assessed the relationship 

between work-life program satisfaction and employment-related attitudes based on the 2010 

Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey. He found that satisfaction with telework, child care 
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programs, elder care programs, and health and wellness programs was positively associated with 

organizational commitment, but satisfaction with alternative work schedules showed no 

significant effect. Importantly, although this study examined satisfaction, it did not actually 

control for any agency-level implementation factors. In another study, Kim and Wiggins (2011) 

found that overall satisfaction with work-life programs was associated with reduced turnover 

intention among federal employees. However, like Caillier, Kim and Wiggins did not control for 

any aggregate agency-level factors. Remarkably, these studies have also neglected to control for 

managerial support for work-life.  

 Most of this research, like research on use, is has been based on cross-sectional surveys.  A 

rare exception is an early study by Harick, Vaneck, and Michlitsch (1986), which surveyed 

employees at a federal agency before and after alternative work schedules were introduced. The 

results showed that satisfaction with work schedules increased, use of sick days and annual leave 

decreased, and productivity was not positively or negatively affected. This provides some 

compelling evidence that work-life stress causes negative outcomes and therefore programs can 

be impactful, consistent with experimental and longitudinal research outside of the public sector 

(e.g., Frone, Russell, and Cooper 1997; Grandey, Cordeiro, and Crouter; Hammer et al. 2005; 

Kelly, Moen, and Tranby 2011; Moen, Kelly, and Chermack 2009).  

 Overall, the extant literature on work-life supports in public organizations suggests the 

possibility of work-life program effects as well as some gender differences. But beyond the 

challenges of limited data, there are at least two notable issues unaddressed in existing studies. 

First, despite an emphasis on organizational culture and program implementation factors in the 

work-life literature, studies of individual-level effects for public employees almost universally 
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fail to account for agency-level factors, and few include measures of managerial support for 

work-life. Second, though a couple studies have noted gender differences (Ezra and Deckman 

1996; Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzein 2001), regression-adjusted differences were not formally 

tested. From an inferential standpoint, these omissions are problematic. By addressing both of 

these issues, this study advances the literature gender and work-life in the federal government. 

 

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

Benefits of Work-Life Supports 

 The expectation that work-life supports should be related to employee and organizational 

outcomes finds support in several streams of theoretical literature. The most common theoretical 

approaches to understanding the nature of the work-life relationship draw on role theories that 

that stress the importance of inter-role conflict. The scarcity theory of role accumulation posits 

that individuals have a fixed amount of energy, and increasing the number of roles a person must 

play generates tension between them (Marks 1977). Related to this, the theory of role conflict 

proposes that multiple roles often lead to conflict and stress (Barnett and Gareis 2008). Work-life 

conflict is a form of role conflict in which competing demands of work and non-work generate 

tensions. 

 A corollary to this perspective comes from “role balance” theory, which posits that 

individuals don’t prioritize roles hierarchically but rather seek to manage and balance multiple 

roles (Marks and MacDermid 1996). Although there is no single definition, Grzywacz and 

Carlson (2007) conducted a review of conceptual approaches and suggested that work-family 

balance should be thought of as “accomplishment of role-related expectations that are negotiated 
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and shared between an individual and his or her role-related partners in the work and family 

domains” (Grzywacz and Carlson 2007, 458). Despite the emphasis on family responsibilities in 

much of the literature, from a theoretical standpoint these concerns can easily be extended to 

include other life responsibilities as well, such that concerns about the tensions or benefits of the 

work-life interface are relevant to all employees (Eikhof, Warhurst, and Haunschild 2007).  

 These perspectives have informed popular and scholarly discussions about “work-life 

conflict” and “work-life balance.” Researchers have established that work-life conflict is 

bidirectional in nature, with distinct antecedents and consequences associated with work 

interference with life and life interference with work (Byron 2005), but both types of conflict 

have been documented to have negative employment-related consequences (Kossek and Ozeki 

1998). More recently, an emerging literature on “work-family enrichment” suggests that multiple 

roles can be beneficial in addition to causing conflict (Greehaus and Powell 1996; McNall, 

Nicklin, and Masuda 2010; Shockley and Singla 2011). For example, conflict management skills 

developed at home can be beneficial at work, or self-esteem developed at work can improve 

relationships at home.  

 Both conflict and enrichment perspectives suggest that interventions that reduce conflict and 

promote balance will be beneficial to employees and employers. However, research supports the 

existence of a number other mediators, such as perceived autonomy and organizational support, 

the ability to work at personal peak hours, and freedom from interruptions (Bailey and Kurland 

2002; Baltes et al. 1999; Gajendran and Harrison 2007; Thomas and Ganster 1995). These 

processes are consistent with the concept of “person-organization fit” in organizational 

psychology, which has been defined as “the compatibility between people and organizations that 
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occurs when: (a) at least one entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar 

fundamental characteristics, or (c) both” (Kristoff 1996, 4). To the extent that employees are 

organizations are well matched, this compatibility is expected to produce beneficial outcomes 

such as job satisfaction (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, and Johnson 2005).  

 An additional theoretical perspective comes from social exchange theory (Blau 1964), which 

argues that when employees are treated well by an organization, they will feel an obligation to 

reciprocate by engaging in attitudes and behaviors that are beneficial to the organization. The 

availability of work-life supports, whether utilized or not, may signal organizational support, 

prompting employees to feel more positively towards the organization and their jobs and to 

engage in associated behaviors such as productivity and retention (Lambert 2000). There is 

evidence that the availability of organizational resources such as workplace flexibility is 

associated with improved employee attitudes independent of use (Nelson et al. 1990; Scandura 

and Lankau 1997). Like person-organization fit theory, social exchange theory does not 

necessarily predict that only those with high work-life conflict will benefit from the provision of 

work-life supports. However, these employees with a greater need for supports may be more 

responsive to them.   

 Importantly, it is not self-evident that work-life supports should produce positive benefits. 

McDonald, Brown, and Bradley (2005) have theorized that five factors account for commonly 

observed “provision-utilization” gaps for work-life policies: lack of managerial support, 

perceptions of negative career consequences, organizational time expectations, the gendered 

nature of policy utilization, and perceptions of unfairness by employees with more limited non-

work responsibilities. Empirical research does demonstrate that employees who utilize work-life 



34 
 

supports, particularly workplace flexibilities and leave, are often stigmatized and may be viewed 

as less committed and less worthy of promotion (Allen and Russell 1999; Goldin and Katz 2011; 

Rudman and Mescher 2013). This not only helps explain provision-utilization gaps but also 

suggests that program use may also yield negative outcomes.  

 A number of scholars have also suggested that use of work-life supports may yield unintended 

negative effects for other reasons as well. For example, flexibility may be detrimental for 

employees who feel pressure to work long hours or may lead women to take on even more 

family responsibilities (Allen and Shockley 2009). Telework may lead to perceptions of social 

and professional isolation and may even exacerbate work-life conflict for employees who are 

predisposed to prefer highly segmented arrangements (Bailey and Kurland 2002).  

 Competing expectations about the effects of work life programs are reflected not only in 

individual studies, but also in the mixed results of efforts to integrate the evidence. For example, 

some recent reviews and meta-analyses have shown that use and satisfaction with schedule 

flexibility and telework are associated with outcomes such as job satisfaction, retention, and 

commitment (Baltes et al. 1999; Gajendran and Harrison 2007; Kossek and Ozeki 1998). Others, 

however, have concluded that there is insufficient evidence that workplace flexibilities promote 

beneficial outcomes (Allen and Shockley 2009; Bailey and Kurland 2002; Sutton and Noe 2005).   

 In general, the best evidence suggests that when work-life initiatives are viewed strategically 

and are well-implemented, program use and satisfaction can yield employee benefits. This is 

consistent with prevailing theories about work-life and leads to the following general hypotheses: 

• H1: Satisfaction with work-life programs is positively associated with job satisfaction. 
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• H2: Perceived supervisor support for work-life balance is positively associated with job 

satisfaction.  

• H3: Perceived senior leadership support for work-life programs is positively associated 

with job satisfaction. 

 

Men, Women, and Work-Life Supports 

 The extent to which work-life issues are a “women’s issue” has been the source of 

considerable debate. Although gender is “deeply engrained” in the work-life interface, there is no 

consensus on its role as a moderator (Eby et al. 2005; Powell and Greenhaus 2010; Shockley and 

Singla 2011). From a theoretical standpoint, the social role theory of gender (Eagly 1987) 

suggests that gender roles stemming from the sexual division of labor and social expectations 

based on gender stereotypes can strongly influence preferences and behavior. Because traditional 

gender roles prescribe that men place more emphasis on the work role and women on the family 

role, this is one explanation for the fact that women are more likely to curtail their employment 

to manage work-family demands (Bianchi and Raley 2005; Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Kaufman 

and Uhlenberg 2000).  

 But the gendered nature of work-life issues continues to be debated because gender role 

attitudes and practices have evolved over time. Increasingly, studies are finding that men and 

women report comparable levels of work-life and work-family conflict (Bellavia and Frone 

2005; Milkie and Peltola 1999; Schieman et al., 2009). It is unclear whether this stems from 

genuine parity or other factors. For example, given that women are more likely to make 

employment-related tradeoffs, many of those who are vulnerable to high levels of conflict may 
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have already selected out of the labor force (Schieman et al. 2009). Gender differences may also 

be more apparent when similar employee groups or parents are compared (Bianchi and Milkie 

2010).  

 Regardless of the level of conflict, there is some evidence that the consequences of conflict 

and resulting importance of work-life supports may differ between men and women. For 

example, there is evidence that women value and use job flexibility more than men do (Bender, 

Donohue, and Heywood 2005; Kelly et al. 2010; McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005). In 

addition, other indicators continue to suggest that women face greater family pressures. For 

example, women still perform the majority of dependent care and are overrepresented as single 

parents (Bianchi and Raley 2005; Bianchi et al. 2006). This evidence suggests that despite 

evolving gender norms, work-life supports may still carry greater weight among women, leading 

to a fourth hypothesis: 

• H4: Work-life supports are more important predictors of job satisfaction for women than 

for men.  

 Despite these broad expectations, variation in other employee attributes may also affect the 

relative importance of work-life supports. Two attributes that may be especially important are 

status and age. Workplace flexibilities have been identified as a strategy for recruiting highly 

skilled workers who may find higher levels of pay in other sectors (U.S. Merit Systems 

Protection Board [MSPB] 2008b) as well as younger workers, who place a high value on 

flexibility and work-life balance among men and women alike (MSPB 2008a; Twenge 2010). 

Because work-life supports may be an especially salient appeal of federal employment for these 
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populations in general, and because agencies are encouraged to use work-life as a tool for 

recruiting them, gender differences may be less pronounced for these groups.  

 Of course, the opposite is also possible. To the extent that women in particular face challenges 

to balancing work-family issues and career advancement in competitive industries, those higher 

status women may be more likely to select government employment for this reason, giving rise 

to greater gender differences in the importance of work-life among higher status employees. 

Similarly, to the extent that younger employees are also the most likely to face the pressures of 

childbearing years, persistent gender differences in responsibility for child care especially may 

yield greater gender differences in the importance of work life among this group. These 

perspectives tend to be reflected in conventional wisdom emphasizing the importance of work-

life for younger women of childbearing age and women who have sought career advancement in 

spite of gender norms that still dictate the primacy of family for women and the primacy of work 

for men. Thus, this study tests two final hypotheses: 

• H5: Differences between men and women in the importance of work-life supports are 

larger for younger employees.  

• H6: Differences between men and women in the importance of work-life supports are 

larger for higher status employees. 

 

Data and Methodology 

Data Source and Variables  

 The data for this analysis come from the 2012 administration of the Federal Employee 

Viewpoint Survey (FEVS). The FEVS is a government-wide employee survey administered by 
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the U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and designed to be representative of the 

federal workforce. The FEVS was selected for this study because it includes questions about 

participation in and satisfaction with several work-life program areas. Until 2012, the FEVS was 

administered to a large probability sample of full-time, non-seasonal, permanent employees in 

large agencies and in small, independent agencies who accepted the invitation to participate. In 

2012, the survey was administered as a census and included part-time, non-seasonal employees 

for the first time.3 

 In addition to information about agency of employment, the FEVS contains variables 

pertaining to demographic characteristics, employment position and status, and a wide range of 

employee attitudes. With the exception of demographic variables, the survey items used in this 

study all include five-point response categories ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree 

or very dissatisfied to very satisfied. Higher values indicate more positive responses. All indices 

are computed as an average of available survey items for each index.  

 The dependent variable is an index of job satisfaction. This index is based on the widely 

publicized agency-level job satisfaction index produced by the Partnership for Public Service 

using annual FEVS data as part of the Best Places to Work in the Federal Government initiative.4 

It averages responses to three questions measuring satisfaction with one’s job, satisfaction with 

one’s organization, and willingness to recommend one’s organization as a good place to work. 

Question wording and reliability coefficients for job satisfaction and other attitudinal measures 

used in this study are found in the Appendix. 

                                                
3 Wording for work-life variables is comparable starting in 2011. However, 2012 was selected for this analysis 
because it includes a more comprehensive survey sample than 2011 and more refined and extensive demographic 
controls than 2013. However, the results are substantively similar when all three years are included.  
 
4 See http://bestplacestowork.org/BPTW/index.php  
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 Unlike previous studies, and as described in the methodology section below, this analysis 

controlled for agency fixed effects to account for unobserved differences across organizations. In 

addition, several demographic attributes and employee attitudes were included as controls. 

Demographic variables included gender (male or female), minority status (yes or no), disability 

status (yes or no), military/veteran status (ever served on active duty or no), location 

(headquarters or other), supervisory status (manager/executive, supervisor, and non-

supervisor/team leader), age (under 30, under 40, under 50, under 60, and 60 plus), job tenure (5 

years or less, 6 to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, and 20 plus), agency tenure (5 years or less, 6 to 10 

years, 11 to 20 years, and 20 plus), work schedule (full-time or part-time) and pay category 

(federal wage system, grade 1-6, grade 7-12, grade 13-15, and SES/SL/ST/Other).  

 Pay category reflects federal standards for classifying positions using the general schedule 

(GS) and other uniform federal pay systems. This variable is a measure not only of pay but also 

of status and skill level. The federal wage system applies to hourly blue collar employees, while 

higher numeric grades are associated with higher levels of responsibility, autonomy, and pay. 

The SES/SL/ST/Other category includes senior level positions that fall outside of the scope of 

the general schedule.5  

                                                
5 The Senior Executive Service (SES) was established in 1978 for senior executive managers in federal agencies. 
This classification replaced positions that were formerly classified above GS-15 on the general schedule. Senior 
Level (SL) positions include senior non-executive employees whose duties are sufficiently complex to warrant a 
classification above GS-15 as well as executive positions in a small number of agencies that are exempt from 
inclusion in the SES. Scientific or Professional (ST) positions include non-executive positions classified above the 
GS-15 level and involve high-level work in science, engineering, and medicine. Other pay systems may apply in 
special circumstances, such as occupation or location-specific situations. See http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-
oversight/pay-leave/ 
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 Other independent variables include several indices of work attitudes. These indices are also 

based on the Partnership for Public Service’s agency rankings.6 They include employee 

perceptions of each of the following: employee skills-agency mission match; strategic 

management; teamwork; effective leadership (fairness, empowerment, supervisors, senior 

leaders); performance-based awards and recognition; training and development; support for 

diversity; pay satisfaction; and innovation. In addition to these indices, controls are included for 

employee perceptions of having a reasonable workload and having sufficient resources to “get 

my job done.”7 

 The key independent variables for this study are perceptions of supervisor support for 

employees’ need to balance work and other life issues, perception of leadership support for 

work-life programs, and satisfaction with six work-life programs: telework, alternative work 

schedules, health and wellness programs, employee assistance programs, child care programs, 

and elder care programs. In addition to measuring satisfaction for individual programs, the 

analysis also included a composite satisfaction measure computed as average satisfaction with all 

programs in which an employee participated. In the 2012 FEVS, approximately one-third of the 

sample participated in zero programs, another third participated in one program, and a final third 

participated in two or more programs. Similar to other survey years, self-reported participation 

rates varied across programs. 

 

                                                
6 See http://bestplacestowork.org/BPTW/index.php 
 
7 The Partnership for Public Service includes both of these items along with perceptions of supervisor support for 
employees’ need to balance work and other life responsibilities as part of a “work-life balance” index. However, 
since only one of these items is explicitly work-life related and the survey is not equipped to measure work-life 
balance, these items are all included individually. 
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Methodology  

 To evaluate the relationship between work-life supports and job satisfaction, this analysis 

employed OLS regression with agency fixed effects and standard errors adjusted for clustering 

by agency. This approach addresses the important issue of unobserved heterogeneity across 

agencies, which has been neglected in previous studies of federal work-life programs. 

Unobserved heterogeneity arises when unobserved differences between agencies are not fully 

captured by the independent variables. As a result, agency means of the dependent variable may 

vary. A failure to account for this problem can induce omitted variable bias, often with severe 

consequences for the accuracy of the estimated effects (Wilson and Butler 2007).  Because of the 

use of fixed effects, all results are within-agency results and should be interpreted as such. In 

addition, standard errors were adjusted for clustering by agency to account for the non-

independence of observations across agencies. All analyses incorporated sampling weights to 

produce estimates representative of the surveyed federal population.  

 In order to test gender differences in the effects of satisfaction with work-life programs, 

supervisor support for work-life balance, and leadership support for work-life programs, all 

regression models included interactions between gender (female) and each of these variables. 

This allows for formal testing of gender differences, which previous studies of work-life in the 

federal government have failed to do. This is important because differences in the statistical 

significance of coefficients across groups do not necessarily mean that these coefficients are 

statistically different from each other (Kam and Franzese 2007).  

 Because program satisfaction variables are limited to program participants, regression 

analyses were performed separately for each of the six work-life programs. Each model included 
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satisfaction with one program, supervisor support for work-life balance, and leadership support 

for work-life programs as well as an interaction between each work-life variable and gender. In 

addition to models for individual programs, the analysis included a similar model for composite 

program satisfaction, which averages satisfaction with all programs in which a respondent 

participates. This addresses respondents’ overall experiences with work-life programs and 

accounts for the possibility that benefits may operate as “bundles” rather than individually 

experienced factors.  

 To address differences in the gendered nature of work-life effects by age and status, these 

models were replicated for each of four subgroups: employees under 40, employees over 40, 

lower status employees (GS 1-12 and federal wage system), and higher status employees (GS 13-

15 and SES/SL/ST/Other). 

 

Results  

Descriptive 

 Table 1 presents weighted descriptive statistics for the general FEVS sample, both overall and 

by gender. The weighted sample is approximately 43 percent women. Women tend to be 

concentrated in lower pay categories but have higher rates of job tenure. They are also more 

likely to be minorities and to work at headquarters but are less likely to be disabled, to ever have 

served in the U.S. military, and to be supervisors or executives. In general, men and women 

report similar work attitudes, but women tend to be slightly lower on average for most variables. 

Job satisfaction varies little across gender, in contrast to research suggesting that women tend to 

have higher levels of job satisfaction than men (Phelan 1994).  
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 With regard to work-life variables, women participate in slightly more programs on average 

(1.10 programs per woman compared to 0.99 programs per man). As expected, programs with 

the highest participation rates are workplace flexibilities, followed by health and wellness 

programs. Except for health and wellness programs, women are somewhat more likely to 

participate in each program. Differences are more substantial, however, for employee assistance 

programs (16 percent of women compared to 13 percent of men) and telework (26 percent of 

women compared to 20 percent of men). Women also report slightly higher levels of program 

satisfaction on average. All of these differences in work-life variables are statistically significant.  

 There is some variation across age and status subgroups, as reflected in the descriptive 

statistics in Table 2. Only a quarter of the weighted sample is under 40, reflected the aging 

federal workforce and the importance of attracting younger workers. Comparing work-life 

variables for employees under and over 40, several gender differences become apparent. For 

employees under 40, women are more likely to use all programs except for health and wellness 

and elder care, while for employees over 40 women are more likely to use all programs except 

for health and wellness, child care, and elder care. Interestingly, we observe larger gaps in child 

care (3 points) and telework (8 points) utilization among the younger employees, with women 

more likely to utilize each program. Women also use more programs than men on average, with 

women over 40 using the most programs on average (1.12).  

 Program satisfaction, perceived supervisor support, and perceived leadership support are 

largely comparable across these groups, but younger workers tend to report slightly higher levels 

of perceived supervisor support while older workers tend to report slightly higher levels of 

perceived senior leadership support. The majority of gender differences for each age group are 
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statistically significant. The exceptions are elder care participation, elder care satisfaction, and 

perceived leadership support among younger employees and health/wellness participation and 

job satisfaction among older employees.  

 Turning to lower and higher status employees, differences in participation and satisfaction are 

notable across status. Higher status employees have much higher telework utilization, while 

lower status employees have higher EAP utilization. Gender differences in telework are fairly 

pronounced in both groups, with 44 percent of higher status women and 18 percent of lower 

status women teleworking, compared to 32 percent of higher status men and only 12 percent of 

lower status men. These results are consistent with other research showing that higher status 

employees generally have greater access to work-life supports, particularly those that require 

high levels of autonomy and trust. It also suggests the possibility that telework is being leveraged 

to attract higher status employees in federal agencies.  

 Women in both groups slightly higher levels of satisfaction with work-life programs. 

Perceived leadership and supervisor support for work-life are surprisingly comparable across 

groups, with all employee groups rating supervisor support higher than senior leadership support, 

but higher status employees report higher levels of support in general. Higher status women also 

utilize 1.14 programs on average, the most of any subgroup, suggesting that women with 

demanding jobs may have the greatest need for supports. Once again, the majority of gender 

differences are statistically significant. The exceptions are elder care participation and perceived 

senior leadership support among lower status workers and health and wellness participation, 

child care satisfaction, and job satisfaction among higher status employees.  
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 Although most of the unadjusted gender differences are statistically significant, the 

magnitudes of these differences are modest, especially for attitudinal variables. The largest 

substantive differences are observed for participation variables, where several percentage points 

separate men and women in some cases. Differences in attitudinal variables tend to be smaller 

relative to the variation in these variables. For example, in the overall sample women register 

slightly higher composite program satisfaction on average (4.08) compared to men (4.03). This 

difference, while statistically significant (p<0.001), amounts to only 0.06 standard deviations.  

 

Regression Analysis 

 Table 3 presents the key coefficients from agency fixed effects models predicting employee 

job satisfaction. The first column shows results from the overall sample, which is followed by 

subgroup analyses for employees under 40, employees over 40, lower status employees, and 

higher status employees. For each subgroup, a separate regression model was estimated for each 

program satisfaction variable. Perceived supervisor and senior leadership support were included 

in each model as well. For each set of results, coefficients are presented for gender, program 

satisfaction, supervisor support, senior leadership support, and interactions between gender and 

each of these work-life variables. Although only these results are shown for simplicity, all 

models are limited to program participants and control for the independent variables described 

above.  

 Several observations are immediately apparent. First, employees who agree that senior leaders 

as supportive of work-life programs have job satisfaction levels that are higher than other 

employees on average. This result is positive and statistically significant in all models and for all 



46 
 

employee groups. Interestingly, when significant, the coefficient on the interaction between 

gender and senior leadership support is small but consistently negative. This suggests that 

perceived senior leadership support for work-life programs is positively associated with job 

satisfaction for both men and women, but this effect may be slightly larger for men. This is 

consistent with previous research on gender and the flexibility stigma, which suggests that men 

may be especially sensitive to work-life norms because of their vulnerability to violating both 

traditional worker and masculinity norms (Coltrane et al. 2013; Rudman and Mescher 2013). 

This result is also consistent with research emphasizing the importance of cultural support for 

work-life in general, which increases program utilization and tends to be associated with better 

program implementation (McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005; Thompson, Beauvais, and 

Lyness 1999; Ryan and Kossek 2008).  

 It is possible that to some extent, the results for senior leadership support capture other factors 

associated with perceptions about senior leaders. However, it is notable that these positive, 

statistically significant results are robust to the inclusion of controls for a wide range of survey 

items related to senior leaders. This includes the senior leadership index that is controlled in the 

analysis as well as sensitivity tests including other senior leadership items. Thus, while omitted 

variable bias cannot be ruled out, the evidence is strongly suggestive of the possibility that 

employee perceptions of senior level support for work-life programs are associated with job 

satisfaction. It is further possible that this measure is to some extent a proxy for an organizational 

climate supportive of work-life, which has been widely posited in the work-life literature to be a 

critical driver of outcomes.  
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 The results for supervisor support are quite different. Although there is variation across 

models, the most common significant pattern is a small negative effect of supervisor support for 

men and a null or small positive effect of supervisor support for women. For teleworkers, 

supervisor support is negatively associated with job satisfaction for males in the overall sample, 

employees over 40, and higher status employees. In each case, a small positive interactive effect 

means that this effect is essentially zero for females. For employees who use alternative work 

schedules, supervisor support is negatively associated with job satisfaction for employees over 

40, but there is a small positive effect for females in every group, which nets to approximately 

zero for females over 40. Similarly, for employees who use health and wellness programs, there 

is a small negative effect for higher status male employees and small positive effects for females 

that results in a net zero effect for females in the other models. For EAP, supervisor support does 

not have significant effect for males, but there is a small positive effect for females in the overall, 

over 40, and lower status models. Surprisingly, for dependent care programs there is no effect of 

supervisor support in the elder care models but a small positive effect for the overall and under 

40 models for child care, with no significant gender differences in the size of this effect. In the 

composite model, there is a small negative effect of supervisor support that nets to zero for 

females in most models.  

 These results suggest that, contrary to expectations, supervisor support for work-life balance 

has little independent effect on job satisfaction. When a significant effect is observed, it is 

generally slightly negative for males and close to zero for females. The only exception is child 

care, where there is a small positive effect for males and females that seems to be driven by 
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younger employees. In all cases, the magnitude is around 0.01, making it substantively quite 

small.  

 The results for program satisfaction vary across programs. For telework, there is a small 

positive association with job satisfaction for females but not males in the overall, over 40, and 

higher status models. For alternative work schedules, there is a small positive effect for lower 

status females and a small negative effect for higher status females. For health and wellness, 

there is a small negative effect for higher status employees, which does not differ by gender. 

EAP satisfaction has a small positive effect on job satisfaction for males under 40, which nets to 

approximately zero for females, and a small positive effect for lower status employees, which 

doesn’t differ by gender.  

 As with supervisor support, patterns for dependent care programs are somewhat different. 

Interestingly, child care satisfaction has a negative effect on job satisfaction in all but the higher 

status model, with no gender differences except for a zero net effect for lower status females. 

Elder care satisfaction also has a negative relationship with job satisfaction, particularly for 

females under 40.  

 Given these mixed effects, perhaps it is unsurprising that the results for composite program 

satisfaction hover around zero. Composite program satisfaction has a small positive effect on job 

satisfaction for employees under 40 and for lower status females. The inconsistency of the 

program satisfaction results is similar to other studies of work-life program satisfaction among 

federal employees. There are several possible explanations for this. First, program satisfaction 

may not be the most important variable for predicting job satisfaction, and other mediators 

linking program experiences and outcomes may be more relevant. Second, the data do not permit 
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controls for work-life responsibilities, such as level of dependent care responsibility, so estimates 

are averaged across employees with variable personal circumstances and motivations for using 

each program. Third, many of the program survey items are quite general. For example, one 

employee might be rating an on-site child care center while another is rating a child care 

seminar.  

 These findings provide mixed support for expectations. There is very consistent support for 

the expectation that senior leadership support for work-life programs is associated with job 

satisfaction (H3), but the findings are inconsistent for supervisor support for work-life balance 

(H2) and for program satisfaction (H1). There is some evidence that program satisfaction and 

supervisor support are more positive, or less negative, predictors of job satisfaction for women, 

but the opposite is true for leadership support. Thus, there is partial support for the expectation 

that work-life supports are more important predictors of job satisfaction for women (H4).  

 Taken as a whole, the results also fail to consistently support the expectations that gender 

differences would be most pronounced for younger (H5) and higher status (H6) employees. Once 

again, this could be due to some data limitations that make it impossible to differentiate among 

employees with different levels of work-life demands or career ambitions. The most consistent 

finding is that for all employee groups, perceived senior leadership support is a positive predictor 

of job satisfaction, suggesting that the organizational climate for work-life may be especially 

important for job satisfaction. The coefficient for this variable across models is around 0.10, 

which is an effect size of approximately 0.10 relative to the overall standard deviation for job 

satisfaction. While this is a modest effect, it is nevertheless consistent.  
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Marginal Effects  

 The preceding analysis of patterns of statistical significance, while informative, is insufficient 

to fully evaluate the hypotheses of interest. One reason is that differences in statistical 

significance across subsamples do not necessarily mean that these effects differ significantly 

from each other (Kam and Franzese 2007). Furthermore, the central consideration is less the 

significance of individual model parameters than the marginal effects of the key variables on job 

satisfaction (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2004). The interaction terms alone do not tell us 

anything about the significance of gender differences at different levels of work-life variables.  

 To facilitate such an analysis and more clearly visualize the interactive effects modeled in 

Table 3, predicted job satisfaction was computed over values of each work-life variable and 

plotted by gender for each subgroup, along with 95% confidence intervals, for the composite 

satisfaction model. Composite program satisfaction is interesting because it reflects combined 

experiences with work-life programs as a “bundle” rather than as individual benefits. This model 

also included the largest number of employees because it combined employees who used any 

program. Based on these results, Figure 1 shows predicted job satisfaction by gender over values 

of composite program satisfaction, Figure 2 shows similar results over values of supervisor 

support, and Figure 3 shows similar results over values of senior leadership support.  

 Consistent with the results in Table 3, the effect of composite program satisfaction is most 

clearly different for men and women in the under 40 and lower status analyses. In both cases, the 

slope is positive and steeper for women, but only for lower status employees are confidence 

intervals for male and female predicted values distinct. Also in both cases, predicted values for 

males and females converge at higher levels of program satisfaction. For the other models, slopes 
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are slightly negative or near-zero, and gender differences in predicted values are significant but 

fairly constant over values of composite program satisfaction. In all cases, these differences are 

substantively small and women have lower predicted values than men.  

 Figure 2 displays similar plots for perceived supervisor support for work-life balance based on 

estimates from the composite program satisfaction model. These results are interesting because 

overall and for all but employees under 40, the slopes move in opposite directions by gender, 

with positive slopes for females and negative slopes for males. As with composite program 

satisfaction, predictions for men and women converge at higher levels of perceived supervisor 

support. But in contrast to program satisfaction, the slopes and predicted values for male and 

female employees are most distinct for the over 40 and higher status subgroups. In all cases, 

gender differences are substantively small.  

 Finally, Figure 3 displays plots for the effect of perceived senior leadership support of work-

life programs based on the composite program satisfaction model. The comparable slopes for all 

figures show that the effect of perceived leadership support is fairly substantial in all cases, but 

there is little evidence of gender, age, or status differences. The importance of this factor is 

consistent with work-life scholarship emphasizing the centrality of work-life culture and 

program implementation factors like leadership support, and the results suggest that this is 

valued for men and women alike independent of program satisfaction.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion  

 This study addresses debates about the gendered nature of work-life effects among federal 

employees. The results provide some evidence of differences between men and women while 
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also supporting the observation that in the contemporary social landscape, these differences are 

inconsistent, diminishing, or small. Most notably, the results support the importance of senior 

leadership support for work-life programs.  

 The analysis provided some limited support for the positive effect of work-life program 

satisfaction on job satisfaction (H1), but in general the findings were mixed across programs and 

were near-zero in magnitude. Despite the improved methodology of using fixed effects to 

address unobserved heterogeneity at the agency level, these inconsistent results are similar to 

other studies using survey data to examine work-life program satisfaction among federal 

employees. This may be due to the broad wording of the work-life items, the inability to control 

for individual work-life circumstances, or simply that program satisfaction is not the key 

mediator in the case of job satisfaction.  

 The expectation that supervisor support for work-life balance would be positively associated 

with job satisfaction (H2) also received mixed support. In many cases, this effect was small and 

negative for males and near-zero or slightly positive for females. A notable exception was among 

participants in child care programs, for whom supervisor support was modestly positively 

associated with job satisfaction for employees under 40. It is possible that the limited effects of 

supervisor support, especially in contrast to the effects for senior leadership support, reflect other 

supervisory behaviors associated with work-life support but also lower job satisfaction. For 

example, supervisors who are supportive of employees with higher work-life needs may also be 

less likely to provide those employees with challenging assignments or developmental 

opportunities, negatively affecting job satisfaction. However, the positive result for younger 

employees who use child care programs suggests that this may not always be the case. 
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 Unlike the other key study variables, leadership support for work-life programs proved to be a 

universally positive and somewhat more substantial predictor of job satisfaction (H3), lending 

support to arguments that work-life climate is among the most important work-life factors for 

employees. This finding was robust to the inclusion of a wide range of controls for attitudes 

about senior leaders, and it was similar for all employee groups.  

 One of major motivations for this study was to assess widely held assumptions about the 

gendered import of work-life programs. In general, the results provided little support for the 

expectation that work-life supports would be more important predictors of job satisfaction for 

women (H4). In a few cases, such as telework, alternative work schedules, and composite 

program satisfaction, there was evidence of slightly more positive effects associated with 

program satisfaction for women. But in other cases, such as elder care and EAP, there was some 

evidence to the contrary.  

 For supervisor support, effects were all very small. But more than the other outcomes, the 

female interactive effect was more often positive, suggesting that to a small extent supervisor 

support may be more important for females. An interesting exception was a positive effect for 

employees who use child care programs, regardless of gender. This finding is quite interesting 

because of the importance of narrowing gender gaps in child care for gender equity and in light 

of evidence that men who are more involved in child care may face greater penalties at work. 

Thus, even though the results for supervisor support were generally mixed and small, the unique 

finding for younger employees who use child care programs may point to the value of supervisor 

support for at least one critical area.  
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 Gender differences were least evident for the most consistent relationship: senior leadership 

support for work-life programs. This effect was universally positive, significant, and larger than 

other work-life variables, suggesting that the work-life climate established by senior leaders may 

be an especially important factor for employees’ job satisfaction. Similarly, while subgroup 

results did not point clearly to the conclusion that gender differences are especially important for 

younger (H5) or higher status (H6) employees, these analyses still highlighted the relevance of 

senior leadership support. Furthermore, in many cases the interactive effect of gender rendered 

senior leadership support for work-life programs a more positive predictor of job satisfaction for 

men than women. This is a reminder that gendered expectations affect both men and women, and 

in some cases gender equality can be driven by factors that are more important for men.  

 In sum, this study showed that work-life programs and supervisor support may have very 

modest effects on job satisfaction, with greater gender differences at lower levels of perceived 

work-life support. But senior leadership support for work-life programs seems to be especially 

important for all groups of employees and may be slightly more important for men. Work-life 

scholarship frequently stresses the importance of organizational culture and support at all levels 

for program implementation to yield positive outcomes. This is arguably most consistent with 

social exchange theories of work-life effects, which posit that signals of support for employee 

needs elicit positive reactions in response. The evidence speaks less to theories of direct program 

satisfaction effects that might capture work-life conflict, balance, or enrichment, lending some 

support to observers who have noted that these mediators may not always be the most central for 

employee outcomes (e.g., Beauregard and Henry 2009).  
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 These results must be interpreted in light of the limitations of the data. Observational survey 

data are not ideal for measuring program effects, and the FEVS does not permit differentiation of 

employees by work-life needs, family circumstances, or specific programs in areas such as 

dependent care. In addition, this study has only analyzed job satisfaction. While this outcome is 

interesting and widely studied because of its association with many other outcomes, the 

relationships tested here may differ for other outcomes. Nevertheless, the results do suggest that 

combination of programs and supportive cultures can advance both men’s and women’s 

satisfaction at work, promoting a more inclusive 21st century workplace.  
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Tables and Figures 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables 

  Overall   Female   Male 

Variable  M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD 

Female 0.43 - - 

Minority 0.36 0.42 0.32 

Disabled 0.14 0.10 0.18 

Military 0.35 0.14 0.51 

Headquarters 0.36 0.40 0.34 

Supervisor 0.12 0.09 0.13 

Manager/Executive 0.06 0.04 0.07 

Full-time schedule  0.98 0.96 0.98 

Age (years) 

29 or under 0.07 0.08 0.07 

30 to 39 0.19 0.19 0.19 

40 to 49 0.28 0.28 0.28 

50 to 59 0.33 0.34 0.32 

60 or over 0.12 0.11 0.13 

Job tenure (years) 

5 or less  0.30 0.28 0.31 

6 to 10  0.20 0.18 0.21 

11 to 20 0.20 0.20 0.20 

20 or more 0.31 0.35 0.28 

Agency tenure (years) 

5 or less  0.37 0.37 0.37 

6 to 10  0.21 0.19 0.22 

11 to 20 0.19 0.19 0.19 

20 or more 0.23 0.25 0.22 

Pay category 

Federal wage system 0.08 0.02 0.12 

GS 1-6 0.09 0.14 0.06 

GS 7-12 0.47 0.51 0.43 

GS 13-15 0.27 0.23 0.30 

SES/SL/ST/Other 0.09 0.09 0.09 

Work attitudes 

Skills-mission match 3.97 0.75 4.00 0.75 3.96 0.76 

Strategic management 3.46 0.82 3.47 0.83 3.47 0.81 

Teamwork 3.64 0.87 3.60 0.91 3.68 0.84 

Training and development 3.51 0.91 3.50 0.93 3.52 0.90 

Performance awards and recog. 3.17 0.96 3.16 0.97 3.19 0.95 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables 

  Overall   Female   Male 

Variable  M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD 

Support for diversity 3.60 0.90 3.56 0.94 3.65 0.87 

Innovation 3.64 0.82 3.65 0.82 3.63 0.82 

Pay satisfaction  3.43 1.17 3.42 1.20 3.45 1.15 

Leadership - fairness 3.42 1.11 3.36 1.14 3.47 1.09 

Leadership - empowerment 3.25 1.01 3.21 1.03 3.29 1.00 

Leadership - senior leaders 3.29 1.03 3.28 1.04 3.30 1.03 

Leadership - supervisors 3.70 1.05 3.68 1.10 3.72 1.02 

Sufficient resources 3.11 1.23 3.16 1.25 3.07 1.21 

Reasonable workload  3.36 1.14 3.32 1.20 3.40 1.10 

Supervisor support for work-life 3.94 1.09 3.93 1.14 3.96 1.04 

Leadership support for work-life 3.46 1.14 3.44 1.17 3.47 1.12 

Program Participation  

Telework 0.21 0.26 0.20 

Alt. work sched.  0.32 0.33 0.32 

Health/wellness 0.29 0.29 0.30 

EAP 0.14 0.16 0.13 

Child care 0.04 0.04 0.03 

Elder care  0.02 0.03 0.02 

Total programs 0.97 1.10 1.10 1.15 0.99 1.06 

Program satisfaction (participants) 

Telework 3.97 1.00 4.02 1.17 3.93 1.04 

Alt. work sched.  4.29 0.80 4.33 0.86 4.26 0.80 

Health/wellness 4.03 0.78 4.07 0.80 4.01 0.77 

EAP 3.96 0.82 4.00 0.89 3.92 0.78 

Child care 3.97 0.87 4.03 0.87 3.92 0.78 

Elder care  3.90 0.81 3.94 0.82 3.88 0.75 

Composite  4.05 0.82 4.08 0.87 4.03 0.81 

Job Satisfaction  3.55 1.01 3.56 1.01 3.55 1.00 
Source: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2012). 
Notes: Means and standard deviations are weighted to reflect estimates of the permanent, non-seasonal Federal 
employee population in 2012. The overall, unweighted sample includes 284,293 females and 354,831 males. 
Estimates are based on all respondents in each survey with valid responses to each item. 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Key Study Variables, by Age, Status, and Gender 

Under 40   Over 40 

Female Male Female   Male  

Variable  M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD 

Job satisfaction  3.57 0.97 3.54 1.02 3.56 1.00 3.55 1.02 

Program participation    

Telework 0.26 0.18 0.26 0.21 

Alt. work sched.  0.31 0.29 0.34 0.32 

Health/wellness 0.27 0.30 0.30 0.30 

EAP 0.13 0.11 0.17 0.14 

Child care 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.03 

Elder care  0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 

Total program   1.05 1.08 0.93 1.03 1.12 1.15 1.02 1.10 
Program satisfaction 
(participants) 

Telework 4.01 1.04 3.96 1.01 4.02 1.02 3.93 0.97 

Alt. work sched.  4.34 0.81 4.28 0.83 4.34 0.79 4.26 0.78 

Health/wellness 4.09 0.79 4.02 0.84 4.07 0.77 4.00 0.77 

EAP 4.04 0.85 3.93 0.86 3.99 0.81 3.92 0.79 

Child care 4.12 0.92 4.02 0.92 3.97 0.84 3.88 0.82 

Elder care  4.01 0.88 3.93 0.87 3.93 0.79 3.87 0.79 

Composite  4.09 0.85 4.05 0.85 4.08 0.82 4.02 0.80 

Supervisor support  3.96 1.15 4.01 1.09 3.92 1.11 3.95 1.04 

Leadership support  3.42 1.18 3.42 1.18 3.46 1.13 3.50 1.12 

  Lower Status   Higher Status 

Female   Male Female   Male  

Variable  M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD   M/Prop. SD 

Job satisfaction  3.55 0.98 3.53 1.01 3.57 1.01 3.57 1.02 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Key Study Variables, by Age, Status, and Gender 

Program participation    

Telework 0.18 0.12 0.44 0.32 

Alt. work sched.  0.32 0.30 0.36 0.34 

Health/wellness 0.29 0.31 0.28 0.28 

EAP 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.11 

Child care 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.02 

Elder care  0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 

Total program   1.02 1.12 0.93 1.09 1.28 1.14 1.08 1.05 
Program satisfaction 
(participants) 

Telework 4.00 1.02 3.88 0.97 4.03 1.03 3.96 0.99 

Alt. work sched.  4.31 0.81 4.21 0.82 4.39 0.77 4.33 0.76 

Health/wellness 4.06 0.78 3.98 0.79 4.10 0.76 4.05 0.77 

EAP 3.98 0.82 3.89 0.80 4.07 0.82 3.98 0.81 

Child care 4.02 0.88 3.90 0.86 4.06 0.89 4.01 0.84 

Elder care  3.95 0.81 3.89 0.80 3.95 0.77 3.85 0.82 

Composite  4.06 0.82 4.00 0.81 4.10 0.83 4.07 0.81 

Supervisor support  3.90 1.13 3.91 1.08 4.00 1.10 4.05 1.02 

Leadership support  3.44 1.13 3.45 1.14 3.45 1.16 3.52 1.13 
Source: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2012). 
Notes: Means and standard deviations are weighted to reflect estimates of the permanent, non-seasonal Federal employee population. "Higher Status" employees 
are those classified as GS 13-15 or SES/SL/ST/Other. In total, the unweighted sample includes: 68,069 females and 78,316 males employees under 40; 211,493 
females and 272,748 males over 40; 182,076 females and 197,884 males who are lower status; and 99,664 females and 154,902 males who are higher status. 
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Table 3. Work-Life Coefficients by Subgroup 

Key Variables by Program Model Overall Under 40 Over 40 
Lower 
Status 

Higher 
Status  

Female -0.03* -0.06** -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Supervisor Support    -0.01* -0.00 -0.01** -0.01 -0.01* 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Supervisor Support  0.01* 0.01 0.01* 0.01 0.01* 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.10*** 0.09*** 0.11*** 0.12*** 0.09*** 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support -0.01** -0.00 -0.01** -0.01 -0.01** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Telework Satisfaction -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Female x Telework Satisfaction 0.01** 0.01 0.01** 0.01 0.01** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Observations 150,085 34,938 115,147 55,604 94,481 
R-squared 0.84 0.82 0.84 0.83 0.84 

Female -0.02 -0.06 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Supervisor Support    -0.00 0.00 -0.01** -0.00 -0.01 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Female x Supervisor Support  0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 0.01 0.02*** 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.12*** 0.10*** 0.12*** 0.13*** 0.10*** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support -0.01*** -0.00 -0.01** -0.01*** -0.00 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Alt. Work Sched. (AWS) Satisfaction 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Female x AWS Satisfaction 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01** -0.01* 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Observations 187,680 40,340 147,340 106,196 81,484 
R-squared 0.84 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.84 

Female 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 
(0.03) (0.05) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Supervisor Support    -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Supervisor Support  0.01** 0.00 0.01** 0.01** 0.01** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.13*** 0.12*** 0.13*** 0.14*** 0.11*** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support -0.01*** -0.01* -0.01*** -0.01*** -0.01*** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Health/Wellness (HW) Satisfaction -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.01*** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Female x HW Satisfaction 0.00 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.00 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Observations 155,029 34,607 120,422 94,780 60,249 
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Table 3. Work-Life Coefficients by Subgroup 

Key Variables by Program Model Overall Under 40 Over 40 
Lower 
Status 

Higher 
Status  

R-squared 0.84 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.84 

Female 0.02 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.07 
(0.03) (0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) 

Supervisor Support    -0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Supervisor Support  0.01* 0.01 0.01* 0.02* 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.14*** 0.14*** 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.11*** 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support -0.01* -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
(0.00) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

EAP Satisfaction 0.01 0.02** 0.01 0.01* 0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Female x EAP Satisfaction -0.01 -0.02** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Observations 73,523 14,080 59,443 47,674 25,849 
R-squared 0.84 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.85 

Female -0.10* -0.11 -0.09* -0.15*** 0.02 
(0.06) (0.10) (0.06) (0.04) (0.10) 

Supervisor Support    0.02* 0.03** 0.01 0.01 0.03 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Female x Supervisor Support  0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.01 0.01 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.14*** 0.12*** 0.15*** 0.16*** 0.10*** 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.00 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Child Care Satisfaction -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.02* -0.03*** -0.01 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Female x Child Care Satisfaction 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.03** -0.01 
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) 

Observations 15,785 5,441 10,344 10,410 5,375 
R-squared 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.85 0.84 

Female 0.03 0.15 -0.02 0.06 -0.07 
(0.06) (0.16) (0.04) (0.08) (0.07) 

Supervisor Support    0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 
(0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Female x Supervisor Support  -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 
(0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.18*** 0.14*** 0.19*** 0.18*** 0.16*** 
(0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support 0.00 0.05 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 
(0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

Elder Care Satisfaction -0.02*** -0.01 -0.03*** -0.02** -0.03** 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) 

Female x Elder Care Satisfaction -0.00 -0.10** 0.02** -0.02 0.03 
(0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 
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Table 3. Work-Life Coefficients by Subgroup 

Key Variables by Program Model Overall Under 40 Over 40 
Lower 
Status 

Higher 
Status  

Observations 10,575 1,465 9,110 6,712 3,863 
R-squared 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.86 0.84 

Female -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.00 
(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

Supervisor Support    -0.01 0.00 -0.01** -0.01 -0.01** 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Supervisor Support  0.01*** 0.00 0.01*** 0.01** 0.01** 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Senior Leadership Support    0.12*** 0.11*** 0.12*** 0.14*** 0.10*** 
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Female x Sen. Leadership Support -0.01*** -0.01* -0.01*** -0.01** -0.01*** 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Composite Program Satisfaction 0.00 0.01* 0.00 0.00 -0.00 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Female x Composite Program 
Satisfaction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01** -0.00 

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Observations 352,990 79,839 273,151 194,926 158,064 
R-squared 0.84 0.83 0.84 0.83 0.84 
Source: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2012). 
Notes: Results are from OLS regressions weighted to reflect estimates for the permanent, non-seasonal federal 
government employees Standard errors in parentheses are adjusted to account for clustering by agency. Reported 
observations reflect unweighted totals. All models are limited to program participants and control for: supervisor, 
executive, military, disabled, minority, age, job tenure, agency tenure, pay category, skills-mission match, strategic 
management, teamwork, performance-based awards and recognition, training and development, support for 
diversity, innovation, sufficient resources, and reasonable workload. * p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01  
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Figure 1. Predicted Job Satisfaction, by Subgroup, Gender, and Composite Program Satisfaction  

 
Source: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2012). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables held at their means. All models are limited to program 
participants and control for: supervisor, executive, military, disabled, minority, age, job tenure, agency tenure, pay category, skills-mission match, strategic 
management, teamwork, performance-based awards and recognition, training and development, support for diversity, sufficient resources, reasonable workload, 
supervisor support for work-life balance, leadership support for work-life, and agency fixed effects.
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Figure 2. Predicted Job Satisfaction, by Subgroup, Gender, and Perceived Senior Leader Support for Work-Life Balance  

 
Source: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2012). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables held at their means. All models are limited to program 
participants and control for: supervisor, executive, military, disabled, minority, age, job tenure, agency tenure, pay category, skills-mission match, strategic 
management, teamwork, performance-based awards and recognition, training and development, support for diversity, sufficient resources, reasonable workload, 
supervisor support for work-life balance, leadership support for work-life, and agency fixed effects.
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Figure 3. Predicted Job Satisfaction, by Subgroup, Gender, and Perceived Supervisor Support for Work-Life Programs 

 
Source: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2012). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables held at their means. All models are limited to program 
participants and control for: supervisor, executive, military, disabled, minority, age, job tenure, agency tenure, pay category, skills-mission match, strategic 
management, teamwork, performance-based awards and recognition, training and development, support for diversity, sufficient resources, reasonable workload, 
supervisor support for work-life balance, leadership support for work-life, and agency fixed effects.
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Appendix 

Survey Items Used for Attitudinal Variables 

 

 Responses to each survey item are on a five-point scale on which higher values indicate more 

positive responses. Response categories for satisfaction questions include: 1) Very Dissatisfied, 

2) Dissatisfied, 3) Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied, 4) Satisfied, 5) Very Satisfied. Response 

categories for all other questions include: 1) Strongly Disagree, 2) Disagree, 3) Neither Agree 

nor Disagree, 4) Agree, 5) Strongly Agree. For index variables, each was computed as the 

average of available survey items based on valid responses. “Don’t Know” responses were 

excluded from analysis. The following tables present question numbers and wording used for 

attitudinal variables in this study. For index variables, Cronbach’s alpha is noted.   

Job Satisfaction (α=0.87) 
Q 40 I recommend my organization as a good place to work. 

Q 69 Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your job? 

Q 71 Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your organization? 
 
Leadership - Fairness (α=0.74) 

17 
I can disclose a suspected violation of any law, rule or regulation without fear of 
reprisal. 

37 
Arbitrary action, personal favoritism and coercion for partisan political purposes are 
not tolerated. 

 

Leadership – Empowerment (α=0.78) 

30 Employees have a feeling of personal empowerment with respect to work processes. 

37 
Arbitrary action, personal favoritism and coercion for partisan political purposes are 
not tolerated. 

63 How satisfied are you with your involvement in decisions that affect your work? 

 
Leadership – Senior Leaders (α=0.90) 

53 
In my organization, leaders generate high levels of motivation and commitment in the 
workforce. 

54 My organization's leaders maintain high standards of honesty and integrity. 
61 I have a high level of respect for my organization's senior leaders. 

64 
How satisfied are you with the information you receive from management on what's 
going on in your organization? 
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Leadership – Supervisors (α=0.92) 

43 
My supervisor/team leader provides me with opportunities to demonstrate my 
leadership skills. 

44 Discussions with my supervisor/team leader about my performance are worthwhile. 
47 Supervisors/team leaders in my work unit support employee development. 

52 
Overall, how good a job do you feel is being done by your immediate supervisor/team 
leader? 

 
Employee Skills-Mission Match (α=0.83) 

4 My work gives me a feeling of personal accomplishment. 

5 I like the kind of work I do. 
11 My talents are used well in the workplace. 

12 I know how my work relates to the agency's goals and priorities. 
13 The work I do is important. 

 
Pay Satisfaction (satisfaction scale) 

70 Considering everything, how satisfied are you with your pay? 

 
Performance-Based Awards and Recognition (α=0.90) 

15 My performance appraisal is a fair reflection of my performance. 
22 Promotions in my work unit are based on merit. 

31 Employees are recognized for providing high quality products and services. 
32 Creativity and innovation are rewarded. 

65 How satisfied are you with the recognition you receive for doing a good job? 
67 How satisfied are you with your opportunity to get a better job in your organization? 

 

Strategic Management (α=0.78) 
21 My work unit is able to recruit people with the right skills. 

27 The skill level in my work unit has improved in the past year. 

29 
The workforce has the job-relevant knowledge and skills necessary to accomplish 
organizational goals. 

57 
Managers review and evaluate the organization's progress toward meeting its goals 
and objectives. 

 
Support for Diversity (α=0.79) 

34 
Policies and programs promote diversity in the workplace (for example, recruiting 
minorities and women, training in awareness of diversity issues, mentoring). 

45 
My supervisor/team leader is committed to a workforce representative of all segments 
of society. 

55 
Managers/supervisors/team leaders work well with employees of different 
backgrounds. 
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Teamwork (α=0.73) 

20 The people I work with cooperate to get the job done. 
26 Employees in my work unit share job knowledge with each other. 

58 
Managers promote communication among different work units (for example, about 
projects, goals, needed resources). 

 
Training and Development (α=0.85) 

1 I am given a real opportunity to improve my skills in my organization. 
2 I have enough information to do my job well. 

18 My training needs are assessed. 

68 How satisfied are you with the training you receive for your present job? 
 
Innovation (α=0.85) 
3 I feel encouraged to come up with new and better ways of doing things. 

8 I am constantly looking for ways to do my job better. 
32 Creativity and innovation are rewarded. 

 
Sufficient Resources (agreement scale) 

9 
I have sufficient resources (for example, people, materials, budget) to get my job 
done. 

 
Reasonable Workload (agreement scale) 
10 My workload is reasonable. 

 
Senior Leadership Work-Life Support (satisfaction scale) 

62 Senior leaders demonstrate support for Work/Life programs. 

 

Supervisor Work-Life Support (satisfaction scale) 

42 My supervisor supports my need to balance work and other life issues. 

 

Work-Life Program Satisfaction (composite α=0.87) 
 How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency? 

79  Telework 
80 Alternative Work Schedules (AWS) 

81 Health and Wellness Programs (for example, exercise, medical screening, quit 
smoking programs) 

82 Employee Assistance Program (EAP) 

83 Child Care Programs (for example, daycare, parenting classes, parenting support 
groups) 

84 Elder Care Programs (for example, support groups, speakers) 
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CHAPTER 3 
 

WORK-LIFE SUPPORTS AND GENDER DIVERSITY IN FEDERAL AGENCIES 
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Introduction 

 In recent decades, women’s representation in the labor force has increased dramatically. 

Women now hold over 50 percent of all professional-level jobs, over 70 percent of mothers with 

children under 18 are part of the workforce, and women are the primary breadwinners in 40 

percent of American families (Bianchi 2011; Wang, Parker, and Taylor 2013). Female 

employment in the federal government has paralleled trends in the labor force overall. Today, 

women comprise 44 percent of all federal employees and 45 percent of employees in 

professional and administrative occupations.8 But despite these gains, gender parity remains 

elusive because occupational segregation, agency segregation, and gender gaps in leadership and 

pay persist (Alkadry and Tower 2006; Newman 1995; U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board 

[MSPB] 2011).  

 Numerous explanations have been offered for these persistent disparities, and gender 

differences in family and domestic responsibilities are frequently cited. Consequently, scholars 

and practitioners alike have debated whether work-life supports that facilitate the management of 

work and non-work responsibilities may be beneficial for promoting gender diversity in the 

workplace (Alkadry and Tower 2006; MSPB 2011; Shoemaker and Park 2009). This study 

contributes to ongoing debates by examining whether employee satisfaction with work-life 

programs and perceptions of managerial support for work-life are associated with changes in 

gender diversity over time in federal agencies.  

 Understanding the antecedents of gender diversity in government is important for several 

reasons. The federal government has long sought to serve as a “model employer,” a principle that 

                                                
8
 Author’s analysis of federal personnel data using the OPM FedScope database, accessible at 

http://www.fedscope.opm.gov. 
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has been embedded in numerous federal initiatives. Social and political changes over time have 

also made diversity management a salient issue in the public and private sectors alike (Riccucci 

2002). In the case of federal employment, “fundamental values of the civil service, codified in 

the merit system principles, include a workforce that is ‘representative of all segments of society’ 

and selection and advancement ‘determined solely on the basis of relative ability, knowledge, 

and skills’” (MSPB 2011, 1).  

 Representation scholarship has argued that diversity is important for perceptions of 

government legitimacy (Mansbridge 2003; Pitkin 1967). But the theory of representative 

bureaucracy argues that bureaucratic representation is not merely symbolic. Given longstanding 

concerns about the influence of unelected civil servants in a democratic government, some public 

administration scholars have suggested that representative bureaucracy, where the composition 

of the bureaucracy reflects the demographic composition of the population, could help to address 

some of these concerns (Waldo 1952; Mosher 1968). This argument is predicated on the idea that 

“passive” representation, where government employees “look like” the population, will translate 

into “active” representation, where their actions and preferences will reflect the interests and 

preferences of the groups that they represent (Krislov 1974; Selden, Brudney, and Kellough 

1998).  

 A growing literature has provided some evidence that this may be the case (Bradbury and 

Kellough 2010; Kennedy 2014). For example, studies have shown that female administrators 

have different political attitudes and policy priorities (Bowling et al. 2006; Bullard and Wright 

1993; Dolan 2000, 2002; Hale and Branch 1992; Riccucci and Meyers 2004; Saidel and Losocco 

2005), tend to engage in more collaborative and democratic leadership styles (Jacobson, Palus, 
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and Bowling 2009; Kathlene 1995; King 1995; Meier, O’Toole, and Goerdel 2006), and differ 

somewhat in what draws them to public service (DeHart-Davis, Marlowe, and Pandey 2006). An 

emerging literature has also shown some direct links between “passive” and “active” 

representation for gender among “street-level” bureaucrats such as teachers in public schools 

(Keiser et al. 2002), police officers (Meier and Nicholson-Crotty 2006), and supervisors at child 

support enforcement agencies (Wilkins and Keiser 2006).  

 Personnel practices promoting representation and inclusion in government have received less 

scholarly attention. Work-life supports, including family-friendly programs and managerial 

support for work-life balance, may be an example of such personnel practices if facilitating the 

combination of work and non-work responsibilities allows women and men to participate more 

equally in the workplace and at home. The results of this study suggest that while work-life 

supports have not been as effective in promoting gender diversity overall, they are associated 

with improved gender diversity in specific occupations and contexts. Although the analysis is 

constrained by the availability of data on federal work-life programs, it advances a scholarly 

literature that has often assumed but rarely tested the idea that work-life supports can promote 

gender diversity in government. In addition, it provides support for the importance of using 

conceptually distinct and theoretically motivated measures of gender diversity.  

  

Background 

 Social and demographic trends over the past few decades have increased the tension between 

work and non-work responsibilities. As women have entered the labor force in large numbers, an 

increasing proportion of American families rely on a female breadwinner or have two working 
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parents (Bianchi 2011; Wang, Parker, and Taylor 2013). This has been accompanied by shifts in 

public opinion about women in the workplace and the impact this has on their children (Cotter, 

Hermsen, and Vanneman 2011). At the same time, attitudes about the role of fathers have 

evolved as well (Livingston and Parker 2011). Today, men are as likely as women to indicate 

that they would like to spend more time with their families, and they now report high levels of 

tension between work and family responsibilities (Aumann, Galinsky, and Matos 2011). 

Dependent care responsibilities also increasingly involve care for elderly relatives. Increased 

longevity, coupled with delayed marriage and childbearing, mean that more people are 

simultaneously caring for young children and the elderly for longer periods of time (Bookman 

and Kimbrell 2011).  

 Despite these trends, workplaces and public policies have been relatively slow to respond. 

Although the availability of supports for “work-life” issues has increased over time, including 

interventions such as workplace flexibilities and dependent care programs, the availability of 

these resources remains unevenly distributed across employees and industries (Council of 

Economic Advisers 2010; Davis and Kelleberg 2006; Glass and Estes 1997; Matos and Galinsky 

2011a). This is due in part to the fact that responsibility for addressing these issues in the United 

States lies largely with individuals, families, and employers (Boushey 2011; Gornick and Meyers 

2003). Compared to other developed countries, the United States offers comparably little support 

at the policy level for employees seeking to manage work and non-work roles (Earl, Mokomane, 

and Heymann 2011; Gornick and Meyers 2003).  

 A natural consequence of this is increased stress for families. Men and women alike now 

report high levels of work-life conflict and stress, which has consequences for both workplaces 
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and families (Aumann, Galinsky, and Matos 2011). There is some debate about whether men and 

women actually experience similar levels of work-life conflict, as social expectations may lead 

women to understate stress relative to men. Some observers have noted that gender differences in 

reported conflict are greater among parents and when men and women in similar occupations are 

compared (Bianchi and Milkie 2010). Research does show that demand for workplace supports 

that make it easier to balance work and non-work responsibilities is universally high. The vast 

majority of employees indicate that they value flexibility and report not having enough time for 

themselves, their spouses, or their children (Matos and Galinsky 2011b).   

 Nevertheless, although demand for supports is high for both men and women, work and 

family responsibilities remain gendered. Traditionally, women have borne the brunt of work-life 

conflict because disproportionate responsibility for domestic responsibilities continues to fall on 

their shoulders. Despite trends towards gender equality, women still do the majority of child care 

and are more likely to make work-related sacrifices for family reasons (Bianchi 2011; Bianchi, 

Robinson, and Milkie 2006; Bianchi and Raley 2005; Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000). 

Furthermore, the trend towards fathers spending more time with their children has been 

accompanied by growth in the proportion of children who do not live with their fathers. 

Approximately a quarter of fathers do not live with their children, and these fathers report lower 

rates of communication and less time spent with their children (Livingston and Parker 2011). 

Single-parent households are overwhelmingly headed by women and face high levels of 

economic stress (Teachman, Tedrow, and Crowder 2011). Thus, while the relationship between 

work-life supports and gender diversity may be expected to diminish over time, the current 
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distribution of labor suggests that work-life supports may still have a role to play for women in 

particular.  

 The federal government has historically been a leader in some areas of work-life (Bruce and 

Reed 1999). This has stemmed from a desire to be a “model employer,” pressure to fulfill the 

merit principles dictated by law, and a practical need to compete for talent (MSPB 2008a, 

2008b). The U.S. Office of Personnel Management (OPM) website describes of work-life 

supports as “programs and policies are designed to create more flexible, responsive work 

environments supportive of commitments to community, home, and loved ones.”9 The portfolio 

of work-life supports in federal agencies broadly includes workplace flexibilities, dependent care 

programs, worksite health and wellness programs, and employee assistance programs. Of these, 

workplace flexibilities are the oldest and most widely used, but these flexibilities and other 

work-life programs vary widely across federal agencies. 

 The most commonly used workplace flexibilities in federal agencies are telework and 

alternative work schedules. Telework is “a work arrangement that allows an employee to 

perform work, during any part of regular, paid hours, at an approved alternative worksite (e.g., 

home, telework center)” (OPM 2014a, 17). The Telework Enhancement Act of 2010, which 

focused on federal agencies, instituted specific requirements for telework programs across the 

federal government. Alternative work schedules (AWS) have been available since they were 

piloted in a few agencies in the 1970s, and these programs allow employees flexibility with 

regard to the timing of their work (Ezra and Deckman 1996). Flexible work schedules permit 

employees to change their start and end times, typically subject to the requirement that they be 

                                                
9
 See http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/worklife/ 
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present for set “core” hours of the day. Compressed work schedules permit employees to 

compress a regular 80-hour biweekly work requirement into fewer than 10 work days, such as a 

3- or 4-day week. Agencies have broad discretion to offer AWS to their employees, and although 

agencies are required to have telework programs, they also have broad discretion over program 

details and eligibility determinations. 

 Dependent care programs come in many forms and include both child and adult dependent 

care. Common programs include child care centers, child care subsidies, dependent care flexible 

spending accounts, and other supports for child and elder care such as educational programming 

and support groups. In general, utilization is lower for these programs due to a combination of 

ineligibility and lack of information (GAO 2007). Agencies are not required to provide 

dependent care supports, thus there is wide variation in programs and policies. 

 In recent years, work-life programs offered by federal agencies have also expanded to include 

health and wellness programs. This reflects the broadening portfolio of what is considered to be a 

“work-life” intervention (Eikhof, Warhurst, and Haunschild 2007). Agencies are authorized to 

provide a wide range of health services, such as on-site health care, education and intervention 

programs, physical fitness programs and facilities, and other supports. However, they are not 

required to do so. 

 There is similarly considerable variation in the services provided by agency employee 

assistance programs (EAPs). EAPs may provide a range of services including free, voluntary, 

short-term counseling and referral for various issues affecting employee mental and emotional 

well-being, such as alcohol and other substance abuse, stress, grief, family problems, and 

psychological disorders (OPM 2013b). Although agencies are required to offer them, there is a 
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great deal of discretion regarding the services they provide, and they are usually offered through 

contractors (OPM 2008).  

 The goals of work-life programs, including those in the federal government, are typically to 

improve outcomes of value to the employer. For example, the Presidential Memorandum of 

Workplace Flexibilities and Work-Life Programs that was released on June 23, 2014, begins 

with the observation that, “To attract, empower, and retain a talented and productive workforce 

in the 21st century, the Federal Government must continue to make progress in enabling 

employees to balance their responsibilities at work and at home” (Obama 2014b). Another recent 

memorandum on “modernizing” federal family leave programs was issued on January 15, 2015. 

This memorandum articulated numerous goals associated with work-life supports and explicitly 

linked such supports to diversity and inclusion: “Offering family leave and other workplace 

flexibilities to parents can help achieve the goals of recruiting and retaining talent, lowering 

costly worker turnover, increasing employee engagement, boosting employee morale, and 

ensuring a diverse and inclusive workforce” (Obama 2015). Whether or not such programs 

actually increase gender diversity and inclusion in the federal government remains largely 

untested.  

 

Previous Research 

 Previous research that informs this study can be broadly grouped into three categories. First, 

the literature on work-life and gender, particularly in the context of the federal government, 

offers conflicting expectations about gender differences in the effects of work-life programs but 

suggests that work-life supports may still be especially important to women. Second, the 
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literature on organizational determinants of work-life and diversity program adoption provides 

insights into the pressures that may motivate federal agencies to pursue these initiatives. Finally, 

a small literature on antecedents of gender diversity in the federal government offers some 

evidence regarding factors that promote women’s bureaucratic representation.  

 

Work-Life and Gender  

 Interest in the intersection of work-life issues and gender stems from well established gender 

differences related to work and family responsibilities. As women have moved into the labor 

force in large numbers and attitudes about gender roles have evolved, men’s and women’s 

allocation of time has become more similar thanks to shifts on the parts of both men and women 

(Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 2006; Sayer 2005). Nevertheless, the same research that 

demonstrates narrowing gender gaps also shows that women continue to bear disproportionate 

responsibility for many domestic tasks, especially dependent care, while men continue to spend 

longer hours working. In addition, there is evidence that women continue to be more likely to 

make work-related tradeoffs due to family reasons (Bianchi and Raley 2005; Kaufman and 

Uhlenberg 2000). One reason for this is that women are much more likely to head single-parent 

households, and as custodial fathers have increased time with children, non-custodial fathers 

have become more prevalent. These fathers do not spend as much time with their children 

(Livingston and Parker 2011).  

 Whether or not differences in work and domestic responsibilities translate into gender 

differences in work-life conflict is the source of debate. Narrowing gender gaps in responsibility 

for domestic labor are reflected in recent research suggesting that men and women may now 
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experience comparable levels of work-life conflict (Aumann, Galinksy, and Bond 2009; 

Schieman, Milkie, and Glavin 2009). However, some observers have noted that differences in 

work-life conflict are greater among parents, when men and women in similar contexts are 

compared, and when the possibility that women with the highest conflict levels have selected out 

of the labor force is considered (Bianchi and Milkie 2010).  

 In addition, there is evidence that there may be gender differences in the processes associated 

with work-life conflict and related outcomes. For example, a widely cited meta-analysis by 

Byron (2005) found that women tend to experience higher levels of family interference with 

work, while men tend to experience higher levels of work interference with family, and these 

differences become larger as the percentage of parents in the study sample increases. In another 

meta-analytic study, Shockley and Singla (2011) found that women, more so than men, tend to 

experience outcomes associated with interferences in the originating domain. Thus, for women, 

conflict related to family interference with work are more likely to affect outcomes related to 

family, while conflict related to work interference with family will affect outcomes related to 

work. In some cases, the impact of work-life conflict itself may differ for men and women. For 

example, several studies have documented a stronger link between work-life conflict and 

psychological well-being for women (Bookman and Kimbrell 2011; Nomaguchi, Milkie, and 

Bianchi 2005; Roxburgh 2004). 

 It is important to note that work-life conflict is only one possible mediator linking work-life 

experiences to outcomes. In fact, most studies of organizational outcomes don’t measure work-

life conflict, so this mediator isn’t always the best supported by organizational research 

(Beauregard and Henry 2009). Other mediators, such as increased control and perceptions of 



80 
 

autonomy, are also believed to be important mediators (Baltes et al. 1999; Gajendran and 

Harrison 2007). Thus, apart from gender differences in work-life conflict, it is possible that 

work-life interventions may have gendered levels of utilization or impact. For example, despite 

evidence that men have greater access to traditional workplace flexibilities on average (Galinsky, 

Sakai, and Wigton 2011; MacDermid and Tang 2009), research also suggests that men may be 

more reluctant to avail themselves of such supports and may be more negatively evaluated for 

violating gender norms in doing so (Beauregard and Henry 2009; Coltrane et al. 2013; Newman 

and Matthews 1999; Rudman and Mescher 2013). Thus, women may value and use job 

flexibility more than men do (Bender, Donohue, and Heywood 2005; Kelly et al. 2008; 

McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005). 

 A small number of studies have explicitly examined gender and work-life in public 

organizations. The results of these studies are mixed but offer some evidence that gender 

differences in program utilization and associated impacts do exist. Most of these studies rely on 

employee survey data to examine program use, program satisfaction, organizational support, 

work-family conflict, and individual-level outcomes such as job satisfaction and turnover. 

Although a number of these studies have been published (Caillier 2011, 2012a, 2012b; Facer and 

Wadsworth 2008; Harick, Vaneck, and Michlitsch 1986; Mahler 2012; Wadsworth and Owens 

2007), only a few explicitly examine gender differences (Ezra and Deckman 1996; Saltzstein, 

Ting, and Saltzstein 2001).  

 Ezra and Deckman (1996) used data from a 1991 survey of federal employees to examine use 

of work-family programs in relation to child care satisfaction, satisfaction with work-family 

balance, and job satisfaction. They found that for both men and women, satisfaction with child 
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care was associated with work-family balance, and satisfaction with work-family balance was 

positively associated with job satisfaction. But there were also gender differences in the effects 

of specific programs, with on-site child care and alternative work schedule use significantly 

associated with work-life balance only for women.  

 In another study using the same survey of federal employees, Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzstein 

(2001) examined patterns of program use, work-family balance, and job satisfaction for different 

subgroups. The results were quite mixed. For the overall sample, telework participation was 

negatively associated with work-family balance but positively associated with job satisfaction; 

flexible work schedules were negatively associated with job satisfaction; compressed work 

schedules were negatively associated with job satisfaction but positively associated with work-

family balance; and use of child care services was positively associated job satisfaction. 

Considerable variation across subgroups did not follow consistent patterns. A possible 

explanation for this is highly variable usage rates. The authors noted that “programs are not 

always most heavily used by those groups facing what would seem to be the greatest family 

demands,” suggesting differences in access (Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzstein 2001, 458). For 

example, younger men in dual-income homes with no children were almost twice as likely to 

report “working from home on the clock” than unmarried mothers. Yet despite variation in these 

patterns, work-family balance was universally associated with higher job satisfaction.  

 Other explanations for such mixed findings could include insufficient cultural support for 

program use or selection effects whereby employees with the highest levels of stress are more 

likely to utilize programs, leading to more negative observed outcomes. Limited availability of 

longitudinal data, particularly for federal programs, makes it difficult to evaluate these possible 
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explanations. However, research does support the importance of implementation factors and 

individual attributes in shaping employee experiences (McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005; 

Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness 1999; Ryan and Kossek 2008).  

 Studies of agency-level work-life effects have analyzed barriers to implementation (Newman 

and Matthews 1999) or aggregate, agency-level associations between program use or satisfaction 

and turnover or performance (Kim and Wiggins 2011; Lee and Hong 2011; OPM 2014a). These 

studies have paid limited attention to gender. In an analysis of federal employee survey data from 

2004, Kim and Wiggins (2011) found that women tended to be more satisfied with “work-life 

programs” and alternative work schedules, while men were more satisfied with child care 

programs, but the authors did not test gender differences in the negative relationship between 

satisfaction with family-friendly programs and turnover intent. More recently, the 2013 Status of 

Telework in the Federal Government report published by OPM reported comparable levels of 

telework participation for men and women but did not compare gender differences in the 

association between telework and outcomes (OPM 2014a). Notably, none of these studies 

examined whether work-life supports affect agency diversity outcomes.  

 

Organizational Determinants of Programs 

 One possible reason for inconsistent program effects is that organizations differ in their 

incentives for responsiveness to work-life and diversity issues. Previous research has suggested 

that adoption of such initiatives often occurs in response to a combination of organizational 

characteristics and internal and external pressures. Research also shows that beyond program 
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adoption, organizations differ in the extent to which work-life and diversity initiatives are 

integrated into the organization.  

 One way to think about work-life programs is as a component of diversity management (Pitts 

2006). Empirical evidence on the adoption of diversity programs tends to support the idea that 

the approaches embraced by different organizations are influenced by the pressures and 

incentives they face. Research in this area has been informed by institutional and resource 

dependence theories that emphasize the interdependence of organizations and the importance of 

organizational structures, industry norms, and resource dependencies for understanding 

organizational behavior (e.g., DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Meyer and Rowan 1977; Oliver 1991; 

Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). Factors that are thought to be important in the context of diversity 

program adoption include internal pressures from influential groups of managers, external 

pressure related to industry norms, functional needs like workforce demography and regulatory 

oversight, and especially organizational culture (Dobbin, Kim, and Kalev 2011). 

 A related literature has also examined work-life and family-friendly programs specifically. 

Like the diversity program literature, this research stresses the importance of internal and 

external pressures on the organization and finds similar drivers of program adoption (Bardoel et 

al. 1999; Davis and Kalleberg 2006; Goodstein 1994; Ingram and Simons 1995; Kelly 2003; 

Osterman 1995; Seyler, Monroe, and Garand 1995; Wood, De Menezes, and Lasaosa 2003).  

Although there is some variation in findings, likely due to differences in study sample and 

methodology, these studies point to several factors that influence organizational responsiveness 

to work and family issues. In general, research supports the idea that larger organizations, the 

diffusion of practices in an organization’s industry, reliance on managerial and professional 
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employees, a desire to promote high levels of employee commitment, public sector 

organizations, perceived benefits to offering benefits, being a younger organization, and 

organizational culture are common drivers of responsiveness.  

 However, there is a considerable variability depending on the programs in question and the 

costs associated with them. The provision of work-life supports appears to be influenced by the 

interaction of pressures. That is, “organizations do not necessarily blindly conform to 

institutional pressures but rather, may actively assess the extent to which conformity allows them 

to enhance technical concerns, such as efficiency or the acquisition of resources” (Goodstein 

1994, 352). Organizations are most responsive, as measured by the adoption of more expensive 

programs, when both institutional pressures and perceived benefits to the organization are high 

(Goodstein 1994; Ingram and Simons 1995; Oliver 1991).  

 The role of women in the organization has produced varied results. On the one hand, the 

presence of women may be viewed as a powerful pressure for organizations to be responsive 

since women still face greater domestic responsibilities. But on the other hand, women tend to be 

concentrated in less powerful industries and positions. Some research has found that the 

proportion of women in the workforce has little or no effect on the adoption of work-family 

practices (Glass and Fujimoto 1995; Ingram and Simons 1995; Osterman 1995). But other 

research suggests that a higher proportion of women (Bardoel et al. 1999; Davis and Kalleberg 

2006; Goodstein 1994; Seyler, Monroe, and Garand 1995; Wood, De Menezes, and Lasaosa 

2003), a higher proportion of women managers (Ingram and Simons 1995), the presence of 

employees with dependent care needs (Bardoel et al. 1999; Kelly 2003), and lower female 

unemployment in the industry (Goodman 1995; Ingram and Simons 1995) may promote 
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increased responsiveness to work-family issues as measured by the number, type, and costliness 

of family-friendly programs adopted by organizations. Together, these studies point to the 

conclusion that organizations are most responsive to women when they face women in positions 

of power, demand for female labor, and industry norms related to equality of opportunity and 

family-friendliness. 

 Similar frameworks have been applied to research on the adoption of work-life or family-

friendly programs in the public sector. Durst’s (1999) study of program adoption using a random 

sample of public organization and McCurdy, Newman, and Lovrich’s (2002) study of local 

government organizations both addressed internal and external demands, organizational capacity, 

and the goals of recruitment, retention, and legitimacy. The results suggest that larger agencies, 

those with more women, and those invested in recruitment efforts adopt more programs, 

particularly in agencies with high levels of leadership support for work-life initiatives and those 

that have more women in leadership positions.  

 

Gender Diversity in the Federal Government 

 Research on the descriptive aspects of representative bureaucracy has demonstrated gains in 

gender diversity over time at the state and local (Bowling et al. 2006; McCabe 2000; Riccucci 

2002) and the federal levels (Dolan 2000, 2002; MSPB 2011; Riccucci 2002). However, it is also 

clear that pay gaps and segregation in agency, occupation, and position persist (Alkadry and 

Tower 2006; Miller, Kerr, and Reid 1999; MSPB 2011; Shoemaker and Park 2009). Women in 

government tend to be more heavily concentrated in non-supervisory and clerical positions and 

in “redistributive” agencies (Lowi 1985) whose missions focus on the distribution of resources 
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among social groups (Kelly 2001; Kim 2004; Miller, Kerr, and Reid 1999; Newman 1994; Sneed 

2007).  

 An analysis of OPM personnel data from March 201410 reveals that although women account 

for 44 percent of the federal employee population, they are only 34 percent of supervisors and 32 

percent of senior leaders. The same data show that women occupy 57 percent of technical 

positions and 67 percent of clerical positions but only 45 percent of professional/administrative 

positions and 15 percent of other white collar positions. Women are most underrepresented in 

blue collar occupations, accounting for only 10 percent of those employees. They are also a 

minority in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) occupations, accounting 

for only 26 percent of federal employees in these positions.  

 These patterns are similar to those observed in the overall labor force. Women account for 

approximately 47 percent of the U.S. labor force (U.S. Department of Labor [DOL] 2014), 

including over 50 percent of professional jobs (Warner 2014). Yet women are only 30 percent of 

managers and 25 percent of executives (DOL 2009, cited in MSPB 2011, 6). Also similar to 

federal employment, women hold approximately a quarter of STEM jobs in the overall 

workforce (U.S. Department of Commerce 2011).  

 Existing research has offered various explanations for these differences. A 2011 analysis by 

the Merit Systems Protection Board noted that factors such as gender differences in human 

capital and work attitudes have diminished greatly over time, but factors such as occupational 

differences, increased use of external hiring for senior positions, concentration of recent hiring in 

national security and defense organizations, and veterans’ preference policies help explain some 

                                                
10

 Author’s analysis of federal personnel data using the OPM FedScope database, accessible at 
http://www.fedscope.opm.gov. 
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of these gendered patterns in federal employment (MSPB 2011). Studies examining predictors of 

gender diversity in federal agencies have identified union density, agency size, occupational 

distribution, agency mission, and new hiring rates as potentially important antecedents of gender 

diversity (Cornwell and Kellough 1994; Kellough 1990; Kellough and Elliott 1992). A study of 

diversity in state agencies also found that discrimination or wage penalties in the private sector 

can drive women and minorities into the public sector (Llorens, Wenger, and Kellough 2007). 

These factors are consistent with the research on program adoption, which emphasizes the 

importance of structural and resource pressures.  

 Only a few studies have examined the impact of personnel practices on gender diversity in 

government (Pitts 2006). In general, implementation of diversity management practices has been 

uneven across federal agencies (Kellough and Naff 2003). A study by Naff and Kellough (2003) 

found that aspects federal diversity programs—including training, scope, communication, 

accountability, and resources—have had little effect on the promotion, dismissal, or voluntary 

turnover of women or minorities in federal agencies. But other research supports the idea that 

human resource practices can promote diversity in various settings (Kossek, Lobel, and Brown 

2006). Studies have shown that gender diversity is associated with the adoption of flexible work 

arrangements and child care centers (Deitch and Huffman 2001) and sexual harassment programs 

(Dobbin and Kelly 2007). The question of whether work-life supports promote gender diversity 

in government has not been empirically addressed, despite evidence from the areas of research 

reviewed above suggesting that this may be the case.  
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Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

 The theory that work-life supports may contribute to gender diversity in government reflects a 

shift in the way “diversity programs” have been conceptualized in research and practice. 

Whereas the focus of diversity initiatives was once on numeric representation and prohibited 

discriminatory practices, more recently there has been a shift towards the “managing diversity” 

or “valuing diversity” paradigm (Pitts 2006; Pitts and Wise 2010; Riccucci 2002). This approach 

is more multi-dimensional and emphasizes integrating differences into the organization. The 

concept of “inclusion” has gained traction in recent years as diversity scholarship has considered 

what it would mean for diversity to be integrated into organizational life. The distinction is that 

“diversity focuses on organizational demography, whereas inclusion focuses on the removal of 

obstacles to the full participation and contribution of employees in organizations” (Roberson 

2006, 217). Thus, in this framework, practices that promote culture shift through integration of 

diverse employees at all levels of the organization are especially important (Mor Barak 2000; 

Roberson 2006; Ryan and Kossek 2008).  

 The expectation that work-life supports could be beneficial for gender diversity follows from 

streams of theoretical research positing that such supports can promote positive employee 

outcomes that may be especially important for women. Role conflict theory argues that multiple 

roles can induce stress (Barnett and Gareis 2008), while the corollary role balance theory argues 

that individuals don’t prioritize roles hierarchically but rather seek to manage and balance 

multiple roles (Marks and MacDermid 1996). To the extent that work-life supports can help 

employees reduce conflict and improve balance, this could promote positive outcomes associated 

with the representation of women in government, such as recruitment, retention, and career 
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advancement. In addition, as noted in the review of previous literature, research supports the 

existence of a number other mediators, such as perceived autonomy and organizational support, 

the ability to work at personal peak hours, and freedom from interruptions (Bailey and Kurland 

2002; Baltes et al. 1999; Gajendran and Harrison 2007; Thomas and Ganster 1995). 

 These processes are consistent with theories of “person-organization” fit, which emphasize 

the importance of compatibility between employees and workplaces (Kristoff 1996). They are 

also consistent with the “social exchange” perspective, which argues that when employees are 

treated well by an organization, they will feel an obligation to reciprocate by engaging in 

attitudes and behaviors that are beneficial to the organization (Blau 1964). The availability of 

work-life supports, whether utilized or not, may signal organizational support, prompting 

employees to feel more positively towards the organization and their jobs and to engage in 

associated behaviors such as productivity and retention (Lambert 2000). 

 The social role theory of gender suggests that gender roles stemming from the sexual division 

of labor and social expectations based on gender stereotypes can strongly influence preferences 

and behavior (Eagly 1987). Because traditional gender roles posit that men should place more 

emphasis on the work role and women on the family role, this is one explanation for the fact that 

women are more likely to curtail their employment to manage work-family demands (Bianchi 

and Raley 2005; Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000). Social role theory 

suggests that work-life programs may be especially important for women, even while shifting 

gender norms also indicate that these programs are increasingly important for men. It is possible 

that even if gender differences in program use and the importance of work-life satisfaction are 
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diminishing, gender differences in the mechanisms linking work-life factors to outcomes remain, 

as evidenced by some of the research reviewed above.  

 If work-life programs are no more important to women than to men, it is possible that the 

quality of work-life supports is not in fact associated with gains in gender diversity. But to the 

extent that work-life programs are especially attractive for women, better work-life programs 

should be associated with increased gender diversity, which may in turn promote a more 

supportive work-life climate. This could occur through increased recruitment, retention, or 

advancement of women. A number of mechanisms could account for this. Women using these 

programs could be more likely to stay with the organization for practical reasons, due to 

improved job attitudes, or as a result of a heightened sense of support from the organization. The 

organization could use work-life programs as a targeted recruitment tool, or the organization 

could develop a positive work-life reputation that attracts candidates independent of active 

recruitment efforts.  

 All of these possibilities suggest that agencies that approach work-life strategically and 

implement programs well should be especially likely to see gains in gender diversity. Both a 

strategic orientation to work-life and effective program implementation should be reflected in 

employee perceptions of managerial support and satisfaction with work-life programs. Thus, the 

central hypotheses tested in this study are as follows: 

• H1: Higher employee satisfaction with work-life programs is associated with increased 

gender diversity over time in federal agencies. 

• H2: More positive employee perceptions of managerial support for work-life are 

associated with increased gender diversity over time in federal agencies. 
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 Institutional and resource dependence theories and existing research on program adoption 

predict that organizational adoption of work-life and diversity practices is influenced in part by 

coercive mechanisms, such as competitive labor markets and normative pressure to respond to 

work-life issues or gender diversity in the workforce (e.g., Davis and Kalleberg 2006; Glass and 

Fujimoto 1995; Goodstein 1994; Ingram and Simons 1995; Osterman 1994). Institutional theory 

highlights the role of the institutional environment, including a need to achieve legitimacy by 

conforming to industry norms and regulations (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Resource 

dependence theory emphasizes the importance of competition for resources such as labor and 

capital as a motivator for organizational behavior (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978).   

 Agencies that invest in work-life for strategic reasons related to a need to increase gender 

diversity should be most likely to see gains in gender diversity over time. In the federal 

government, there has been considerable pressure in recent years for agencies lacking in 

diversity to improve their performance in this area, particularly in industries in which women are 

underrepresented and where gender gaps in pay are notable. These priorities are reflected in 

several recent executive initiatives, including President Obama’s 2011 executive order requiring 

the establishment of government-wide and agency-specific diversity and inclusion strategic plans 

(Obama 2011) and the 2014 Presidential Memorandum on Advancing Pay Equity in the Federal 

Government (Obama 2014a).  

 Agencies facing greater diversity deficits should be under greater pressure to utilize work-life 

supports to improve gender diversity overall. This suggests the following hypotheses: 

• H3: Agencies with lower baseline levels of female employment see larger gains in overall 

gender diversity associated with work-life supports. 
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• H4: Work-life supports are associated with larger gains in gender diversity in fields in 

which women are underrepresented, such as science, technology, engineering, and 

mathematics (STEM) occupations. 

 However, in agencies in which women are already well represented in the workforce, it is 

possible that greater focus will be placed on improving more inclusion-oriented aspects of 

diversity, such as representation at the managerial level and in higher-status occupational 

categories. This follows from theoretical models of diversity management that posit that 

organizations evolve over time from more superficial diversity programs to more integrated ones 

(Cox and Blake 1991; Ely and Thomas 1996). In the federal government, positions are classified 

into professional, administrative, technical, clerical, and other white collar (PATCO) categories 

based on required skill level, autonomy, and discretion (OPM 2009). This suggests the following 

hypotheses: 

• H5: Agencies with higher baseline levels of female employment see larger gains in 

hierarchical gender diversity associated with work-life supports. 

• H6: Agencies with higher baseline levels of female employment see larger gains in 

occupational category (PATCO) gender diversity associated with work-life supports. 

 Similarly, agencies relying heavily on high-skill and high-status employees should be 

motivated to compete for talent at higher levels, including managerial employees and employees 

in professional, administrative, and other white collar occupations. From this, two additional 

hypotheses follow: 

• H7: Agencies with higher baseline levels of high-skill and high-status employees see 

larger gains in hierarchical gender diversity associated with work-life supports. 
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• H8: Agencies with higher baseline levels of high-skill and high-status employees see 

larger gains in occupational category (PATCO) gender diversity associated with work-

life supports. 

 

Data and Methodology 

Data Sources and Variables 

 The data for this analysis come from the Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (FEVS), an 

annual survey of federal employees that is administered by OPM, and additional data on agency 

composition and characteristics provided by OPM. To evaluate the relationship between work-

life supports and gender diversity outcomes, OLS regression was used to conduct an agency-

level analysis in which the key independent variables included aggregated employee responses to 

work-life survey items, and the dependent variables included several measures of gender 

diversity representing different meanings of diversity.  

As described in greater detail below, the independent variables for each model were 

measured at a baseline year, and the dependent variables measured changes in gender diversity 

over time from the baseline year to 2013 (accession and turnover outcomes) or 2014 (diversity 

outcomes). Two different baseline years were used: 2006 and 2010. These years were selected 

because the first FEVS with survey weights for accurate agency representation was in 2006, 

while the work-life survey items were changed in 2010. Because the 2006 and 2010 analyses 

focus on differently worded survey variables, they are not directly comparable. Nevertheless, 

with these differences in mind, each portion of the analysis provides some perspective on the 

relationships of interest for this study. 
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Independent Variables 

The key independent variables for this analysis come from the 2006 and 2010 FEVS surveys. 

The FEVS is a government-wide employee survey administered by OPM and designed to be 

representative of the federal workforce. For both of these years, the FEVS was administered by 

OPM to a large probability sample of full-time, non-seasonal, permanent employees in large 

agencies and in small, independent agencies that accepted the invitation to participate. For the 

2006 survey, there were 221,479 survey participants, resulting in a response rate of 57 percent. 

For the 2010 survey, there were 263,475 respondents, resulting in a response rate of 52 percent.  

The surveys include sampling weights that can be used to estimate results that are 

representative of the surveyed federal population. These weights were utilized to create 

aggregated, agency-level measures of work-life supports using survey items asking about 

perceived managerial support for work-life and satisfaction with several work-life program areas. 

Each work-life survey item had five ordinal response categories ranging from strongly disagree 

to strongly agree. To create agency-level measures, the weighted percent of positive responses 

(agree or strongly agree) for each item was calculated by agency. This approach is commonly 

used in agency-level analyses of FEVS data.11  

 The wording and availability of work-life survey times differ for 2006 and 2010 (see 

Appendix for question wording and reliability coefficients). For 2006, the key variables include 

perceived supervisor support for work-life balance and participant satisfaction with each of the 

following work-life program areas: flexible spending account program; child care subsidies; 

work-life programs; telework; and alternative work schedules. The 2006 data also include 

                                                
11 See, for example the OPM Governmentwide Management Report for each survey year, available at 
www.fedview.opm.gov, or the Best Places to Work in the Federal Government rankings produced for each FEVS 
survey by the Partnership for Public Service, available at http://bestplacestowork.org.  
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satisfaction with several traditional benefit areas, including leave, but this analysis is limited to 

those work-life programs most comparable to the program areas covered in the 2010 survey as 

well.  

 For the 2010 survey, the key independent variables include perceived supervisor support for 

work-life balance, perceived senior leadership support for work-life programs, and satisfaction 

with each of the following work-life program areas: child care, elder care, employee assistance 

programs, worksite health and wellness, telework, and alternative work schedules. For both 

baseline years, the analysis included individual program satisfaction variables and a composite 

measure of average program satisfaction. Combining satisfaction across program areas is 

intended to provide insight into the overall work-life program climate and addresses the 

possibility that work-life supports operate as “bundles” rather than individual benefits.  

 In addition, since 2010 included two managerial support variables (supervisor and senior 

leader), these variables were analyzed individually and as a composite measure of average 

managerial support. For supervisor support, respondents were asked to rate agreement with the 

statement, “My supervisor supports my need to balance work and other life issues.” For senior 

leadership support, respondents were asked to rate agreement with the statement, “Senior leaders 

demonstrate support for Work/Life programs.”12 

Additional control variables were based on a review of previous research on predictors of 

diversity in federal agencies (e.g., Choi 2010; Cornwell and Kellough 1994; Kellough 1990; 

Kellough and Elliott 1992; Kim 2004). Specifically, controls included agency size (total number 

                                                
12 In the 2012 FEVS, senior leaders were defined as, “The heads of departments/agencies and their immediate 
leadership team. Typically these individuals would be members of the Senior Executive Service or equivalent.” 
Supervisors were defined as “First-line supervisors who do not supervise other supervisors; typically those who are 
responsible for employees' performance appraisals and approval of their leave.” 
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of employees); union density (percent of employees in bargaining units); social equity mission 

(1=yes, 0=no); proportion of employees in professional/administrative, technical, clerical, and 

other white collar occupations; and accession rate in 2013 and at baseline (total number of new 

hires as a percent of all employees for a given year).13 Accession rate was included as a control 

for diversity outcomes but not for turnover and accession outcomes.  

Previous research on representative bureaucracy suggests that larger agencies, lower levels of 

union representation, higher proportions of clerical jobs, social equity-oriented missions, and 

higher levels of new hiring are all associated with gender diversity, though these relationships 

have not been tested in the context of predicted changes in gender diversity. Explanations for 

these predictors are that larger agencies tend to have more resources and face more normative 

pressure due to their visibility; unions tend to be male-dominated; women are disproportionately 

represented in social equity occupations and in redistributive agencies; and more hiring in 

general provides greater opportunities for diversifying the workforce.  

 

Dependent Variables 

 The dependent variables for this analysis include several measures of gender diversity as well 

as male and female accession and turnover rates. The different measures of diversity are 

conceptually distinct, and these distinctions have been largely neglected by the extant literature 

                                                
13 Data on agency size, occupational composition, and accession rates were obtained from the OPM FedScope 
database, available online at www.fedscope.opm.gov. Accession rate is measured as the total number of new hires as 
a percent of the total number of employees for a given year. Data on union density were obtained from OPM annual 
reports on Official Time Usage in the Federal Government, available at http://www.opm.gov/policy-data-
oversight/labor-management-relations/reports-on-official-time. Social equity mission includes agencies whose 
mission pertains to “education, public welfare, hospitals, health, social insurance administration, housing and 
community development, and social security and medicare” (Cornwell and Kellough 1994, 269), which is 
conceptually similar to the category of “redistributive” agencies (Lowi 1985; Miller, Kerr, and Reid 1999; Newman 
1994). 
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on gender diversity on government. The variables used in this study are designed to measure 

overall diversity, occupational diversity (PATCO category and STEM), and hierarchical 

diversity. For each facet of diversity, more than one measure is used. Despite some exceptions, 

the most common measure of diversity as a dependent variable is simply the proportion of 

employees with a given attribute (Pitts and Wise 2010). This operationalization of diversity can 

be informative, but it is also conceptually limited.  

 As Harrison and Klein (2007) have argued in their widely cited work, “diversity” can mean 

different things, and it is important for empirical research to be explicit about which meaning is 

being evaluated. Harrison and Klein’s typology includes three categories of what diversity might 

mean in organizational research: separation, variety, and disparity. Separation includes 

differences that can be aligned on a continuum of disagreement or opposition, such as 

differences in political attitudes. Variety refers to heterogeneity, including distributional 

differences in kind or category. Finally, disparity is more equity-oriented, including 

distributional differences in valued resources such as wealth, status, or power. These conceptual 

distinctions invite more refined and specific measures of diversity.  

 The focus of this study is on variety and disparity. Measures of variety indicate how 

heterogeneous an agency’s workforce is with regard to gender. Minimum heterogeneity would 

be an agency workforce that falls entirely into one category, such as all male or all female. 

Maximum heterogeneity would be a workforce that is evenly divided across categories, such as a 

workforce that is half male and half female. Measures of disparity indicate the degree to which 

there are differences in the concentration of socially valued assets across categories. Thus, 

maximum disparity would mean that a valued resource such as power or status is entirely 
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concentrated in the hands of a single employee category. Minimum disparity would mean that 

the valued resource is evenly distributed across employee categories. Thus, for example, if all of 

the supervisors in an agency are male, this represents maximum disparity in supervisory status. 

Numerous diversity outcomes are used in this analysis in order to more accurately measure the 

conceptual distinctions articulated by Harrison and Klein.  

 Overall Gender Diversity. In this study, “overall diversity” refers to the representation of 

women in the agency workforce as a whole. Two measures capture this: the proportion of all 

employees who are women and the Blau index (1977). The Blau index indicates the evenness of 

the distribution of individuals across categories, and it is one of the most common measures of 

diversity in the scholarly literature (Harrison and Klein 2007; Harrison and Sin 2006). The 

computational formula for this index is 1 −	∑��� where k is the proportion of all individuals in 

the kth category. The range of the Blau index thus depends on the number of categories in 

question. For a two-category measure of gender, as used in this study, the minimum value is 0 

(all male or all female agency workforce) and the maximum is 0.5 (half male and half female 

workforce). Because the Blau index takes on a different maximum for different categorical 

variables, it is commonly standardized into a 0 to 1 range by dividing by the maximum value (in 

this case, 0.5) to permit comparisons across studies. In this study, the normalized Blau index 

with a minimum value of 0 and a maximum value of 1 is used.   

 It is important to note how the Blau index differs from proportion measures. Unlike a simple 

proportion, the Blau index is a measure of the evenness of a distribution over a set of categories. 

This difference means that findings for the Blau index can differ or even move in the opposite 

direction from findings for proportions. For example, a disproportionate concentration of women 
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in certain categories could lead to the observation that the proportion of women has increased, 

thereby exacerbating rather than improving gender equality. In other words, it is possible for the 

proportion of women in the workforce to increase, resulting in a decrease in the evenness of the 

gender distribution. Of course, this is not necessarily the case. Depending on the baseline gender 

distribution, increases in the proportion of women in particular categories could increase, 

decrease, or have little effect on the extent to which the distribution of gender across categories 

is evenly divided, as measured by the Blau index.  

 Occupational Gender Diversity. Three measures of occupational diversity are used in this 

study. The first measure pertains to the distribution of men and women across occupational 

categories, and the other two measures pertain specifically to diversity in STEM occupations. To 

measure distribution across occupational categories, a dissimilarity index was computed for each 

agency based on the gender distribution of professional, administrative, technical, clerical, and 

other white collar (PATCO) positions. Like the Blau index, the dissimilarity index measures the 

spread of individuals across categories, but in this case there are two categorical factors: gender 

and occupation. Thus, it is best thought of as a variety measure that is akin to segregation, in this 

case occupational segregation (Reardon and Firebaugh 2002; Tauber and Tauber 1965).  

 The computational formula for the dissimilarity index is 
�
�∑	


�
� −	

�
� 	 where, for each 

agency, F is the number of female employees, M is the number of male employees, fi is the 

number of female employees in occupational category i, and mi is the number of male employees 

in occupational category i. The dissimilarity index ranges from 0 to 1, where 0 represents 

minimum occupational category segregation (men and women evenly distributed across 

occupational categories) and 1 represents maximum occupational category segregation. It can be 
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interpreted as the percentage of individuals who would have to transfer among occupational 

categories to equalize the proportion of men and women across occupations.  

 For diversity in STEM occupations, two measures are used. The first is a simple proportion 

of agency STEM occupation positions held by women. The second is the Blau index, described 

above, but computed to represent the evenness of the distribution of women and men in STEM 

occupations. As with the overall diversity measure, the STEM Blau index is normalized to range 

from a minimum of 0 (all male or all female STEM workforce) to a maximum of 1 (half male 

and half female STEM workforce). STEM data were only available for the 2010 baseline.  

 Hierarchical Gender Diversity. Hierarchical diversity is important because it involves access 

to power, and previous research suggests that despite women’s progress in overall representation 

in public organizations, hierarchical progress has been slower. Access to the authority, influence, 

and discretion that accompany management positions is likely to facilitate the expression of 

active representation. This study includes four hierarchical diversity measures. The first two are 

simply the proportion of supervisors and the proportion of senior executives who are women. In 

addition, a dissimilarity index was computed to measure gender segregation across the categories 

of employee, supervisor, and leader. Finally, a Blau index was computed to measure the 

evenness of the distribution of men and women in Senior Executive Service (SES) positions, 

which constitute the highest level of leadership at the agency.  

 As with the occupational category dissimilarity index, for the hierarchical dissimilarity index 

higher values indicate greater segregation and lower values indicate lower segregation. As with 

the other Blau indices, the SES Blau index is normalized to range from 0 (all male or all female 

senior executives) to 1 (half male and half female senior executives), such that higher values 
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indicate more even gender distribution and lower values indicate less even gender distribution. 

With the exception of SES variables, hierarchical diversity data were only available for the 2010 

baseline.  

 Accession and Turnover. Accession and turnover are not as directly measures of diversity as 

the others in this study. However, they are included to assess whether work-life supports are 

associated with differences in the recruitment and retention of men and women. For each agency, 

accession rate was computed as the number of new hires as a proportion of the total number of 

employees in a given year. Similarly, turnover was computed as the number of quits as a 

proportion of the total number of employees in a given year. For use as dependent variables, each 

measure was computed separately for men and women. 

 Changes over Time. For all outcomes, the measure was computed at baseline (2006 or 2010) 

and the most recent data available (2014 for diversity outcomes and 2013 for accession and 

turnover outcomes).14 The dependent variable for each analysis was then created as the change in 

diversity between the two time points. This is intended to increase confidence that the 

independent variables are prior to the dependent variable, reducing (though not eliminating) 

concerns about endogeneity. This approach, together with the use of multiple measures of 

diversity, represents an improvement over the dominant approach in a literature that has tended 

to focus on cross-sectional proportion measures.    

 

 

 

                                                
14 For diversity outcomes, the baseline is September 2006 or September 2010, with changes measured to the most 
recent data available in March 2014. For accession and turnover, changes are based on fiscal years 2006, 2010, and 
2013. 
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Methodology 

 To evaluate the relationship between work-life supports and changes in gender diversity 

outcomes over time, this analysis employed agency-level OLS regression with robust standard 

errors. There are two sets of analyses: one for the 2006 baseline and another for the 2010 

baseline. As described above, each dependent variable was computed as a change score to 

measure changes over time. 

 For each outcome and year, two models were estimated. The first model included control 

variables and individual work-life support variables. The second model included control 

variables and composite work-life support variables, including average program satisfaction and 

average managerial support. Since only supervisory support was available for 2006, there is no 

composite managerial support measure for 2006.  

 In addition, to explore the possibility of heterogeneous effects across agencies, t-tests were 

conducted to examine differences in diversity changes over time between agencies at the top of 

the average program satisfaction and managerial support distributions and other agencies. These 

t-tests compared the top quartile of agencies for each work-life variable to the remainder of 

agencies in each of the following subgroups: high female, low-female, high proportion GS 13-

15, low proportion GS 13-15, and (for 2010 baseline only) high education and low education. 

For each subgroup definition, “high” was defined as above the median value for that attribute. 

For each t-test comparison, top quartile was selected to group the sample for each work-life 

variable because the distribution of work-life supports was positively skewed. T-tests are an 

appropriate because the small sample size made it difficult to make inferences about sub-groups 
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with an adequate degree of confidence using multivariate analysis. This portion of the analysis is 

therefore intended to be exploratory rather than conclusive.  

  

Results 

Descriptive  

 Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables, all of which measure changes over time, are 

presented in Table 1. Examination of means and standard deviations for diversity outcomes 

reveals that in many cases, the average agency experienced little or no change over time. Given 

the relatively short study period, this is not too surprising. In some cases the average change is 

actually negative, such as for STEM diversity (Blau index) and accession rates. However, 

standard deviations reveal considerable variation across agencies, demonstrating that while some 

agencies experienced declines in gender diversity, others saw notable improvement. The most 

notable positive changes on average are observed for hierarchical diversity outcomes, including 

proportion of women in the agency’s SES (7 percentage points) and proportion of women as 

supervisors (4 percentage points).  

 Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for work-life variables, all of which are cross-sectional 

and measured at baseline. The descriptive statistics for work-life program satisfaction show that 

participant satisfaction varies across programs in both baseline years. For 2006, average agency-

wide satisfaction (agree or strongly agree) is lowest for child care subsidies (19 percent) and 

highest for work-life programs in general (46 percent). For 2010, average agency-wide 

satisfaction is lowest for elder care programs (18 percent) and highest for alternative work 

schedules (68 percent). As with diversity outcomes, relatively large standard deviations reflect 
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considerable variation across agencies. On average, composite program satisfaction is slightly 

higher for 2006 (47 percent) than 2010 (43 percent).  

 In comparison with program satisfaction, perceptions of managerial support are relatively 

high on average. For 2006, where only supervisory support is available, the agency average is 82 

percent positive responses (agree or strongly agree). For 2010, perceived support is 81 percent on 

average for supervisor support and 60 percent on average for senior leader support. The 

composite measure is 71 percent positive on average. Once again, there is notable variation 

across agencies, but in general supervisor support receives more positive responses than senior 

leadership support. 

 

Regression Analysis  

 Table 3 presents key regression coefficients from OLS regression models predicting changes 

in gender diversity outcomes over time for both 2006 and 2010 baselines. For simplicity, only 

the coefficients for average work-life program satisfaction and managerial support are shown. 

For 2006, only supervisor support is available, while average managerial support including both 

supervisors and senior leaders is presented for 2010. Full models including individual work-life 

and managerial support variables are presented in the Appendix. 

 For the 2006 analysis, none of the effects are statistically significant. For average program 

satisfaction, only the model predicting changes in proportion of women overall moves in the 

expected direction, while for supervisor support the models predicting changes in the Blau index 

for overall diversity, the dissimilarity index for occupational category diversity, and the Blau 

index for SES diversity move in the expected direction. 
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 For the 2010 analysis, only one finding is significant for average program satisfaction, and it 

moves in the opposite direction of what was expected. Higher levels of average program 

satisfaction are associated with smaller changes in SES diversity as measured by the Blau index. 

Only in the model predicting changes in the dissimilarity index for hierarchical diversity is the 

coefficient on average program satisfaction in the expected direction.  

 In contrast, several findings stand out in the analysis of managerial support. Most notably, 

higher levels of perceived managerial support for work life are positively and significantly 

associated with changes in STEM gender diversity over time for both proportion of women and 

the Blau index (p<0.10). Increasing perceptions of managerial support from 0 to 100 percent 

would be associated with an increase of 26 percentage points in women’s representation in 

STEM occupations at the agency on average. In other words, every one percentage point increase 

in perceived managerial support for work-life is associated with a 0.25 percentage point increase 

in the growth of women in STEM occupations. This is a relatively large effect, such that even 

smaller, more realistic changes over time would produce notable shifts in women’s 

representation. Considered in terms of variation in the outcome, this constitutes an effect size of 

2.36 standard deviations (0.26/0.11). Similar results hold for the Blau index.15 

 The results for STEM gender diversity may reflect growing interest in this issue in recent 

years, including attention from the White House and OPM. The motivation for a focus on this 

area has included a desire to foster a larger and more competitive STEM workforce as well as to 

improve economic opportunities and outcomes for women (Committee on Equal Opportunities in 

Science and Engineering 2013; OPM 2014b; White House Council on Women and Girls 2012). 

                                                
15 The STEM results are robust to the inclusion of numerous additional controls, including measures of average 
salary, average tenure, whether a cabinet agency, and employee age and educational composition. 
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This has led to numerous initiatives related to STEM education, mentoring, recruitment and 

hiring, and research on barriers to gender equity. 

 To further examine the magnitude of this effect, Figure 1 presents predicted changes in the 

proportion of agency STEM positions filled by women and the Blau index for STEM gender 

diversity over values of composite work-life program satisfaction and perceived managerial 

support. For each figure, all other covariates are held at their means. Consistent with the null 

results in Table 3, increases in average work-life program satisfaction are not associated with 

positive or non-zero increases in STEM gender diversity for either outcome measure. However, 

the predicted values are increasingly positive and differentiated from zero at higher levels of 

perceived managerial support for work life. Although these positive effects are concentrated at 

the higher values of perceived managerial support, these values are not implausible given the 

observed distribution of perceived managerial support in the data. Indeed, average perceptions of 

supervisor support are 81 percent positive and average perceptions of senior leadership support 

are 59 percent positive. For the measure depicted in Figure 1, the agency average is 70 percent 

positive perceptions of managerial support, and fully half of the observations are over 70 percent.  

 Returning to Table 3, it is also worth noting that the coefficient on perceived managerial 

support in the model predicting changes in the overall Blau index is in the expected direction and 

approaches conventional levels of significance (p=0.15). This suggests that higher levels of 

managerial support for work-life may indeed be associated with improvements in the evenness of 

the gender distribution in agencies over time. Given the small sample size and the inclusion of 

numerous regression models in this analysis, caution is certainly warranted due to the possibility 
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of spuriously significant results. Nevertheless, these results are suggestive and may be 

informative for future research.  

 Table 4 shows similar results for male and female accession and turnover rates. Although 

these are not diversity metrics, per se, they are interesting insofar as they provide some evidence 

of gendered recruitment and retention effects. Although only one result is significant at 

conventional levels and not all coefficients move in the expected direction, some results are 

suggestive of possible work-life benefits. For the 2010 model, the relationship between perceived 

managerial support and changes in turnover is negative and approaches conventional levels of 

significance for males (p=0.11) and, to a lesser extent, for females (p=0.19). These results are far 

from conclusive, but they hint at the possibility that managerial support may be especially 

important for the the retention of employees in general, at least in some time periods.  

 In contrast, the coefficient on average program satisfaction for the 2006 model predicting 

female turnover is positive and approaches conventional significance (p=0.13), and the 

coefficient for male turnover is positive and significant at conventional levels (p<0.05). This is 

contrary to the expectation that work-life supports should reduce turnover. One possible 

explanation stems from the recognition that work-life benefit are, from an employer standpoint, 

part of employee compensation. There is evidence that employers do treat work-life benefits as a 

tradeoff associated with lower wages (Baughman, DiNardi, and Holtz-Eakin 2003; Golden 

2001). In the years since 2010, federal employees have faced hiring freezes, pay freezes, 

sequestration, and a government shutdown. These experiences may have affected the 

compensatory calculus in the sense that work-life supports are now weighted more heavily in 

reducing turnover than previously. To the extent that work-life supports are offered as a tradeoff 
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for traditional compensation, employees may have been less willing to make this tradeoff in prior 

years.   

 Because individual work-life variables are highly correlated within agencies and the sample 

sizes for these analyses are small, it is difficult to differentiate individual program effects with 

confidence. The models in appendix Tables A1 and A2 show each model from Tables 3 and 4 

estimated with individual work-life variables. While these results provide little insight as to the 

effects of individual program variables due to high inter-correlation, it is clear that management 

support effects are driven especially by perceptions of supervisor support. This is consistent with 

work-life literature emphasizing the critical role of first-line supervisors in shaping employee 

work-life experiences, especially in the context of diversity and inclusion outcomes (Ryan and 

Kossek 2008).    

 These results offer mixed support for H1 and H2, which predicted that higher program 

satisfaction and perceived managerial support would be associated with increased gender 

diversity over time. The findings of the preceding analysis suggest that perceptions of managerial 

support are more important than program satisfaction, and work-life supports have been more 

effective in promoting STEM gender diversity and to a lesser extent overall and occupational 

category gender diversity than hierarchical gender diversity.  

 

Subgroup Analysis  

 Although small sample sizes preclude formal testing of interaction effects using multivariate 

analysis for subgroups of agencies, Tables 5 and 6 present difference of means tests as an 

exploratory assessment of H3 through H8. Each subgroup is based on agencies above or below 
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the median for that category. For example, “high female” agencies are those agencies with 

proportions of female employees above the overall median at baseline. For each subgroup, t-tests 

were implemented using bivariate regressions to compare the top quartile of agencies with the 

remainder of agencies for program satisfaction and managerial support. The results provide some 

support for the expected patterns related to the pressures faced by agencies with different 

attributes.  

 H3 posited that agencies with lower baseline levels of female employment would see larger 

gains in gender diversity overall associated with work-life supports. This is somewhat supported 

for 2006, with low-female agencies seeing some of the largest significant positive changes in 

overall gender diversity associated with work-life supports as measured by proportion of women. 

Results for the Blau index are also positive and larger than for other sub-groups, but they are not 

statistically significant. This may be due to the fact that increases in the proportion of women are 

still relatively small, such that the impact on the evenness of the gender distribution is not 

substantial enough to be confidently distinguished from zero. For 2010, low-female agencies do 

not demonstrate particularly notable differences of means for diversity outcomes associated with 

work-life supports. 

 H4 posited that work-life supports are associated with larger gains in gender diversity in fields 

in which women are underrepresented, such as STEM occupations. This is strongly supported by 

the multivariate findings presented in Table 3. The t-tests in Table 5 also suggest that these 

results are driven, unsurprisingly, by low-female agencies. 

 H5 and H6 posited that agencies with higher baseline levels of female employment would see 

larger gains in more inclusiveness-oriented measures of diversity, including hierarchical (H5) 
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and occupational category (H6) diversity. As shown in Tables 4 and 5, there is some preliminary 

evidence that this may be the case, but results are inconsistent. For 2006, among high female 

agencies supervisor support seems to be associated with notable increases in SES diversity as 

measured by proportion but not the Blau index. This suggests that women’s increased 

representation as senior executives occurred in agencies that already had a lot of female senior 

executives. Top high female agencies in the area of program satisfaction also saw increased 

levels of occupational category segregation over time compared to high female agencies with 

lower levels of program satisfaction. For 2010, in contrast, hierarchical segregation decreased 

over time in high female agencies with higher levels of program satisfaction and managerial 

support compared to other agencies. These results suggest the possibility that expected gains for 

high female agencies may be a more recent phenomenon. 

 Finally, H7 and H8 posited that agencies with higher baseline levels of high-skill and high-

status employees would also see larger gains in hierarchical (H7) and occupational category (H8) 

gender diversity associated with work-life supports. As with expectations for baseline levels of 

female employment, there is some preliminary evidence for this but the results are mixed. Much 

like high female agencies, in agencies with high levels of employees in GS 13-15 positions in 

2006, supervisor support seems to be associated with increased SES diversity as measured by 

proportion but not the Blau index. The association between average program satisfaction and 

occupational category diversity is significant but moves in the opposite direction of what was 

expected. For 2010, there are no notable results for high-GS 13-15 agencies, but available data 

allow examination of high education agencies as well. These are agencies with above-median 
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proportions of employees with a graduate degree. Among these agencies, work-life supports are 

indeed associated with decreases in hierarchical dissimilarity. 

 Because these are merely bivariate associations, they are only exploratory attempts to 

examine evidence in support of the expectations outlined in H3 to H8. These results provide 

some support for expectations but the mixed results also raise questions for further inquiry with 

additional data and controls for potentially confounding factors.  

 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 This study examined whether work-life supports in federal agencies have been associated 

with improvements in gender diversity over time, utilizing different measures to assess several 

facets of gender diversity. It is the first study to explicitly test the common assumption that 

work-life supports, such as workplace flexibilities and dependent care programs, are associated 

with changes in gender diversity in government. It also advances previous literature on 

antecedents of gender diversity in government by utilizing a range of conceptually distinct 

diversity outcomes. 

 The results provide mixed support for expectations. Although satisfaction with work-life 

programs and perceptions of managerial support for work-life do not appear to be associated 

with changes in all measures of gender diversity, there is a notable and robust association with 

improved diversity in one critical area in which women have been traditionally underrepresented 

– STEM occupations.  

 Improving diversity in STEM occupations, both in the workforce as a whole and in the federal 

workforce specifically, has received increased focus in recent years. This attention has been 
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motivated by concerns about the size and competitiveness of the American STEM workforce as 

well as concerns about improving economic opportunities and outcomes for women and other 

groups that have traditionally been under-represented in lucrative STEM occupations (Committee 

on Equal Opportunities in Science and Engineering 2013). Gender diversity in STEM has been an 

explicit priority for President Obama (White House Council on Women and Girls 2012; White 

House Office of Science and Technology Policy 2014). This priority has been reflected in 

initiatives targeting the federal workforce, including the requirement that all federal agencies 

develop strategic diversity and inclusion plans (OPM 2011) and the goal of improving STEM 

gender diversity as part of a government-wide effort to reduce the gender pay gaps in federal 

agencies (OPM 2014b).  

 Agencies have undertaken a range of efforts to improve diversity in STEM occupations. For 

example, the Department of Defense convened a Diversity STEM Summit in 2012, citing the 

development of a STEM-capable workforce as a “high-priority policy area” (RAND Corporation 

2013). Some agencies have explicitly launched work-family initiatives to improve recruitment 

and retention of gender-diverse STEM workforces.  

 For example, the National Science Foundation (NSF) launched a “career-life balance” 

initiative called “Balancing the Scale” that has involved programs and policies aimed at both 

grant recipients and agency employees. Examples include flexibility in the timing of research 

grants, grant supplements for family care, parental leave, supports for dual-earner couples, part-

time options, and a commitment to lead the STEM community “by example to become a model 

agency for gender equity” (NSF 2011, 3). Similarly, the National Institutes of Health formed a 

Working Group on Women in Biomedical Careers that has helped develop initiatives such as a 
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workplace re-entry program for scientists who take career breaks for family reasons, a pilot 

program for emergency back-up child care, a voluntary leave bank program, and a “Sister 

Scientists” social and networking group for female scientists, and the formation of a Women 

Scientists Advisors Committee to articulate and represent the interests of women from each NIH 

institute (NIH 2014).  

 Other findings from this study, though not significant at conventional levels, are suggestive of 

the possibility that that managerial support for work-life has been associated with improvements 

in the evenness of the gender distribution in federal workforces and lower turnover rates for both 

men and women in recent years. Preliminary analysis of differences in diversity outcomes among 

agency subgroups also provides some support for the expectation that organizational 

responsiveness to work-life issues is influenced by factors such as pressures related to their 

demographic composition. For example, the exploratory analysis of agency subgroups suggested 

that agencies that already have high levels of women in their workforces may be more likely to 

leverage work-life supports in order to pursue more inclusiveness-oriented outcomes, making 

improvements in hierarchical diversity and occupational category segregation. Further research 

is needed to better assess these relationships. 

 One notable finding is that results often differ depending on the measure of “diversity” that is 

being used. In particular, proportion and the Blau or dissimilarity indices can have similar or 

opposite results depending on the baseline level of gender diversity. For example, increases in 

the proportion of women where women are already highly represented can actually reduce the 

evenness of the gender distribution as measured by the Blau index or increase gender segregation 

as measured by the dissimilarity index. This is important to consider because so many studies 
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have documented occupational, agency, and hierarchical gender segregation. Concerns about 

increasing women’s representation tend to focus on agencies, occupations, and positions in 

which women are underrepresented rather than overrepresented. Yet proportion measures that 

cannot capture the distributional dimensions of diversity are the most commonly used metrics in 

the literature on gender diversity in the public sector (Pitts 2006).  

 Of course, the results of this study must be considered in light of the limitations imposed by 

available data and measures. The data are observational, not experimental, and the threat of 

omitted variable bias and endogeneity require some caution in interpreting the findings. The 

small sample size and large number of regression analyses also warrant caution in assessing 

statistical significance. In addition, work-life supports are measured based on employee survey 

data rather than a formal accounting of agency policies. Nevertheless, this study contributes to 

the literatures on work-life and diversity in government by stressing the importance of 

conceptually distinct and theoretically motivated measures of diversity and explicitly testing 

whether work-life supports promote gender diversity in the federal government. Based on this 

analysis, the answer to the latter question is a contingent yes. 
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Tables and Figures 

 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables (Diversity Changes over Time) 

 2006 Baseline  2010 Baseline 

Variable Mean SD Obs.  Mean SD Obs. 

Diversity (Changes over Time)        

Overall Diversity (Prop.) 0.00 0.08 113   0.00 0.07 122 
Overall Diversity (Blau Index) 0.00 0.07 113   0.01 0.08 122 
Occup. Diversity (Diss. Index) -0.04 0.10 113   -0.02 0.09 121 
SES Diversity (Prop.) 0.09 0.23 62   0.07 0.18 67 
SES Diversity (Blau Index) 0.01 0.07 62   0.01 0.10 67 
Supervisor Diversity (Prop.) - - -    0.04 0.16 120 
Hierarchical Diversity (Diss. 
Index) - -  -   

-0.05 0.15 
121 

STEM Diversity (Prop.) - -  -   0.01 0.11 93 
STEM Diversity (Blau Index) -  -  -   -0.02 0.21 93 
Female Accession Rate -0.02 0.07 111   -0.05 0.20 121 
Male Accession Rate -0.08 0.21 111   -0.03 0.19 121 
Female Turnover Rate -0.01 0.04 110   0.00 0.04 119 
Male Turnover Rate 0.00 0.04 110   0.00 0.04 119 

Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2006, 2010), Office of Personnel Management (2006, 2010, 2013, 2014). 
Notes: Diversity variables are changes from baseline year to 2014 (diversity outcomes) or 2013 (accession and turnover outcomes). Figures in this table include 
all observations with valid data. 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Work-Life Variables  

 2006 Baseline  2010 Baseline 

Variable Mean SD Obs.  Mean SD Obs. 

Work-Life Program Satisfaction               
Work-Life Programs 0.46 0.14 82   - - - 
Child Care Subsidies 0.19 0.10 82   - - - 
Flexible Spending Account 0.61 0.11 82   - - - 
Alternative Work Schedules  0.66 0.21 82   0.68 0.18 78 
Telework - - -   0.49 0.18 78 
Child Care Programs - - -   0.20 0.11 78 
Elder Care Programs - - -   0.18 0.09 78 
Employee Assistance Programs - - -   0.50 0.10 78 
Worksite Health and Wellness - - -   0.53 0.17 78 
Average Program Satisfaction 0.47 0.11 82   0.43 0.10 78 

Work-Life Support               
Supervisor Support 0.82 0.07 82   0.81 0.06 78 
Senior Leader Support - - -   0.60 0.12 78 
Combined Support - - -   0.71 0.08 78 

Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2006, 2010), Office of Personnel Management (2006, 2010, 2013, 2014). 
Notes: Work-life variables are measured at baseline. Figures in this table include all observations with valid data. 
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Table 3. OLS Regression Predicting Changes in Diversity, 2006-2014 and 2010-2014 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Supervisor 

Diversity  

(Prop.) 

Hierarchical 

Diversity  

(Diss. Index) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

2006-2014 Model          
Avg. Program Satisfaction  
(2006) 0.11 -0.03 0.02 -0.11 -0.26 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 
NA 

 (0.08) (0.03) (0.09) (0.30) (0.32)     
Supervisor Support  
(2006) -0.11 0.03 -0.12 -0.20 0.10 NA NA NA NA 

 (0.13) (0.08) (0.18) (0.51) (0.58)     

Sample Size 40 40 40 31 31     

R2 0.19 0.38 0.39 0.25 0.31     

          

2010-2014 Model          
Avg. Program Satisfaction  
(2010) -0.06 -0.05 0.00 -0.29 -0.25** -0.19 -0.13 -0.07 -0.11 

 (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) (0.20) (0.12) (0.24) (0.11) (0.11) (0.20) 
Mgt. Support   
(2010) 0.03 0.16 -0.10 0.06 0.15 0.08 0.19 0.26* 0.42* 

 (0.12) (0.11) (0.08) (0.26) (0.24) (0.30) (0.18) (0.14) (0.23) 

Sample Size 46 46 43 38 38 46 46 45 45 

R2 0.28 0.48 0.49 0.23 0.16 0.11 0.31 0.39 0.40 
Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2006, 2010) and Office of Personnel Management (2006, 2010, 2014). 
Notes: 2006-2014 models include average program satisfaction, supervisor support, and other controls measured in 2006, and the dependent variables are changes from 2006 to 
2014. 2010-2014 models include average program satisfaction, combined management support, and other controls measured in 2010, and the dependent variables are changes from 
2010-2014. All models control for agency size; unionization; social/equity mission; proportion in professional/administrative, technical, clerical, and other white collar 
occupations; and accession rate in 2014 and at baseline (2006 or 2010). Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
* p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 
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Table 4. OLS Regression Predicting Changes in Accession and Turnover Rates, 2006-2013 and 2010-2013 

Variable 
Female  

Accession Rate 

Male  

Accession Rate 

Female  

Turnover Rate 

Male  

Turnover Rate 

2006-2013 Model     
Avg. Program Satisfaction 
(2006) 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.08** 
 (0.13) (0.26) (0.04) (0.03) 
Supervisor Support   
(2006) 0.38 0.77 0.06 0.05 
 (0.32) (0.90) (0.11) (0.12) 
Sample Size 40 40 40 40 
R2 0.22 0.17 0.23 0.20 

     
2010-2013 Model     

Avg. Program Satisfaction 
(2010) -0.02 0.04 0.01 0.02 
 (0.07) (0.07) (0.03) (0.04) 
Mgt. Support   
(2010) -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 
 (0.13) (0.11) (0.07) (0.07) 
Sample Size 46 46 46 46 
R2 0.12 0.15 0.33 0.39 

Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2006, 2010) and Office of Personnel Management (2006, 2010, 2013). 
Notes: 2006-2013 models include average program satisfaction, supervisor support, and other controls measured in 2006, and the dependent variables are changes from 2006 to 
2013. 2010-2013 models include average program satisfaction, combined management support, and other controls measured in 2010, and the dependent variables are changes from 
2010-2013. All models control for agency size; unionization; social/equity mission; and proportion in professional/administrative, technical, clerical, and other white collar 
occupations. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
* p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 
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Table 5. T-tests Comparing Changes in Diversity Outcomes by Subgroup, 2006 Baseline 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Female 

Accession 

Rate 

Male 

Accession 

Rate 

Female 

Turnover 

Rate 

Male 

Turnover 

Rate 

Overall 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2006) 0.02* 0.01 0.03* 0.12* 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.07) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sup. Support 
(2006)   0.02 0.01 0.03 0.18** -0.00 0.01 0.03 -0.00 0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.08) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 113 113 113 62 62 111 111 110 110 

High Female 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2006) -0.01 -0.00 0.04* 0.15 -0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.12) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01) 
Sup. Support 
(2006)   -0.02 0.00 0.03 0.24* -0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.12) (0.01) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01) 
Sample Size 59 59 59 33 33 58 58 57 57 

Low Female 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2006)  0.05*** 0.02 0.02 0.11 0.03 -0.00 0.04 0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.08) (0.03) (0.02) (0.07) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sup. Support 
(2006)   0.06*** 0.02 0.02 0.11 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.10) (0.03) (0.02) (0.08) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 54 54 54 29 29 53 53 53 53 

High GS 13-15 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2006)  0.00 -0.02 0.03* 0.11 0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.00 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.08) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sup. Support 
(2006)   -0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.19** 0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.09) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 59 59 59 39 39 59 59 58 58 
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Table 5. T-tests Comparing Changes in Diversity Outcomes by Subgroup, 2006 Baseline 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Female 

Accession 

Rate 

Male 

Accession 

Rate 

Female 

Turnover 

Rate 

Male 

Turnover 

Rate 

Low GS 13-15 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2006)  0.05*** 0.04 0.03 0.19 -0.02 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.18) (0.01) (0.02) (0.08) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sup. Support 
(2006)   0.05*** 0.04 0.03 0.15 -0.03** 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.19) (0.01) (0.02) (0.08) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 54 54 54 23 23 52 52 52 52 

Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2006) and Office of Personnel Management (2006, 2013, 2014). 
Notes: T-tests are based on bivariate regression analyses comparing agencies in the top quartile of average program satisfaction and supervisor support to other agencies for each 
outcome. Results in this table are differences in the means of these groups, with positive differences indicating higher average values for agencies in the top quartile of each work-
life variable and negative differences indicating lower average values for agencies in the top quartile. For each subgroup, agencies are identified as “high” (above median) or “low” 
(below median). Independent variables are all measured at baseline (2006), and dependent variables are all changes from 2006 to 2014 (diversity outcomes) or 2006 to 2013 
(accession and turnover outcomes). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Differences significant at * p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** P<0.01 
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Table 6. T-tests Comparing Changes in Diversity Outcomes by Subgroup, 2010 Baseline     

Variable 
Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Supervisor 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Hierarch. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Female 

Access. 

Rate 

Male 

Access. 

Rate 

Female 

Turn. 

Rate 

Male 

Turn. 

Rate 

Overall 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010)  -0.00 0.02 0.01 0.07 -0.01 0.05* -0.05** 0.02 0.05 -0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   -0.01 0.02* 0.01 0.05 -0.03 0.03 -0.05* 0.03 0.02 -0.05 0.00 0.00 -0.00 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 122 122 121 67 67 120 121 93 93 121 121 119 119 

High Female 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010) -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.12 -0.05 0.05 -0.05* 0.01 -0.01 -0.07 -0.02 0.01 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.09) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   -0.03* 0.02* 0.03 0.10 -0.06 0.04 -0.06* 0.00 -0.02 -0.07 -0.02 0.01 -0.01 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.09) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 63 63 63 31 31 62 63 48 48 62 62 61 61 

Low Female 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010)  0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.05 -0.05 0.04 0.11 -0.02 0.03 -0.00 0.02* 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.06) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.07) (0.01) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.03 -0.04 0.08** 0.06 -0.03* 0.02 -0.01 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.06) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.08) (0.01) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 59 59 58 36 36 58 58 45 45 59 59 58 58 

High GS 13-15 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010)  0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.02 -0.03 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.06) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   -0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.06) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 61 61 61 43 43 61 61 55 55 61 61 60 60 
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Table 6. T-tests Comparing Changes in Diversity Outcomes by Subgroup, 2010 Baseline     

Variable 
Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Supervisor 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Hierarch. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Female 

Access. 

Rate 

Male 

Access. 

Rate 

Female 

Turn. 

Rate 

Male 

Turn. 

Rate 

Low GS 13-15 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010)  -0.01 0.04* -0.00 0.15 0.01 0.05 -0.11*** 0.02 0.06 -0.07 0.01 0.00 0.00 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.12) (0.01) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   -0.01 0.04** -0.00 0.11 -0.03 0.04 -0.09** 0.08* 0.01 -0.07 0.00 0.00 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.14) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.07) (0.06) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 61 61 60 24 24 59 60 38 38 60 60 59 59 

High Education 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010)  -0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.05* 0.04 0.06 -0.09 -0.02 -0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   -0.03 0.01 0.03 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.05* 0.02 0.06 -0.10* -0.03 -0.00 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.07) (0.06) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 61 61 61 32 32 61 61 46 46 60 60 60 60 

Low Education 

Avg. Pgm. Sat. 
(2010)  0.01 0.04 -0.02 0.13 -0.06 0.04 -0.06 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02** -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.10) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 
Mgt. Support 
(2010)   0.01 0.04* -0.02 0.10 -0.06 0.04 -0.05 0.05 -0.03 0.01 0.04 0.01 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.09) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.02) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) 
Sample Size 61 61 60 35 35 60 60 47 47 61 61 59 59 
Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2010) and Office of Personnel Management (2010, 2013, 2014). 
Notes: T-tests are based on bivariate regression analyses comparing agencies in the top quartile of average program satisfaction and supervisor support to other agencies for each 
outcome. Results in this table are differences in the means of these groups, with positive differences indicating higher average values for agencies in the top quartile of each work-
life variable and negative differences indicating lower average values for agencies in the top quartile. For each subgroup, agencies are identified as “high” (above median) or “low” 
(below median). Independent variables are all measured at baseline (2010), and dependent variables are all changes from 2010 to 2014 (diversity outcomes) or 2010 to 2013 
(accession and turnover outcomes). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Differences significant at * p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 
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Figure 1. Predicted Changes in STEM Diversity, 2010-2014 

 
Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2010), Office of Personnel Management (2010, 2014). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models reported in Table 3 with all other independent variables held at their means.  
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Appendix 

Survey Items Used for Work-Life Variables 

 

2006 Baseline Analysis 
 
Managerial Work-Life Support  
Q12 My supervisor supports my need to balance work and family issues. 
 

Work-Life Program Satisfaction (composite α=0.74) 
 How satisfied are you with… 

67  The flexible spending account (FSA) program? 
70 Child care subsidies? 

71 Work/life programs (for example, health and wellness, employee assistance, eldercare, 
and support groups)?   

72 Telework/telecommuting? 

73 Alternative work schedules? 
 
 

2010 Baseline Analysis 
 
Managerial Work-Life Support (composite α=0.63) 

42 My supervisor supports my need to balance work and other life issues. 

62 Senior leaders demonstrate support for Work/Life programs. 
 

Work-Life Program Satisfaction (composite α=0.74) 
 How satisfied are you with the following Work/Life programs in your agency? 

73 Telework 
74 Alternative Work Schedules (AWS) 

75 Health and Wellness Programs (for example, exercise, medical screening, quit smoking 
programs) 

76 Employee Assistance Program (EAP) 

77 Child Care Programs (for example, daycare, parenting classes, parenting support 
groups) 

78 Elder Care Programs (for example, support groups, speakers) 
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Table A1. OLS Regression Predicting Changes in Diversity with Individual Work-Life Variables, 2006 Baseline. 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Female 

Access. 

Rate 

Male 

Access. 

Rate 

Female 

Turn. 

Rate 

Male Turn. 

Rate 

Size -0.00 -0.00** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Prof/Admin. -0.19* -0.08 -0.43** -0.05 0.32 -0.26 -0.46 -0.14* -0.19** 

 (0.11) (0.07) (0.18) (0.78) (1.11) (0.21) (0.61) (0.08) (0.08) 

Technical -0.17 0.02 -0.46** 0.02 0.31 -0.35 -0.70 -0.20** -0.23** 

 (0.11) (0.07) (0.21) (0.77) (1.03) (0.25) (0.71) (0.09) (0.09) 

Clerical -0.25** -0.06 -0.29 -0.17 -0.04 -0.45* -1.02 -0.19* -0.23** 

 (0.10) (0.07) (0.18) (0.65) (0.86) (0.23) (0.73) (0.10) (0.10) 

Other white collar -0.22 -0.21** -0.19 -0.48 -0.16 -0.33 -0.55 -0.14 -0.23* 

 (0.15) (0.09) (0.29) (0.93) (1.26) (0.29) (0.88) (0.12) (0.11) 

Union density -0.01*** -0.00 -0.02** -0.02 -0.01 -0.02** -0.03 -0.01*** -0.01** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) 

Social equity mission -0.00 -0.00 0.02 -0.03 -0.09 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.06) (0.07) (0.02) (0.06) (0.01) (0.01) 

2006 Accession 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.29 0.31 - - - - 
 (0.05) (0.03) (0.07) (0.29) (0.37)     
2013 Accession -0.00 -0.18** -0.34* -0.56 -0.81 - - - - 
 (0.11) (0.07) (0.17) (0.66) (0.69)     
Child care subsidies 0.01 -0.21*** 0.17 1.19 0.69 0.18 0.73 0.10 0.05 

 (0.11) (0.06) (0.23) (0.71) (0.99) (0.26) (0.75) (0.10) (0.10) 

Work-life programs 0.02 0.12** -0.20* -0.54 -0.54 -0.08 -0.20 -0.02 0.01 

 (0.07) (0.04) (0.11) (0.46) (0.65) (0.09) (0.29) (0.04) (0.05) 

Telework 0.17*** -0.03 0.06 0.45 0.21 0.19 0.52 0.05 0.08 

 (0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.34) (0.38) (0.15) (0.50) (0.06) (0.07) 
Alternative work 
schedule -0.13** -0.00 0.07 -0.36 -0.10 -0.21 -0.66 -0.03 -0.08 

 (0.05) (0.03) (0.09) (0.31) (0.37) (0.20) (0.69) (0.09) (0.10) 

Flex. spending account -0.01 -0.02 -0.09 -0.32 -0.42 -0.01 -0.05 -0.00 0.03 

 (0.07) (0.04) (0.11) (0.46) (0.51) (0.13) (0.29) (0.04) (0.04) 



126 
 

Table A1. OLS Regression Predicting Changes in Diversity with Individual Work-Life Variables, 2006 Baseline. 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau Index) 

Female 

Access. 

Rate 

Male 

Access. 

Rate 

Female 

Turn. 

Rate 

Male Turn. 

Rate 

Supervisor Support 0.14 -0.09 0.16 1.02 1.12 0.67* 1.61 0.14 0.11 

 (0.17) (0.09) (0.29) (0.90) (1.16) (0.39) (1.36) (0.17) (0.20) 

Constant 0.09 0.17** 0.28 -0.45 -0.77 -0.22 -0.68 0.02 0.09 

 (0.12) (0.07) (0.22) (0.85) (1.13) (0.21) (0.60) (0.09) (0.09) 

Observations 40 40 40 31 31 40 40 40 40 

R2 
0.52 0.65 0.50 0.40 0.36 0.36 0.32 0.29 0.33 

Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2006) and Office of Personnel Management (2006, 2013, 2014). 
Notes: Dependent variables are changes from 2006 to 2014 for diversity outcomes and from 2006 to 2013 for accession and turnover outcomes. All control variables are measured 
at baseline (2006). * p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01
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Table A2. OLS Regression Predicting Changes in Diversity with Individual Work-Life Variables, 2010 Baseline. 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Supervisor 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Hierarch. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Female 

Access. 

Rate 

Male 

Access. 

Rate 

Female 

Turn. 

Rate 

Male 

Turn. 

Rate 

Size -0.00 -0.00 0.00* -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Prof/Admin. -0.05 -0.19*** -0.05 -0.04 -0.03 0.24** -0.08 -0.18*** -0.34*** 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.00 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.36) (0.35) (0.10) (0.06) (0.05) (0.11) (0.08) (0.07) (0.02) (0.03) 

Technical -0.04 -0.05 -0.10 0.08 0.04 0.23 -0.10 -0.16 -0.27 -0.09 0.07 -0.04 -0.05 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.29) (0.40) (0.14) (0.11) (0.10) (0.18) (0.11) (0.09) (0.05) (0.04) 

Clerical -0.05 -0.22*** 0.04 -0.08 -0.11 0.14 0.02 -0.11* -0.19 0.01 0.12*** 0.07* 0.06* 

 (0.07) (0.08) (0.06) (0.34) (0.35) (0.12) (0.12) (0.05) (0.12) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 

Other Wt 
Coll 0.02 -0.17 -0.06 -0.18 -0.22 0.30 -0.07 -0.14 -0.19 -0.25** -0.19 -0.03 -0.02 

 (0.16) (0.13) (0.09) (0.38) (0.51) (0.33) (0.17) (0.23) (0.44) (0.11) (0.13) (0.07) (0.07) 

Union 
Density -0.00 -0.00 -0.04*** -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01* -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Social 
Equity 
Mission 0.01 -0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 0.04** 0.03* 0.05* -0.02 -0.03** 0.00 0.00 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

2010 
Accession 0.08 -0.06 -0.14** -0.12 -0.19 0.02 -0.01 0.22 0.31 - - - - 

 (0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.31) (0.25) (0.15) (0.13) (0.17) (0.35)     

2013 
Accession 0.05 -0.10 0.06 -0.10 -0.08 0.00 0.10 -0.16** -0.36** - - - - 

 (0.07) (0.09) (0.06) (0.16) (0.15) (0.14) (0.13) (0.08) (0.14)     

AWS  -0.03 0.02 0.00*** -0.22 -0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.13 -0.14 -0.05 -0.08 -0.01 0.01 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.00) (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.09) (0.09) (0.17) (0.10) (0.08) (0.03) (0.03) 

Telework 0.04 -0.03 -0.00*** 0.27 0.18 0.02 0.00 0.08 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.00) (0.19) (0.22) (0.15) (0.08) (0.10) (0.18) (0.08) (0.08) (0.03) (0.03) 
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Table A2. OLS Regression Predicting Changes in Diversity with Individual Work-Life Variables, 2010 Baseline. 

Variable 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Overall 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Occup. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

SES 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Supervisor 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

Hierarch. 

Diversity 

(Diss. 

Index) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Prop.) 

STEM 

Diversity 

(Blau 

Index) 

Female 

Access. 

Rate 

Male 

Access. 

Rate 

Female 

Turn. 

Rate 

Male 

Turn. 

Rate 

Health & 
Wellness -0.07 0.06 0.04 -0.30 -0.41 -0.30 -0.09 -0.03 -0.13 -0.07 -0.07 -0.03 -0.08 

 (0.09) (0.07) (0.04) (0.18) (0.26) (0.24) (0.12) (0.09) (0.18) (0.07) (0.08) (0.04) (0.05) 

EAP 0.07 -0.21* -0.02 0.02 0.23 0.03 0.05 0.17 0.39 0.23** 0.22* 0.09 0.09** 

 (0.13) (0.12) (0.05) (0.33) (0.51) (0.12) (0.20) (0.10) (0.23) (0.10) (0.11) (0.06) (0.04) 

Child Care 0.03 -0.06 0.02 0.07 0.11 0.29 0.07 -0.04 -0.10 0.08 0.10 0.04 0.07 

 (0.07) (0.06) (0.05) (0.18) (0.17) (0.23) (0.11) (0.12) (0.25) (0.10) (0.10) (0.04) (0.04) 

Elder Care -0.05 0.15 -0.03 0.16 -0.03 -0.19 -0.14 0.04 0.10 -0.28* -0.20 -0.09 -0.06 

 (0.10) (0.12) (0.06) (0.35) (0.23) (0.28) (0.22) (0.16) (0.33) (0.16) (0.13) (0.06) (0.05) 

Supervisor 
Support 0.02 0.05 -0.13** 0.21 0.19 0.04 0.12 0.51*** 0.94** -0.11 -0.23 -0.02 -0.07 

 (0.16) (0.10) (0.05) (0.44) (0.53) (0.36) (0.23) (0.18) (0.37) (0.17) (0.16) (0.07) (0.08) 

Leadership 
Support -0.01 0.10 0.16 -0.23 -0.12 0.03 0.07 -0.12 -0.22 -0.01 0.05 -0.05 -0.03 

 (0.10) (0.07) (0.10) (0.21) (0.26) (0.17) (0.13) (0.13) (0.24) (0.11) (0.09) (0.05) (0.05) 

Constant 0.04 0.15 0.05 0.18 0.07 -0.14 -0.03 -0.21 -0.41 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.06 

 (0.11) (0.09) (0.09) (0.44) (0.39) (0.28) (0.16) (0.14) (0.31) (0.10) (0.09) (0.05) (0.07) 

Observations 46 46 43 38 38 46 46 45 45 46 46 46 46 

R2 
0.32 0.61 0.60 0.44 0.34 0.29 0.34 0.56 0.56 0.29 0.32 0.43 0.51 

Sources: Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (2010) and Office of Personnel Management (2010, 2013, 2014). 
Notes: Dependent variables are changes from 2006 to 2014 for diversity outcomes and from 20010 to 2013 for accession and turnover outcomes. All control variables are 
measured at baseline (2010). * p<0.10 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

HELP OR HINDRANCE? 
 

WORK-LIFE STRATEGIES, GENDER, AND CAREER ADVANCEMENT IN FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT 
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Introduction 

 Despite the fact that women have made great strides entering the workplace, gender inequality 

in career advancement persists. For example, women account for over half of the professional 

workforce but only 15 percent of executive officers and 8 percent of top earners (Warner 2014). 

Because women’s entry into the labor force has outpaced gender equality in the distribution of 

domestic responsibilities, it is often suggested that these responsibilities and their incompatibility 

with the modern workplace are contributors to continued gender differences in career 

advancement.  

 To the extent that this is true, it is possible that work-life practices that help employees 

balance work and non-work obligations can promote women’s advancement by enabling men 

and women alike to manage work and family more effectively. Yet the opposite effect is also 

possible. In work environments that still privilege traditional work arrangements, utilization of 

workplace flexibilities and other work-life supports could hinder career advancement even while 

reducing stress associated with work-life conflict. A third possibility is that work-life supports 

have little or no effect at all due to program implementation or other factors. In other words, it is 

far from obvious that “family-friendly” workplace practices are beneficial for women’s career 

advancement.  

 Although scholars and practitioners have hypothesized that work-life supports promote 

gender equality in career advancement, this assumption has not been well tested. This study 

advances previous scholarship by examining gender differences in the perceived career impact of 

several work-life strategies and how these perceptions affect attitudes about family impact on 
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career and satisfaction with career advancement using a survey of federal government 

employees.  

 Like other sectors, gender disparities in career advancement continue to characterize the 

federal workforce. These disparities are especially concerning because the federal government is 

the nation’s largest employer and has sought to be a model for other sectors. In addition, public 

administration and political science scholarship has argued that diversity in government is 

important for both the legitimacy of public institutions and for ensuring that the interests of 

marginalized groups are adequately represented. 

 Existing research suggests that work-life strategies may be especially important for 

facilitating women’s career advancement, but this possibility has not been well tested, 

particularly in the public sector. This analysis examines variation in the perceived career impact 

of work-life strategy use, the perceived impact of family, and career satisfaction across gender. 

The results suggest that although the majority of federal employees who use work-life strategies 

view them as positive for career advancement, these benefits do not appear to be especially 

advantageous for women. Furthermore, they may be limited by the skewed distribution of 

domestic responsibilities across gender. 

 

Background 

 Between 1970 and 2012, women’s share of the labor force increased from 38 percent to 47 

percent (U.S. Department of Labor [DOL] 2014). Dual-earner and single-parent families have 

become the norm, and recent data indicate that women are now breadwinners in 40 percent of 

households (Bianchi 2011; Wang, Parker, and Taylor 2013). Overall increases in women’s labor 
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force participation have been accompanied by increased employment of mothers, including 

women with young children. In 2012, 70 percent of women with children under 18 participated 

in the labor force, including 61 percent of women whose youngest child was under 3 years old 

(DOL 2014). From an educational standpoint, women now earn a majority of undergraduate and 

master’s degrees, and they hold over 50 percent of all professional-level jobs (Warner 2014). Yet 

despite gains in education and the large number of women in the workplace, men still hold a 

disproportionate share of managerial and senior executive positions (U.S. Government 

Accountability Office [GAO] 2010; Warner 2014). 

 Similar patterns characterize the trajectory of female employment in public administration 

(GAO 2010; U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board [MSPB] 2011). In the federal government, 

women now account for 44 percent of federal employees and 45 percent of professional and 

administrative positions, which are pipelines to senior executive ranks.16 Progress in reaching 

senior ranks has occurred more slowly, and women hold only a third of Senior Executive Service 

positions (MSPB 2011).  

 These patterns have led to the observation that women face a “glass ceiling” in federal career 

advancement (Alkadry and Tower 2006; Daley 1996; MSPB 1992, 2011; Naff 1994; Riccucci 

2002; Sabharwal 2013; Yamagata et al. 1997). What causes this has been the source of debate, 

but research has found that even controlling for a wide range of personal and professional 

factors, women are less likely to be promoted and are paid less than comparable men (e.g., Chen, 

Roy, and Crawford 2010; Huffman 1995; Huffman and Cohen 2004; Kraus and Yonay 2000; 

Lips 2012; Mani 2001, 2013; MSPB 2011; Naff 1994; U.S. Office of Personnel Management 

                                                
16

 Author’s analysis of March 2014 federal personnel data using the OPM FedScope database, accessible at 
http://www.fedscope.opm.gov. 
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[OPM] 2014). This could be interpreted to mean that gender discrimination in employment is 

still influential. As gender differences in human capital and career aspirations have diminished 

over time, differences related to family responsibilities have also been identified as a contributor 

to persistent gender differences in career advancement (Chen, Roy, and Crawford 2013; Dolan 

2001; Mani 2013).  

 Regardless of employment status, women continue to shoulder greater responsibility for 

domestic labor, including dependent care, housework, and household management. Surveys 

show that most men and women aspire to egalitarian partnerships, but these aspirations typically 

do not align with practices (Parker and Wang 2013). There is little doubt that as women have 

joined the workforce, men have increased their contributions at home (Bianchi, Robinson, and 

Milkie 2006; Sayer 2005). Attitudes about the role of fathers have evolved to favor a more 

involved paternal role, and today men are as likely as women to report that they would like to 

spend more time with their families (Aumann, Galinsky, and Matos 2011).  

 Nevertheless, women continue to perform the majority of housework and dependent care, and 

they are more likely to make work-related sacrifices for family reasons (Bianchi 2011; Bianchi 

and Raley 2005; Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 2006; Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000). Women 

also account for the overwhelming majority of single-parent households, which tend to face high 

rates of economic stress (Teachman, Tedrow, and Crowder 2000). Compared to custodial fathers, 

fathers who do not live with their children spend considerably less time communicating with and 

caring for them (Livingston and Parker 2011).  

 Workplaces and public policies have not kept pace with social and demographic trends 

(Boushey 2011; Gornick and Meyers 2003). Many workplaces are still organized around a 
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traditional masculine model that favors “ideal workers” who can put in long hours and are 

unencumbered by domestic responsibilities (Bailyn 2002; Lewis 2001; Tower and Alkadry 

2008). From a public policy perspective, the United States offers relatively little support for 

working parents in comparison with other developed countries (Earl, Mokomane, and Heymann 

2011; Gornick and Meyers 2003). The incompatibility between workplace practices and public 

support on the one hand and the reality of life for most families on the other has led to increases 

in reported tension between work and family responsibilities (Aumann, Galinsky, and Matos 

2011).  

 In response to growing concern about “work-life conflict” and its potential negative impact on 

employee and organizational outcomes, employers have begun to offer workplace supports. 

Examples include flexible scheduling, telework, dependent care programs, family leave, and 

part-time job opportunities. The federal government has historically been a leader in this area, 

offering options such as flexible work schedules and teleworking from home since the 1970s 

(Bruce and Reed 1999). However, there is great variation across agencies with regard to policy 

details and cultural support for the use of these programs (Kim and Wiggins 2001; Newman and 

Matthews 1999). When such flexibilities are insufficient, employees may seek other options, 

such as part-time work, periods of leave, or other jobs.  

 The implications of work-life practices for career advancement are not always clear (Lewis 

2002). On the one hand, leveraging work-life strategies may help women retain their labor force 

participation and may facilitate career advancement by promoting the effective integration of 

work and family life. On the other hand, employees may be perceived as less committed due to 

their work-life practices and penalized for failing to conform to traditional workplace norms.   
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 Studying factors associated with women’s advancement in government is important for 

several reasons. Public administration and political science scholars have argued that 

organizational diversity takes on special significance in public organizations, particularly in 

bureaucratic settings characterized by unelected but influential civil servants. A bureaucracy that 

shares key attributes of the public is symbolically important for the legitimacy of political 

institutions that represent and serve them (Mansbridge 2003; Pitkin 1967). It may also be 

important for ensuring that the interests of different groups in society are adequately represented. 

The theory of representative bureaucracy argues that when the composition of the bureaucracy 

reflects that of the public, diverse interests will be better served (Mosher 1968; Waldo 1952). 

This follows from the assumption that such “descriptive” or “passive” representation leads to 

“substantive” or “active” representation, whereby individuals’ preferences and actions align with 

the interests of the groups they represent (Krislov 1974; Selden, Brudney, and Kellough 1998).  

 Whereas numerous studies on gender in congressional (e.g., Swers 2002; Thomas 1994) and 

judicial (e.g., Segal 2000; Songer, Davis, and Haire 1994) settings have demonstrated links 

between gender composition and outputs, this link has been more difficult to establish in 

bureaucratic settings. This is due partly to the difficulty of measuring “outputs” or linking them 

to individual actions (Bradbury and Kellough 2011; Kennedy 2014). Nevertheless, there is some 

evidence to support the theory of representative bureaucracy.  

 Several studies have documented gender differences in political and public policy attitudes 

among public administrators. This research suggests that female administrators are more likely to 

identify as Democrats and have more liberal attitudes on fiscal and social policy issues, 

particularly “women’s” issues, similar to gender gaps among the public (Bowling et al. 2006; 
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Bullard and Wright 1993; Dolan 2000, 2002; Hale and Branch 1992; Riccucci and Meyers 2004; 

Saidel and Losocco 2005). Additional research suggests that men and women may have different 

leadership and communication styles. Studies have found that female managers tend towards 

more collaborative, participatory, and democratic approaches (Burke and Collins 2000; Eagly 

and Johnson 1990; Jacobson, Palus, and Bowling 2009; Kathlene 1995; King 1995; Meier, 

O’Toole, and Goerdel 2006). There is also evidence that men and women differ somewhat in 

their reasons for choosing public employment, including variation in dimensions of public 

service motivation (DeHart-Davis, Marlowe, and Pandey 2006) and the influence of wage 

differentials across sectors on employment decisions (Llorens, Wenger, and Kellough 2008).  

 Research on gender differences in attitudes, leadership style, and decision-making suggests 

that increased gender diversity in bureaucratic settings should be associated with different 

processes, priorities, and outcomes. A smaller literature has tested this expectation, providing 

some support for the theory of active representation related to women’s representation as 

teachers in public schools (Keiser et al. 2002), police officers (Meier and Nicholson-Crotty 

2006), and supervisors at child support enforcement agencies (Wilkins and Keiser 2006). These 

effects are difficult to demonstrate both because of the challenge of identifying measures of 

active representation and because they are likely moderated by factors such as level of discretion, 

organizational structure, institutional context, and representative role orientation (Brenner 2009; 

Gibran 2013; Meier and Bohte 2001; Selden, Brudney, and Kellough 1998; Sowa and Selden 

2002). Despite such challenges, this emerging area of research provides important motivation for 

further research related to gender diversity in bureaucracies.  
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Previous Research 

Women’s Representation in Government 

 Studies show that women’s representation has increased considerably over time in agencies at 

both state and local (Bowling et al. 2006; McCabe 2000; Riccucci 2002) and federal levels 

(Dolan 2000, 2002; MSPB 2011; Riccucci 2002). But there is also continued agency, 

occupational, and hierarchical segregation (Alkadry and Tower 2006; MSPB 2011; Newman 

1995). Women tend to be concentrated in social welfare and other “redistributive” agencies that 

are responsible for redistributing resources across society, and they remain overrepresented in 

clerical and non-supervisory positions (Kelly 2001; Kerr, Miller, and Reid 2002; Kim 2004; 

Miller, Kerr, and Reid 1999; Newman 1994; Reid, Kerr, and Miller 2008; Sneed 2007). Studies 

suggest that work performed by women continues to be undervalued and that the “emotional 

labor” involved in many female-dominated occupations is not recognized or remunerated 

(Barnett, Baron, and Stuart 2000; Guy and Newman 2004; Mastracci, Newman, and Guy 2006). 

This contributes to gender pay gaps which, though smaller in the public sector, continue to be 

observed (Alkadry and Tower 2006, 2011; GAO 2010; Mani 2013; OPM 2014b).  

 Women are also underrepresented as supervisors and senior executives. A report by the Merit 

Systems Protection Board found that in 2009, women accounted for approximately 40 percent of 

supervisors and 30 percent of executives in the Senior Executive Service (SES) (MSPB 2011). 

The same report noted that these figures compare favorably with the civilian labor force, in 

which women at the time accounted for 30 percent of managers and 25 percent of executives 

(DOL 2009, cited in MSPB 2011, 6). Nevertheless, gender parity in senior positions has yet to be 

achieved. 



138 
 

Gender and Career Advancement  

 Research on gender differences in career models is relatively recent because the theoretical 

and empirical literature on career advancement has tended to be dominated by models based on 

traditional male experiences (Marvin 2001; O’Neil, Hopkins, and Bilimoria 2013). There is 

emerging evidence that men and women follow different career paths and perceive career 

success differently. For example, women are more likely to follow non-linear, interrupted careers 

and are more likely to value personal job satisfaction over power and reward (Cabrera 2007; 

Marvin 2001; Hewlett 2007). As noted above, women also continue to be concentrated in lower 

positions and are paid less than comparable men.  

 As summarized by Newman (1993), explanations for gender differences in career outcomes 

have tended to point to a combination of human capital, psychosocial, and systemic factors. 

Human capital arguments stress the level of individual investment in human capital factors such 

as education, training, ability, and productivity. Psychosocial arguments focus on the role of 

social norms and societal practices that shape individual attitudes and behavior. For example, 

gender role stereotypes and gender role socialization inform family and career-related decisions 

by conveying gendered expectations about abilities, interests, and appropriate behavior. Finally, 

systemic theories stress the role of institutionalized structures and practices that influence 

opportunities for advancement. Examples include segregated labor markets, access to networks 

and mentors, and sexual harassment or equal opportunity policies. These perspectives are in 

many ways complementary rather than mutually exclusive. For example, many studies have 

argued that human capital factors are insufficient to explain gender differences in career 
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outcomes (e.g., Chen, Roy, and Crawford 2010; Huffman 1995; Huffman and Cohen 2004; 

Kraus and Yonay 2000; Lips 2012; Mani 2001, 2013; MSPB 2011; Naff 1994; OPM 2014). 

 Studies of gender and career advancement in government provide support for each of these 

perspectives, identifying both predictors of federal career advancement and barriers that inhibit 

gender equality. Many of these studies have examined promotion rates, current grade level, or 

perceptions related to discrimination and career advancement.  

 Research has shown that women tend to be promoted more frequently but at smaller and less 

lucrative intervals (Barnett, Baron, and Stuart 2000; Dolan 2001; Kelly et al. 1991; Mani 2001, 

2013). Women are also less likely to be promoted at certain levels. This includes the most senior 

grade levels (Chen, Roy, and Crawford 2010) and critical junctures in the grade scale (Naff 

1994). Using OPM personnel data on promotion rates, Naff (1994) found that women and men 

were promoted similar rates at most grade levels, but women were less likely to be promoted at 

GS-9 and GS-11 levels. Both of these grade levels are considered important junctures for 

advancement because they are pipelines to supervisory levels. These results also suggest that the 

“glass ceiling” may exist at intermediate points in the federal career path, not only when 

employees reach the uppermost levels.  

 Gender differences in federal promotion rates have been be improving over time, but they 

have yet to be fully explained (Chen, Roy and Crawford 2010; Mani 2013). One possible 

explanation is double standards in promotion standards. Studies have found that women tend to 

have higher performance ratings on average compared to men of the same level (Naff 1994; 

Lewis 1997). This objective evidence of gender discrimination is also evident in subjective 

perceptions. Women in the civil service generally are more likely to perceive discrimination and 
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negative stereotyping, which may impact career plans (MSPB 2011; Naff 1994, 1995). Other 

factors that may influence gender differences in advancement include the ability to relocate, 

travel, or work long hours (Naff 1994) as well as occupational and agency segregation that 

contribute to gendered opportunity structures (Dolan 2001; Mani 2013; Purcell and Baldwin 

2013). External support, such as mentorship and networking, is frequently stressed in the 

literature on career advancement and is thought to help women overcome barriers to success 

(Chen, Roy, and Crawford 2013; Daley 1996; Fox and Schumann 2001; Guy 1993; Hale 1995; 

Naff 1995).  

 Women who do succeed in attaining the most senior positions in the federal government 

report similar job responsibilities, activities, and levels of influence as men at those levels (Dolan 

2001). However, they also differ in ways that reflect work and family tensions and suggest that 

women in may be more likely to pay a personal price for their career advancement. A recent 

survey of public servants found that among respondents in higher level positions, women were 

less likely to be married, more likely to be divorced, and likely to have fewer or no children 

(Tower and Alkadry 2008).  

 Public opinion data similarly reflect gender differences in the pressures associated with 

parenthood and career advancement. For example, a 2011 survey found a large gender gap 

among parents with children under 18 in the perception that being parent makes it harder to 

advance a career (Pew Research Center 2011). Whereas 51 percent of mothers agreed with this 

statement, only 16 percent of fathers did so. Similarly, 10 percent of fathers perceived that being 

a working parent made it easier for them to advance compared to only 2 percent of mothers. This 

may reflect gender differences in time spent on domestic labor. Despite movement towards 
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gender parity, women still do roughly double the amount of domestic labor that men do. 

According to the American Time Use Survey, in 2011 fathers spent an average of 17 hours per 

week on housework and child care, compared to 32 hours for mothers (Parker and Wang 2013).  

 A number of studies have identified gender differences in family responsibilities as a 

significant factor affecting career advancement in the civil service. This literature is relatively 

small, and some the studies are several years old, but they provide some perspective on gender 

and federal career advancement. For example, using the 1991/1992 MSPB Career Advancement 

Survey, Daley (1996) found that current grade level was influenced by a combination of human 

capital factors, job choices, networking and development opportunities, and family 

responsibilities. Examining race and gender subgroups separately, Daley found that having a 

child was positively associated with advancement for white males but had a negative association 

for females and non-white males.  

 Using the same survey, Naff (1994) found that having children was associated with a higher 

number of promotions for more experienced men but had the opposite effect for women. This 

may be due in part to differences in time spent on caregiving. In a study of Alabama civil 

servants, Purcell and Baldwin (2003) found that past time spent on dependent care was 

negatively associated with promotion, though the study did not examine the moderating 

influence of gender. These conclusions have also been supported by qualitative research in which 

women in federal service have reported being overlooked for developmental and advancement 

opportunities due to dependent care responsibilities (Golden 2006; Naff 1994). 
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Work-Life and Gender Equality in Career Advancement 

 Given evidence that family responsibilities have a gendered impact on career advancement, 

many observers have called for improvements in work-life culture and practices as a way to 

ensure that women have equal opportunities. Research on federal work-life programs has had 

mixed findings regarding gender differences in the import and impact of these programs. 

Although a number of these studies have examined the effects of work-life supports in the 

federal government (Caillier 2011, 2012a, 2012b; Facer and Wadsworth 2008; Harick, Vaneck, 

and Michlitsch 1986; Mahler 2012; Wadsworth and Owens 2007), only a few explicitly examine 

gender differences (Ezra and Deckman 1996; Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzstein 2001).  

 Analyzing a 1991 survey of federal employees, Ezra and Deckman (1996) found that for both 

men and women, satisfaction with child care was associated with work-family balance, and 

satisfaction with work-family balance was positively associated with job satisfaction. But there 

were also gender differences in the effects of specific programs, with on-site child care and 

alternative work schedule use significantly associated with work-life balance only for women. 

Using the same survey, Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzstein (2001) found that work-life program use 

and satisfaction and their association with perceived balance and job satisfaction did not follow 

predictable patterns across gender and other attributes.  

 One possible explanation for mixed results is that positive impacts for work-life programs 

require effective program implementation and supportive supervisory and organizational cultures 

(Burke 2002; Lewis 2002; Ryan and Kossek 2008; Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness 1999). 

Variation in cultural factors and implementation practices is important for employees’ 

experiences and associated outcomes. This is supported by research on work-life programs in 
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public organizations. For example, in a survey of city employees, Wadsworth and Owens (2007) 

found that organizational support was negatively associated with reported work-family conflict. 

Similarly, Saltzstein, Ting, and Saltzein’s (2001) study found that perceived organizational 

understanding of family duties was a stronger predictor of work-family balance and job 

satisfaction than was program use. But cultural support is varied, as evidenced by widespread 

“provision-utilization” gaps for work-life programs (McDonald, Brown, and Bradley 2005; 

Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness 1999). Barriers to the successful implementation of federal 

work-life programs have included factors such as management attitudes, lack of trust (especially 

with regard to nonprofessional staff), a “workaholic cult” mentality, and limited communication 

and training (Newman and Matthews 1999).  

 Research on the “flexibility stigma” supports the possibility that employees who utilize work-

life strategies may be viewed more negatively and penalized professionally for violating 

traditional worker and gender norms (e.g., Berdahl and Moon 2013; Blair-Loy and Wharton 

2002, 2004; Cohen and Single 2001; Coltrane et al. 2013; Dodson 2013; Judiesch and Lyness 

1999; Stone and Hernandez 2013; Vandello et al. 2013). Many studies have documented that 

parenthood is associated with positive career outcomes for men (the “fatherhood premium”) and 

negative outcomes for women (the “motherhood penalty”), which is likely due to a combination 

of discriminatory practices and the fact that mothers are more likely to make work-related 

sacrifices (Glauber 2008; Kaufman and Uhlenberg 2000; Naff 1994). But when men do exercise 

flexibility or leave the labor force for family reasons, they too face career penalties (Coltrane et 

al. 2013; Rudman and Mescher 2013; Vandello et al. 2013).  
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 This research provides compelling evidence that employees may pay a price for using 

flexibilities, using experimental and longitudinal research to demonstrate the potential 

consequences and the relevance of gender stereotypes. For example, experiments in which 

participants are asked to rate employees who request or use family leave, part-time schedules, or 

workplace flexibilities have found that these employees tend to be rated as less competent, 

valuable, and committed (Allen and Russell 1999; Cohen and Single 2001; Rogier and Padgett 

2004; Rudman and Mescher 2013; Vandello et al. 2013; Wayne and Cordeiro 2003). Studies of 

archival organizational data (Judiesch and Lyness 1999) and longitudinal survey data (Coltrane 

et al. 2013; Glass 2004) have confirmed that consequences for wages, wage growth, performance 

evaluations, and promotions are real.  

 This research underscores the centrality of gender stereotypes for the use and consequences of 

work-life programs and strategies. Experimental studies, for example, have found that men are 

doubly burdened by being stigmatized as poorer workers and as insufficiently masculine 

(Rudman and Mescher 2013; Vandello et al. 2013; Wayne and Cordeiro 2003). Research has 

also shown that in addition to eliciting negative attitudes and work-related outcomes, men who 

devote more hours to child care may be subjected to higher levels of workplace mistreatment, 

particularly “not man enough harassment” (Berdahl and Moon 2013).  

 In response to such climates, both men and women engage in “bias avoidance” in 

unsupportive environments (Drago et al. 2006), but utilization is especially low for men. For 

example, in a survey of college-aged participants, Vandello et al. (2013) found that men and 

women rated workplace flexibility as equally important, but men reported lower intentions to 

ever seek it. This is consistent with what occurs in practice. Coltrane et al.’s (2013) analysis of 
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the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth found that both men and women experienced wage 

penalties for family-related career interruptions, but 2 percent of men and 20 percent of women 

ever experienced these interruptions.  

 Thus, it is possible that work-life practices can have conflicting outcomes, reducing stress but 

having null or negative impacts on career advancement. Evidence specifically on whether work-

life programs advance gender equality tends to support the proposition that results are not always 

positive. Several studies have shown that dependent care, especially child care, is a greater 

impediment to career advancement for women than men (Daley 1996; Kelly et al. 1991; Purcell 

and Baldwin 2003). This may be due to the fact that women continue to be responsible for so 

much more dependent care.  

 The effectiveness of work-life practices in allowing women to overcome these impediments is 

not obvious. For example, in cross-national study of companies in 14 countries, Straub (2007) 

found that with the exception of additional payment for maternity leave, work-life practices had 

null or negative effects on women’s advancement to senior positions. It is possible that cultural 

context may moderate these relationships. In another cross-national study, Lyness and Judiesch 

(2008) found that for managers in 33 countries, the positive relationship between work-life 

balance and a multi-source (self, peer, and supervisor) measure of perceived career advancement 

was moderated by both gender and egalitarian culture. This relationship was only significant for 

female managers in high-egalitarian cultures and for male managers in low-egalitarian cultures. 

In contrast, a number of studies have documented a relationship between the proportion of 

women in the organization or in management and the availability of work-life supports (e.g., 
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Davis and Kalleberg 2006; Durst 1999; Goodstein 1994; Ingram and Simons 1995; Osterman 

1995), but the direction of this relationship is unclear.  

  In general, whether work-life practices promote gender equity in employment is not well 

tested, particularly in the context of the federal government. The research reviewed above offers 

evidence for competing expectations about the impact of work-life strategies on career outcomes 

and the nature of gender differences in these impacts. This study advances existing scholarship 

by examining gender differences in the perceived career impact of work-life strategies and how 

these perceptions are associated with the perceived career impact of family and satisfaction with 

career advancement.  

 

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses  

 The proposition that work-life strategies can help narrow gender gaps in career advancement 

follows from the combination of gendered patterns in domestic responsibilities and theories 

positing some beneficial impacts for work-life supports. Because women continue to bear 

disproportionate responsibility for domestic labor and long work hours continue to be more the 

province of men, practices that facilitate more effective management of work and family life 

may permit men and women alike to better accommodate non-family responsibilities during their 

careers.  

 The theoretical work-life literature offers several perspectives on whether and how work-life 

supports can promote positive employee outcomes that may be especially important for women’s 

careers. The most common theoretical approaches emphasize the implications of individuals 

trying to fulfill multiple roles, such as work and family roles. One perspective comes from role 
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conflict theory, which posits that people have limited amounts of energy, such that having to 

occupy multiple roles generates inter-role conflict and stress (Barnett and Gareis 2008; Marks 

1977). The popularity of this concept is reflected in widespread reference to “work-life conflict” 

in both scholarly research and the media.  

 A corollary perspective draws on role balance theory, which suggests that people seek to 

“balance” different roles rather than prioritizing roles hierarchically (Marks and MacDermid 

1996). This is reflected in the concept of “work-life balance.” Though there is no single 

definition, this may be thought of as “accomplishment of role-related expectations that are 

negotiated and shared between an individual and his or her role-related partners” in work and life 

or family domains (Grzywacz and Carlson 2007, 458).  

 More recently, work-life scholarship has begun to stress the concept of “integration” as an 

alternative to the balance approach, suggesting that balance implies separation of work and non-

work spheres, whereas managing work and non-work roles is more complex and individualized 

(Kossek and Lambert 2005). The integration perspective is also compatible with emerging 

evidence on work-life “enrichment.” The literature on “work-family enrichment” suggests that 

multiple roles can be beneficial in addition to causing conflict (Greehaus and Powell 1996; 

McNall, Nicklin, and Masuda 2010; Shockley and Singla 2011). For example, conflict 

management skills developed at home can be beneficial at work or self-esteem developed at 

work can improve relationships at home.  

  All of these theoretical perspectives suggest that practices that help employees better manage 

competing responsibilities should promote positive outcomes for employees and employers by 

reducing stress and improving the “fit” between individuals and organizations (Kristof-Brown, 
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Zimmerman, and Johnson 2005). The most commonly studied outcomes include recruitment, 

retention, absenteeism, productivity, and job satisfaction (Kelly et al. 2008).   

 At the individual level, these outcomes could then be associated with career advancement 

because employees are better able to perform and retain in the organization. However, the work-

life literature stresses the importance of implementation factors such as organization culture and 

supervisor support for employee experiences with work-life strategies (Ryan and Kossek 2008). 

Research on the “flexibility stigma” and backlash effects demonstrates that when cultural support 

is absent, employees may be penalized for violating gender and traditional workplace norms 

(Coltrane et al. 2013; Rudman and Mescher 2013; Vandello et al. 2013).  

 The social role theory of gender argues that gender roles stemming from the sexual division of 

labor and social expectations based on gender stereotypes can strongly influence preferences and 

behavior (Eagly 1987). Because traditional gender roles prescribe that men place more emphasis 

on the work role and women on the family role, this is one explanation for the fact that mothers 

are more likely to curtail their employment to manage work-family demands (Bianchi and Raley 

2005; Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Kaufman andUhlenberg 2000).  

 One possibility is that, given movement towards more equitable distributions of paid and 

unpaid labor, increases in men’s reported work-family conflict, and high overall levels of 

demand for work-life programs, work-life strategies have similar impacts on career advancement 

for men and women. However, other research reviewed above provides reasons to expect gender 

differences. Despite trends towards parity, the distribution of responsibility for domestic labor 

remains skewed towards women, and gender stereotypes continue to stress the primacy of family 

for women and work for men. Thus, women may still have greater need for work-life strategies 
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to facilitate their careers. In addition, gender norms and stereotypes may mean that using such 

strategies is still seen as more acceptable for women, resulting in greater backlash against men 

who use them.  

 The weight of evidence suggests that despite social changes in recent years, gender 

stereotypes and a gendered division of labor persist and affect both decisions about using work-

life strategies and reactions to employees who do, leading to the following hypothesis: 

• H1: The perceived career impacts of work-life strategies are more positive for women 

than for men. 

 Given the centrality of domestic responsibilities to work-life processes, however, it is 

reasonable to expect that the impact of work-life strategies varies depending on the nature of 

caregiving responsibilities. The availability of work-life strategies may be especially important 

for helping employees with the most intensive dependent care duties to maintain their labor force 

participation and to meet their work responsibilities. If so, employees with greater caregiving 

responsibilities may perceive work-life strategies as more beneficial for their advancement. 

Thus, a second hypothesis follows: 

• H2: The perceived career impacts of work life strategies are more positive for employees 

with greater caregiving responsibilities. 

 The literatures on work-life conflict, balance, and enrichment have shown that work and 

family domains can have both positive and negative impacts on each other and that these 

relationships are bidirectional in nature (Byron 2005; Greenhaus and Powell 1996). Employees 

who have more positive experiences with work-life strategies may therefore experience family as 

a more positive influence on their career because of improved conditions for work-to-family and 
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family-to-work enrichment. Meta-analytic evidence suggests that women are more likely to 

experience family interference with work, while men are more likely to experience work 

interference with family (Byron 2005). Thus, the relationship between perceived work-life 

strategy impact and perceived family impact may be especially strong for women. To summarize 

these expectations: 

• H3: The perceived career impacts of work-life strategies are positively associated with 

the perceived career impact of family. 

• H4: The perceived career impacts of work-life strategies are more positively associated 

with the perceived career impact of family for women than for men. 

 To the extent that work-life strategies facilitate employees’ career advancement and enable 

family to have a positive rather than a negative impact on work, this should improve satisfaction 

with career advancement. If, as hypothesized, addressing work and family issues is especially 

important for women’s advancement, this should be reflected in the strength of work-life and 

family variables as predictors  of satisfaction with career advancement. Following from this: 

• H5: The perceived career impacts of work-life strategies and family are positively 

associated with satisfaction with career advancement.  

• H6: The perceived career impacts of work-life strategies and family are more positively 

associated with satisfaction with career advancement for women than for men.  

 The hypotheses articulated above reflect the assumption that work-life practices are beneficial 

for reducing gender inequality in the workplace by promoting women’s career advancement. As 

discussed in the review of previous research, however, negative or null effects and gender 
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differences are also possible.  The purpose of the following analysis is to evaluate widely 

assumed benefits that have not been well tested, particularly in the federal bureaucracy.  

 

Data and Methodology 

Data Sources and Variables  

 The data for this study come from the Career Advancement Survey (CAS) that was 

administered by the U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) in 2007. The survey was sent 

to a random sample of approximately 24,000 full-time, permanent federal employees, of whom 

11,538 responded and were included in the public release data set. The purpose of this web-

based survey was to examine factors affecting career advancement in the federal government and 

employee perceptions of the federal government’s adherence to merit principles in employment. 

The survey covered a wide range of topics related to career advancement, including work-life 

issues and questions about the perceived career impact of utilizing work-life strategies. To date, 

the 2007 survey has been used primarily by the MSPB but has been largely overlooked in 

scholarly research.  

 For the purposes of this study, the CAS has several advantages over other data sources. First, 

it was designed to be representative of the full-time, permanent federal employee population. 

Second, unlike other large surveys of federal employees, it included questions about dependent 

care responsibilities. Third, the survey asked about the use of work-life strategies specifically for 

the purpose of balancing “work and life/family” and additionally asked participants to rate the 

perceived impact of these strategies on their career advancement.  
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 Despite its advantages, there are also some limitations to the survey. While the sample is 

representative of the surveyed federal population, agency data were not collected and therefore 

unobserved heterogeneity at the agency level cannot be controlled. In addition, the survey did not 

collect data on several potentially important attributes, including grade level, supervisory status, 

and age. However, as described below, several variables are available that are likely to be highly 

correlated with these missing attributes, such as years of federal experience, education, and 

income level.  Finally, the observational, cross-sectional nature of the data warrants caution in 

making causal inferences based on relationships observed in this analysis.  

 

Dependent Variables 

 The overarching question for this study is whether work-life strategies are beneficial to career 

advancement and whether there are gender differences in this relationship. A sequential analysis 

of three dependent variables was used to address this: 1) perceived impact of work-life strategy 

use on career, 2) perceived impact of family on career, and 3) satisfaction with career 

advancement.  All of the dependent variables are self-reported perceptual measures. Although 

they are not objective measures of career advancement, perceptions are important to study as 

well because research suggests that work-related perceptions are predictors of career behavior 

(Naff 1994, 1995). In studies of work-life programs, the most consistent positive effects are 

found in studies based on employees’ perceptions of their experiences because program impacts 

are contingent on implementation factors (Kelly et al. 2008; Ryan and Kossek 2008). Thus, 

although objective measures of career advancement would be ideal, the way employees view the 

impact of work-life strategies and family responsibilities is also valuable area of inquiry.  
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 Perceived impact of work-life strategies. The CAS asked respondents whether they had ever 

taken each of nine actions “to help balance work and life/family responsibilities.” These actions, 

or strategies, included: flexible work schedules; telework; significant blocks of leave 

intermittently; leave for more than 4 consecutive weeks; switch to a less than full-time schedule 

(less than 40 hours per week); quit federal job but returned after a break in service; changed jobs 

within agency; changed jobs to another agency; and spouse adjusted his/her schedule. For each 

strategy, respondents who indicated “yes” to having used that strategy were asked a follow-up 

question to assess the perceived effect on their career. Response categories fell on a five-point 

scale including very negative, somewhat negative, neutral, somewhat positive, very positive. For 

this analysis, “not applicable/don’t know” responses were excluded. The variable was coded 

from one to five, with higher values indicating more positive responses.  

 Perceived impact of family. Respondents who indicated that they “have family 

responsibilities” were asked to rate the impact of family responsibilities on their career 

advancement.  As with the perceived impact of work-life strategies, response categories fell on a 

five-point scale including very negative, somewhat negative, neutral, somewhat positive, very 

positive. Once again, “not applicable/don’t know” responses were excluded and the variable was 

coded from one to five, with higher values indicating more positive responses. 

 Satisfaction with career advancement. Respondents were asked to rate their agreement with 

the statement, “I am satisfied with my career advancement so far.” Response categories fell on a 

five-point scale including strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, and 

strongly agree. As with the other dependent variables, “not applicable/don’t know” responses 

were excluded, and higher values indicating more positive responses (greater agreement). 
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Independent Variables  

 Drawing on the extant literature on gender and career advancement, all multivariate analyses 

included control variables that capture human capital factors, job choices, caregiving 

responsibilities, developmental factors, and additional attributes.  

 Human capital factors. Human capital refers to knowledge and attributes that contribute to an 

individual’s ability to perform valuable labor. These control variables include education (highest 

level of attainment), federal experience (years), and having extensive past work experience (yes 

or no).  

 Job choices. Job choices refer to an individual’s decisions about employment opportunities 

and involvement at work. These control variables include hours worked (weekly), days of travel 

(monthly), ability to work long hours (yes or no), ability to travel for work (yes or no), and 

ability to take on challenging assignments (yes or no).  

 Caregiving responsibilities. Caregiving responsibilities can include care for a child or an adult 

or elderly dependent. The CAS asked respondents several questions about their care 

responsibilities. The focus for this study is on the extent of care responsibility and the impact of 

dependent care responsibilities on availability for work. These control variables include level of 

responsibility for day-to-day care if a respondent has had any dependents (primary responsibility, 

evenly split with another adult, another adult in the household’s responsibility, or no 

responsibility), whether caring for children has significantly impacted availability for work (yes 

or no), and whether caring for an elderly or other adult dependent has significantly impacted 

availability for work (yes or no).  
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 Developmental factors. Developmental factors refer to training and resources associated with 

professional development and progression. In this study, these include having a supportive 

supervisor to encourage development and advancement (yes or no), having a supervisor of the 

same gender (yes or no), having a senior person or mentor “looking out for my interests” (yes or 

no), and having access to networking through a professional association or other formal network 

(yes or no). 

 Other attributes. In addition to the variables described above, this study also controls for 

respondents’ income (up to $49,999, $50,000-74,999, or $75,000 and higher) and minority status 

(yes or no). Income levels in the survey were designed to ensure that the higher salary threshold 

corresponded roughly to the GS-13 level (MSPB 2011).  

 

Methodology  

 To evaluate the hypotheses of interest for this study, the analysis employed difference of 

means t-tests and individual-level OLS regressions with interaction terms for gender. All 

analyses were adjusted to account for the complex survey design and ensure valid estimates for 

the surveyed federal employee population. The first step in the analysis was to compare values of 

the dependent and independent variables for men and women using t-tests. Next, a sequential 

series of OLS regressions was conducted to analyze the three dependent variables.  

 The first set of regressions tested predictors of perceived work-life strategy impact on career 

separately for each of the nine strategies included in the survey. To assess gender differences and 

the role of caregiving responsibility, each regression included interactions between gender and 
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care status, gender and children affected availability for work, and gender and elder/other adult 

affected availability for work.  

 The second set of regressions tested predictors of perceived impact of family responsibilities 

on career advancement, controlling for the perceived impact of work-life strategy use. A separate 

model was estimated for each work-life strategy since different respondents reported using each 

strategy. Once again, these regressions included interactions between gender and care status as 

well as gender and availability for work variables. In addition, gender was interacted with 

perceived impact of work-life strategy use to assess gender differences in this relationship. 

 Finally, the third set of regressions tested predictors of satisfaction with career advancement, 

controlling for perceived impact of both work-life strategy use and family responsibilities on 

career. These variables, as well as the other care-related variables, were all interacted with 

gender.  

 Although the dependent variables are ordinal, difference of mean t-tests and OLS regression 

results are presented. This is done to facilitate the interpretation of results, particularly for the 

interaction terms, but the results are substantively similar to those produced using non-linear 

models. For each regression analysis, predictive margins with 95 percent confidence intervals 

were plotted for key subgroups by gender and care status to facilitate interpretation.  

 

Results 

Descriptive 

 As a starting point for this analysis, Table 1 presents t-tests comparing means and proportion 

for study variables across gender. Turning first to the dependent variables, men and women 
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report similar levels of career satisfaction on average, but there are significant differences in the 

perceived impact of family responsibilities on career, utilization of work-life strategies, and 

perceived impact of work-life strategies on career. The finding that men and women have 

comparable levels of career satisfaction, with women registering slightly higher satisfaction on 

average, is not particularly surprising. Previous research on job-related satisfaction has often 

found that women report higher levels of satisfaction on average despite numerous disadvantages 

in the workplace, a phenomenon that has been termed “the paradox of the contented female 

worker (Crosby 1982). Although there is not a clear consensus, several explanations have been 

offered, including gender differences in expectations, values, and entitlement standards (Phelan 

1994). 

 In contrast, men have slightly more positive perceptions of family impact on career on 

average. This may partly reflect the fact that, consistent with previous research, men are less 

likely to make work-family tradeoffs. Women use more work-life strategies on average (2.25 for 

women compared to 1.70 for men). They are more likely to utilize every work-life strategy 

except for spouse changing his/her schedule, which men are more likely to report. Utilization 

gaps range from a low of 3 percentage points (blocks of intermittent leave) to a high of 16 

percentage points (leave for 4 consecutive weeks or longer).  

 Women are also significantly more likely to report wanting to use more work-life strategies, 

including flexible schedules, telework, long leave, part-time schedule, quitting and returning, 

“other” strategies, and total number of strategies. However, they are significantly less likely than 

men to report wanting to use leave blocks to manage work and life/family responsibilities. Many 
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of these differences are relatively modest, but there is a 15 percentage point gap in desire to 

telework and an eight percentage point gap in desire to work on a part-time schedule.  

 Differences in the perceived career impact of these using strategies are less consistent. 

Women report significantly more positive impacts for alternative work schedules, changing jobs 

within or out of the agency, spouse schedule change, and “other” strategies. Gender differences 

are mixed in direction and non-significant for the perceived career impacts of telework, leave 

blocks, long leave, part-time schedule, and quitting and returning.  

 In terms of family responsibilities women are somewhat less likely to report that they “have 

family responsibilities” (77 percent of men versus 70 percent of women). It is not clear what 

accounts for this the gap in reported family responsibilities, as the term was not defined in the 

survey. But it is possible that men and women may assign different meanings to this term, as 

MSPB researchers speculated in descriptive analysis of the data (MSPB 2011). For example, 

men may be more likely to think of financial responsibility for family members while women 

may be more likely to think of caregiving. This is supported by the fact that women are 

significantly more likely to report that caring for children (13 percent of men versus 18 percent 

of women) or adult dependents (10 percent of men versus 16 percent of women) has affected 

availability for work. 

 There are also substantial gender differences in the distribution of responsibility for day-to-

day care among respondents with dependents. Men are more likely to report no responsibility, 

that another adult is the primary caregiver, or that care is evenly split, while women are much 

more likely to report being primary caregivers. These gaps are especially notable for another 
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adult caregiver (25 percent of men versus 4 percent of women) and primary care (14 percent of 

men versus 46 percent of women).  

 Turning to other variables, men report more experience, while women report more education. 

Interestingly, women are more likely to report a having a mentor or a supportive supervisor, but 

they are less likely to have a supervisor of the same gender. This is consistent with previous 

research suggesting that mentorship may play a more important role in career development for 

women than men, but women also have more difficulty finding female mentors due partly to the 

more limited availability of senior women (Burke 2007; Woolnough and Davidson 2007). These 

findings have been echoed in the public administration literature (e.g., Bozeman and Feeney 

2009; Fox and Schumann 2001; Hale 1995). While there are no significant differences in access 

to formal networking or ability to take on challenging assignments, men are more likely to report 

an ability to work long hours or to travel as well as actually working longer hours and traveling 

more frequently. Some of these differences may reflect the observed differences in family 

responsibilities, but it appears that men and women report different potential advantages for 

career advancement. Women are also much more likely to be minorities (34 percent of women 

versus 21 percent of men). And while men and women have equal representation in the middle 

of the income scale, men are concentrated more heavily in higher incomes and women are 

concentrated more heavily in lower incomes.  

 As a preliminary examination of whether level of caregiving responsibility interacts with 

gender, Table 2 presents means/proportions for key variables across both gender and level of 

care. Informally, the results suggest that care level may interact with other factors. Both male and 

female primary caregivers report the lowest levels of career satisfaction, the least positive 
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perceptions of family impact on career, and higher rates of child or adult dependent care 

interfering with availability for work.  

 Turning to work-life strategies, female primary caregivers report using more strategies than 

any other group. But even females who report that another adult has primary care responsibility 

report using more strategies on average than all groups of men, including male primary 

caregivers, suggesting that women may make more tradeoffs than men regardless of care 

responsibility level. Differences in use are more notable for some of the more intensive actions, 

with female primary caregivers being the most likely to take leave blocks, long leave, part-time 

schedules, quitting and returning, or changing jobs within the agency.  In contrast, perceived 

career impacts of these strategies do not seem to follow clear patterns based on unadjusted 

means/proportions alone.  

 To facilitate comparison of perceived strategy impacts, Figure 1 visually presents the 

distribution of perceived impacts for each work-life strategy by gender, while Figure 2 does the 

same by primary caregiving status. Turning first to Figure 1, the distributions of responses across 

gender look remarkably similar in general. But there are some exceptions. Perceived impacts are 

more positively skewed for women for changing jobs within or out of the agency and spouse 

schedule change, while they are more negatively skewed for women for part-time schedule and 

quitting and returning. This suggests that for women, seeking a more accommodating 

environment may be more effective for career advancement than significant changes to their 

involvement on the job in a current position.  

 The results in Figure 2 similarly demonstrate both similarities and differences in the 

distribution of responses across care level. Primary caregivers tend to report more negative or 
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less positive impacts of leave blocks, part-time schedule, quitting and returning, and spouse 

schedule change. There are no strategies for which primary caregivers report more notably 

positive impacts, suggesting that work-life strategies may actually be less effective for 

supporting career advancement for employees who bear disproportionate responsibility for 

dependent care.   

 

Regression Analysis 

 The preceding analysis is suggestive of differences along gender and caregiving lines. But 

descriptive comparisons do not adjust for other factors that may be driving these observed 

differences, such as variation in human capital or external support at work. To address this, 

Tables 3, 4, and 5 present the results of OLS regressions predicting perceived career impact of 

work-life strategies, perceived career impact of family responsibilities, and satisfaction with 

career advancement, controlling for numerous covariates and modeling gender interactions.  

 

Career Impact of Work-Life Strategies  

 Table 3 shows results for the perceived career impact of work-life strategies. Each model 

includes respondents who indicated ever having used that program to balance work and 

life/family responsibilities. As shown in this table, the perceived career impact of work-life 

strategies tends to be more positive for employees with strong supports through supervisors and 

mentors. Results are also consistently more positive for minorities. Several trends associated 

with minority groups may make work-life needs more acute (Marks 2006). For example, African 
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Americans are more likely to be single parents, while Hispanic Americans are more likely to 

have larger families and gender-traditional distributions of household labor.  

 Impacts are less positive for employees who report an ability to perform long hours, 

suggesting that employees who face constraints on their time benefit more from using work-life 

strategies to manage work and non-work responsibilities. Some strategies, especially telework, 

could have the effect of making employees available to work longer hours. But this is likely to 

vary across employees. For example, an employee with young children may benefit from the 

proximity to child care or freedom from interruptions afforded by telework while still facing time 

constraints once children are home.  

 Results for employee education are somewhat mixed, but in general, more educated workers 

perceive smaller benefits, with the exception of spouse schedule change and quitting and 

returning. Higher status workers may simply feel greater pressure to conform to “ideal worker” 

norms in order to advance. The positive result for spouse schedule change is not surprising, but it 

is unclear why quit and return would be the one positive association with education. When 

significant, both high and low-income groups report less positive impacts on average than 

middle-income employees. This could be driven by different phenomena. For example, higher 

income employees may face some of the concerns hypothesized for more educated workers, 

while low-income workers facing greater resistance to their use of flexibilities at all. Previous 

research suggests that higher status and professional workers tend to have more access to 

flexibilities (Davis and Kelleberg 2006; Glass and Estes 1997). 

 Employees who report that caring for children has affected their availability for work report 

less positive impacts for work-life strategy use. This negative effect, however, is smaller for 
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women who use alternative work schedules or whose spouses change their schedules. In contrast, 

there is less evidence that employees whose availability for work has been affected by caring for 

adult dependents experience less positive career impacts when they use work-life strategies. 

Interestingly, when significant, primary caregiving is associated with less positive career impacts 

of work-life strategies compared to those with no care responsibilities, a negative effect that is 

offset in one case – leave blocks – for females. Evenly split caregiving and another adult having 

primary caregiving responsibility are not significant predictors of perceived impacts except for 

changing jobs out of the agency, which has a positive effect for female even caregivers but a 

negative effect for male even caregivers.  

 To more fully explore the effects of gender and caregiving, Figure 3 presents predicted values 

of perceived career impacts with 95 percent confidence intervals for gender and caregiving 

subgroups, separately by work-life strategy. A couple of interesting observations emerge from 

this figure. First, predicted values vary remarkably little for alternative work schedules and 

telework, the most widely used work-life strategies. This may be because of the long history of 

these programs in the federal government and the support they have received from legislation 

such as the Telework Enhancement Act of 2010, which directed agencies to more systematically 

implement and expand telework.  

 Second, for some programs there is more variation across caregiving status, while for other 

there is more variation across gender. For part-time schedule, leave blocks, and long leave, there 

are fewer gender differences than caregiving differences within gender. Contrary to expectations, 

both male and female primary caregivers report less positive impacts than other groups for these 

programs. A similar pattern holds for quitting and returning, with the exception of females for 
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whom another adult caregiver has primary responsibility, who have the least positive predicted 

impacts. This may be an artifact of the small size of this subgroup, however, as evidenced by the 

wider confidence interval around this estimate. In two cases – changing jobs in agency and 

spouse schedule change – the distribution of impacts is more positive for women than men. 

However, once again, primary caregivers report less positive impacts than other groups.  

 These results provide some limited support for the expectation that women perceive more 

positive impacts of work-life strategy use (H1) and no support for the expectation that employees 

with greater care responsibilities also perceive more positive impacts (H2). To the contrary, 

primary caregivers seem to benefit less from work-life strategies, perhaps because these 

strategies simply cannot offset the impact of such disproportionate responsibility at home. To the 

extent that parents experience a “second shift” of unpaid labor when they get home, it is this 

group that is most affected. Interestingly, although there is considerable overlap in confidence 

intervals, the point estimates for male primary caregivers are in many cases lower than for 

female primary caregivers. Nevertheless, even if effects are similar or worse for male primary 

caregivers, the fact remains that women are much more likely to find themselves in this position 

(as shown in Table 1). 

 

Career Impact of Family Responsibilities 

 Table 4 presents regression results analyzing predictors of the perceived impact of family 

responsibilities on career advancement, controlling for the perceived impact of each work-life 

strategy as well as interactions with gender. Once again, more educated employees tend to view 

the impact of family on career slightly more negatively, while minorities view it more positively. 
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Employees with the ability to work longer hours perceive more positive impacts of some 

programs, perhaps because they face less associated constraints on their time. Interestingly, 

lower-income respondents tend to report more positive impacts of family compared to middle 

income-respondents. This is different from the previous results for career impact of work-life 

strategies, and it could reflect a range of factors, such as underlying differences in family 

responsibilities, family structure, or values associated with employee groups that are more likely 

to be low-income.  

 As in Table 3, the importance of external support is reflected in the positive effect of having a 

supportive supervisor and having access to formal networking opportunities. But unlike the 

results for career impact of work-life strategies, having a same-gender supervisor is positively 

associated with the perceived career impact of family responsibilities. This suggests that same-

gender supervisory relationships may matter more for some outcomes than others, but 

supervisory support in general is consistently important for perceptions about career 

advancement. Results for working hours and travel are mixed and inconsistent.  

 There is greater consistency for the impact of child care affecting availability for work, which 

has a universally negative effect on the perceived impact of family, but as in Table 3, this 

negative effect is smaller for females who use alternative work schedules. Adult dependent care 

affecting availability has a positive effect for males who use part-time schedules and a negative 

effect for males who change jobs in agency, but both of these effects are near zero for females. 

Primary caregivers who use alternative work schedules or telework report more negative 

perceptions of the career impact of family responsibilities, while those with another adult who is 
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the primary caregiver and use alternative work schedules or a part-time schedule report more 

negative impacts. None of these care relationships are significantly moderated by gender.  

 As expected, the perceived impact of nearly every work-life strategy, with the exception of 

long leave and changing jobs to another agency, is positively associated with the perceived 

impact of family responsibilities on career (H3). However, contrary to expectations none of these 

relationships appear to be significantly moderated by gender (H4). To more fully explore the 

relationships among gender, caregiving, and perceived impact of family, Figure 4 presents 

predicted values of perceived family impact across values of perceived strategy impact 

separately by gender and primary caregiving status along with 95 percent confidence intervals.   

 The most obvious result, as in Table 4, is the consistently positive relationship between 

perceptions of work-life strategy impact and perceptions of family impact. Another trend that is 

apparent is that in every case, predicted values are the least positive for female primary 

caregivers. In fact, predicted values tend to be lower in general for women, suggesting that even 

among women who perceive positive career benefits to using work-life strategies, family-to-

work enrichment may occur to a lesser degree than for men.  

 The most notable differences across groups are observed for part-time schedules. For men, the 

relationship between the career impact of part-time work and the career impact of family 

responsibilities is steeper and more positive than for women, suggesting that this option may be 

more beneficial in some ways for men than for women. One reason may be that women who 

choose part-time work are then put on a “mommy track” with fewer opportunities (Golden 

2006). However, this finding is in tension with research on the flexibility stigma for men, which 

posits similar career penalties (Coltrane et al. 2013; Rudman and Mescher 2013). An alternative 
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possibility is that there is a selection effect at work. Men are much less likely to reduce to a part-

time schedule for family reasons, thus men who choose to do so may have especially acute needs 

or may be more likely to select into contexts where they perceive less vulnerability to such 

stigmatization.  

 As with the results in Figure 3, the patterns in Figure 4 show that in some cases there is more 

variation across caregiving status, while in others there is more variation across gender. It is 

interesting to note that in several cases, including telework, alternative work schedules, leave 

blocks, and quitting and returning, predictions for male and female primary caregivers are nearly 

identical. In other cases, such as long leave and spouse schedule change, male primary and non-

primary caregivers have nearly identical predictions. In still others, such as part-time schedule 

and changing jobs in agency, there are notable differences in the slopes of male and female lines, 

with steeper positive effects for women who change jobs in agency and for men who use part-

time schedules. In one case, changing jobs out of agency, all groups look similar. Of all of the 

figures, the most notable gender differences are for part-time schedule.  

 

Satisfaction with Career Advancement 

 Table 5 presents the results of OLS regressions predicting satisfaction with career 

advancement while controlling for the perceived career impacts of family responsibilities and 

work-life strategies. Control variables show that more experienced employees, minorities, 

employees able to work long hours, and lower income employees tend to be less satisfied with 

career advancement. One reason may be the widely held perception among federal employees 

that advancement is not always based on merit and hard work, which more experienced 
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employees, those working long hours, and those who perceive discrimination may be more likely 

to believe.  

 Similar to the results for career impacts of work-life strategies, but in contrast to career impact 

of family responsibilities, supervisor support is a consistent positive predictor of career 

satisfaction. However, same-gender supervision is not. Thus, it is clear that supervisors matter, 

but supervisor gender may not matter independently of other factors for all outcomes. These 

results also show that mentorship is a positive and significant predictor of satisfaction with career 

advancement, consistent with previous research emphasizing the importance of mentorship for 

career advancement.  

 In contrast to the previous regression analyses, children affecting availability for work has no 

significant effect on satisfaction with career advancement for men, but it has a negative effect for 

women who telework or have changed jobs out of the agency. Results are quite different for 

adult dependent care affecting availability for work, which has a negative effect on satisfaction 

for men who use alternative or part-time schedules and null or positive effects for women in 

these groups. Also in contrast to previous results, primary caregiving has little association with 

career satisfaction except for a negative effect for men who use AWS, which is largely 

counteracted for females, and a positive effect for females who have changed jobs out of the 

agency.  

 The perceived impact of family responsibilities on career is positively and significantly 

associated with satisfaction with career advancement in every case, but this effect is smaller for 

females in the alternative work schedule and spouse schedule change models. This supports the 
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expectation of a positive relationship (H5), but it does not support a more positive relationship 

for women (H6).   

 Similarly, the perceived impact of work-life strategy use is positively associated with 

satisfaction with career advancement for most work-life strategies (alternative work schedules, 

leave blocks, long leave, part-time schedule, changing jobs in agency, and spouse schedule 

change). However, this association is significantly different for women only for part-time 

schedule and spouse schedule change, and in both cases the relationship is actually smaller for 

women than for men. Once again, this supports the expectation of a positive relationship (H5), 

but it does not support a more positive relationship for women (H6). 

 Predicted values for satisfaction with career advancement along with 95 percent confidence 

intervals are presented for gender and caregiving subgroups in Figure 5 (over values of perceived 

work-life strategy impact) and Figure 6 (over perceived values of family impact and separately 

by work-life strategy). Turning to Figure 5, it is interesting to note that in this case, the lowest 

predicted values are consistently for male primary caregivers, and many of the largest gaps in 

predicted career satisfaction are observed between male primary and non-primary caregivers. In 

general, women who are not primary caregivers tend to have the highest levels of satisfaction 

with career advancement.  

 Gender differences in the strength, or steepness, of the relationship between work-life strategy 

impact and career advancement impact are more noticeable than those in Figure 3 and Figure 4. 

Here, the positive relationship is especially steeper for women who quit and return or change 

jobs out of agency and for men who work a part-time schedule or have a spouse schedule 

change. These patterns, together with those in Figures 1 and 2, suggest the possibility that 
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women perceive greater returns to changing their work environments (e.g., changing or leaving 

jobs), while men perceive greater returns to changing their work conditions (e.g., changing work 

hours). One possibility is that men may be more ambivalent about changing work environments 

due to social norms stressing their responsibilities as breadwinners. This finding is also 

consistent with research showing that women are more likely to make job-related tradeoffs, and 

quitting or changing jobs may be viewed as more intensive tradeoffs.  

 Plotted as a function of perceived family impact, the predicted values for satisfaction with 

career advancement in Figure 6 once again highlight the relevance of both gender and caregiving 

status. As in Figure 5, male primary caregivers have the lowest levels of satisfaction with career 

advancement and some of the largest gaps are observed among men based on care status. In this 

case, the relationship between perceived family impact and satisfaction with career advancement 

is consistently steeper for men. This may speak to research showing that are gender differences 

in the processes associated with work-life conflict. For example, Shockley and Singla’s (2011) 

meta-analysis concluded that women are more likely to experience outcomes in the originating 

domain, while men are more likely to experience outcomes in the receiving domain. Thus, 

family interference with work is more likely to affect family-related outcomes for women and 

work-related outcomes for men.  

  

Discussion and Conclusion 

 The results of this study affirm the value of work-life strategies as a way to help employees 

derive career enrichment rather than conflict associated with the work-family interface. As 

expected, when employees perceive that work-life strategies help rather than hurt their careers, 
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they have more positive attitudes about the impact of family responsibilities and higher levels of 

satisfaction with career advancement.  

 However, this study found little evidence to support the common assumption that “family-

friendly” work-life practices are especially important for women’s career advancement, at least 

based on employee perceptions. One potential explanation for this is that the distribution of 

caregiving responsibilities remains heavily skewed, with women continuing to shoulder greater 

responsibility, particularly as primary caregivers. Both male and female primary caregivers tend 

to perceive less career benefits associated with family responsibilities and the use of work-life 

strategies to meet them. Perhaps due in part to this pattern, they also report lower levels of career 

satisfaction than men and women who have dependents but less intensive caregiving roles.  

 In general, the most notable differences among employee groups are observed for more 

“intensive” work-life strategies, such as part-time schedules, long leave, quitting and returning, 

or changing jobs. Differences are less apparent for more common and widely accepted strategies, 

particularly telework and alternative work schedules. This suggests that while there has been 

progress in normalizing some work-life practices, others continue to have differential impacts 

that are likely driven by a combination of gender role and traditional worker stereotypes and 

expectations. Comparisons of predicted values suggest that men may perceive greater benefits to 

changing their work conditions, while women perceive greater benefits to changing their work 

environments. One explanation may be that men are more ambivalent about leaving their jobs 

altogether due to pressures associated with breadwinner norms or responsibilities. Another 

related explanation is that women are more likely to make the most intensive work-related 

tradeoffs. In addition, the perceived career impact of family responsibilities has a stronger 
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association with career satisfaction for men than women, perhaps due to gendered processes 

associated with the impact of family interference with work.  

 The results presented here also show that while gender continues to play a role in shaping 

employees’ work-life experiences, this is so for both men and women. It is interesting to note 

that in some cases, it is male primary caregivers who have the least positive outcomes, and some 

of the largest gaps in predicted values based on the models in this study are observed between 

male primary and non-primary caregivers. Still, women are much more likely to occupy this 

status, with nearly half of women with dependents reporting that they are primary caregivers 

compared with only 14 percent of men. This underscores the point that work-life issues may be 

gendered, but they are not simply “women’s” issues.  

 These findings suggest that the potential for work-life supports to help employees with 

dependent care responsibilities advance in government careers may be hampered by persistent 

inequality at home. A number of mechanisms could account for this. For example, work-life 

strategies may simply be insufficient to counteract the pressures of primary caregiving 

responsibility. Another explanation may be that primary caregivers are stigmatized, viewed as 

less committed, and overlooked for developmental and advancement opportunities. The findings 

for male primary caregivers are consistent with literature suggesting that men may be 

particularly vulnerable to stigmas by violating both traditional workplace and gender norms. If 

men are unable to avail themselves of work-life strategies, this will only serve to perpetuate 

gender differences in domestic responsibilities.  

 The results of this study also speak to some of the dominant theories about work-life effects in 

the workplace. Differences across both gender and caregiving status show, on the one hand, that 
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benefits of work-life strategies may be tied to personal experiences with levels of work-life 

conflict, balance, and enrichment. But the results are also suggestive of importance of work-life 

culture and norms, as reflected in the sometimes stronger results for men. Social exchange theory 

emphasizes the importance of employee perceptions of benefit and support from the organization 

as a driver of reciprocal positive attitudes and behaviors. While this study was not a direct test of 

this theory, the results are consistent with literature highlighting the importance of organizational 

culture and climate. 

 So are work-life strategies a help or hindrance? It appears that most employees who use these 

strategies, male and female alike, view them as a help. But the extent to which this is true varies 

across work-life strategy, caregiving responsibility level, and to a smaller extent gender. In sum, 

this study has demonstrated some potential benefits to career advancement associated with the 

availability of effective work-life strategies. However, these benefits do not appear to be 

especially advantageous for women in part because of the uneven distribution of caregiving 

responsibilities. To the extent that work-life strategies become more widely used and accepted, 

including more “intensive” ones, this will probably benefit gender equality by reducing penalties 

associated with deviating from gender norms and traditional worker expectations for men and 

women alike. 
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Tables and Figures 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and T-tests by Gender  

  Male Female      

  M/Prop. SE M/Prop. SE Difference p-value 

Career satisfaction 3.40 0.02 3.43 0.02 0.03 0.418 

Family impact on career 3.21 0.02 3.07 0.02 -0.15 0.000 

Strategies used 

Alt. work schedule (AWS) 0.55 0.01 0.64 0.01 0.09 0.000 

AWS impact on career 3.80 0.03 3.89 0.02 0.09 0.011 

Telework  0.14 0.01 0.20 0.01 0.06 0.000 

Telework impact on career 3.71 0.06 3.76 0.04 0.05 0.489 

Leave blocks 0.30 0.01 0.33 0.01 0.03 0.011 

Leave blocks impact on career 3.20 0.03 3.18 0.03 -0.02 0.691 

Long leave 0.07 0.01 0.23 0.01 0.16 0.000 

Long leave impact on career 3.13 0.07 3.13 0.04 0.00 0.984 

Part-time schedule 0.02 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.05 0.000 

Part-time impact on career 3.24 0.16 2.98 0.08 -0.25 0.153 

Quit and return 0.05 0.00 0.14 0.01 0.09 0.000 

Quit and return impacat on career 3.23 0.10 3.19 0.06 -0.04 0.734 

Change jobs, in agency 0.22 0.01 0.31 0.01 0.09 0.000 

Change impact on career 3.83 0.05 4.03 0.03 0.21 0.000 

Change jobs, other agency 0.10 0.01 0.17 0.01 0.07 0.000 

Change impact on career 3.78 0.07 3.98 0.05 0.20 0.023 

Spouse schedule change 0.27 0.01 0.20 0.01 -0.08 0.000 

Spouse change impact on career 3.36 0.04 3.63 0.04 0.27 0.000 

Other strategy 0.12 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.04 0.013 

Number of strategies 1.70 0.03 2.25 0.03 0.55 0.000 

Strategies would like to use 

Flexible schedules 0.65 0.01 0.69 0.01 0.05 0.000 

Telework  0.38 0.01 0.52 0.01 0.15 0.000 

Leave blocks 0.35 0.01 0.32 0.01 -0.02 0.047 

Long leave 0.07 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.003 

Part-time schedule 0.06 0.00 0.14 0.01 0.08 0.000 

Quit and return 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.011 

Change jobs in agency 0.20 0.01 0.20 0.01 -0.01 0.626 

Change jobs to other agency 0.16 0.01 0.16 0.01 -0.01 0.349 

Spouse schedule change 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.730 

Other strategy 0.04 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.061 

Number of strategies 1.94 0.03 2.20 0.03 0.26 0.000 

Have family responsibilities 0.77 0.01 0.70 0.01 -0.07 0.000 

Children affected availability 0.13 0.01 0.18 0.01 0.05 0.000 

Elder affected availability 0.10 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.07 0.000 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and T-tests by Gender  

  Male Female      

  M/Prop. SE M/Prop. SE Difference p-value 

Care responsibility 

None 0.29 0.01 0.25 0.01 -0.03 0.005 

Other adult is primary  0.25 0.01 0.04 0.00 -0.21 0.000 

Evenly split with other adult 0.33 0.01 0.25 0.01 -0.08 0.000 

Primary caregiver 0.14 0.01 0.46 0.01 0.33 0.000 

Years of federal experience 15.30 0.19 16.96 0.17 1.66 0.000 

Education 4.83 0.03 4.45 0.03 -0.38 0.000 

Extensive experience 0.82 0.01 0.75 0.01 -0.06 0.000 

Supportive supervisor 0.65 0.01 0.68 0.01 0.04 0.003 

Supervisor same gender 0.71 0.01 0.48 0.01 -0.23 0.000 

Have mentor  0.41 0.01 0.45 0.01 0.04 0.001 

Have formal networking  0.28 0.01 0.28 0.01 0.00 0.953 

Ability to take challenging assignments 0.98 0.00 0.98 0.00 0.00 0.696 

Ability to work long hours 0.94 0.00 0.90 0.01 -0.04 0.000 

Ability to travel 0.89 0.01 0.79 0.01 -0.10 0.000 

Ability to relocate 0.51 0.01 0.36 0.01 -0.14 0.000 

Weekly hours 2.43 0.02 2.12 0.02 -0.31 0.000 

Monthly travel days 2.88 0.04 2.40 0.03 -0.49 0.000 

Minority  0.21 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.13 0.000 

Income level 

Up to $49,999 0.27 0.00 0.38 0.00 0.11 0.000 

$50,000-74,999 0.36 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.000 

$75,000 or higher 0.37 0.00 0.27 0.00 -0.11 0.000 
Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Estimates adjusted for complex survey design.  
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Table 2. Mean Career and Work-Life Variables by Gender and Caregiving Status 

    Male   Female  

    None 
Other 
adult 

Even 
split 

Primary 
caregiver   None 

Other 
adult 

Even 
split 

Primary 
caregiver 

Career satisfaction 3.46 3.56 3.39 3.03 3.45 3.55 3.52 3.36 

Impact of family on career 3.40 3.17 3.21 3.06 3.24 3.28 3.09 3.00 

Strategies used 

Alt. work schedule  0.52 0.56 0.55 0.57 0.59 0.67 0.64 0.66 

Impact on career 3.82 3.81 3.81 3.81 3.94 3.89 3.96 3.82 

Telework  0.12 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.18 0.27 0.19 0.20 

Impact on career 3.89 3.72 3.60 3.63 3.78 3.92 3.75 3.73 

Leave blocks 0.18 0.31 0.35 0.39 0.16 0.33 0.35 0.41 

Impact on career 3.34 3.30 3.21 2.89 3.32 3.54 3.20 3.12 

Long leave 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.10 0.17 0.27 0.28 

Impact on career 3.28 3.32 2.94 3.09 3.21 3.53 3.13 3.11 

Part-time schedule 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.09 

Impact on career 3.43 3.67 3.11 2.56 3.64 3.32 2.88 2.91 

Quit and return 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.14 0.17 

Impact on career 3.42 3.27 3.12 3.13 3.17 2.74 3.40 3.13 

Change jobs, in agency 0.19 0.23 0.24 0.24 0.22 0.26 0.32 0.36 

Impact on career 4.01 3.89 3.79 3.52 4.16 3.96 4.01 4.01 

Change jobs, other agency 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.19 0.18 

Impact on career 3.94 3.78 3.72 3.74 3.89 3.94 3.98 4.01 

Spouse schedule change 0.13 0.34 0.37 0.23 0.08 0.29 0.31 0.19 

Impact on career 3.45 3.40 3.33 3.29 3.62 3.85 3.79 3.49 

Other strategy 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.22 0.17 0.18 

Number of strategies   1.31 1.80 1.86 1.91   1.53 2.26 2.45 2.52 

Child affected availability 0.03 0.11 0.19 0.21 0.02 0.11 0.19 0.26 

Elder affected availability 0.03 0.09 0.11 0.21 0.03 0.18 0.20 0.21 
Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Estimates adjusted for complex survey design.  
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Table 3. OLS Regression Predicting Perceived Impact of Work-Life Strategy on Career 
    

 

Alt. Work 
Schedule 
(AWS) 

Telework 
Leave 
Blocks 

Long Leave 
Part-
time 

Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out 

of 
Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

                    

Years of federal experience 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.01** 

 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Education -0.01 -0.05** -0.02 -0.02 -0.10** 0.07* -0.01 -0.03 0.04** 

 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Minority 0.27*** 0.19*** 0.28*** 0.20*** 0.11 0.20* -0.02 0.20*** 0.18*** 

 
(0.03) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07) (0.15) (0.11) (0.05) (0.07) (0.05) 

Supportive supervisor  0.11*** 0.16* 0.21*** 0.29*** 0.36** 0.16 0.34*** 0.33*** 0.23*** 

 
(0.04) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09) (0.16) (0.13) (0.06) (0.10) (0.06) 

Same gender supervisor 0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.02 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 0.01 -0.03 

 
(0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.07) (0.14) (0.11) (0.06) (0.08) (0.06) 

Mentor 0.13*** 0.09 0.13** 0.08 -0.20 0.24* 0.13** 0.14 0.13** 

 
(0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.15) (0.13) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06) 

Formal networking 0.10** 0.07 0.09* 0.09 0.10 -0.05 -0.01 -0.10 0.05 

 
(0.04) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.15) (0.13) (0.06) (0.10) (0.06) 

Extensive experience -0.03 -0.13 0.01 -0.02 0.02 -0.03 -0.11 0.02 -0.03 

 
(0.04) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.17) (0.16) (0.07) (0.13) (0.07) 

Weekly hours 0.01 -0.02 -0.04** -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 0.05* 0.01 -0.02 

 
(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) 

Ability to work long hours -0.08 -0.24* -0.35*** -0.47*** -0.68** 0.32 -0.25** -0.02 -0.12 

 
(0.08) (0.13) (0.12) (0.15) (0.27) (0.21) (0.10) (0.15) (0.12) 

Monthly travel days 0.00 -0.01 -0.00 0.04* 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.05** 0.02 

 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) 

Ability to travel  -0.08 0.10 0.02 -0.06 0.27 0.07 -0.06 0.01 -0.07 

 
(0.06) (0.12) (0.07) (0.10) (0.19) (0.16) (0.09) (0.13) (0.09) 

Ability to take challenging assignments 0.11 0.22 0.22 0.17 0.69** -0.20 -0.11 0.11 0.12 

 
(0.17) (0.20) (0.22) (0.24) (0.35) (0.33) (0.23) (0.46) (0.18) 

High income -0.11** -0.04 -0.07 0.07 -0.36* 0.08 -0.02 -0.04 -0.06 

 
(0.05) (0.09) (0.06) (0.08) (0.20) (0.15) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) 

Low income -0.05 0.03 -0.05 -0.02 -0.35* -0.30** -0.17** -0.22** 0.11 

 
(0.05) (0.12) (0.07) (0.10) (0.20) (0.15) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) 

Children affected availability -0.26*** -0.13 -0.33*** -0.04 -0.84* 0.20 -0.28* 0.11 -0.21** 

 
(0.08) (0.15) (0.09) (0.18) (0.44) (0.36) (0.15) (0.25) (0.09) 
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Table 3. OLS Regression Predicting Perceived Impact of Work-Life Strategy on Career 
    

 

Alt. Work 
Schedule 
(AWS) 

Telework 
Leave 
Blocks 

Long Leave 
Part-
time 

Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out 

of 
Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

Female  0.06 -0.19 -0.20* -0.20 -0.11 -0.18 0.11 -0.15 0.05 

 
(0.07) (0.14) (0.12) (0.24) (0.38) (0.24) (0.11) (0.18) (0.16) 

Children affected availability*Female  0.18* 0.11 0.05 -0.11 0.70 -0.36 0.16 -0.12 0.26** 

 
(0.10) (0.18) (0.12) (0.20) (0.45) (0.39) (0.17) (0.28) (0.12) 

Elder affected availability 0.13 0.10 -0.12 0.03 0.68* -0.27 -0.24 0.09 -0.16* 

 
(0.09) (0.18) (0.10) (0.23) (0.40) (0.33) (0.16) (0.24) (0.10) 

Elder affected availability*Female -0.12 -0.05 0.07 -0.04 -0.37 0.15 0.27 -0.14 0.07 

 
(0.11) (0.21) (0.13) (0.26) (0.42) (0.36) (0.19) (0.29) (0.13) 

Primary care -0.04 -0.23 -0.37*** -0.35 -0.72** -0.02 -0.34** -0.26 -0.15 

 
(0.09) (0.20) (0.12) (0.25) (0.36) (0.30) (0.15) (0.23) (0.13) 

Primary care*Female -0.06 0.15 0.35** 0.34 0.08 0.14 0.25 0.36 0.03 

 
(0.11) (0.23) (0.15) (0.28) (0.45) (0.35) (0.17) (0.26) (0.19) 

Even care -0.00 -0.24 -0.05 -0.38 -0.39 -0.22 -0.16 -0.37** -0.14 

 
(0.07) (0.15) (0.10) (0.24) (0.42) (0.29) (0.12) (0.18) (0.11) 

Even care*Female 0.03 0.19 0.06 0.32 -0.41 0.56 0.03 0.46* 0.28 

 
(0.10) (0.20) (0.15) (0.28) (0.52) (0.36) (0.15) (0.24) (0.18) 

Other caregiver 0.03 -0.15 -0.04 -0.03 0.48 -0.16 -0.12 -0.32 -0.09 

 
(0.07) (0.15) (0.10) (0.28) (0.44) (0.32) (0.13) (0.21) (0.12) 

Other caregiver*Female -0.03 0.23 0.32 0.28 -0.61 -0.43 -0.05 0.35 0.33 

 
(0.14) (0.24) (0.21) (0.38) (0.61) (0.50) (0.20) (0.33) (0.23) 

Constant 3.67*** 4.03*** 3.41*** 3.56*** 3.88*** 2.77*** 4.32*** 3.71*** 3.10*** 

 
(0.19) (0.30) (0.26) (0.37) (0.57) (0.50) (0.27) (0.54) (0.24) 

          Observations 5,915 1,726 3,198 1,524 384 895 2,650 1,390 2,343 

R-squared 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.07 0.19 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.08 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Dependent variable is perceived impact of each work-life strategy on career advancement, with higher values representing more positive impact. Sample for each 
analysis is limited to program participants. All analyses adjust for complex survey design, but reported number of observations is unweighted. Standard errors in 
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 
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Table 4. OLS Regression Predicting Perceived Impact of Family on Career 

  

AWS Telework 
Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out 

of 
Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

                    

Years of federal experience 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.01 0.01* 0.01 -0.00 

 
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Education -0.07*** -0.03 -0.04** -0.06** -0.04 -0.11*** -0.10*** -0.05* -0.07*** 

 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Minority 0.32*** 0.34*** 0.35*** 0.38*** 0.31** 0.53*** 0.34*** 0.27*** 0.40*** 

 
(0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.07) (0.14) (0.11) (0.06) (0.09) (0.06) 

Supportive supervisor  0.13*** 0.10 0.12* -0.02 0.11 0.27** 0.09 0.22** 0.13* 

 
(0.05) (0.08) (0.06) (0.09) (0.19) (0.13) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) 

Same gender supervisor 0.11** 0.08 0.13** 0.12 0.25* 0.19* 0.11* -0.07 0.12* 

 
(0.04) (0.08) (0.05) (0.07) (0.14) (0.11) (0.06) (0.10) (0.06) 

Mentor 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.00 -0.01 0.07 0.16** 0.10 0.10 

 
(0.05) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.15) (0.13) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) 

Formal networking 0.12** 0.20*** 0.02 0.31*** -0.02 0.13 0.16** 0.08 0.15** 

 
(0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.15) (0.15) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) 

Extensive experience 0.10* 0.00 0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.06 0.06 -0.29* 0.11 

 
(0.05) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.18) (0.16) (0.08) (0.15) (0.08) 

Weekly hours 0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.04 -0.04 0.07 0.02 0.08* -0.04 

 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.07) (0.05) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) 

Ability to work long hours 0.00 -0.02 0.18 0.02 -0.22 0.34* 0.21* 0.07 -0.07 

 
(0.08) (0.11) (0.12) (0.15) (0.22) (0.18) (0.13) (0.15) (0.14) 

Monthly travel days -0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.04* -0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.01 

 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Ability to travel  -0.07 0.20** 0.01 0.04 -0.02 -0.11 -0.02 0.09 0.11 

 
(0.06) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.18) (0.19) (0.10) (0.16) (0.09) 

Ability to take challenging assignments 0.32 -0.03 -0.10 -0.21 -0.69 0.20 0.14 -0.02 0.20 

 
(0.21) (0.38) (0.25) (0.27) (0.54) (0.49) (0.34) (0.63) (0.21) 

High income -0.09 -0.23** -0.08 -0.08 0.03 -0.05 -0.13 -0.24* -0.13 

 
(0.05) (0.09) (0.07) (0.10) (0.19) (0.17) (0.08) (0.13) (0.08) 

Low income 0.20*** 0.20 0.13* 0.18* 0.44* -0.09 0.22*** 0.04 -0.01 

 
(0.06) (0.14) (0.07) (0.11) (0.22) (0.13) (0.08) (0.13) (0.08) 

Children affected availability -0.53*** -0.45*** -0.40*** -0.61*** -0.93** -0.56** -0.44*** -0.44* -0.47*** 

 
(0.09) (0.13) (0.10) (0.18) (0.36) (0.25) (0.14) (0.22) (0.09) 
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Table 4. OLS Regression Predicting Perceived Impact of Family on Career 

  

AWS Telework 
Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out 

of 
Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

Female  -0.27 -0.35 -0.00 -0.08 0.80 -0.19 -0.47 -0.15 -0.40 

 
(0.19) (0.36) (0.25) (0.35) (0.66) (0.58) (0.31) (0.46) (0.32) 

Children affected availability*Female  0.29*** 0.15 0.11 0.28 0.53 0.28 0.23 0.28 0.18 

 
(0.11) (0.17) (0.13) (0.20) (0.37) (0.30) (0.17) (0.27) (0.14) 

Elder affected availability -0.08 -0.00 -0.14 -0.30 1.24*** 0.14 -0.43*** 0.16 -0.12 

 
(0.11) (0.14) (0.12) (0.22) (0.42) (0.31) (0.14) (0.31) (0.12) 

Elder affected availability*Female -0.09 0.05 0.00 0.23 -1.27*** -0.10 0.30* -0.37 0.14 

 
(0.13) (0.18) (0.14) (0.24) (0.45) (0.35) (0.17) (0.34) (0.16) 

Primary care -0.30*** -0.38* -0.20 -0.01 0.47 -0.53 0.02 0.02 -0.02 

 
(0.10) (0.23) (0.14) (0.21) (0.56) (0.47) (0.17) (0.25) (0.16) 

Primary care*Female 0.13 0.24 0.06 -0.23 -0.81 0.25 -0.11 0.05 -0.19 

 
(0.13) (0.27) (0.20) (0.29) (0.62) (0.52) (0.21) (0.30) (0.26) 

Even care -0.04 -0.17 -0.06 -0.08 -0.32 -0.16 0.16 -0.02 0.03 

 
(0.09) (0.20) (0.12) (0.18) (0.34) (0.42) (0.14) (0.20) (0.12) 

Even care*Female -0.08 0.12 -0.04 -0.08 0.22 0.29 -0.18 0.19 -0.06 

 
(0.12) (0.24) (0.19) (0.27) (0.44) (0.48) (0.19) (0.27) (0.23) 

Other caregiver -0.20** -0.12 -0.14 -0.05 -0.56* -0.41 0.06 -0.04 -0.11 

 
(0.09) (0.21) (0.13) (0.21) (0.30) (0.44) (0.15) (0.21) (0.13) 

Other caregiver*Female 0.18 0.30 0.35 -0.15 -0.35 0.30 0.05 0.18 0.32 

 
(0.17) (0.30) (0.24) (0.32) (0.48) (0.83) (0.31) (0.38) (0.31) 

AWS impact 0.18*** 
        

 
(0.03) 

        AWS impact*Female -0.00 
        

 
(0.04) 

        Telework impact 
 

0.26*** 
       

  
(0.06) 

       Telework impact*Female 
 

-0.01 
       

  
(0.08) 

       Leave blocks impact 
  

0.29*** 
      

   
(0.04) 

      Leave blocks impact*Female 
  

-0.05 
      

   
(0.05) 

      Long leave impact 
   

0.25*** 
     

    
(0.07) 
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Table 4. OLS Regression Predicting Perceived Impact of Family on Career 

  

AWS Telework 
Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out 

of 
Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

Long leave impact*Female 
   

-0.02 
     

    
(0.08) 

     Part-time impact 
    

0.54*** 
    

     
(0.12) 

    Part-time impact*Female 
    

-0.33** 
    

     
(0.14) 

    Quit and return impact 
     

0.16** 
   

      
(0.07) 

   Quit and return impact*Female 
     

-0.02 
   

      
(0.09) 

   Change jobs in agency impact 
      

0.14*** 
  

       
(0.05) 

  Change jobs in agency impact*Female 
      

0.09 
  

       
(0.06) 

  Change jobs out of agency impact 
       

0.12 
 

        
(0.08) 

 Change jobs out of agency impact*Female 
       

-0.01 
 

        
(0.09) 

 Spouse schedule change impact 
        

0.15*** 

         
(0.05) 

Spouse schedule change impact*Female 
        

0.05 

         
(0.07) 

Constant 2.43*** 2.07*** 2.30*** 2.81*** 2.78*** 2.13*** 2.29*** 2.70*** 2.53*** 

 
(0.27) (0.51) (0.34) (0.43) (0.90) (0.73) (0.43) (0.77) (0.33) 

          Observations 4,207 1,261 2,604 1,186 317 621 1,912 949 2,005 

R-squared 0.17 0.25 0.20 0.23 0.38 0.22 0.18 0.12 0.16 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Dependent variable is perceived impact of family on career advancement, with higher values representing more positive impact. Sample for each analysis is limited 
to program participants. All analyses adjust for complex survey design, but reported number of observations is unweighted. Standard errors in parentheses. 
 *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 
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Table 5. OLS Regression Predicting Career Satisfaction 

  
AWS Telework 

Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out of 

Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

                    

Years of federal experience -0.01*** -0.00 -0.01*** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01*** -0.02*** -0.01** 

 
(0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 

Education -0.01 0.02 -0.03* 0.01 0.02 -0.06 -0.01 -0.06 0.01 

 
(0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) 

Minority -0.15*** -0.20*** -0.16*** -0.19** -0.28* -0.29** -0.16** 0.03 -0.20*** 

 
(0.04) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.15) (0.12) (0.06) (0.10) (0.07) 

Supportive supervisor  0.75*** 0.76*** 0.77*** 0.71*** 0.23 0.40*** 0.58*** 0.41*** 0.61*** 

 
(0.06) (0.12) (0.08) (0.11) (0.18) (0.13) (0.08) (0.12) (0.09) 

Same gender supervisor -0.13*** -0.02 -0.06 -0.11 0.05 0.08 -0.03 -0.04 -0.10 

 
(0.05) (0.09) (0.06) (0.09) (0.16) (0.12) (0.07) (0.10) (0.07) 

Mentor 0.24*** 0.21** 0.22*** 0.17* 0.51*** 0.35*** 0.25*** 0.28** 0.41*** 

 
(0.05) (0.09) (0.07) (0.09) (0.15) (0.13) (0.07) (0.11) (0.08) 

Formal networking -0.06 -0.07 -0.11 0.03 -0.27 -0.15 -0.02 -0.13 -0.15** 

 
(0.05) (0.10) (0.07) (0.09) (0.16) (0.16) (0.08) (0.13) (0.08) 

Extensive experience -0.23*** -0.37*** -0.28*** -0.20** -0.04 -0.25* -0.18** -0.46*** -0.21*** 

 
(0.05) (0.09) (0.07) (0.10) (0.18) (0.14) (0.09) (0.15) (0.08) 

Weekly hours 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.15* 0.06 0.02 0.12*** 0.04 

 
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.08) (0.06) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) 

Ability to work long hours -0.17** -0.31** -0.20* -0.31* -0.01 -0.05 -0.09 -0.37** -0.17 

 
(0.09) (0.14) (0.12) (0.16) (0.26) (0.26) (0.16) (0.19) (0.11) 

Monthly travel days 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.02 -0.01 0.00 

 
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 

Ability to travel  -0.08 -0.00 -0.06 -0.14 -0.49** -0.08 -0.10 0.06 -0.09 

 
(0.07) (0.13) (0.09) (0.11) (0.19) (0.19) (0.13) (0.16) (0.10) 

Ability to take challenging assignments -0.08 -0.34 -0.05 0.27 -2.00*** 0.04 -0.09 -0.14 0.19 

 
(0.20) (0.27) (0.27) (0.37) (0.29) (0.36) (0.24) (0.46) (0.31) 

High income 0.29*** 0.33*** 0.20** 0.02 0.44** 0.58*** 0.27*** 0.33** 0.29*** 

 
(0.06) (0.11) (0.08) (0.11) (0.19) (0.17) (0.08) (0.14) (0.09) 

Low income -0.39*** -0.26 -0.47*** -0.49*** -0.56** -0.45*** -0.41*** -0.60*** -0.21** 

 
(0.06) (0.17) (0.08) (0.11) (0.23) (0.15) (0.09) (0.13) (0.09) 
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Table 5. OLS Regression Predicting Career Satisfaction 

  
AWS Telework 

Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out of 

Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

Children affected availability -0.04 0.18 -0.06 -0.30 0.25 -0.28 -0.04 0.36 0.15 

 
(0.10) (0.18) (0.12) (0.22) (0.58) (0.32) (0.14) (0.25) (0.12) 

Female  0.25 -0.14 0.69** 0.71 2.83*** -0.40 0.27 0.02 1.29*** 

 
(0.26) (0.52) (0.31) (0.65) (0.90) (0.78) (0.40) (0.58) (0.35) 

Children affected availability*Female  -0.07 -0.38* -0.00 0.24 -0.22 0.32 -0.06 -0.55* -0.23 

 
(0.12) (0.21) (0.14) (0.25) (0.59) (0.35) (0.17) (0.30) (0.15) 

Elder affected availability -0.23** -0.10 0.00 0.01 -1.42*** -0.18 0.06 -0.31 -0.18 

 
(0.12) (0.19) (0.12) (0.24) (0.39) (0.41) (0.18) (0.30) (0.14) 

Elder affected availability*Female 0.23* 0.13 0.09 0.09 1.80*** 0.52 0.06 0.45 0.15 

 
(0.14) (0.22) (0.15) (0.26) (0.43) (0.44) (0.21) (0.34) (0.18) 

Primary care -0.36*** -0.20 -0.01 0.16 0.01 -0.26 -0.19 -0.37 -0.19 

 
(0.13) (0.31) (0.16) (0.46) (0.45) (0.53) (0.21) (0.34) (0.20) 

Primary care*Female 0.32** 0.32 -0.09 -0.09 -0.40 0.24 0.32 0.68* 0.09 

 
(0.16) (0.35) (0.22) (0.50) (0.53) (0.57) (0.25) (0.40) (0.26) 

Even care -0.09 -0.10 0.16 0.37 0.51 -0.43 -0.09 -0.05 0.06 

 
(0.10) (0.27) (0.14) (0.41) (0.46) (0.44) (0.15) (0.30) (0.16) 

Even care*Female 0.15 0.31 -0.08 -0.19 -0.81 0.87* 0.34 0.61* 0.03 

 
(0.14) (0.31) (0.20) (0.45) (0.56) (0.50) (0.21) (0.36) (0.23) 

Other caregiver -0.11 0.19 0.19 0.47 0.34 -0.41 -0.17 0.13 0.07 

 
(0.11) (0.25) (0.15) (0.41) (0.65) (0.49) (0.17) (0.30) (0.17) 

Other caregiver*Female 0.27 -0.10 -0.17 -0.35 -0.59 0.88 0.38 0.26 0.01 

 
(0.17) (0.34) (0.25) (0.47) (0.75) (0.55) (0.29) (0.47) (0.27) 

Family impact 0.18*** 0.15* 0.19*** 0.26** 0.27 0.23* 0.16*** 0.16* 0.27*** 

 
(0.04) (0.09) (0.05) (0.10) (0.17) (0.13) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05) 

Family impact*Female -0.08* -0.06 -0.09 -0.11 -0.21 -0.11 -0.11 -0.08 -0.16** 

 
(0.05) (0.10) (0.06) (0.12) (0.17) (0.14) (0.07) (0.11) (0.07) 

AWS impact 0.12*** 
        

 
(0.04) 

        AWS impact*Female -0.01 
        

 
(0.05) 
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Table 5. OLS Regression Predicting Career Satisfaction 

  
AWS Telework 

Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out of 

Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

Telework impact 
 

0.05 
       

  
(0.08) 

       Telework impact*Female 
 

0.10 
       

  
(0.09) 

       Leave blocks impact 
  

0.18*** 
      

   
(0.05) 

      Leave blocks impact*Female 
  

-0.02 
      

   
(0.06) 

      Long leave impact 
   

0.14* 
     

    
(0.08) 

     Long leave impact*Female 
   

0.03 
     

    
(0.09) 

     Part-time impact 
    

0.68*** 
    

     
(0.17) 

    Part-time impact*Female 
    

-0.41** 
    

     
(0.19) 

    Quit and return impact 
     

0.00 
   

      
(0.09) 

   Quit and return impact*Female 
     

0.13 
   

      
(0.11) 

   Change jobs in agency impact 
      

0.34*** 
  

       
(0.05) 

  Change jobs in agency impact*Female 
      

-0.03 
  

       
(0.07) 

  Change jobs out of agency impact 
       

0.08 
 

        
(0.08) 

 Change jobs out of agency impact*Female 
       

0.06 
 

        
(0.10) 

 Spouse schedule change impact 
        

0.17*** 

         
(0.05) 

Spouse schedule change impact*Female 
        

-0.17** 
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Table 5. OLS Regression Predicting Career Satisfaction 

  
AWS Telework 

Leave 
Blocks 

Long 
Leave 

Part-time 
Schedule 

Quit and 
Return 

Change 
Jobs in 
Agency 

Change 
Jobs out of 

Agency 

Spouse 
Schedule 
Change 

         
(0.07) 

Constant 2.70*** 2.90*** 2.40*** 1.66** 1.76* 3.03*** 1.84*** 3.17*** 1.68*** 

 
(0.30) (0.46) (0.39) (0.73) (1.04) (0.91) (0.43) (0.72) (0.43) 

          Observations 4,202 1,258 2,602 1,186 317 621 1,911 949 2,004 

R-squared 0.24 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.41 0.29 0.29 0.23 0.26 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Dependent variable is self-reported career satisfaction, with higher values representing greater satisfaction. Sample for each analysis is limited to program 
participants. All analyses adjust for complex survey design, but reported number of observations is unweighted. Standard errors in parentheses.  
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10 
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Figure 1. Perceived Impact of Work-Life Strategies on Career by Gender  

 

  

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
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Figure 2. Perceived Impact of Work-Life Strategies on Career by Primary Caregiving  

 

  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
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Figure 3. Predicted Impact of Work-Life Strategy Use on Career, by Gender and Caregiving Status 

 

3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

Female Primary

Female Even

Female Other

Female None

Male Primary

Male Even

Male Other

Male None

Predicted AWS Impact on Career

2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

Female Primary

Female Even

Female Other

Female None

Male Primary

Male Even

Male Other

Male None 

Predicted Part-time Schedule         

Impact on Career

2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

Female Primary

Female Even

Female Other

Female None

Male Primary

Male Even

Male Other

Male None

Predicted Leave Blocks                     

Impact on Career

3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0

Female Primary

Female Even

Female Other

Female None

Male Primary

Male Even

Male Other

Male None

Predicted Telework Impact on Career

2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

Female Primary

Female Even

Female Other

Female None

Male Primary

Male Even

Male Other

Male None 

Predicted Long Leave Impact on Career

1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

Female Primary

Female Even

Female Other

Female None

Male Primary

Male Even

Male Other

Male None 

Predicted Quit and Return              

Impact on Career



189 
 

Figure 3 (Continued). Predicted Impact of Work-Life Strategy Use on Career, by Gender and Caregiving Status 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007) 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables in Table 3 held at their means. Results are weighted to 
reflect estimates for the surveyed federal government population.
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Figure 4. Predicted Perceived Impact of Family on Career by Gender and Primary Caregiving 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables in Table 4 held at 
their means. Results are weighted to reflect estimates for the surveyed federal government population.  
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Figure 5. Predicted Career Satisfaction by Impact of Work-Life Strategy, Gender, and Primary Caregiving 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables in Table 5 held at 
their means. Results are weighted to reflect estimates for the surveyed federal government population.  
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Figure 6. Predicted Career Satisfaction by Impact of  Family, Gender, and Primary Caregiving 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Source: MSPB Career Advancement Survey (2007). 
Notes: Predicted values are fitted values from OLS regression models with all other independent variables in Table 6 
held at their means. Results are weighted to reflect estimates for the surveyed federal government population.  
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