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Abstract	

In	this	study,	I	investigate	the	relationship	between	the	percentage	of	women	in	leadership	

in	a	company	and	its	employee	benefits.	This	paper	uses	data	on	individual	firms’	benefits	

such	 as	 paid	 parental	 leave,	 familial	 support,	 and	 flexibility	 arrangements.	 Using	 OLS,	 I	

conclude	 that	 benefits	 that	 shift	 familial	 burdens	 from	women	 to	 men,	 specifically	 paid	

paternity	leave,	result	in	more	women	in	leadership.	This	creates	an	even	playing	field	for	

women	to	be	promoted	as	 the	company	environment	does	not	penalize	women	for	using	

benefits.	I	also	find	a	negative	relationship	between	reimbursement	for	fertility	procedures	

and	women	in	leadership.	

	

	

JEL	classification:	J22,	J32,	M51,	M52	
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I.	Introduction	

Ironically,	 while	 companies	 such	 as	 Netflix,	 Twitter,	 and	 Facebook	 set	 standards	 to	

encourage	women	 to	return	 to	work	after	having	children,	 these	 three	prominent	Silicon	

Valley	 companies	only	have	a	 combined	6	women	out	of	25	directors	on	 their	 corporate	

boards.	While	 these	 companies	with	 forward-thinking	maternity	 policies	 on	maintaining	

welcoming	work-place	standards	for	both	genders	fail	to	represent	women	equally	on	their	

corporate	 boards,	 gender	 equality	 in	 leadership	 may	 be	 a	 result	 of	 multiple	 employee	

benefit	 policies	 in	 companies.	 This	 study	 attempts	 to	 answer	whether	 companies	 in	 the	

United	 States	who	offer	 better	 employee	benefits	 have	better	 gender	 representation	 and	

equality	throughout	leadership.	

	

Currently	there	is	a	dim	prospect	of	increasing	gender	equality	in	business	as	only	28%	of	

1,500	worldwide	business	leaders,	from	middle	managers	to	CEOs	across	all	 industries	in	

2010	 saw	 gender	 equality	 as	 a	 top-ten	 strategic	 priority	 in	 their	 respective	 companies	

(McKinsey	&	Company,	2010).	Without	 firm	 leaders	 seeing	 the	value	 in	deriving	ways	 to	

create	 gender	 equality	 throughout	 a	 company	 and	 in	 leadership,	 a	 gap	 in	 gender	

representation	will	 remain.	 In	 addition	 to	 the	 business	world	 failing	 to	 develop	 plans	 to	

increase	their	own	gender	parity,	leadership	positions	in	business	tend	to	lag	significantly	

behind	in	gender	equality	compared	to	conferred	academic	degrees.	Women	earned	57.4%	

of	Bachelor’s,	62.6%	of	Master’s,	and	53.3%	of	Doctor’s	degrees	from	2009	to	2010	in	the	

United	 States	 (U.S.	Department	 of	 Education,	 2012).	However,	 in	 2010	women	only	 held	

15.7%	of	 Fortune	500	Board	of	Directors	 seats	 and	14.4%	of	 Executive	Officer	 positions	

(Catalyst,	 2010).	 Diversity	 in	 colleges	 and	 universities	 is	 considered	 beneficial	 to	 the	
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cultivation	 of	 learning,	 but	 the	 business	 world	 still	 lacks	 the	 effective	 development	 and	

implementation	 of	 policies	 and	 initiatives	 that	 help	 with	 the	 achievement	 of	 fostering	

cultures	that	value	and	encourage	gender	equality	and	diversity.		

	

There	 is	 some	 existing	 literature	 published	 on	 the	 subject	 of	 women	 and	 labor	 market	

policies	 that	can	be	divided	 into	three	strands	of	 literature:	analysis	of	government	 labor	

policies,	private	descriptive	 studies,	 and	 the	 importance	of	gender	equality	and	 retaining	

female	employees.	

	

The	 government	 labor	 policies	 literature	 mainly	 focuses	 on	 European	 countries,	 in	

particular	 Norway.	 In	 a	 study	 of	 Norwegian	 companies	 with	 quotas	 requiring	 a	 certain	

percentage	 of	 female	 directors	 on	 corporate	 boards,	 it	was	 found	 that	 the	 gender	 quota	

policy	in	Norway	serves	to	logically	increase	the	gender	equality	specifically	on	the	boards	

(Dale-Olsen,	 Schøne,	 &	 Verner,	 2013,	 p.	 449).	 However,	 this	 study	 did	 not	 determine	

whether	 it	was	 the	quota	policy	alone	that	helped	 firms	retain	 their	 female	employees.	A	

related	 following	 study	 by	 Bertrand,	 Black	 Jensen,	 and	 Lleras-Muney	 (2014)	 found	 that	

there	was	no	evidence	that	adding	women	to	boards	and	gains	in	gender	representation	at	

the	top	of	companies	trickled-down	to	the	rest	of	firms	in	Norway.	In	addition,	Bergemann	

and	 Van	Den	 Berg	 (2008)	 studied	 labor	market	 policies’	 influence	 on	 European	women.	

Outside	 of	 Europe,	 Kawaguchi	 (2013)	 ran	 an	 OLS	 regression	 on	 different	 factors	 and	

policies	relevant	to	the	retention	of	Japanese	employees.	While	Kawaguchi’s	study	did	not	

examine	 specifically	 businesswomen	 in	 leadership	 positions,	 it	 analyzed	 the	 retention	 of	

women	at	work,	leading	to	the	promotion	of	women	to	leadership.	
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More	 recently,	 there	 have	 been	 multiple	 reports	 from	 organizations,	 such	 as	 Working	

Mother	(2014),	Families	and	Work	Institute	(2014),	and	Sheryl	Sandberg’s	LeanIn.Org	and	

McKinsey	 &	 Company	 (2015)	 promoting	 the	 analysis	 of	 gender	 equality	 in	 business.	

Working	Mother	(2014)	publishes	an	annual	 list	of	100	Best	Companies	that	ranks	based	

on	 general	 company	 policies,	 gender	 representation,	 parental	 leave,	 family	 support,	

advancement	programs,	and	flexibility	programs.	In	contrast,	LeanIn.Org	and	McKinsey	&	

Company	(2015)	researched	“the	state	of	women	in	corporate	America”	(p.	2)	by	surveying	

companies	 and	 employees	 across	North	 America	 on	 employee	 attitudes,	 job	 satisfaction,	

and	gender	representation	throughout	the	entire	company.	However,	the	study	aggregated	

the	companies’	responses	to	exhibit	the	state	of	women	in	corporate	America	and	did	not	

specifically	 analyze	 the	 effects	 of	 particular	 policies	 on	 the	 gender	 representation	 of	

women.	

	

	With	regards	to	the	literature	focusing	on	the	importance	of	gender	equality	and	retaining	

women,	Taneja,	Pryor,	and	Oyler	(2012)	emphasized	how	gender	equality	should	be	used	

to	 retain	 women,	 instead	 of	 retaining	 women	 leading	 to	 gender	 equality,	 which	 is	 the	

thought	 behind	 the	 current	 study.	 Additionally	 in	 2009,	 Cabrera	 examined	 five	 ways	 to	

retain	female	employees.	While	this	analysis	provided	a	framework	for	policies	to	consider	

in	my	 study,	 it	 did	not	 look	 into	 specific	 firms’	 policies	 and	 impacts.	Noland,	Moran,	 and	

Kotschwar	(2016)	analyzed	21,980	 firms	to	 find	the	profitability	of	gender	diversity.	The	

study	found	that	policies	that	do	not	explicitly	put	the	burden	of	childcare	on	women	allow	
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them	 to	 gain	 business	 experience	 and	 gain	 the	 necessary	 qualities	 to	 be	 promoted	 into	

leadership	positions.		

	

In	this	paper,	I	attempt	to	find	which,	if	any,	companies’	benefits	and	policies	offered	enable	

a	supportive	company	environment	that	also	promotes	a	healthy	work-life	balance	so	that	

there	 can	 be	 better	 female	 representation	 in	 leadership.	 It	 is	 imperative	 that	 companies	

work	 to	 create	 fostering	 benefit	 policies,	 or	 they	 may	 risk	 losing	 a	 large	 portion	 of	 the	

available	 human	 capital	 in	women,	who	 are	 earning	 over	 half	 of	 the	 undergraduate	 and	

graduate	degrees	 in	 the	United	States.	This	 study	analyzes	whether	 current	 firm	policies	

being	 offered	 are	 successful	 in	 retaining	 female	 employees,	 resulting	 in	 better	 female	

representation	 in	 leadership.	 Despite	 having	 a	 small,	 highly	 selected	 sample	 due	 to	 data	

availability	limitations,	there	are	a	few	notable	and	important	results.	

	

I	 find	 that	 offering	 reimbursement	 for	 in	 vitro	 and	 other	 fertility	 procedures	 results	 in	

fewer	managers	and	executives	who	are	women.	It	 is	possible	that	these	companies	view	

these	reimbursements	as	unnecessary	costs	and,	therefore,	hire	fewer	women,	resulting	in	

fewer	available	women	to	be	promoted.	 It	may	also	be	because	there	is	simply	a	delay	in	

women’s	 responses	 to	 a	 company’s	 policy	 changes	 that	 have	 not	 yet	 been	 realized	with	

respect	to	gender	representation.	In	addition,	there	is	evidence	that	suggests	that	policies	

that	 shift	 some	of	 the	 childcare	off	of	women	 to	men,	 in	order	 to	 reach	a	more	balanced	

familial	 responsibility	dynamic,	 result	 in	 greater	gender	parity	 in	 leadership.	 Shifting	 the	

burden	 off	 of	 women	 allows	 them	 to	 remain	 competitive	 with	 their	 male	 counterparts	

because	it	levels	out	the	playing	field	as	both	genders	have	to	find	a	work-life	balance.	The	
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more	 paternity	 leave	 in	 a	 firm,	 the	 more	 women	 there	 are	 in	 manager	 and	 executive	

positions.	This	policy	and	other	similar	policies	create	a	particular	company	environment	

where	women	are	not	 looked	down	upon	or	penalized	 for	 taking	 time	off	 for	children	as	

their	male	counterparts	are	doing	 the	same.	Therefore,	women	are	able	 to	gain	 the	same	

experiences	as	men	are	in	order	to	become	promoted	to	leadership	roles	within	a	company.	

However,	 I	 also	 find	 in	 this	 study	 that	 a	 firm’s	 industry	 and	 size	 characteristics	 play	 a	

greater	role	in	determining	gender	representation	in	leadership	than	employee	benefits	do.	

	

In	 Section	 II,	 I	 discuss	 the	 relevant	 literature	 regarding	 the	 effects	 of	 employee	 benefit	

policies	 on	 gender	 representation.	 Section	 III	 explains	 the	 theoretical	 framework	 and	

relevant	economic	 theory	regarding	employee	benefits’	 role	 in	 labor	supply	and	demand.	

Section	 IV	 identifies	 and	 describes	 the	 study’s	 data	 set,	 2014	Working	Mother	 100	 Best	

Companies,	 as	 well	 as	 provides	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses	 of	 the	 data	 set.	 Section	 V	

describes	 how	 the	model	 is	 empirically	 estimated.	 Section	VI	 provides	 the	 results	 of	 the	

study	as	well	as	the	relevant	discussion	of	the	findings.	Finally	in	Section	VI,	a	conclusion	of	

the	study	is	provided.	

	

II.	Literature	Review	

Previous	 studies	 differ	 from	 my	 study	 in	 that	 they	 either	 focus	 on	 government	 labor	

policies,	are	descriptive	studies	(rather	than	regression	analyses	in	academia),	or	are	about	

the	 importance	 of	 gender	 equality	 and	 retaining	 women	 (to	 inform	 which	 policies	 may	

matter	 in	 this	 study).	 In	general,	most	of	 the	existing	 literature	analyzes	country	policies	

rather	 than	 firm-specific	 policies.	 The	 studies	 on	 European	 government	 policies	 focus	
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largely	on	Norway’s	gender	quota	on	 firms’	Boards	of	Directors	 (Ahern	&	Dittmas,	2012,	

Dale-Olsen	 et	 al.,	 2013,	 Bertrand,	 Black,	 Jensen,	 &	 Lleras-Muney,	 2014);	 however,	

Kawaguchi	 (2013)	 has	 a	 comprehensive	 study	 on	 the	 Japanese	 Equal	 Employment	

Opportunity	 Act	 to	 determine	 how	 the	 government’s	 policy	 influenced	 the	 retention	 of	

women	in	the	workforce	and	into	leadership.	Some	descriptive	literature	and	studies	exists	

from	 non-academic	 institutions	 that	 work	 to	 show	 the	 importance	 of	 gender	 equality	

without	economic	regressions	(Working	Mother,	2014,	LeanIn.Org	&	McKinsey	&	Company,	

2015)	in	addition	to	literature	on	the	importance	of	gender	equality	in	retaining	women	in	

the	workforce	as	well	as	gender	equality	leading	to	better	firm	performance	(Casner-Lotto,	

2000,	Arora	et	al.,	2011,	Taneja,	Pryor,	&	Oyler,	2012,	Noland,	Moran,	&	Kotschwar,	2016).	

Overall,	 however,	 there	 is	 a	 lack	 of	 literature	 on	 the	 effects	 on	 gender	 representation	 of	

general	employee	benefit	policies.	

	

A.	Government	Labor	Policies	

Past	literature	focusing	on	specific	state	policies	rather	than	firm	policies	has	been	mostly	

focused	on	why	 there	are	differences	 in	policies.	However,	 there	were	 some	studies	 that	

analyze	 whether	 specific	 country	 policies	 designed	 to	 promote	 gender	 equality	 actually	

succeed	and	what	the	effects	of	these	policies	are	–	specifically	Norway’s	Board	of	Directors	

gender	quota	 (Ahern	&	Dittmar,	2012,	Dale-Olsen	et	 al.,	 2013,	Bertrand,	Black,	 Jensen,	&	

Lleras-Muney,	 2014).	 Ahern	 and	 Dittmar	 found	 that	 the	 40%	 gender	 quota	 policy	 for	

boards	in	Norway	resulted	in	a	drop	of	stock	price	at	the	announcement	of	the	law.	They	

believed	this	to	be	due	to	the	prospect	of	less	experienced	members	of	boards,	which	led	to	

a	decline	in	performance.	Conflictingly,	Dale-Olsen,	 	Schøne,	and	Verner	(2013)	found	the	
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board	quota	policy’s	impact	on	firm	performance	to	be	negligible.	Additionally,	they	found	

that	 the	policy	 serves	 to	 increase	gender	equality,	 yet	 they	did	not	determine	whether	 it	

was	the	quota	alone	that	helped	firms	retain	female	employees,	leading	to	further	equality.	

Bertrand,	Blank,	Jensen,	and	Lleras-Muney	(2014)	concluded	that	the	quota	reform	alone	in	

Norway	 is	 not	 enough	 to	 achieve	 gender	 parity	 as	 there	 is	 no	 evidence	 that	 the	 gender	

equality	gains	in	the	top	of	firms	trickles	down	to	the	rest	of	the	firm.	

	

Annette	 Bergemann	 and	 Gerard	 Van	 den	 Berg	 (2008)	 studied	 labor	 market	 policies’	

influence	 on	 European	 women.	 They	 surveyed	 how	 the	 specific	 policies	 of	 training	

programs,	monitoring	and	 sanctions,	 job	 search	assistance,	 and	employment	 subsidies	 in	

Europe	affected	women	participating	in	the	workforce.	The	study	was	a	survey	of	already	

existing	literature,	and	it	focused	on	European	rather	than	American	women.	Most	of	these	

past	studies	focused	on	European	policies	since	the	United	States	does	not	have	any	federal	

policies	enforcing	gender	parity.	

	

However,	Kawaguchi	(2013)	analyzed	companies	in	Japan	after	twenty-seven	years	of	the	

Equal	 Employment	 Opportunity	 Act	 to	 determine	 whether	 the	 policy	 resulted	 in	 better	

work-life	balance	for	employees,	 influencing	the	retention	of	female	employees	as	well	as	

their	 success	 and	 representation	 in	 leadership.	 The	 reasoning	 behind	 the	 study	was	 the	

same	as	my	study;	nevertheless,	 the	 focus	of	Kawaguchi’s	was	 to	establish	 the	success	of	

the	 Japanese	 government’s	 policy	 unlike	 the	 focus	 of	 this	 study	 on	 individual	 American	

firms’	policies.	
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B.	Descriptive	Studies	

In	studies	that	actually	examine	particular	employers’	policies,	the	literature	that	exists	is	

in	large	part	from	analysis	performed	by	private	organizations	and	consulting	firms.	In	the	

most	recent	research	published	by	LeanIn.Org	and	McKinsey	&	Company	(2015),	the	study	

surveyed	 companies	 and	 employees	 across	 North	 America	 on	 employee	 attitudes,	

programs,	 leadership,	 and	 the	 taxonomy	 of	 seniority	 groupings.	 The	 LeanIn.Org	 and	

McKinsey	&	Co.	included	analysis	on	the	programs,	participation	rates,	and	impact	of	work	

flexibility,	professional	development	programs,	and	family-oriented	flexibility	programs	as	

well	 as	 analysis	 of	what	percentage	of	women	were	 in	 line	 and	 staff	 roles	 by	 rank	 level.	

However,	 the	 report	 did	 not	 measure	 the	 correlation	 between	 the	 various	 employee	

benefits	and	the	percentage	of	women	in	leadership.	The	study	did	well	to	acknowledge	the	

disparities	in	business;	nevertheless,	it	did	not	cite	specific	firms	that	lag	behind	in	gender	

equality	 in	 leadership	 so	 their	 particular	 policies	 cannot	 be	 evaluated.	 The	 study	

aggregated	 the	 data	 to	 have	 a	 general	 understanding	 of	 the	 gender	 differences	 in	 both	

attitudes	 and	 representation	 in	 the	 labor	 market.	 Additionally,	 Working	 Mother	 (2014)	

publishes	 an	 annual	 list	 of	 100	 Best	 Companies	 that	 ranks	 based	 on	 general	 company	

policies,	 gender	 representation,	 parental	 leave,	 family	 support,	 advancement	 programs,	

and	 flexibility	 programs.	 While	 Working	 Mother	 shares	 the	 results	 of	 the	 companies’	

responses,	companies	have	to	opt-in	and	apply	to	be	on	the	list,	resulting	in	sampling	bias.	

	

Other	descriptive	studies	analyzed	firm-specific	benefit	policies	from	a	particular	firm	and	

their	influences	on	women	in	leadership.	Davis’	(2012)	study	on	Ernst	&	Young	and	Klun’s	

(2008)	on	Accenture	analyzed	the	specific	 firms’	policies;	however,	 they	did	not	compare	
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Ernst	 &	 Young	 and	 Accenture's	 policies	 with	 other	 firms’	 policies	 so	 it	 was	 not	 clear	

whether	their	strategies	work	best	in	a	descriptive	sense.	

	

C.	The	Importance	of	Gender	Equality	and	Retaining	Women	

The	 importance	of	gender	equality	 is	 the	most	common	topic	 in	 the	 literature	relative	 to	

the	current	study.	Taneja,	Pryor,	and	Oyler	(2012)	stressed	the	usage	of	gender	equality	to	

retain	 and	 promote	women,	while	most	 other	 studies	 stressed	 the	 converse	 of	 retaining	

and	promoting	women	to	obtain	gender	equality.	In	addition,	Cabrera	(2009)	outlined	five	

important	ways	to	retain	female	employees.	After	surveying	and	interviewing	professional	

women	 on	 what	 needed	 to	 change	 at	 firms	 in	 order	 to	 keep	 women	 working,	 Cabrera	

concluded	companies	need	to	have	flexible	policies,	care	giving	support,	continual	contact	

with	women	who	have	left,	welcoming	reception	for	women	re-entering	the	workforce,	and	

supportive	organizational	cultures	in	order	to	encourage	and	retain	female	employees	(p.	

41).	This	analysis	provided	framework	for	this	study,	outlining	particular	areas	of	focus	for	

company	 policies;	 however,	 Cabrera	 did	 not	 look	 into	 any	 specific	 companies’	 employee	

benefit	 policies.	 Finally,	 Cabrera’s	 study	 did	 not	 analyze	whether	 these	 policies	 work	 to	

retain	women	 and	 lead	 them	 to	 be	 promoted	 to	 leadership	 positions,	which	 is	 the	main	

focus	of	my	study.	

	

Similar	to	Cabrera’s	five	ways	to	retain	female	employees,	Casner-Lotto	(2000)	studied	the	

importance	 of	 work-life	 balance	 programs	 and	 how	 they	 actually	 benefit	 companies’	

strategic	 focus	 through	 productivity	 improvements,	 employee	 satisfaction	 leading	 to	

customer	 satisfaction,	 and	 lower	 turnover	 costs	 (p.	 30).	 Upon	 examining	multiple	 firms,	
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Casner-Lotto	 arrived	with	 best	 practices	 and	 lessons	 for	 how	 to	 implement	 and	 sustain	

successful	work-life	balance	policies	within	firms.	This	study	differed	from	my	study	in	its	

belief	 and	assumption	 that	each	company	has	a	unique	best	work-life	balance	policy.	My	

study	assumes	that	while	certain	policies	may	work	better	for	specific	companies’	bottom	

lines,	 the	 universal	 ideal	 work-life	 balance	 policy	 is	 defined	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 health	 and	

satisfaction	of	employees	and	does	not	depend	on	company-specific	goals.		

	

Another	important	study	that	emphasized	the	importance	of	gender	equality	and	retaining	

women	was	Noland,	Moran,	and	Kotschwar	(2016)	who	broadly	examined	the	profitability	

of	gender	diversity.	However,	they	specifically	studied	the	relationship	between	mandated	

maternity	 and	 paternity	 leave	with	 the	 number	 of	women	 in	 leadership	 positions.	 Using	

Tobit	regressions,	the	study	found,	“policies	that	allow	childcare	needs	to	be	met	but	do	not	

place	the	burden	of	care	explicitly	on	women	increase	the	chances	that	women	can	build	

the	business	acumen	and	professional	contacts	necessary”	(p.	13).	The	authors	concluded	

that	policies	that	lessen	the	burden	on	woman	increase	the	number	of	women	in	leadership	

positions.	However,	the	study	acknowledged	and	emphasized	that	in	their	study,	parental	

leave	policies	served	as	a	proxy	for	all	childcare	policies,	and	a	more	robust	proxy	should	

consider	other	 related	policies	 such	as	 flexibility,	 access	 to	affordable	daycare,	 and	other	

support	policies	 (p.	12)	 in	order	 to	better	understand	 the	 relationships	between	policies	

and	gender	representation	in	leadership,	which	my	study	does.	

	

My	 study	aims	 to	be	 the	most	 analytically	 similar	 to	 that	of	Kawaguchi	 (2013)	who	uses	

OLS	 regressions	 to	 analyze	 different	 Japanese	 companies’	 work-life	 balance	 policies	 in	
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order	to	retain	women	and	have	more	female	managers.	Unlike	Kawaguchi,	my	study	does	

not	 consider	 government	 policies	 that	 impact	 employee	 benefits	 and	 therefore	 gender	

representation	 in	 firms.	 In	 contrast,	 I	 endeavor	 to	 analyze	 policies	 implemented	 by	

individual	firms	in	order	to	uncover	the	best	policies	leading	to	gender	parity,	making	it	the	

most	theoretically	similar	to	Noland,	Moran,	and	Kotschwar	(2016).	Unlike	LeanIn.Org	and	

McKinsey	 &	 Company’s	 study,	 my	 study	 does	 not	 aggregate	 the	 firm	 data	 in	 order	 to	

determine	which	 specific	 policies	 help	 retain	 female	 employees	 so	 that	 they	 have	 better	

opportunities	to	be	promoted	to	a	leadership	role.	This	method,	similar	to	Noland,	Moran,	

and	Kotschwar’s	(2016),	allows	for	the	relationship	between	the	employee	benefit	policies	

and	 the	representation	of	women	 in	 the	businesses’	 leadership	 to	be	seen.	However,	 this	

study	goes	further	beyond	Noland,	Moran,	Kotschwar’s	analysis	of	only	mandated	parental	

leave	 policies	 and	 follows	 their	 suggestion	 to	 include	 other	 employee	 benefit	 policies	 as	

independent	 regressors.	 Instead	of	 analyzing	 and	 creating	 a	descriptive	 study,	 this	 study	

conducts	a	regression	analysis	to	help	understand	how	particular	benefit	policies,	and	not	

only	parental	leave	policies,	contribute	to	gender	equality	in	leadership.	

	

III.	Theoretical	Framework	

In	this	section,	I	define	the	theoretical	economic	framework	for	this	paper.	To	understand	

the	 economic	 theory	 behind	 the	 supply	 and	 demand	 of	 labor	 benefits,	 I	 use	 a	 similar	

approach	as	Fronstin	(2000)	evaluating	healthcare	and	pension	benefits.	

	

As	Fronstin	detailed,	employee	benefits	are	viewed	as	a	source	of	income	for	employees	in	

the	United	States	 (2000,	p.	87).	Fronstin	 studied	 the	employees’	demand	and	employers’	
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supply	 of	 health	 and	pension	 benefits.	 Using	 Fronstin’s	 same	 theory,	 employees	 demand	

benefits	for	multiple	economic	reasons–	including	preferential	tax	treatment	for	employers	

and	employees,	 lower	costs	due	 to	group	purchasing,	 as	well	 as	economies	of	 scale	 from	

receiving	 employee	 benefits	 making	 goods	 more	 efficient	 and	 less	 expensive	 (Fronstin,	

2000,	p.	92).	

	

From	the	supply	side,	firms	must	provide	employee	benefits	for	several	reasons	as	well.	In	

order	to	stay	competitive	with	their	counterparts,	employers	must	incentivize	workers	to	

work	for	them.	This	is	often	seen	in	Silicon	Valley	where	companies	compete	to	try	to	pilfer	

each	other’s	 talent	 through	offering	unique	employee	benefits	–	such	as	Netflix’s	recently	

implemented	unlimited	paid	leave	policy.	Economic	theory	suggests	that	employee	benefits	

should	reduce	turnover	rates,	lowering	costs	for	firms	by	reducing	their	hiring	and	training	

costs	(Fronstin,	2000,	p.	97).		

	

In	order	to	account	for	labor	supply,	it	is	necessary	to	account	for	the	demand	for	employee	

benefits	 as	 well	 as	 the	 traditional	 hourly	 wages,	 nonwage	 income,	 and	 personal	

characteristics	normally	examined	with	regards	to	labor	supply	(p.	97).	As	seen	in	Equation	

1,	 an	 individual’s	 income	 is	 comprised	 of	 earned	 income,	 Y,	 and	 unearned	 income,	 Yn.	

Theoretically,	the	sum	of	these	two	incomes	is	what	employees	use	to	purchase	goods	and	

services,	G,	with	a	market	price	of	pg,	so	that:	

	 Y	+	Yn	=	pgG	,	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(1)	

In	 Fronstin’s	 analysis,	 he	 equates	 earned	 income	 to	 the	 potential	 hourly	 wage	 rate,	 pw,	

multiplied	 by	 hours	 worked,	 H,	 and	 then	 subtracts	 both	 the	 employee	 and	 employer	
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contributions	 to	 the	 benefits	 (see	 Equation	 2).	 However,	 my	 analysis	 does	 not	 include	

benefits	where	 the	employee	contributes	along	with	 the	employer,	 such	as	pensions,	 like	

Fronstin	analyzed.	So	while	Fronstin	(2000,	p.	98)	used:	

	 Y	=	pwH	–	pzB,		 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 							 							(2)	

where	Y	equaled	wH(1-t),	pw	equaled	w(1-t)	+	B/H,	t	was	the	marginal	tax	rate,	pz	was	the	

shadow	 price	 of	 benefits,	 and	 B	 was	 the	 quantity	 of	 benefits	 consumed,	 this	 study	

theoretically	follows:	

	 Y	=	pwH,		 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(3)	

where	pw	equals	w(1-t)	+	B/H	and	t	is	the	marginal	tax	rate.	In	this	sense,	earned	income	is	

seen	as	the	after-tax	wage	plus	the	quantity	of	employee	benefits.	

	

On	the	other	hand,	employers	keep	hiring	until	the	employees’	marginal	revenue	product	

equals	 the	 total	compensation	rate.	Total	compensation	equals	 the	sum	of	wages	and	the	

monetary	 costs	 of	 employee	 benefits.	 In	 theory,	 firms	 are	 indifferent	 to	 how	 the	 total	

compensation	 is	 divided	between	wages	 and	benefits;	 therefore,	workers	 have	 to	 decide	

between	wages	 and	benefits.	With	 this	 theory,	 it	 assumes	 that	 total	 compensation	 is	 the	

same	for	employees	with	equal	qualifications	and	human	capital	(Fronstin,	2000,	p.	99).	

	

To	further	understand	the	model,	substituting	in	Equation	3	for	Y	in	Equation	1	gives:	

	 pwH	+	Yn	=	pgG.	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(4)	

Employees	 must	 also	 face	 the	 trade-off	 associated	 with	 a	 time	 constraint	 –	 deciding	

between	how	much	time	to	spend	working	and	how	much	time	to	spend	leisurely.	The	time	

constraint	is	simply:	



	

	 17	

	 T	=	L	+	H	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(5)	

where	 T	 is	 time,	 L	 is	 leisure	 time,	 and	 H	 is	 hours	 worked,	 as	 before.	 Adding	 the	 time	

constraint	to	Equation	4:	

	 pwT	+	Yn	=	pwL	+	pgG		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(6)	

where	pw	still	equals	w(1-t)	+	B/H.	Therefore,	employees	can	choose	between	purchasing	

goods	at	a	price,	pg,	and	consuming	leisure	or	time	at	home	at	a	price,	pw.	Deciding	to	enjoy	

leisure	 time	 therefore	 takes	 away	 from	 goods	 and	 services	 an	 employee	 can	 purchase.	

Accordingly,	Equation	6	shows	the	trade-off	employees	must	face	when	deciding	between	

entering	or	reentering	the	workforce	and	staying	at	home	with	their	family.	

	

When	considering	utility	maximization	in	order	to	find	the	optimal	choice	between	leisure	

and	 goods	 and	 services,	 employees	 look	 to	minimize	 expenditures,	 E	 (Fronstin,	 2000,	 p.	

99):	

	 E	=	pwL	+	pgG	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(7)	

subject	to	their	utility	function,	U,	which	is	a	function	of	L	and	G.	

	

While	employees	choose	between	leisure	and	purchasing	goods	and	services,	the	employee	

benefits	 are	 factored	 into	 the	 price	 associated	with	 leisure	 and	 time.	 Employees	 receive	

benefits	along	with	real	income	in	order	to	help	facilitate	the	trade-off	decision.	Conversely,	

employers	offer	the	benefits	in	order	to	compete	for	workers.	This	economic	theory	helps	

explain	why	employee	benefits	are	supplied	and	demanded	in	general	to	better	understand	

the	usage	of	benefits	in	retaining	workers.	
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When	firms	hire	or	promote	an	employee,	they	must	consider	the	costs	behind	the	decision	

including	 the	 wage	 as	 well	 as	 additional	 benefits	 they	 need	 to	 offer.	 When	 female	

employees	decide	to	enter	or	remain	 in	the	 labor	 force,	 they	must	weigh	the	opportunity	

cost	between	leisure	time	–	spent	possibly	with	family	and	children	–	or	earning	a	salary	as	

well	as	receiving	employee	benefits	to	incentivize	them	to	begin	or	remain	working.	

	

In	 applying	 the	 above	 theoretical	 framework	 to	my	 study,	 I	 focus	 on	 how	 the	 employee	

benefits	 aspect	 of	 income	 incentivizes	 and	 enables	women	 to	 choose	 to	 sacrifice	 leisure	

time	and	remain	in	the	workforce,	leading	to	more	opportunities	and	possible	promotions	

to	 leadership.	 To	 do	 so,	 I	 disaggregate	 the	 quantity	 of	 benefits	 in	 order	 to	 see	 the	

relationship	 between	 the	 employee	 benefits	 and	 a	 firm’s	 gender	 representation	 in	

leadership.	

	

IV.	Data	

This	 study	uses	data	 from	 the	2014	Working	Mother	100	Best	Companies	published	 list.	

The	2014	data	source	contains	100	observations	that	were	collected	online	from	December	

13,	2013	to	March	14,	2014.	Working	Mother	accepted	applications	from	both	private	and	

public	 companies	 in	 any	 industry;	 however,	 it	 excluded	 government	 agencies	 and	 firms	

providing	work	 life	 and	 childcare	 services.	 Companies	who	 applied	 answered	more	 than	

450	 questions	 on	 leave	 policies,	 workforce	 representation,	 benefits,	 childcare,	

advancement	 programs,	 flexibility	 policies	 and	 more.	 Working	 Mother	 was	 not	 able	 to	

share	all	of	the	raw	data	from	surveyed	companies;	however,	it	published	a	comprehensive	

list	 of	 the	 information	 ascertained	 from	 the	 100	 best	 companies	 for	 working	 mothers.	
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There	are	some	missing	data	points,	which	can	be	attributed	 to	not	being	answered	by	a	

company.	For	this	study’s	purposes,	it	is	assumed	that	every	missing	data	point	comes	from	

a	company	not	wanting	to	answer	a	question	that	would	make	them	look	bad	to	the	general	

public,	 and	 so	 it	 is	 filled	 in	 with	 a	 0	 –	 indicating	 that	 the	 firm	 does	 not	 provide	 that	

particular	 benefit.	 The	 2014	Working	Mother	 100	 Best	 Companies	 employed	 almost	 2.1	

million	people	 in	15	 industries	 in	 the	United	 States	 –	46%	of	 the	 firms’	 employees	were	

women	(Working	Mother	100	Best	Companies	2014:	Executive	Summary,	2014,	p.	5).		

	
	
The	 data	 set	 has	 many	 strengths	 and	 weaknesses.	 Among	 its	 strengths,	 the	 data	 set	

includes	characteristics	of	both	employee	benefits	and	gender	representation	in	leadership,	

which	tends	to	be	difficult	to	find	because	there	are	limited	available	firm-specific	data	due	

to	 confidentiality	 agreements	 between	 data	 collectors	 and	 firms.	 The	 data	 are	 also	

disaggregated	so	that	each	individual	firm	observation	is	broken	down	into	which	benefits	

it	offers	and	their	respective	accompanying	gender	representation	in	the	firm	as	well	as	in	

leadership.	

	

While	the	data	includes	the	most	important	details	of	firm-specific	benefit	policies	as	well	

as	gender	representation	in	leadership,	there	are	some	weaknesses	to	the	data	set.	Despite	

these	weaknesses,	Working	Mother’s	 data	 set	 is	 the	 best	 possible	 fit	 for	 the	 study	 other	

than	self-collected	data,	which	cannot	be	collected	within	the	time	frame	of	a	senior	honors	

thesis.	 There	 are	 100	 individual	 firm-specific	 observations,	 which	 allows	 for	 enough	

information	 to	 analyze	 the	 data	 but	 ideally	 the	 sample	 size	 would	 be	 larger.	 Working	

Mother	 does	 not	 disclose	 the	 exact	 number	 of	 companies	 that	 apply	 to	 be	 on	 the	 list;	
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however,	 they	give	an	estimate	of	 about	200-215	 firms	every	year.	Additionally,	because	

companies	 have	 to	 apply	 to	 be	 considered	 on	 the	 100	 Best	 Companies	 list,	 there	 is	 a	

sampling	bias,	and	it	is	not	a	randomized	sample	as	it	is	a	highly	selective	list.		

	

The	 firms	on	the	 list	evidently	are	 the	best	places	 to	work	 for	women,	and	therefore,	are	

systematically	 different	 from	 most	 other	 American	 companies.	 Table	 1	 shows	 Working	

Mother	100	Best	Company’s	averages	for	its	gender	representation	in	leadership	as	well	as	

many	 employee	 benefits.	 The	 table	 also	 includes	 data	 from	 The	 Society	 for	 Human	

Resource	 Management’s	 (SHRM)	 2014	 Employee	 Benefits	 survey.	 SHRM	 conducted	 its	

annual	 survey,	 asking	 companies’	 human	 resource	 professionals	 about	 more	 than	 300	

employee	benefits	(p.	I).	SHRM	does	not	specify	who	the	participating	firms	are;	however,	it	

details	 that	 the	 survey	was	 sent	 to	 a	 random	 sample	 of	 SHRM	members	 and	 it	 had	 510	

respondents,	a	13%	response	rate.	Accordingly,	these	data	are	more	representative	of	firms	

in	the	United	States	because	they	have	510	respondents	rather	than	Working	Mother’s	100	

observations.	
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Table	1	Comparison	of	Working	Mother	and	Society	for	Human	Resource	Management	

		
Working	
Mother	

Society	for	Human	
Resource	Management	

Offers	Paid	Maternity	Leave	 100%	 12%	
Offers	Paid	Paternity	Leave	 82%	 12%	
Offers	Paid	Adoption	Leave	 91%	 12%	
Sponsors	Backup	Child	Care	 90%	 3%	
Offers	Adoption	Assistance	 92%	 6%	
Reimburses	for	In	Vitro	&	Other	Fertility	
Procedures	 82%	 26%	

Offers	Flextime	 90%	 52%	
Offers	Telecommuting	 90%	 59%	
Sources:	2014	Working	Mother	100	Best	Companies,	SRHM	2014	Employee	Benefits.		
Notes:	
1.	SRHM’s	paid	parental	leave	statistics	include	only	the	firms	that	provide	paid	leave	
other	than	what	is	covered	by	short-term	disability	or	state	law.	Working	Mother	does	not	
clarify	this	aspect	of	paid	leave.	
2.	Working	Mother’s	percentage	of	women	in	leadership	applies	to	women	managers	and	
executives.	SRHM	does	not	provide	this	data	point	so	it	 is	filled	in	with	Catalyst	(2014)’s	
percentage	of	Fortune	500	Executive	Officer	positions	held	by	women.	
	
	

In	 Table	 1,	 it	 shows	 that	 firms	 on	 the	Working	 Mother	 100	 Best	 Companies	 list’s	 offer	

superior	benefits	as	compared	to	those	offered	at	average	American	firms.	However,	while	

the	 data	 are	 a	 select	 group	 of	 firms,	 it	 is	 not	 clear	 that	 the	mechanism	 that	 determines	

gender	representation	 in	 leadership	 is	different	than	average	American	firms’	since	there	

are	 both	 more	 employee	 benefits	 and	 more	 women	 in	 leadership	 positions.	 Therefore	

despite	the	fact	that	the	data’s	firms	are	systematically	different	than	most	other	American	

firms,	 the	 corresponding	 relationship	 between	 gender	 representation	 in	 leadership	 and	

employee	benefit	policies	is	not	necessarily	different.	

	

Ideally,	 this	study	would	 longitudinally	compare	 the	2014	data	seen	 in	Table	2	with	past	

years’;	 however,	 there	 are	 a	 few	 reasons	 why	 a	 longitudinal	 regression	 analysis	 is	 not	
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possible	 –	 another	weakness	 of	 the	 data	 set.	 Looking	 back	many	 years,	 for	 example,	 ten	

years	to	2004,	only	48	companies	from	the	2014	Working	Mother	Best	Companies	list	are	

also	on	the	2004	list.	Therefore,	there	are	only	48	observations,	which	is	even	smaller	than	

the	 already	 limited	 sample	 size	 of	 100	 observations.	 Additionally,	 Working	 Mother’s	

methodology	and	the	manner	in	which	they	report	their	results	changes	yearly,	making	a	

longitudinal	comparison	not	possible	for	this	study.		

	

Table	2	shows	descriptive	statistics	for	the	2014	Working	Mother	100	Best	Companies	list.	

I	calculate	the	mean	and	standard	deviation	of	the	variables	where	results	are	applicable.	

From	Table	2,	it	is	clear	that	there	is	a	great	amount	of	variation	in	the	results,	as	seen	in	

the	standard	deviations.	In	particular,	the	standard	deviation	of	U.S.	employees,	52,296.97,	

leads	me	to	consider	the	need	to	stratify	the	firms	by	size	in	order	to	see	if	the	results	vary	

for	small-,	mid-,	or	large-sized	companies.	The	table	shows	that	despite	the	firms	being	the	

100	best	companies	to	work	for	according	to	Working	Mother,	there	is	still	variation	in	the	

benefits	offered	to	employees.	In	addition,	this	leads	to	the	questioning	of	other	important	

possible	 confounding	 factors,	 such	 as	 industry,	 and	 how	 different	 standards	 in	 certain	

industries	 like	 technology	 influence	 the	 benefits	 received	 and	 gender	 representation	 in	

leadership.	
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		Table	2	2014	Descriptive	Statistics	

		 Observations	 Mean	 Standard	
Deviation	 Minimum	 Maximum	

Percentage	of	Managers	and	
Executives	Who	Are	Women	 100	 0.434	 0.132	 0.18	 0.83	

Percentage	of	New	Hires	Who	Are	
Women	 99	 0.496	 0.136	 0.24	 0.90	

Paid	Weeks	Off	for	New	Moms	 100	 7.54	 3.904	 1	 18	
Paid	Weeks	Off	for	New	Dads	 100	 2.16	 2.273	 0	 12	
Paid	Weeks	Off	for	Adoptive	
Primary	Caregivers	 100	 4.50	 3.783	 0	 16	

Sponsors	Backup	Child	Care	 100	 90	 0.302	 0	 1	
Offers	Adoption	Assistance	 100	 92	 0.273	 0	 1	
Reimburses	for	In	Vitro	&	Other	
Fertility	Procedures	 100	 82	 0.386	 0	 1	

Percentage	of	Employees	Who	
Use	Flextime	 100	 0.711	 0.318	 0	 1	

Percentage	of	Employees	Who	
Telecommute	 100	 0.508	 0.312	 0	 1	

Years	on	the	100	Best	List	 100	 11.76	 7.780	 1	 29	
Total	Number	of	U.S.	Employees	 100	 24,080.04	 52,296.97	 875	 431,212	
Source:	2014	Working	Mother	100	Best	Companies.	
	 Notes:	
1.	Standard	deviation	where	applicable.	
2.	One	company	did	not	report	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women.	
	
	
	
To	 begin	 to	 understand	 the	 relationship	 between	 employee	 benefits	 offered	 and	 gender	

representation	 in	 leadership,	 the	 current	 study	 plans	 to	 use	 the	 disaggregated	 data	 to	

observe	whether	particular	independent	variables	have	a	significant	impact	on	the	gender	

parity	dependent	variable,	allowing	to	also	observe	whether	aggregating	the	data	changes	

the	 results.	 As	 seen	 in	 Table	 2,	 the	 independent	 variables	 are	 both	 binary	 as	 well	 as	

numerical	and	center	around	the	employee	benefits	being	offered	to	workers	at	particular	

firms.	
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The	 independent	 variables	 are	 divided	 between	 independent	 variables	 of	 interest	 and	

control	 variables.	 The	 independent	 variables	 of	 interest	 considered	 are	 paid	 maternity	

leave,	 paid	 paternity	 leave,	 and	 paid	 leave	 for	 adoptive	 parents.	 Other	 independent	

variables	of	interest	include	those	related	to	other	aspects	of	familial	support	–	the	offering	

of	a	sponsorship	of	backup	childcare,	adoption	assistance,	and	reimbursement	for	fertility	

procedures	–	as	well	as	 those	relating	 to	 flexibility	 in	 the	office	–	 the	offering	of	 flextime	

and	of	the	opportunity	to	telecommute.	The	control	variables	are	size	and	industry,	defined	

further	in	Section	V.		

	

In	 examining	 whether	 firms	 offer	 these	 benefits,	 this	 study	 examines	 the	 relationship	

between	 the	 employee	 benefits	 and	 the	 two	 dependent	 variables	 –	 the	 percentage	 of	

managers	and	executives	who	are	women	as	well	as	the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	

women	 in	 order	 to	 see	 whether	 having	 certain	 benefits	 truly	 creates	 a	 supportive	

environment	with	respect	to	work-life	balance	throughout	the	company	from	entry-level	to	

leadership	positions.	 I	examine	both	 the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	are	

women	and	the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women	because	in	order	for	women	to	be	

promoted,	they	have	to	be	hired	to	gain	the	necessary	skills	and	earn	promotions,	just	like	

their	male	counterparts.	

	

V.	Empirical	Specification	

In	the	Empirical	Specification,	I	use	the	Theoretical	Framework	of	the	study	to	derive	the	

independent	variables	of	interest.	Then,	I	address	how	the	variables	are	used	in	Ordinary	
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Least	Squares	(OLS)	regressions	in	order	to	understand	the	relationship	between	a	firm’s	

offered	employee	benefits	and	its	percentage	of	women	in	leadership.	

	

The	economic	objective	of	firms	is	to	maximize	profits,	π.	In	this	study,	the	quantity	of	the	

employee	benefits	supplied	to	employees,	B,	must	be	considered	as	well:		

	
Π	=	Y	–	pwNd	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	 								 							(8)	

	
where	Y	equals	the	production	function	Y	=	zF(K,Nd),	K	equals	capital,	pw	equals	w(1-t)	+	

B/H,	 and	 Nd	 equals	 the	 labor	 demanded.	 To	 maximize	 profits,	 firms	 face	 a	 trade-off	

between	 hiring	 more	 employees	 as	 well	 as	 adding	 more	 benefits	 because	 they	 must	

minimize	 these	 two	 inputs.	Similarly,	employees	must	decide	between	consuming	 leisure	

with	working	and	receiving	an	income	either	in	term	of	benefits	or	 in	a	wage	that	can	be	

used	to	purchase	goods.	As	seen	in	the	theory	in	Section	III,	the	employee’s	decision	is	as	

follows:	

	
pwT	+	Yn	=	pwL	+	pgG		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 							(9)	

	
where	pw	 equals	w(1-t)	+	B/H,	H	equals	hours	worked,	 t	 equals	 the	marginal	 tax	 rate,	T	

equals	 time,	L	equals	 leisure,	pg	 equals	 the	price	of	goods	and	services,	 and	G	equals	 the	

quantity	 of	 goods	 and	 services	 purchased.	 Therefore	 deriving	 from	 the	 study’s	 relevant	

theory,	 the	 empirical	 framework	 should	 include	 or	 estimate	 the	 variables	 seen	 in	 labor	

supply	and	demand	in	order	to	determine	the	relationship	between	employee	benefits	and	

gender	representation	in	firms.	
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As	the	theory	 includes	benefits	as	an	 independent	variable	and	the	current	study	aims	to	

determine	whether	firms	offering	certain	benefits	relates	to	better	gender	representation,	

it	 is	 important	 to	 disaggregate	 the	 employee	 benefit	 variables.	 Benefits	 in	 the	 model	

include	paid	weeks	off	for	new	moms,	dads,	and	adoptive	primary	caregivers;	the	offering	

of	 adoption	 assistance,	 reimbursement	 for	 fertility	 procedures,	 and	 the	 sponsorship	 of	

backup	 childcare;	 and	 the	 offering	 of	 telecommuting	 and	 flextime.	 The	 percentage	 of	

managers	and	executives	who	are	women	and	the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women	

are	the	two	dependent	variables.	

	

This	study	uses	OLS	regressions,	similar	to	Kawaguchi	(2013),	in	order	to	understand	the	

relationship	between	benefits	and	gender	representation	in	 leadership	by	minimizing	the	

differences	between	the	observed	gender	representation	and	OLS	model’s	prediction.	The	

OLS	 regression	 aims	 to	 minimize	 the	 sum	 of	 the	 vertical	 distances	 between	 each	 firm’s	

actual	 gender	 representation	 and	 the	 predicted	 linear	 regression	 line.	 In	 applying	 this	

model,	the	current	study	is	trying	to	determine	whether	there	is	a	positive	estimated	linear	

regression	line,	and	if	so	the	magnitude	of	the	relationship,	implying	a	positive	relationship	

between	a	firm’s	employee	benefits	offered	and	the	representation	of	women	in	leadership.	

	

The	current	study	uses	regressions	with	multiple	regressors	by	grouping	certain	employee	

benefits	together	by	using	vectors.	I	estimate	the	following	equation	using	OLS:	

	 𝑌 =  𝛽! + 𝜷𝟏𝑷𝒂𝒓𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒂𝒍+ 𝜷𝟐𝑭𝒂𝒎𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒂𝒍+ 𝜷𝟑𝑭𝒍𝒆𝒙𝒊𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚+ 𝜷𝟒𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍𝒔+ 𝑒! 	 					(10)	

where	the	dependent	variable,	Y,	is	either	the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	

are	 women	 or	 the	 percentage	 of	 new	 hires	 who	 are	 women.	𝑷𝒂𝒓𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒂𝒍	is	 a	 vector	 of	
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variables	relating	to	paid	parental	leave,	 	𝑭𝒂𝒎𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒂𝒍	is	a	vector	related	to	familial	support,	

𝑭𝒍𝒆𝒙𝒊𝒃𝒊𝒍𝒊𝒕𝒚	is	a	vector	related	to	flexible	work	arrangements,	and	𝑪𝒐𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒐𝒍𝒔	is	a	vector	for	

controls.	 The	 respective	𝜷’s	 are	 the	 vector	 coefficients	 associated	 with	 the	 employee	

benefit	independent	variables	of	interest	as	well	as	with	the	control	variables.	The	theory	

predicts	𝜷𝟏, 𝜷𝟐,	 and	𝜷𝟑 to	 be	 positive,	 and	 I	 assume	 the	 error	 term	 to	 be	 mean	 0	 with	

constant	variance.	I	estimate	two	versions	of	this	equation	–	the	first	version	includes	only	

explicitly	exogenous	variables.	The	second	version	assumes	that	a	company’s	environment,	

and	not	an	employee’s	preferences,	determines	the	offering	and	take-up	rate	of	employee	

benefits	 so	 other	 benefits	 can	 be	 included	 that	 were	 excluded	 from	 the	 first	 version	

because	they	may	not	necessarily	have	been	exogenous	without	making	this	assumption.	

	

As	seen	 in	Equation	9,	an	 increase	 in	benefits	suggests	an	 increase	 in	the	amount	that	an	

employee	has	 to	allocate	between	 leisure	and	goods	and	services.	Because	benefits	allow	

employees	 more	 flexibility	 as	 well	 as	 act	 as	 an	 additional	 form	 of	 income,	 the	 theory	

suggests	that	employee	benefits	increase	labor	supply.	This	increase	in	supply	means	more	

people	want	 to	 remain	 in	 the	workforce.	Benefits	 serve	 to	extend	 the	amount	of	 time	an	

employee	is	willing	to	work,	resulting	in	more	trained	and	qualified	employees	as	well	as	a	

higher	probability	of	being	promoted	to	a	leadership	position	within	a	company.	Therefore,	

the	employee	benefit	variables	should	have	positive	signs	in	the	empirical	model.	

	

In	addition,	I	control	for	firm	size,	using	number	of	employees	as	a	proxy,	as	well	as	for	the	

company’s	 industry.	 There	 is	 reason	 to	 believe	 that	 firms	 with	 5,000	 employees	 are	

systematically	 different	 from	 firms	 with	 100,000	 employees	 as	 larger	 firms	 may	 have	
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different	 company	 environments,	 resources,	 and	 stigmas	 revolving	 around	 employee	

benefits	than	smaller	firms.	In	larger	firms,	it	may	be	easier	for	someone	to	fill-in	for	their	

co-worker	if	they	are,	for	example,	telecommuting	or	on	paid	leave	since	there	are	at	least	

10,000	 other	 qualified	 employees	 capable	 of	 helping	 during	 their	 coworker’s	 absence.	

However,	it	is	unclear	whether	that	results	in	a	positive	impact	on	women	in	leadership	as	

it	 is	 possible	 that	 this	 just	 makes	 it	 easier	 to	 be	 replaced	 and	 surpassed	 by	 a	 male	 co-

worker	 if	a	worker	 takes	paid	maternity	 leave.	Because	of	 this,	 the	current	study	defines	

small-sized	firms	as	having	less	than	5,000	employees.	Medium-sized	firms	have	between	

5,000	and	20,000	employees,	and	large-sized	firms	have	greater	than	20,000	employees.		

	

In	addition	to	firm	size,	 industry	is	also	controlled	for	as	certain	industries	have	different	

standards	 in	 order	 to	 remain	 competitive	 and	 attract	 similar	 employees	 from	 their	

adversaries.	For	example,	Netflix	and	other	large	technology	companies	increase	employee	

benefits	 in	 order	 to	 steal	 the	 best	 employees	 from	 each	 other;	 however,	 they	 do	 not	

normally	 offer	 intriguing	 benefits	 to	 compete	 with	 firms	 in	 other	 industries,	 such	 as	

investment	banks,	to	attract	employees.	The	provider	of	the	data,	Working	Mother,	divided	

the	companies	into	20	industry	categories.	These	20	industry	categories	are	similar	to,	yet	

different,	 from	 the	 North	 American	 Industry	 Classification	 System’s.	 Furthermore,	 the	

current	 study	 further	 collapses	 the	 firms	 into	 10	 industries:	 Pharmaceutical,	 Education,	

Management	 Consulting,	 Services,	 Manufacturing,	 Health,	 Communications,	 Consumer	

Goods,	Technology,	and	Multiple	Industries	(see	Appendix	I).	
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VI.	Results	and	Discussion	

In	this	section,	I	detail	the	results	of	the	two	versions	of	my	OLS	regressions.	Table	3	shows	

results	 from	the	 first	version	of	OLS	regressions,	which	 include	only	explicitly	exogenous	

variables	 related	 to	 the	 offering	 of	 employee	 benefits.	 Regression	 (1)	 regresses	 the	

percentage	 of	 managers	 and	 executives	 who	 are	 women	 against	 the	 employee	 benefit	

independent	 variables	 as	 well	 as	 the	 size	 and	 industry	 dummy	 control	 variables.	

Regression	 (1’)	 regresses	 the	 percentage	 of	 managers	 and	 executives	 who	 are	 women	

against	 “Offers	 All	 Benefits”	 as	 well	 as	 the	 size	 and	 industry	 dummy	 control	 variables.	

“Offers	All	Benefits”	is	a	binary	variable	that	codes	1	for	a	firm	that	offers	all	8	independent	

variables	 of	 interest,	 and	 0	 for	 a	 firm	 that	 offers	 less	 than	 8	 independent	 variables	 of	

interest.	Regression	(2)	regresses	the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women	against	the	

employee	benefit	 independent	 variables	 as	well	 as	 the	 size	 and	 industry	 dummy	 control	

variables.	Regression	 (2’)	 regresses	 the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women	against	

“Offers	 All	 Benefits”	 as	 well	 as	 the	 size	 and	 industry	 dummy	 control	 variables.	 It	 is	

important	to	note	that	“Offers	Paid	Maternity	Leave”	is	excluded	from	the	analysis	because	

all	100	firms	in	the	data	set	offered	the	benefit	so	there	was	no	variation	in	the	results.	The	

firm	size	controls	are	defined	as	follows:	small	firm	is	a	dummy	variable	for	firms	with	less	

than	 5,000	 employees,	 and	 large	 firm	 is	 a	 dummy	 variable	 for	 firms	 with	 greater	 than	

20,000	employees.	Medium	firm	–	firms	with	between	5,000	and	20,000	employees	–	is		the	

omitted	 size	 dummy	 control	 variable.	 There	 are	 also	 9	 industry	 dummy	 variables,	 in	

addition	to	the	omitted	industry,	technology	(see	Appendix	I).	
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Table	3	Determinants	of	the	Percentage	of	Managers	and	Executives	Who	Are	Women	and	the	
Percentage	of	New	Hires	Who	Are	Women	
		 (1)	 (1')	 (2)	 (2')	

Offers	Paid	Maternity	Leave	 -	 -	 -	 -	
-	 -	 -	 -	

Offers	Paid	Paternity	Leave	 0.01115	 -	 -0.00035	 -	
(0.035)	 -	 (0.037)	 -	

Offers	Paid	Adoption	Leave	 -0.06576	 -	 -0.04242	 -	
(0.046)	 -	 (0.051)	 -	

Sponsors	Backup	Child	Care	 -0.00292	 -	 0.01086	 -	
(0.035)	 -	 (0.037)	 -	

Offers	Adoption	Assistance	 -0.06355*	 -	 -0.05023	 -	
(0.038)	 -	 (0.040)	 -	

Reimburses	for	In	Vitro	&	Other	
Fertility	Procedures	

-0.05820**	 -	 -0.09053***	 -	
(0.028)	 -	 (0.030)	 -	

Offers	Flextime	 0.02172	 -	 0.00049	 -	
(0.036)	 -	 (0.038)	 -	

Offers	Telecommuting	 -0.01715	 -	 -0.04010	 -	
(0.034)	 -	 (0.036)	 -	

Offers	All	Benefits	 -	 -0.00519	 -	 0.00633	
-	 (0.021)	 -	 (0.022)	

Small	Firm	 -0.00295	 0.01951	 0.02206	 0.04974*	
(0.027)	 (0.027)	 (0.029)	 (0.029)	

Large	Firm	 -0.05200*	 -0.05056*	 -0.03511	 -0.03435	
(0.027)	 (0.027)	 (0.028)	 (0.029)	

Pharmaceutical	 0.12947**	 0.11566**	 0.13415**	 0.12975**	
(0.050)	 (0.051)	 (0.054)	 (0.056)	

Education	 0.24163**	 0.20700**	 0.16929	 0.16438	
(0.107)	 (0.104)	 (0.113)	 (0.113)	

Management	Consulting	
-0.01351	 -0.03847	 0.02679	 0.00211	
(0.058)	 (0.057)	 (0.061)	 (0.062)	

Services	
0.08167**	 0.08374**	 0.08339**	 0.09609**	
(0.035)	 (0.035)	 (0.038)	 (0.039)	

Manufacturing	 0.02320	 0.01548	 -0.00465	 0.00851	
(0.053)	 (0.053)	 (0.057)	 (0.059)	

Health	 0.26115***	 0.27821***	 0.26115***	 0.28918***	
(0.040)	 (0.041)	 (0.044)	 (0.045)	

Communications	 0.08616*	 0.09738*	 0.07936	 0.10620*	
(0.050)	 (0.049)	 (0.054)	 (0.054)	

Consumer	Goods	 0.12141**	 0.11077**	 0.09001	 0.08082	
(0.053)	 (0.053)	 (0.057)	 (0.060)	

Multiple	Industries	 0.00691	 -0.00228	 -0.00109	 -0.01261	
(0.074)	 (0.076)	 (0.079)	 (0.083)	
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In	all	four	regressions,	none	of	the	paid	parental	leave	policies	are	statistically	significant.	

While	it	is	surprising	that	a	company	offering	paid	paternity	and	paid	adoptive	leave	do	not	

have	statistically	significant	coefficients,	it	may	be	because	82%	of	the	firms	and	91%	of	the	

firms,	respectively,	offer	the	employee	benefits	so	there	may	not	be	enough	variation	to	see	

any	 significant	 relationships.	 However,	 in	 column	 (1),	 reimburses	 for	 in	 vitro	 and	 other	

fertility	procedures	has	a	negative	coefficient,	-0.05820	that	is	statistically	significant	at	the	

5%	 level.	 In	 addition,	 offers	 adoption	 assistance	 coefficient,	 -0.06355,	 is	 statistically	

significant	at	the	10%	level	in	column	(1)	as	well.	It	is	possible	that	companies	view	these	

types	of	benefits	as	unnecessary	costs	that	can	be	avoided	by	hiring	men	over	women.		This	

reasoning	is	supported	when	looking	at	column	(2)	where	the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	

are	 women	 is	 the	 dependent	 variable.	 Reimburses	 for	 in	 vitro	 and	 other	 fertility	

	
		 (1)	 (1')	 (2)	 (2')	
F-statistic	for	Paid	Parental	Leave	 1.39	 -	 0.62	 -	
F-statistic	for	Familial	Support	 2.89**	 -	 4.17***	 -	
F-statistic	for	Flexible	Work	
Arrangements	 0.24	 -	 0.64	 -	
F-statistic	for	All	3	Types	of	Benefits	 1.59	 -	 2.24	 -	
F-statistic	for	Size	Control	 2.20	 3.28**	 1.80	 3.81**	
F-statistic	for	Industry	Control	 6.77***	 8.22***	 5.72***	 7.04***	
F-statistic	for	Both	Controls	 7.79***	 8.89***	 6.05***	 7.29***	
Number	of	Observations	 100	 100	 99	 99	
R2	 0.5863	 0.5297	 0.5670	 0.4826	
Notes:	

	 	 	 	1.	*	denotes	significance	at	the	10%	level,	**	at	the	5%	level,	and	***	at	the	
1%	level.	

	2.	Number	of	observations	for	(2)	and	(2')	is	99	because	one	firm	did	not	supply	data	for	
the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women.	
3.	Standard	error	is	denoted	in	parentheses.	
4.	The	omitted	size	dummy	variable	is	medium.	The	omitted	industry	dummy	variable	is	
technology.	
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procedures	 also	 has	 a	 negative	 coefficient,	 -0.09053,	 which	 is	 even	 larger	 in	 magnitude	

than	in	column	(1),	and	it	is	statistically	significant	at	the	1%	level.	Evidently,	offering	this	

fertility	 benefit	 results	 in	 even	 larger	 decreases	 in	 the	 percentage	 of	 new	 hires	who	 are	

women.	When	 companies	 hire	 fewer	women,	 there	 are	 less	 available	 to	 actually	 receive	

promotions	to	executive	and	manager	positions.	Companies	that	offer	reimbursement	 for	

in	 vitro	 and	other	 fertility	procedures	 evidently	penalize	women	 in	 a	 sense	by	 ironically	

creating	an	environment	that	acts	not	as	family	friendly	and	encouraging	of	gender	parity.	

However,	 it	 may	 also	 be	 the	 case	 that	 companies	 that	 are	 struggling	 to	 achieve	 gender	

parity	 in	 leadership,	yet	want	 to	achieve	 it,	 are	 implementing	 familial	 support	policies	 to	

incentivize	qualified	women	 to	 join	 their	 firms.	There	may	simply	be	a	delay	of	women’s	

responses	to	these	policy	changes.	This	would	be	an	interesting	avenue	for	future	research	

with	longitudinal	data.	

	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 size	 control,	 there	 are	 some	 interesting	 results	 in	 column	 (1)	 with	

respect	 to	 the	 omitted	 medium	 size	 dummy	 variable.	 Small	 firms	 have	 a	 negative	

coefficient,	-0.00295,	but	it	is	not	statistically	significant.	However,	large	firms	also	have	a	

negative	 coefficient,	 -0.05200,	 that	 is	 much	 larger	 in	 magnitude	 than	 the	 small	 control	

variable	 and	 is	 statistically	 significant	 at	 the	 10%	 level.	 It	 is	 possible	 that	 the	 negative	

relationship	 between	 firm	 size	 and	 the	 percentage	 of	managers	 and	 executives	who	 are	

women	arises	due	to	a	possible	stigma	in	large	companies	revolving	around	paid	leave	for	

parents.	Even	though	a	company	offers	lengthy	time	off,	there	may	be	a	less	supportive	or	

hostile	 general	 company	 opinion	 of	 either	 women	 in	 leadership	 positions	 or	 of	 parents	

using	 particular	 employee	 benefits	 such	 as	 paid	 parental	 leave.	 If	 this	 is	 the	 case,	 men	
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would	 be	 more	 likely	 to	 skip	 out	 on	 parental	 leave	 whereas	 women	 generally	 are	 the	

primary	caregivers	of	newborns	and	tend	to	have	little	choice	in	taking	time	off	to	care	for	

their	 newborns.	 This	 results	 in	women	 falling	 behind	 their	male	 counterparts,	 facing	 an	

uneven	playing	field	within	the	office,	and	getting	lost	in	the	fray	of	larger	companies.		

	

Table	 3	 also	 shows	 the	 importance	 of	 controlling	 for	 firm	 industry.	With	 respect	 to	 the	

omitted	 technology	 industry	 dummy	 variable,	 the	 pharmaceutical,	 education,	 services,	

health,	 and	 consumer	 goods	 industries	 all	 have	 positive	 coefficients	 that	 are	 statistically	

significant	 in	 column	 (1).	 The	Health	 industry	 has	 the	most	 significant	 coefficient	 that	 is	

also	the	largest	in	magnitude,	0.26115.	It	is	clear	that	health	related	industries	have	higher	

employee	benefit	norms	than	other	industries,	or	possibly	there	are	simply	more	women	in	

the	industry	overall.	In	general,	all	of	the	statistically	significant	industry	control	variables	

have	much	greater	magnitude	than	reimburses	for	 in	vitro	and	other	fertility	procedures.	

Because	of	this,	and	most	importantly,	it	is	evident	in	Table	3	that	the	relationship	between	

a	company	offering	particular	benefits	to	employees	does	not	have	as	much	of	an	effect	on	

the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	are	women	as	a	firm’s	size	characteristics	

as	well	as	its	industry.		

	

In	 both	 columns	 (1’)	 and	 (2’),	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 a	 company	 offering	 all	 8	 benefits	 does	 not	

result	 in	any	 increases	or	decreases	 in	either	 the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	

who	are	women	or	 the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women	because	 the	coefficients	

are	not	 statistically	 significant.	This	 suggests	 that	 it	 is	 not	 the	quantity	of	 benefits	 that	 a	

company	 offers	 that	matters	 with	 respect	 to	 its	 environment.	What	 truly	 influences	 the	
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environment	and	the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	as	well	as	new	hires	who	are	

women	is	the	specific	individual	benefits	that	are	being	offered.	As	seen	above,	for	example,	

increasing	reimbursement	for	fertility	procedures	results	in	fewer	women	being	hired,	and,	

therefore,	 promoted	 to	 leadership	positions.	Evidently,	 it	 is	 the	particular	benefits	 that	 a	

company	offers	that	create	and	define	the	company’s	environment.	

	

Because	 of	 this	 conclusion,	 I	 run	 the	 second	 version	 of	my	 regressions.	 Assuming	 that	 a	

company’s	 environment,	 and	 not	 employees’	 preferences,	 exogenously	 determines	 the	

offering	 and	 take-up	 of	 employee	 benefits,	 Table	 4	 details	 the	 results	 from	 running	

Ordinary	Least	Squares	Regressions	with	the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	

are	women	 as	 the	 dependent	 variable	 in	 column	 (1)	 and	 the	 percentage	 of	women	 new	

hires	as	the	dependent	variable	in	column	(2).	I	regress	the	dependent	variables	against	all	

of	the	employee	benefit	independent	variables	in	addition	to	the	size	and	industry	dummy	

control	variables.	However	in	this	version,	the	independent	variables	are	not	only	binary,	

but	also	numerical,	taking	into	account	the	magnitude	and	take-up	of	the	benefit	in	order	to	

better	understand	the	company’s	general	environment	surrounding	work-life	balance.	For	

example,	 instead	 of	 a	 binary	 variable	 about	whether	 paid	 paternity	 leave	 is	 offered,	 this	

version	has	a	variable	 that	details	 the	number	of	weeks	of	paid	paternity	 leave	at	a	 firm.	

The	control	variables	remain	the	same	as	in	Table	3.	
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Table	4	Determinants	of	the	Percentage	of	Managers	and	Executives	Who	Are	Women	
and	the	Percentage	of	New	Hires	Who	Are	Women,	Assuming	Take-up	is	Determined	
Exogenously	
		 (1)	 (2)	

Paid	Weeks	Off	for	New	Moms	 -0.00574	 -0.00315	
(0.004)	 (0.005)	

Paid	Weeks	Off	for	New	Dads	 0.01596***	 0.00975*	
(0.005)	 (0.005)	

Paid	Weeks	Off	for	Adoptive	Primary	Caregivers	 -0.00372	 -0.00261	
(0.004)	 (0.005)	

Sponsors	Backup	Child	Care	 0.01118	 0.01650	
(0.034)	 (0.037)	

Offers	Adoption	Assistance	 -0.05592	 -0.05575	
(0.037)	 (0.040)	

Reimburses	for	In	Vitro	&	Other	Fertility	Procedures	 -0.04659*	 -0.07908*	
(0.027)	 (0.030)	

Percentage	of	Employees	Who	Use	Flextime	 -0.01344	 0.00855	
(0.035)	 (0.039)	

Percentage	of	Employees	Who	Telecommute	 -0.00635	 -0.04888	
(0.034)	 (0.038)	

Small	Firm	 -0.00464	 0.01562	
(0.026)	 (0.029)	

Large	Firm	 -0.05297**	 -0.03118	
(0.026)	 (0.029)	

Pharmaceutical	 0.12267**	 0.14093***	

(0.047)	 (0.053)	

Education	 0.12603	 0.11569	
(0.103)	 (0.113)	

Management	Consulting	 -0.02415	 0.03233	

(0.055)	 (0.061)	

Services	 0.08091**	 0.09166**	

(0.034)	 (0.038)	

Manufacturing	 0.00993	 0.00042	

(0.010)	 (0.056)	

Health	 0.24087***	 0.24703***	

(0.040)	 (0.045)	

Communications	 0.06835	 0.08773	

(0.048)	 (0.053)	

Consumer	Goods	 0.10585**	 0.08605	

(0.050)	 (0.056)	

Multiple	Industries	 0.00807	 0.00275	

(0.070)	 (0.077)	
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		 (1)	 (2)	
F-statistic	for	Paid	Parental	Leave	 4.48***	 1.39	
F-statistic	for	Familial	Support	 1.96	 3.33**	
F-statistic	for	Flexible	Work	Arrangements	 0.13	 0.88	
F-statistic	for	All	3	Types	of	Benefits	 2.86***	 2.50**	
F-statistic	for	Size	Control	 2.34	 1.19	
F-statistic	for	Industry	Control	 5.48***	 4.52***	
F-statistic	for	Both	Controls	 5.95***	 4.48***	
Number	of	Observations	 100	 99	
R2	 0.6339	 0.5866	
Notes:	

	 	1.	*	denotes	significance	at	the	10%	level,	**	at	the	5%	level,	and	***	at	the	1%	
level.	
2.	Number	of	observations	for	(2)	is	99	because	one	firm	did	not	supply	data	for	
the	percentage	of	new	hires	who	are	women.	
3.	Standard	error	is	denoted	in	parentheses.	
4.	The	omitted	size	dummy	variable	is	medium.	The	omitted	industry	dummy	
variable	is	technology.	
	

In	 column	 (1),	 the	 paid	 weeks	 off	 for	 new	 dads	 independent	 variable	 has	 a	 positive	

coefficient,	 0.01596	 –	 for	 every	 additional	 week	 of	 paid	 time	 off	 for	 new	 dads,	 the	

percentage	 of	women	managers	 and	 executives	 increases	 by	 1.596%.	 The	 coefficient	 for	

new	dads	is	statistically	significant	at	the	1%	level	whereas	the	coefficients	for	paid	weeks	

off	 for	 new	moms	 and	 for	 primary	 caregivers	 are	 not	 statistically	 significant	 at	 even	 the	

10%	level.	In	column	(2),	there	is	also	a	positive	coefficient	for	paid	weeks	off	for	new	dads,	

0.00975,	that	is	statistically	significant	at	the	10%	level.	For	every	additional	week	of	paid	

time	 off	 for	 new	 dads,	 the	 percentage	 of	 women	 new	 hires	 increases	 by	 0.975%.	 These	

results	 suggest	 that	 additional	 paid	 weeks	 off	 for	 new	 dads	 contributes	 to	 fostering	 a	

particular	company	environment	that	is	both	welcoming	to	women	as	well	as	encouraging	

to	parents,	leading	there	to	be	increases	in	the	percentage	of	women	new	hires	in	addition	

to	the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	are	women.	
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Increasing	paid	paternity	leave	suggests	that	companies	try	to	shift	the	burden	of	childcare	

from	only	on	women	to	more	on	men	as	well	and	encourage	parents	to	balance	their	family	

work	 together.	 In	 these	 firms,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 women	 are	 not	 disciplined	 or	 shamed	 for	

spending	 time	with	 and	 taking	 care	 of	 their	 families,	 as	men	 do	 so	 as	well.	 Because	 the	

company	 has	 a	 more	 open	 and	 encouraging	 environment	 towards	 work-life	 balance,	

women	do	not	fall	behind	their	male	counterparts	as	there	is	a	more	level	playing	field	in	

the	 office,	 and	women	have	 just	 as	much	 experience	 to	 earn	 promotions	 into	 leadership	

roles.	Therefore	while	it	may	seem	surprising	that	offering	more	paid	maternity	leave	does	

not	 increase	 women	 in	 leadership	 roles,	 this	 policy	 does	 not	 help	 shift	 and	 share	 the	

burden	with	men	so	women	do	not	have	as	many	opportunities	to	gain	the	necessary	skills	

and	respect	to	be	promoted	like	their	male	counterparts.	Because	of	this,	it	is	possible	that	

the	burden	lies	more	on	companies	to	provide	more	paid	paternity	leave	in	order	to	create	

an	environment	that	incentivizes	fathers	to	share	more	childbearing	responsibility	and	de-

stigmatizes	 paid	 leave	 in	 offices,	 whether	 it	 is	 looked	 down	 upon	 consciously	 or	

subconsciously.	

	

Similar	 to	 Table	 3,	 offering	 reimbursement	 for	 in	 vitro	 and	 other	 fertility	 procedures	 in	

Table	4	has	a	negative	coefficient,	-0.04659	that	is	statistically	significant	at	the	10%	level	

in	column	(1)	with	respect	to	the	percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	are	women.	

This	means	that	when	a	company	reimburses	for	in	vitro	and	other	fertility	procedures,	the	

percentage	of	managers	and	executives	who	are	women	decreases	by	4.659%.	 In	column	

(2),	showing	the	relationship	between	the	employee	benefit	variables	and	the	percentage	
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of	new	hires	who	are	women,	 the	coefficient	 for	offering	 reimbursement	 for	 in	vitro	and	

other	 fertility	 procedures	 is	 -0.07908,	 so	 the	 magnitude	 is	 even	 larger	 than	 for	 the	

percentage	of	women	managers	and	executives.	As	detailed	before,	this	may	be	due	to	the	

costs	of	reimbursement	for	in	vitro	and	other	fertility	procedures	discouraging	companies	

from	hiring	women,	which	 leads	 to	 fewer	women	 entering	 into	 the	 company	 in	 the	 first	

place.	 Therefore,	 there	 are	 also	 fewer	 women	 available	 to	 receive	 promotions	 and	

ultimately	 enter	 into	 leadership	 positions.	 It	 is	 also	 possible	 that	 firms	 that	 lack	 gender	

equality,	yet	want	to	achieve	it,	implement	these	policies	in	order	to	attract	women.	Yet,	the	

gains	in	gender	parity	have	not	yet	been	realized,	making	the	relationship	appear	negative.	

	

While	 this	 study	 has	 a	 limited	 number	 of	 observations	 from	 Working	 Mother’s	 highly	

selected	 sample,	 some	 of	 the	 results	 are	 supported	 from	 past	 researchers.	 Kawaguchi	

(2013)	found	“the	more	assiduous	the	senior	management	at	a	company	is	about	[work-life	

balance]	measures	and	the	greater	the	number	of	child	rearing	support	measures	that	are	

actually	used,	 the	higher	 the	 level	of	 female	 retention;	and	 the	higher	 the	 level	of	 female	

retention	at	a	company,	 the	greater	 the	proportion	of	 female	managers”	(p.	54).	So	while	

the	current	study	shows	how	offering	more	 fully	paid	weeks	off	 for	new	dads,	helping	 in	

terms	of	work-life	balance	as	well	as	acts	as	child	rearing	support,	leads	to	more	women	in	

leadership,	offering	more	fully	paid	weeks	off	for	new	moms	at	larger	companies	does	not	

lead	 to	 more	 women	 in	 leadership.	 Therefore,	 while	 the	 current	 study	 aligns	 with	

Kawaguchi	in	some	forms,	the	current	study	also	includes	negative	relationships,	which	do	

not	 coincide	 with	 the	 positive	 relationships	 of	 work-life	 balance	 and	 representation	 of	

women	 in	 leadership	 seen	 in	 Kawaguchi.	 However,	 this	 study	 aligns	 well	 with	 Noland,	
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Moran,	 and	Kotschwar’s	 (2016)	 results	with	 respect	 to	 certain	policies	 resulting	 in	more	

women	 in	 leadership	 positions.	More	 specifically,	 the	 authors	 found,	 “Policies	 that	 allow	

childcare	needs	to	be	met	but	do	not	place	the	burden	of	care	explicitly	on	women	increase	

the	 chances	 that	 women	 can	 build	 the	 business	 acumen	 and	 professional	 contacts	

necessary	to	qualify	for	a	corporate	board”	(p.13).	The	current	study	found	that	more	paid	

paternity	 leave	has	a	positive	 relationship	with	 the	percentage	of	women	executives	and	

managers	whereas	more	 paid	maternity	 leave	 has	 a	 negative	 relationship.	 As	 previously	

explained,	more	paid	paternity	leave	transfers	the	burden	of	childcare	from	being	primarily	

on	women	 to	being	more	 shared	between	parents,	 allowing	women	 to	 face	 a	more	 even	

playing	 field	 within	 companies.	 This	 corresponds	 directly	 with	 Noland,	 Moran,	 and	

Kotschwar’s	 (2016)	 conclusions.	 Additionally,	 the	 authors	 mention	 the	 importance	 of	

including	workplace	 flexibility,	 access	 to	 affordable	daycare,	 and	other	 childcare	 support	

policies	 (p.	 12)	 in	 order	 to	 create	 a	more	 robust	 specification	 than	 their	 analysis	 of	 just	

mandated	maternity	and	paternity	leave,	which	the	current	study	considered.	

	

VI.	Conclusion	

This	study	seeks	 to	understand	whether	companies	 in	 the	United	States	who	offer	better	

employee	benefits	have	better	gender	representation	and	equality	throughout	leadership.	

Despite	 the	 small,	 highly	 selected	 sample,	 I	 still	 find	 that	 offering	 reimbursement	 for	 in	

vitro	 and	 other	 fertility	 procedures	 results	 in	 fewer	 managers	 and	 executives	 who	 are	

women.	 Firms	 may	 perceive	 these	 procedures	 to	 be	 unnecessary	 costs	 associated	 with	

hiring	women,	 ultimately	 resulting	 in	 fewer	women	 available	 to	 be	 promoted.	 However,	

this	may	also	be	due	to	a	lag	of	women’s	responses	to	a	company’s	change	of	policy	–	the	
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benefit	is	being	offered,	but	the	gender	representation	has	not	yet	increased.	There	is	also	

evidence	that,	holding	all	else	equal,	policies	that	shift	the	burden	off	of	women	and	more	

onto	men,	so	that	two	parents	share	the	responsibility	together,	results	in	more	women	in	

executive	 and	 manager	 leadership	 roles.	 Specifically	 in	 companies	 that	 have	 more	 paid	

weeks	off	for	new	dads,	there	is	a	greater	percentage	of	women	in	manager	and	executive	

roles.	 Increasing	paid	paternity	 leave	 incentivizes	men	to	support	their	 families,	relieving	

their	female	partners	in	many	cases.	In	these	firms,	women	remain	competitive	with	their	

respective	workforce	male	counterparts	because	they	are	on	level	playing	fields	with	them	

as	 they	 are	not	penalized	 for	 taking	paid	 time-off	 for	 their	 families.	 Evidently,	 firms	 that	

have	employee	benefit	policies	that	shift	and	share	the	burden	from	women	to	men	have	

greater	percentages	of	women	in	executive	and	manager	leadership	positions.	

	

The	 limitations	of	 the	study	arise	primarily	 from	the	 lack	of	available	data,	as	many	data	

sources	 that	 include	 firm-specific	 information	 have	 confidentiality	 agreements	 with	

companies	 that	prohibit	organizations	and	 scholars	 from	sharing	 the	data.	 In	 addition	 to	

the	 data	 availability	 restriction,	 the	 study’s	 data	 source	 has	 a	 small,	 limited	 number	 of	

observations	that	include	a	selection	bias	because	companies	choose	to	opt-in	and	submit	

answers	to	Working	Mother,	who	then	chooses	the	best	one	hundred	firms.	As	seen	in	the	

data	section,	it	is	clear	that	the	companies	on	Working	Mother’s	list	have	better	employee	

benefit	policies	as	well	as	better	gender	representation	in	leadership	than	most	American	

firms.	 Nevertheless,	 it	 is	 not	 clear	 whether	 the	 mechanism	 that	 determines	 gender	

representation	in	 leadership	is	different	 in	these	firms	in	comparison	with	the	rest	of	the	

companies	in	the	United	States.	Therefore,	this	study’s	estimates	would	be	more	precise	if	



	

	 41	

there	were	available	data	from	a	random	sample	of,	 for	example,	Fortune	500	companies	

rather	than	Working	Mother’s	100	Best	Companies	list	in	order	to	determine	whether	the	

relationship	between	employee	benefits	and	gender	representation	in	leadership	remains	

the	same	regardless	of	the	sampling	bias.	However	despite	these	weaknesses,	the	Working	

Mother	Best	 Companies	 data	 used	 in	 the	 study	provide	disaggregated	data	 on	particular	

employee	 benefits	 and	 gender	 representation,	making	 the	 data	 the	 best	 fit	 for	 the	 study	

within	the	time	frame	of	a	senior	honors	thesis.	

	

Future	 research	 should	 use	 a	 comprehensive,	 rich	 data	 set	 that	 includes	more	 than	 one	

hundred	 observations	 and	 includes	 a	 broader,	 non-selected	 random	 sample	 of	 firms.	 A	

more	 precise	 predictor	 of	 gender	 representation	 in	 leadership	 would	 also	 include	

additional	 independent	 variables	 that	 relate	 to	 the	 supply	 and	 demand	 of	 employee	

benefits,	 and	 therefore	 the	 supply	 and	 demand	 of	 labor.	Wage,	 in	 particular,	would	 be	 a	

helpful	addition	to	better	understand	women’s	incentives	to	remain	working	in	addition	to	

employee	benefits.	However,	 the	data	set	used	 in	 this	study	does	not	 include	any	 income	

related	 information	 or	 data	 points.	 With	 more	 observations	 and	 more	 independent	

variables,	a	future	study	can	ideally	uncover	further	relationships	between	certain	benefits,	

beyond	 paid	 paternity	 leave	 and	 percentage	 of	 employees	who	 use	 flextime,	 and	 gender	

representation	 in	 leadership.	 Additionally,	 a	 future	 study	 should	 longitudinally	 analyze	

firms	with	Time	Fixed	Effects	Regressions	in	order	to	see	whether	employee	benefit	policy	

changes	 made	 in	 the	 individual	 firms	 result	 in	 increases	 in	 gender	 representation	 in	

leadership	years	later	to	account	for	any	possible	delays.	
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The	 conclusions	 of	 this	 study	 can	 help	 to	 determine	 whether	 the	 United	 States	 should	

implement	particular	required	employee	benefit	policies	that	aid	work-life	balance	in	order	

to	 promote	 gender	 equality	 in	 the	 workplace	 similar	 to	 policies	 that	 many	 European	

countries	 have	 implemented.	 Because	 of	 this	 study’s	 conclusion	 relating	 to	 shifting	 the	

familial	burden	 from	women	to	men	 in	order	 to	better	share	 the	responsibilities	and	put	

women	on	an	equal	playing	field	in	order	to	gain	experience	and	be	promoted,	this	study	

raises	 the	 question	 of	 whether	 the	 United	 States’	 lack	 of	 strict	 policies	 on	 employee	

benefits,	in	particular	regarding	family	life,	negatively	influences	gender	representation	in	

leadership	 more	 than	 in	 countries	 where	 there	 are	 policies	 particularly	 targeted	 at	

increasing	gender	parity	in	leadership,	such	as	Norway	and	Japan.		

	

In	conclusion,	this	study	suggests	to	companies	that	value	the	achievement	of	gender	parity	

to	implement	policies	that	shift	the	burden	off	of	women	to	share	it	with	men,	creating	an	

even	 playing	 field	 and	 fostering	 a	 particular	 company	 environment	 that	 is	welcoming	 of	

work-life	 balance.	 If	 we,	 as	 a	 society,	 decide	 that	 gender	 parity	 is	 imperative	 for	 future	

generations	of	Americans,	these	spreading	of	the	burden	employee	benefits	may	be	policies	

to	be	encouraged,	or	possibly	required,	by	the	American	government.			
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Appendix	
	
I.	Industry	Classifications	
	
The	 provider	 of	 the	 data,	 Working	 Mother,	 divided	 the	 companies	 into	 20	 industry	

categories:	 Consumer	 Goods	 Manufacturing;	 Food	 and	 Beverages;	 Insurance;	

Telecommunications;	 Media,	 Internet	 and	 Advertising;	 Chemicals;	 Hospitals/Healthcare;	

Law	 Firm;	 Manufacturing;	 Pharmaceutical;	 Consumer	 Products;	 Financial	 Services;	

Healthcare;	 Professional	 Services;	 Technology;	 Accounting;	 Education;	

Hotels/Lodging/Restaurants;	Management	Consulting;	and	Multiple	Industries.	This	study	

further	 reduces	 the	 industries	 to	 10	 categories:	 Pharmaceutical,	 Education,	Management	

Consulting,	 Services,	 Manufacturing,	 Health,	 Communications,	 Consumer	 Goods,	

Technology,	 and	 Multiple	 Industries.	 Services	 is	 a	 combination	 of	 Financial	 Services,	

Professional	Services,	Hotels/Lodging/Restaurants,	Accounting,	 Insurance,	and	Law	Firm;	

Manufacturing	 is	 a	 combination	 of	 Manufacturing	 and	 Consumer	 Goods	 Manufacturing;	

Health	 is	 a	 combination	 of	 Healthcare	 and	 Hospitals/Healthcare;	 Communications	 is	 a	

combination	of	Telecommunications	 and	Media,	 Internet	 and	Advertising;	 and	Consumer	

Goods	 is	 a	 combination	 of	 Consumer	 Products	 and	 Food	 and	 Beverages.	 The	

Pharmaceutical,	 Education,	Management	 Consulting,	 Technology,	 and	Multiple	 Industries	

categories	 remain	 the	 same,	 and	 the	 Chemicals	 industry	 is	 dropped	because	 none	 of	 the	

firms	fall	into	the	category.	

	

Working	Mother	currently	does	not	have	industries	for	nine	companies	on	the	list	because	

the	organization	already	changed	the	page	on	their	website	to	the	2015	Best	Company	list	

and	the	following	nine	companies	do	not	appear	on	the	2015	list.		
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This	study	defined	the	nine	missing	firms’	industries	as:	
	

	
Cisco	–Technology	 	 	 	 			

Dell	–Technology	 	 	 	 							

Deutsche	Bank	–Financial	Services		 														

Marriott	–Hotels/Lodging/Restaurants		 	

McGraw	Hill	Financial	–Financial	Services	

Oliver	Wyman	–Management	Consulting	

Patagonia	–Consumer	Products	

Rothstein	Kass	–Accounting	

Valassis	–Media,	Internet	and	Advertising

	
In	 summary	 to	 control	 for	 industry,	 the	 current	 study	 uses	Working	 Mother’s	 provided	

codes	for	the	91	observations	in	addition	to	the	above	nine.	
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