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ABSTRACT 
 

Organizations increasingly offer work-family programs to assist employees with balancing the 
competing demands of work and family life. Existing scholarship indicates that the consequences 
of work-family programs are heterogeneous across different socio-demographic groups, but 
limited research examines when and why workers within the same group may benefit differently 
from such programs. Understanding these differences may illuminate important mechanisms 
driving the effectiveness of work-family policies. We theorize that one key driver of within-
group variation in the effectiveness of work-family programs is the extent to which workers’ 
non-work social networks activate resources to support them. Specifically, we argue that workers 
whose non-work networks are less likely to activate supportive resources will benefit more from 
organizational programs. We further posit that the status characteristics of workers’ dependents 
may shape the activation of resources among non-work networks. Drawing on novel data from 
an Indian garment factory and a quasi-experimental research design, we examine how a work-
family program, employer-sponsored childcare, affects the daily work attendance of a socio-
demographically homogenous group of working mothers. We find that women whose non-work 
networks are less likely to activate informal childcare support—specifically, women with 
daughters—benefit more from employer-sponsored childcare. Supplemental interview data 
supports our theoretical claims. We conclude by discussing the contributions of our argument to 
scholarship on work-family policies and social networks. 
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WORK-FAMILY PROGRAMS AND NON-WORK NETWORKS: 
WITHIN-GROUP INEQUALITY, NETWORK ACTIVATION, AND LABOR MARKET ATTACHMENT  

 
Over the past decades, many workplace organizations have implemented an important suite of 

work-family programs that aim to support workers in balancing the often competing demands of work 

and family life (Osterman 1995; Rothbard, Phillips, and Dumas 2005; Reid 2015; Greenhaus and Powell 

2006; Lapierre et al. 2018; Fernandez-Mateo and Kaplan 2018; Sherman 2018). These programs include 

parental leave, schedule control and flexible scheduling options, childcare subsidies, and on-site childcare 

(for a review, see Kelly et al. 2008). While well-intentioned, the consequences of these work-family 

programs are mixed: sometimes they help workers and other times they do not (see Briscoe and Kellogg 

2011; Glass and Estes 1997; Eby et al. 2005). What’s more, research has shown that these programs have 

heterogeneous effects across different groups of workers. For instance, men and women often experience 

work-family programs differently: sometimes women benefit while men do not (Scandura and Lankau 

1997; Noonan, Estes, and Glass 2007).  

Limited research, however, has explored how work-family programs may have varied effects for 

workers who are part of the same socio-demographic group. Understanding this type of within-group 

heterogeneity is important because it can uncover complex inequalities, identify subgroups of workers 

who may be in need of targeted workplace interventions, and shed light on the mechanisms—including 

mechanisms outside of the workplace—that drive the effectiveness of organizational programs. 

Additionally, it may attenuate estimates of the average effects of these programs, which can result in 

understating their importance in promoting opportunities for workers. In this paper, we examine a highly 

homogenous group of workers and ask whether an organizational work-family program, employer-

sponsored childcare, has varied consequences even within this demographically similar group. We aim to 

investigate the conditions under which work-family programs may differentially affect members of a 

demographically homogenous group and ask why this might be the case.  

We contribute to the literatures on work-family programs and social networks in multiple ways. 

First, we examine whether a specific work-family policy—employer-sponsored childcare—directly 

impacts labor market attachment for a socio-demographically similar and economically disadvantaged 



 

group of workers. Here, we define labor market attachment as the accumulation of actual labor market 

experience, measured in our study as daily workplace attendance (Neumark and McLennan 1995; Alon, 

Donahoe, and Tienda 2001). Second, we develop a theory of the role of non-work social networks in 

driving within-group differences in the effectiveness of work-family programs. Specifically, we argue that 

there is an important interplay between organizational and non-organizational sources of support for 

managing the demands of work and family life. To date, the literatures on organizational work-family 

policies and informal social support from non-work sources have remained largely distinct. Third, we 

distinguish between the availability of non-work networks and the willingness of those networks to 

activate resources, and argue that workers who are less likely to have their non-work networks activate 

resources will benefit more from formal work-family programs. Finally, we highlight how the status 

characteristics of workers’ dependents, such as the gender of their child, can shape the activation of 

resources among non-work networks. In this way, paying attention to a worker’s non-work life—and the 

complex ways that support is and is not offered by social networks—becomes important to understanding 

the effectiveness of organizational work-family programs in promoting workers’ labor market attachment.  

To gain empirical traction on these arguments, we draw on a quasi-experimental research design 

and longitudinal data from a garment factory in India. The factory we study offers free, on-site childcare 

to the women who work there. However, the availability of spots in the childcare center is limited. Thus, 

women who need childcare put themselves on a waitlist and obtain access to the center at staggered and 

random times. Drawing on administrative records and supplemental survey data, we are able to track 

women’s daily attendance at work before and after they obtain access to the childcare center. Because 

workers are paid a daily wage at this factory, attendance is a key driver of women’s overall earnings and, 

thus, their economic wellbeing. We are also able to examine heterogeneity in the effects of accessing the 

childcare center among a group of similarly situated workers: they are all Indian, all economically 

disadvantaged women, all mothers, all have limited education, and all work at the same factory in India. 

We supplement our quantitative analyses with qualitative interviews conducted with women who work at 

the factory and utilized the childcare center as well as members of their families. The interview data 



 

provides additional insights into the mechanisms underlying the patterns we observe in our quantitative 

analyses. 

The article proceeds as follows. First, we discuss the existing literature on organizational work-

family policies that are intended to support workers with balancing the complexities of work and family 

life. We then develop a theory of non-work network activation that predicts which workers will benefit 

most from employer-sponsored childcare. Next, we introduce the case we will utilize to study these issues 

and discuss our data and methods, and then present our quantitative and qualitative findings. We conclude 

with a discussion of implications for scholarship on gender, work, and family, as well as social networks. 

WORK-FAMILY PROGRAMS AND LABOR MARKET ATTACHMENT 

An important suite of organizational policies attempt to tackle the challenge of balancing paid 

employment and family life for working parents (Blair-Loy and Wharton 2002; Hipp, Morrissey, and 

Warner 2017; Kossek et al. 2011; Powell and Greenhaus 2010; Rothbard 2001). Indeed, work-family 

policies, including paid parental leave, subsidized childcare, and flexible scheduling, can have positive 

consequences for parents’ abilities to deal with the competing demands of work and caregiving (Pettit and 

Hook 2005; Gornick and Meyers 2003; Thébaud 2015). In particular, work-family policies can promote 

job satisfaction, reduce work-family stress, and even increase overall well-being by reducing conflict 

between work and family life (Lyness et al. 2012; Moen et al. 2016; Kelly et al. 2014). In fact, scholars 

have documented the ways that workers with higher levels of work-family conflict or strain between work 

and non-work roles are more attracted to organizations with supportive work-family policies (Rau and 

Hyland 2002; Bretz and Judge 1994).1  

There is also reason to believe that work-family interventions could be particularly beneficial to 

disadvantaged, working-class women who often experience employment interruptions due to issues with 

their informal care networks or a lack of reliable formal childcare (Gordon, Kaestner and Korenman 

 
1 While the positive consequences of work-family policies and programs have been documented, there is also some evidence of 
null effects in this literature (for examples related to childcare policies, see Goff, Mount, and Jamison 1990; Kossek and Nichol 
1992). 
 



 

2008; Williams, Blair-Loy, and Berdahl 2013). Additionally, for low-wage women, childcare expenses 

represent a higher proportion of their incomes than they do for higher-wage, professional women 

(Demaske 2011), thus they may be particularly responsive to childcare subsidies and other forms of 

childcare support. Furthermore, non-professional workers may feel less pressure to live up to an “ideal 

worker” norm of complete commitment to their work (Kelly et al. 2010; Munsch 2016), making these 

workers less susceptible to penalties or backlash for utilizing work-family policies. 

Indeed, scholarship on governmental policies, rather than organizational policies, suggests that 

women who face social disadvantages may be particularly responsive to subsidized childcare 

interventions in terms of their labor market attachment (see Bainbridge, Meyers, and Waldfogel 2003; 

Cascio 2009; Nollenberger and Rodriguez-Planas 2011; Kimmel 1995; Byker 2016). For example, Berger 

and Black (1992) find that childcare subsidies had a strong positive effect on the probability of 

employment for low-income single mothers in Kentucky. Drawing on evidence from a policy change in 

Quebec that provided universal access to subsidized childcare, Lefebvre et al. (2009) find the policy 

increased female labor force participation, particularly among women with lower levels of education. 

Additionally, drawing on data from a randomized study of largely disadvantaged women in a slum area of 

Nairobi, Kenya, Clark et al. (2017) find evidence that there are strong positive effects of subsidized early 

childcare on women’s employment.  

Our analysis focuses on the consequences of employer-provided childcare for low-wage female 

garment factory workers in India, many of whom “earn so little that an entire month’s wages would not 

buy a single item they produce” (Chamberlain 2012, p. 1). Indeed, the women in our study have limited 

education and face social and economic barriers to advancement. In other words, they are disadvantaged 

workers and, thus, in line with the scholarship discussed above, they may be particularly responsive to 

supportive childcare policies.2 Thus, we offer our first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Among disadvantaged workers, organizational work-family programs will 
have a positive effect on labor market attachment. 

 
2 Given that our data are limited to low-wage female workers, we are not able to empirically investigate whether there are 
differences in the effects of employer-provided childcare among women who are more and less advantaged in terms of skill, 
education, or occupation. 



 

 
Heterogeneous Effects of Work-Family Programs: Between- and Within-Group Differences 

Not surprisingly, work-family interventions do not affect all workers uniformly. One prominent 

difference in outcomes appears between men and women (Barbulescu and Bidwell 2013). Scandura and 

Lankau (1997) find that perceptions of flexible hours, a likely correlate of supportive work-family 

policies, is more strongly related to organizational commitment and job satisfaction for women than for 

men.  Kelly et al. (2014) find that an experimental intervention designed to promote work-life balance 

was particularly useful for mothers in increasing their reported likelihood of having enough time for 

family. Clark et al. (2017) demonstrate gender-differentiated consequences of supervisor work-family 

support for multiple outcomes. And, Noonan, Estes, and Glass (2007) find that the use of schedule 

flexibility policies is associated with fewer weekly hours of housework for mothers, but fathers’ use of 

such policies has no association with their weekly hours of housework. There is also evidence that using 

work-family policies can bring particularly strong stigma for certain groups. In a controlled vignette-

based survey experiment, for example, Munsch (2016) finds that men who make flexplace requests due to 

childcare needs are perceived more positively than women who made flexplace requests for childcare 

purposes. Other scholars, by contrast, find that men are deeply stigmatized and face serious biases when it 

comes to requesting family leave (Rudman and Mescher 2013), seeking flexible work arrangements 

(Vandello et al. 2013), or working part-time (Pedulla 2016).  

While existing research points to important variation in the effectiveness of organizational work-

family policies between different groups, within each of these socio-demographic groups there is also 

likely to be variation in how effective work-family programs and policies are at promoting opportunity. 

Workers, even if they are part of the same socio-demographic group, have many other aspects of their 

lives affect whether they benefit from organizational policies. Paying attention to this type of within-

group inequality is important because it can provide new insights into the mechanisms driving the 

effectiveness of work-family policies. Additionally, exploring within-group heterogeneity has the 

potential to shed light on whether between-group variation in the effectiveness of work-family programs 

reflects deep differences between groups or whether it may reflect within-group mechanisms that are 



 

more or less common in different groups. Further, when within-group variation in the effectiveness of 

work-family policies is ignored, it may appear as if work-family policies have no effect, even though they 

are highly impactful for a subset of workers. In the following section, we advance our theoretical 

argument about a key driver of within-group variation in workers’ responses to work-family programs. 

NETWORKS AND WITHIN-GROUP EFFECTIVENESS OF WORK-FAMILY PROGRAMS 

When and why might workers from a socio-demographically homogenous group benefit 

differently from organizational work-family policies? We argue that workers’ non-work social networks 

are likely to play an important role in shaping within-group heterogeneity in the effect of work-family 

programs. This insight highlights the importance of how supportive organizational work-family policies 

and non-work social support intersect with one another. To date, the interrelationship and interaction 

between these two types of support has remained underexplored. Specifically, we propose a general 

process—variation in network activation—that can drive inequality within groups of socio-

demographically homogenous workers based on dependents’ status characteristics. Our central theoretical 

proposition is that formal organizational work-family programs can compensate for the unwillingness of 

workers’ non-work social networks to provide support.  

Work Versus Non-Work Networks 

Individuals develop social networks through their organizational affiliations (Small 2009), 

including workplaces. And those networks can be valuable to workers. Indeed, the importance of 

supervisors in shaping the effectiveness of work-family policies has been suggested in existing 

scholarship, even if that research was not framed around networks. Briscoe and Kellogg (2011), for 

example, find compelling evidence that workers who used a “reduced hours” work-family program at a 

large law firm had much better career outcomes if they had a powerful supervisor when they started at the 

firm. Kelly et al. (2014) too find that supervisors matter. The authors examine the impact of a program 

that trains supervisors to value the personal lives of their employees and helps workers to consider when 

and where they work. They find evidence that this intervention increased schedule control for workers, 

improved perceptions of supervisor support for family and personal life, and reduced work-family conflict 



 

(Kelly et al. 2014; see also Moen et al. 2016). A key component of the intervention in this study was the 

training of supervisors, which gave employees a connection to someone with authority who was more 

likely to be sympathetic to their personal lives and needs. 

 In this paper, we argue networks outside of the workplace can matter as well.  We thus expand 

the purview of these network arguments to consider non-work networks. We conceptualize non-work 

social networks as the set of relationships that a worker has with family members and friends outside of 

their employment. We posit that these non-work networks can serve as valuable resources for workers 

(e.g., by providing childcare) and can thus shape the effectiveness of work-family programs.  

Non-Work Networks: Structure versus Activation 

Evidence suggests that having access to non-work networks can help workers more seamlessly 

navigate work and family domains. For example, Dodson (2009) provides examples of the use of non-

work networks, including neighbors and grandparents, to manage work-family conflict in the absence of 

organizational support (see also Clawson and Gerstel 2014). Yet, the benefits that accrue through social 

networks are far from universal. Indeed, simply because one has access to a person with resources in their 

social network does not mean that resources will be activated by that person, often referred to as an 

“alter.” In other words, simply being in a structural position where one has access to non-work social 

networks is often insufficient to reap benefits. Activation is also necessary. Scholars of social networks 

have paid close attention to this distinction between network structure and network activation in order to 

better understand the ways that network-based social resources impact various outcomes (Smith 2005; 

Marin 2012; Abraham 2019; Gulati and Srivastava 2014; Kwon and Adler 2014).  

Much of scholarship in this area has focused on the role that social networks play in the job 

search process. Conditional on having access to social network resources, network members can either 

increase job seekers’ likelihood of positive outcomes through their helpful behavior or constrain a job 

seekers’ opportunities by withholding key resources.3 In the case of informal childcare assistance, the 

 
3 For example, a network alter may be concerned about putting in a good word with their employer for an individual 
because this act may put them in a difficult position with their employer if the person they refer is hired and then 
does not turn out to be a good employee. Indeed, there is evidence in the U.S. context that black job seekers are less 



 

distinction between being in a structural position where one has access to social networks (e.g., family) 

and whether those networks will activate to provide support is similarly important. Simply having family 

members nearby is unlikely to have an impact on how a worker responds to work-family policies at their 

workplace. It is the activation of those networks that really matters. 

Specifically, we argue that formal work-family programs and policies can be particularly useful 

for workers whose non-work networks do not activate resources on their behalf. Take flexible scheduling 

and schedule control policies, for example, which provide workers with the ability to alter their start and 

stop times at work as long as their workplace commitments are met (Weeden 2005; Kelly, Moen, and 

Tranby 2011). These policies can be useful for workers with obligations outside of the workplace, such as 

picking up young children from daycare or taking elderly parents to medical appointments. Conditional 

on workers having social networks in their geographic area, a formal workplace schedule control policy is 

likely to be more beneficial for workers whose network alters are less likely to provide informal support. 

When one is not able to rely on one’s social network to pick children up from daycare—even when those 

network alters are present—having an organizational policy that makes it possible to do that pick-up 

becomes much more important. This leads to our second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Among disadvantaged workers, organizational work-family programs will be 
more effective in promoting labor market attachment among workers whose non-work network 
alters are less likely to activate resources on their behalf. 
 

When Non-Work Networks May Not Activate: The Status Characteristics of Dependents 

The next step is identifying when networks are more and less likely to activate. We posit that 

socio-demographically similar workers might have dependents with different status characteristics who 

might elicit different support from workers’ non-work networks. For example, among children, some 

might have physical disabilities, some might have behavioral disorders, and some others might be 

“gifted.” We posit that such attributes can serve as status characteristics (Berger et al. 1977, Ridgeway 

1991; Correll and Ridgeway 2003) that may affect the desirability of these dependents in the eyes of 

 
likely than similar white job seekers to have their networks activate resources on their behalf during the job search 
process (Royster 2003). 



 

workers’ network alters and the likelihood of their offering childcare support. For example, “gifted” 

children might be seen as higher status and therefore, might elicit greater support from grandparents. In 

contrast, children with disabilities might be seen as lower status and, therefore, may elicit lower support 

from extended family. Other social characteristics of dependents, such as their gender or race, might also 

play in role in shaping how network alters respond to a workers’ dependents. These status characteristics 

of dependents may make it more or less likely for non-work networks to activate resources. 

Much of the existing scholarship on the intersection of work and family life collects data on 

workers’ dependents by asking workers whether they have children under 18 living with them at home 

(for example, see Scandura and Lankau 1997). Some papers go one step further and consider the number 

and age of the workers’ dependents (for example, Rau and Hyland 2002; Bretz and Judge 1994). Kelly et 

al. (2014) draw a further distinction between caring for children and caring for adult dependents. The 

existing research, however, largely does not delve into attributes of a worker’s dependents and the 

implications of having different kinds of dependents for the activation of non-work network resources. 

All dependents are not the same. Therefore, beyond the distinctions made in the extant literature, we posit 

that even among workers with roughly the same number and age profile of dependents, there can be 

variation in the status characteristics of these dependents that can affect whether non-work networks 

activate informal childcare support. 

OUR CASE OF EMPLOYER-SPONSORED CHILDCARE 

Our analysis focuses on one key work-family policy: free, on-site, employer-sponsored childcare. 

We examine the effects of this policy on women’s daily work attendance, a key indicator of labor market 

attachment. For non-salaried workers, such as the women in our study, being able to show up for work is 

central to their economic well-being and may have important consequences for promotions and career 

advancement. It also affects employer productivity (Baker-McClearn et al. 2010; Allen 1983; Miller, 

Murnane, and Willett 2008; Nicholson et al. 2006). Thus, understanding how organizational programs can 

support daily attendance provides important insights into a key outcome for both workers and 

organizations. Our case provides the opportunity to directly examine the consequences of employer-



 

provided childcare for a socio-demographically homogenous and economically disadvantaged group: 

low-skilled female garment factory workers in India.  

Family-Based Networks and Informal Childcare 

Family-based networks—a key form of non-work networks—have been shown to be valuable 

assets in enabling women’s economic activity in India (Oh 2018; Venkatesh et al. 2017). In our case, we 

posit that family-based network activation of informal childcare may vary with the status-based 

preferences of the individuals in a woman’s network (Ghysels 2011; Aassve, Arpino, and Goisis 2012). 

Our study is focused on women who are already working and, thus, must have childcare arrangements 

that enable them to participate in the labor force. Yet, even when women have childcare arrangements, 

those services may be unavailable on certain days (Gordon et al. 2008), requiring women to figure out 

alternative childcare arrangements. Many of the women in our study use informal, neighborhood-based 

childcare centers before gaining access to the employer-provided childcare center. However, these other 

centers can be unreliable. Additionally, when a child is sick, they may not be able to go to their 

neighborhood-based childcare facility. In these cases, as well as others, women may need to rely on their 

family-based networks for childcare support. Insofar as the people within those networks are less willing 

to care for particular types of children, women will be differentially able to attend work depending on the 

characteristics of their child. 

By contrast, employer-sponsored childcare centers do not discriminate in whom they care for. As 

long as the child is qualified to participate in the program, the attributes of the child will not impact 

whether they can attend the childcare center. And, in our case, women are able to bring their children to 

the employer-based childcare center even if the child is sick, in part due to the availability of on-site 

healthcare services. Additionally, employer-provided childcare may be more reliable than informal 

neighborhood-based care because the employer is likely to lose money if its workers are unable to come 

to work due to childcare center issues. Thus, women’s attendance at work may be more positively 

impacted by employer-sponsored childcare in cases where women’s social networks are less likely to 



 

activate. We focus on one specific status characteristic that may limit a woman’s social network’s 

willingness to provide informal childcare support: the gender of her child.  

When Family Networks May Not Activate: Child Gender  

Having a daughter rather than a son may limit the willingness of a woman’s family-based social 

network to provide informal childcare support in India, where there is a well-documented “son 

preference” (Arnold, Choe, and Roy 1998; Clark 2000; Das Gupta et al. 2003; Pande and Astone 2007). 

Evidence for “son preferences” is found in a broad array of empirical literature. For example, 

Jayachandran and Pande (2017) write, “The Indian firstborn height advantage [a key marker of nutritional 

investments] only exists for sons, and the drop-off varies with siblings’ gender … in ways consistent with 

the hope for a male heir determining Indian parents’ fertility decisions and their allocation of resources 

among their children” (p. 1). There is also evidence that boys receive more childcare time from parents 

than girls (Barcellos, Carvalho, and Lleras-Muney 2014) and even that child mortality rates for girls 

significantly exceed child mortality rates for boys (Arnold et al. 1998). These status dynamics that exist 

around the gender of a child may lead to additional challenges for women who have daughters compared 

to women who have sons, because of the preferences and biases that exist in their family-based networks.  

These “son preferences” are likely to intersect in important ways with how family-based 

networks activate to provide childcare support, making them more likely to provide informal childcare for 

sons than for daughters. As a result, mothers with sons may still be able to attend work when their regular 

childcare arrangement is unavailable whereas mothers with daughters may not. Thus, women with 

daughters may benefit more from employer-provided childcare than women with sons.  

Empirical Predictions 

Applying our theoretical argument to our particular case produces a set of empirical predictions 

that we are able to test with our data. First, we expect to see a positive relationship between access to 

employer-provided childcare and women’s daily attendance. Second, we posit that there will be within-

group variation in the effects of employer-sponsored childcare by non-work network activation, not 

structure. We predict that – among the demographically homogenous group of disadvantaged workers in 



 

our data – access to employer-sponsored childcare will have similar effects for individuals who do and do 

not have access to family networks. However, we predict that access to employer-sponsored childcare 

will more positively affect the daily attendance of women whose networks do not activate supportive 

resources, which in our context is captured by women with daughters.  

DATA AND METHODS 

To evaluate the empirical predictions developed in the previous section, we obtained access to a 

large garment factory in India employing over 1,800 women in low-skill jobs. The factory we studied was 

established in 2001 and is located in the outskirts of the southern Indian city of Bangalore. The factory 

specializes in producing menswear, primarily trousers and jackets, and produces on average 100,000 

trousers and 50,000 jackets per month. The factory we study provides employer-sponsored childcare to its 

women workers through an on-site childcare facility. Such childcare service is not uncommon in India, as 

the Factories Act of 1948, a key piece of legislation in India’s employment law, mandates that 

manufacturing facilities employing more than 30 women provide “a suitable room or rooms for the use of 

children under the age of six years” (Factories Act, 1960).  

The childcare center in the factory we study is housed in an administrative building on the factory 

premises, a short walk away from the shop floor. Mothers are allowed to visit their children during their 

work breaks. The childcare center is run by two women trained in the care of children and infants. The 

brightly painted and mural-decorated childcare center consists of two rooms and a washroom. The first, a 

“sleeping” room, stocks a row of cots and cradles for the children, while the second, a “learning and play” 

room, has a blackboard, some educational material, and toys. The factory also provides for the children’s 

food and health needs: the factory canteen prepares breakfast, lunch, and an afternoon snack for the 

children in the childcare center. Additionally, the factory’s resident nurse treats children when they 

become sick and also conducts regular health checkups of all the children in the childcare center. The 

childcare center, including meals and healthcare, is free of charge for the workers.  

Our interview data with working mothers at the factory indicate that they are pleased with the 

quality of care in the childcare center. However, women at the factory do not receive immediate access to 



 

the on-site childcare facility because the childcare center can accommodate a maximum of one hundred 

children at a time. Therefore, working mothers desiring childcare services put their names on a waitlist 

maintained by the factory’s human resources department. When a vacancy in the childcare center opens, 

the worker at the top of the waitlist is offered the opportunity to enroll her child in the childcare center. 

The timing of such vacancies is hard to anticipate given the generally high level of satisfaction with the 

quality of childcare. 

Quantitative Data and Identification Strategy 

We obtained access to three sources of quantitative data maintained by the factory in order to 

investigate our key research question about the conditions under which a socio-demographically 

homogenous group of working mothers might benefit differently from employer-sponsored childcare. The 

sources of information include: 1) the factory’s childcare center records, 2) data on the daily attendance of 

each worker, and 3) data on workers’ demographic and family characteristics. Using these sources, we 

constructed a dataset at the worker-date level tracking the daily attendance of 160 working mothers 

between April 2012 and January 2016, where every worker in the sample used the childcare center for 

some amount of time in our observation period. This sample of 160 women, while a small proportion of 

the factory’s worker population, represented the full universe of women who used the childcare facility 

during our observation window. All of the workers we study are employed in full-time positions. 

The factory’s childcare center records allowed us to construct our sample of 160 workers by 

providing us details on when workers received access to the childcare center as well as basic descriptive 

characteristics of the children in the childcare center. The attendance records tracked whether a given 

worker was present on a particular date, which serves as our dependent variable. Finally, we obtained data 

on some worker characteristics, such as their marital status and household composition, which we merged 

into our dataset to facilitate an investigation of our proposed network process explaining within-group 

heterogeneity in the effectiveness of work-family programs. These data on worker characteristics were 

collected by the factory through a survey conducted at the time women entered the organization. 

However, the survey was administered unevenly by officers at the factory, resulting in some missing 



 

data.4 We supplemented this survey data by contacting workers in our sample whose phone numbers we 

had access to in July 2018 in an effort to fill in missing data. This exercise provided us with some 

additional data on worker characteristics. Because we were still not able to obtain all data for all women 

in our sample, some analyses are limited to a subsample for whom we were able to obtain the relevant 

data. 

We begin our analyses by examining the direct effect of employer-sponsored childcare on 

working mothers’ daily attendance. In order to identify this effect, we exploit two key features of our 

setting and data. First, working mothers in the factory gain access to the on-site childcare center at 

different points in time, and this timing is quasi-exogenous since it depends on vacancies at the childcare 

center. Importantly, given that a worker does not know when a vacancy will open up, she is unlikely to 

change her attendance behavior in anticipation of getting access to the childcare center.  Second, the vast 

majority of the women in our sample get access to the childcare center during our observation period, 

allowing us to track their attendance both before and after they start using the childcare center.  

Using these two features, we employ a within-person analytic approach as our identification 

strategy. We compare the daily attendance patterns of the same woman before and after receiving access 

to the childcare center. This analytic strategy reduces concerns about time-invariant differences in 

observed and unobserved individual worker characteristics, and is therefore superior to an alternative 

strategy of comparing women who use the employer-sponsored childcare to a different set of women with 

young children who do not use the employer-sponsored childcare. We are thus able to estimate models 

with worker-specific fixed effects as well as time fixed effects to approximate a causal relationship 

between employer-sponsored childcare and working mothers’ daily attendance.5 Note that an alternative 

research design would have entailed comparing workers who received access to childcare to those on the 

waitlist for the program. While this design has been shown to be powerful in estimating the effects of 

 
4 We note that the women in our sample who were surveyed do not seem to be systematically different from the women who 
were not surveyed along demographic characteristics available for both groups. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for women 
in our sample (n=160) and Appendix A presents descriptive statistics for the women who were surveyed (n=59). 
5 In Appendix B, we show that our results are also robust to using random effects models. 



 

work-family programs by constructing a credible “control” group (Kossek and Nichol 1992), we do not 

have access to the waitlist. 

Having estimated the direct relationship between employer-sponsored childcare and working 

mothers’ daily attendance, we are then able to approximate a causal estimate of the differential effect of 

employer-sponsored childcare for mothers enrolling girls versus mothers enrolling boys in the childcare 

center, exploiting the fact that whether a mother has a boy or girl is random.6 We also estimate how these 

effects vary depending on whether a worker’s spouse or parents (i.e., the child’s grandparents) are present 

in the household.  

Key Variables and Statistical Methods 

The main dependent variable in our analysis is daily attendance at the factory for our sample of 

working mothers. Daily attendance is a dichotomous variable that takes the value of 1 when a worker was 

present at work on a given date and 0 when she was absent. When a worker is recorded as being present 

for half the workday, we code these observations as absences since the worker was unable to fully 

participate in work on that day.7 Given this dichotomous dependent variable, we employ logistic 

regression techniques for analyzing daily attendance.  

Our first independent variable is a categorical variable called Post Childcare that is defined at the 

individual worker level. Post Childcare takes the value of 1 on dates on or after the date the worker's 

child began attending the employer childcare center and 0 on dates that preceded this date. This allows us 

to conduct a within-worker comparison of how childcare center access shapes daily attendance at work. 

Additionally, we analyze the differential effect of employer-sponsored childcare for women enrolling 

sons versus daughters in the childcare center. We measure this differential impact using an interaction 

term Post Childcare x Daughter, where Daughter is a binary variable that takes the value of 1 when the 

child being enrolled in the childcare center is a girl and 0 when the child is a boy.  

 
6 The exception to this is if there is a high rate of sex-selective abortion. While there may be some sex-selective abortions in 
India, we do not believe that it is a large enough phenomenon to be a significant threat to the validity of our findings, in part 
because sex-selective abortion is less common in the state of Karnataka, where our data were collected, than in other parts of 
India (Shetty and Shetty 2014). 
7 All our results are robust to coding half-days as the worker being present (see Appendix C). 



 

Finally, in order to test whether non-work network activation underlie our child gender results, 

we exploit variation in family characteristics among our sample of working mothers. In particular, we 

split our overall sample by (1) whether the worker’s spouse is present in the household and (2) whether at 

least one of her parents or in-laws is present in the household. We then rerun our analyses examining the 

moderating role of child gender on the consequences of childcare access for women’s daily attendance 

separately for households with and without workers’ spouses and parents. We also analyze the differential 

effect of employer-sponsored childcare for women with and without spouses and parents in their 

households using the interaction terms Post Childcare x Spouse Present and Post Childcare x Parent 

Present, to test the importance of network structure on workers’ responsiveness to work-family 

programs.8 

Qualitative Data and Methods 

To triangulate our argument that the activation of women’s non-work network depends on their 

dependents’ status characteristics, we conducted 22 semi-structured interviews with 20 interviewees (two 

interviewees were interviewed twice) in Bangalore, India, the city where our factory is located, in 

addition to engaging in numerous informal conversations. These interviews were conducted in-person in 

July and August 2018 by a research assistant. The interview subjects included 11 working mothers and 9 

family members (6 spouses, 2 mothers-in-law, and 1 mother). All of the working mothers were employed 

at the factory that we are studying and had sent at least one of their children to the on-site childcare 

facility.9 Note that there is 60% overlap between the working mothers in the interview sample and the 

quantitative analysis sample. We could not achieve 100% overlap due to the time lag between our 

quantitative and qualitative data collection efforts, making it difficult to track workers in the original 

 
8 We conducted all statistical analyses using Stata. 
9 From the factory, we obtained phone numbers of 47 working mothers who had used the childcare facility. While we attempted 
to contact all 47 women, only 12 phone numbers were viable leads. Individuals in this setting do not have stable phone numbers 
because they are often not able to make their monthly phone payments; further, the factory does not keep up-to-date records. As 
such, when we called the 35 other phone numbers provided to us, our calls were not picked up by the working mothers in 
question or alternatively, our calls were met with “this number does not exist” messages. Out of the 12 mothers we were able to 
establish contact with, 11 agreed to be interviewed. We asked each of these 11 interviewees, at the end of our interview with 
them, to put us in touch with an adult family member in their household. While all 11 interviewees referred us to either a spouse, 
parent, or parent-in-law, we were able to conduct interviews with only nine family members; the remaining two family members 
canceled initial interviews scheduled with them and did not respond to our subsequent requests to reschedule. 



 

sample. We do not consider this to be a problem, though, as the different samples give us additional data 

with which to examine our theoretical argument.10  

The interviews lasted an average of 46 minutes, and were conducted in Kannada, the local 

language, with the assistance of a translator. We used a semi-structured interview format. In these 

interviews, we asked about the interviewee’s relationship with each of the children in the household, how 

much they and other members of their family helped take care of the children, as well as experiences with 

and opinions of the employer and the employer-provided childcare facility. The interviews were 

conducted at the interviewees’ homes on weekends or in the evenings, after work hours. The interviews 

were conducted in private, ensuring that no one but the interviewer and translator could hear the 

interviewee’s responses, even if there were other family members present at home and even if we also 

interviewed some of these family members. The interviews were all recorded, translated, and transcribed 

in English. We analyzed the transcribed interviews using the Atlas.ti qualitative software package, which 

facilitates attaching labels or codes to portions of text to track patterned activities and issues across the 

transcripts (Spradley 1979, Charmaz 2006).  

RESULTS 

 We begin our analysis by examining the sample of factory workers and children receiving access 

to childcare in our observation period. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics on the working mothers in 

Panel A and on the children in Panel B. All 160 workers in our sample were female and the workers had 

1.8 children on average.11 Working mothers in our sample had a mean tenure of 4 months at this factory 

and were, on average, 25 years old at the time of receiving childcare access. About 10% of these working 

mothers were single and about 30% lived with their parents. The working mothers earned a mean starting 

wage of Rs. 275 per day (translating to roughly $4.25 per day) and, on average, they were present 89% of 

working days. Their likelihood of turnover between April 2012 and January 2016 was 27.5%. With 

respect to the children entering the childcare center in our observation period, about 48% of the children 

 
10 See Appendix D for more details about the interview sample. 
11 Our results are robust to keeping only women with one child in our dataset, as shown in Appendix E. 



 

were female, they were on average 1.9 years old (the youngest was 0.7 years old and the oldest was 6.6 

years old) and had 0.8 siblings. Importantly, only 1.2% of them had siblings in the same childcare facility. 

Therefore, for simplicity, we only keep in our dataset the first child who received access to the childcare 

facility in a given family. 

[Table 1 About Here] 

Main Effects of Employer-Sponsored Childcare 

Quantitative Data. Next, we examine the consequences of receiving access to childcare on the 

likelihood of attending work. Table 2 presents estimates from a logistic regression of daily attendance on 

the Post Childcare variable. Models (1) and (3) do not include month and year fixed effects, while models 

(2) and (4) include them. Models (3) and (4) include worker fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered by 

worker in all models. The coefficients vary slightly in size after controlling for worker and month/year 

fixed effects. We will interpret the results in model (4), our most stringent specification, for brevity. The 

positive and statistically significant coefficient for Post Childcare indicates that, when women received 

access to employer-sponsored childcare, their odds of being present at work were 1.71 times higher 

(exp[0.536]=1.71) than when they did not have access to such childcare provisions, after controlling for 

worker and month/year fixed effects. This amounts to a roughly 5.5 percentage point increase in women’s 

attendance after receiving access to childcare. Specifically, women’s attendance rises from 84.6%, on 

average, before receiving access to 90.1%, on average, after receiving access. This suggests that 

employer-sponsored childcare has a large, positive, and meaningful effect on working mothers’ labor 

market attachment among economically disadvantaged women workers in India.  

[Table 2 About Here] 

Qualitative Data. Our qualitative data support the quantitative findings. The mothers we spoke 

with indicated that their attendance as well as other work outcomes improved after they received access to 

their employer's childcare center. One mother said, “So last week my child fell sick, but I didn’t take 

leave because it was a light fever” (#W10). She continued, “Compared to before, I take less leave [now] 

because I have childcare next to my working place. My output has also increased.” Her spouse agreed, 



 

saying, “Since the childcare center is next to them, … she [my wife] takes much less leave and can also 

work more” (#S5). Another working mother said, “If the factory did not have such [childcare] facilities, I 

might not go to work. Since they have it within the factory, that’s why I’m going there” (#W12). Her 

mother-in-law added, “It’s good to have such facilities so that women can concentrate on their job” (#P3). 

Thus, the qualitative reports from workers and their family members are in line with our quantitative 

findings. 

Variation in Non-Work Network Activation by Child Gender  

 Quantitative Data. Now that we have an estimate of the main effect of gaining access to 

childcare on working mothers’ daily attendance, we next explore how the effect varies, first, depending 

on a working mother’s non-work network structure, and second, based on whether or not a working 

mother’s non-work networks activate to provide informal childcare support. Table 3 explores whether 

having access to network alters affects workers’ responsiveness to employer-sponsored childcare, the 

network structure argument. Specifically, Table 3 estimates whether the effect of receiving access to 

childcare varies based on whether the worker’s spouse or parents are present in the household. Table 3 

presents estimates from a logistic regression of daily attendance on the interaction term Post Childcare x 

Spouse Present in Models (1) and (2), and the interaction term Post Childcare x Parent Present in Models 

(3) and (4). Models (1) and (3) do not include month/year and worker fixed effects, while models (2) and 

(4) include them. Standard errors are clustered by worker in all models.12 The interaction term in each 

model indicates that the benefit of access to childcare for working mothers whose spouses or parents are 

absent is not significantly greater than the benefit for working mothers whose spouses or parents are 

present. In other words, network structure alone, or having access to network alters, does not affect 

workers’ responsiveness to employer-sponsored childcare.  

 [Table 3 About Here] 

 
12 Given potential concerns about interpreting the statistical significance for interaction terms in logistic regression models 
(Allison 1999; Ai and Norton 2003), we also estimated the models in Table 3 (and later in Table 4) using linear probability 
models. The findings, presented in Appendix F, are consistent with this alternative specification. In some cases, statistical 
significance levels are altered, but remain below the .10 threshold in all instances. 



 

However, as discussed before, the presence of a network may not itself be sufficient. For women 

workers in India, having a girl rather than a boy may limit the willingness of their family-based network 

to activate childcare support. Therefore, in our analyses, we next investigate the differential effect of 

obtaining access to the childcare center on working mothers’ daily attendance by their child’s gender. 

Table 4 presents these results. The estimates are from a logistic regression including variables for Post 

Childcare, Daughter, and the interaction term Post Childcare x Daughter. The categorical variable 

Daughter takes a value of 1 when the child in the childcare center is a girl and 0 when the child is a boy. 

Again, Model (1) includes no fixed effects, which enables us to estimate the relationship between having 

a daughter and working mothers’ attendance. Model (2) includes month/year fixed effects, Model (3) 

includes only worker fixed effects (no month/year fixed effects), and Model (4) includes both sets of 

fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered by the worker in all models.  

In Models (1) and (2), we see that the coefficient for Daughter is large, negative, and statistically 

significant, suggesting that women with daughters have lower odds of being present at work than women 

with sons before gaining access to the childcare center. In Models (3) and (4), when we add worker-fixed 

effects, the coefficient for Daughter cannot be estimated because Daughter does not vary across 

observations for the same worker. Across the models, we see that the coefficient for Post Childcare x 

Daughter is large, positive, and statistically significant. Moreover, the coefficient for Post Childcare is 

not statistically significant, suggesting that receiving access to childcare was not statistically meaningful 

for working mothers with sons. Additional calculations indicate that the attendance of women with 

daughters went up by 7.5 percentage points in response to receiving access to childcare, whereas the 

attendance of women with sons went up by 2.5 percentage points. Overall, this indicates that getting 

access to childcare matters significantly more for women with daughters than for women with sons. 

[Table 4 About Here] 

To test our hypothesis that non-work network activation depends on the child's gender, we next 

split our overall sample by whether the worker’s spouse or parents are present in the household and rerun 

our analyses examining the moderating role of child gender on the consequences of childcare access for 



 

women’s daily attendance. All models include worker and month/year fixed effects. Standard errors are 

clustered by the worker in all models. For ease of interpretation, we visually depict our key regression 

coefficients using the various subsamples for Post Childcare x Daughter in Figure 1.13  

In Figure 1, the first bar represents the overall estimated effect of childcare access on the log odds 

of being present at work for working mothers with daughters as compared to sons using the full sample. 

Note that the depicted value in this first bar, 0.59, is the same as the Post Childcare x Daughter 

coefficient from Model (4) of Table 4. The next four bars represent the estimated effect of childcare 

access on the log odds of being present at work for working mothers with daughters as compared to sons 

when a) the woman’s spouse is present, b) the woman’s spouse is absent, c) the woman’s parent is 

present, and d) the woman’s parent is absent. The bar chart indicates that the additional benefits of access 

to childcare for working mothers with daughters are concentrated among the group of working mothers 

whose spouse or parent is present (and that these differential benefits by child gender are 

indistinguishable from zero when the spouse and parent are absent). In other words, when network alters 

are present, access to childcare is particularly beneficial for women with daughters. Figure 1 provides 

more direct evidence for our proposed mechanism of family-based network activation by highlighting that 

those women with family-based networks at home are likely to benefit from employer-sponsored 

childcare when they have children whose characteristics are less likely to draw support from these 

networks. Thus, non-work network activation is necessary to understand variation in the consequences of 

work-family programs. 

[Figure 1 About Here] 

 We further tested the statistical significance of the difference in regression coefficients between 

the two sets of subsamples (second bar versus third bar, and fourth bar versus fifth bar) using a Chow test 

(Chow 1960). The large and significant values of the Chow test (63.33 for spouse present versus absent 

and 193.17 for parent present versus absent) indicate that the regression coefficients in the spouse present 

subsample are statistically significantly different from the regression coefficients in the spouse absent 

 
13 The full regression table is included in Appendix G.  



 

subsample, and similarly that the regression coefficients in the parent present versus parent absent 

subsamples are different.14 We additionally estimated a logistic regression model of daily attendance on 

the three-way interaction between (a) Post Childcare, Daughter, and Spouse Present, and (b) Post 

Childcare, Daughter, and Parent Present. The findings from this analysis demonstrate that Post 

Childcare x Daughter varies significantly (in a statistical sense) based on whether a working mother’s 

spouse or parent is present versus absent.15 Put together, the Chow test and the three-way interactions 

offer some evidence that the differential benefits of access to childcare by child gender are more prevalent 

among the group of working mothers whose spouse or parent is present than for the group of working 

mothers whose spouse or parent is absent. Overall, our quantitative data offer support for our proposition 

that one key reason why women with daughters as compared to women with sons might benefit 

differentially from access to childcare is because of differential non-work network activation. 

Qualitative Data. Apart from the quantitative evidence presented above, we utilize our interview 

data with working mothers, their spouses, and their parents to provide additional support for our network-

based argument about why organizational programs might be differentially effective for a group of socio-

demographically homogenous women. Our qualitative data provide direct evidence that family-based 

network alters make choices about when and how to offer support, resulting in more support for sons than 

for daughters.  

 In response to the question, “Do you have any support in taking care of your children?” one 

working mother with a son and daughter described how she had more support for her son. She said, “I 

have an aunt in the neighborhood, my mother’s sister, [who] lives nearby. So she usually helps to pick up 

 
14 We also ran the Chow test using models without worker and month/year fixed effects. The Chow test statistic remains robust 
with this alternative specification, giving us confidence that the fixed effects are not producing the large and significant values of 
the Chow test. These results are presented in Appendix H. 
15 Appendix I presents the results. Models 1 and 3 include the entire sample of working mothers whom we have spouse and 
grandparent data for, respectively, while Models 2 and 4 use a slightly smaller, more conservative sample constructed by 
dropping attendance data for women before the birth of their focal child (in the pre-childcare access period), as women were yet 
to experience increased childcare responsibilities. The regression table demonstrates that the three-way interaction between Post 
Childcare, Daughter, and Spouse Present is statistically significant at the .10 level in Model 2 with the slightly reduced sample, 
and the three-way interaction between Post Childcare, Daughter and Parent Present is statistically significant at the .10 level in 
both Models 3 and 4. In Appendix J, we re-ran our key regressions with the reduced sample constructed by dropping attendance 
data for women before the birth of their focal child (in the pre-childcare access period) and note that our regressions are robust to 
this specification and in fact, our key coefficients become larger. 



 

[my son] and he spends around 2 hours in the aunt’s house and then she brings him back home. By that 

time, he finishes all his homework” (#W4). Asked if this aunt helps take care of the daughter also, the 

working mother said, “No, the daughter spends all the time at home itself, and she rarely goes to the 

aunt’s house” (#W4). Another working mother who also had both a son and daughter said, “Actually my 

parents don’t have kids, I’m the one and only kid for them, they were feeling very alone, so that’s why 

they offered to take care of my son” (#W7). Upon asking why they do not take care of her daughter, she 

reflected, “Actually, my daughter is better than my son ... she follows and understands better and listens 

[to instructions]. ... When we compare both of them, I find she is better, but my parents help my son only” 

(#W7). She added, “One of my uncles lives near my parents, and he also helps to take care of my son 

after the school hours and getting him ready and other stuff. ... He also doesn’t help my daughter” 

(#W7).” Yet another working mother, who also had a daughter, said, “My mother ... prefers to take care 

of her grandson ... she helps her grandson get ready for school, like taking a bath or feeding him food ... 

she takes him to the playground so that he will play with other kids ... she’ll get food or snacks for him, if 

he wants” (#W14).” A working mother’s spouse whom we interviewed also admitted, “I spend half an 

hour to two hours every day with [my son] only. I take care of him”(#S6). The interviewer then asked, 

“How about your other children?” referring to his two daughters. The spouse responded, “No, I don’t 

spend much time with them, I’m always with my son only, whenever I get free time” (#S6). 

 Our interviews revealed that family networks activated for male children but withheld informal 

childcare support to female children as a result of bias against the girl child or preferential treatment for 

the boy child. For example, one working mother explained that her aunt who takes care of her son 

“doesn’t take care of [her daughter]” (#W4). Upon probing why this aunt takes care of her son only, the 

working mother said, “My aunt who is living here, she has a lot of ... too much attachment towards the 

boy child, that’s why she bonds with him and takes care [of him only]” (#W4). Another working mother, 

describing her spouse’s activation behavior said, “So actually he’s more attached to our son than our 

daughter….since [our son] was born, [my husband] takes care of him more and [my husband] spends a lot 



 

of time with him [because] he’s very attached to [our son]” (#W3). Another working mother explained 

why her mother-in-law only takes care of her son. She said: 

When [my second daughter] was born, that time itself my mother-in-law felt like you already had 
one girl, it would be … if you had a boy child, that would be nice. We had planned only for two 
kids, but since we didn’t have a boy, [my mother-in-law] forced us to have one more kid and then 
[my son] was born … And when [my son] was born, she was very happy. Like finally they had a 
boy baby … my mother-in-law likes my son. And for this third child, she is always there to take 
care … She came to help out only when he was born, not for the other children. She stayed back 
here for months together, like 4 months, 5 months. She was helping in all sorts of ways, like taking 
care, bathing, feeding food (#W10). 
 

 The qualitative evidence is clear on one point: boys are more likely than girls to be cared for by 

individuals in their mother’s family-based social network. The interviews provide additional evidence that 

it is as a result of family members’ lower willingness to take care of girls that organizational resources 

matter more to mothers with daughters. A working mother’s mother-in-law whom we interviewed said, 

“[the childcare center] is more important for the girl children … In the home, there would be one or the 

other family members who prefers to take care of boy children rather than girl children” (#P3). A working 

mother corroborated, “For the girl child, it [the childcare center] is more important” (#W7). She 

continued, “My parents are not taking care of [my daughter], they are not even letting [my daughter] into 

[their] house. That’s why I think [my factory] is the best place because they have a crèche there to take 

care, that’s why” (#W7). 

 The interview data presented above thus provides evidence in support of our theoretical 

argument: working mothers with sons seem to receive more support from their non-work social networks 

and as such, organizational work-family resources matter more for women with daughters. 

Ruling out Alternative Mechanisms 

We next address three alternatives to our proposed mechanism of network activation underlying 

the differential effectiveness of employer-sponsored childcare. First, could it be that working mothers do 

not trust their family networks to take care of their daughters? Upon asking one working mother this, she 

said, “My in-laws or my parents are equal to me in taking care. I trust them…it’s not that I know how to 

do a better job of taking care of my daughter…they can treat [kids] very well and they know how to take 

care of the children…[the problem is convincing them] to spend more time with the daughters (#W6).” 



 

Thus, the issue appears to be with the willingness of network members to provide care, rather than 

differential trust among mothers with sons versus daughters. 

 Second, could it be that women’s family members are constrained in their ability to take care of 

daughters, perhaps because of a correlation between women with daughters and whether or not their 

family members are employed themselves? While in our interviews, we did come across some variation 

in the extent to which family members were employed, this variation seemed to stem from economic need 

rather than being driven by any characteristics of the children. Further, these employment decisions 

seemed to predate the birth of the working mother’s children. For example, one working mother 

explained: “… earlier, when my parents were in their native village, they were not working … but when 

they shifted here to Bangalore, then they started working … (#W5).” She explained that the cost of living 

in Bangalore was much higher and they needed to work. In this way, family networks’ decisions to work 

seemed unrelated to the characteristics of the working mothers’ children. 

Finally, could our findings be driven by working mothers wanting to keep their daughters close to 

them, but not having that preference for their sons? Our findings in Figure 1 provide evidence against the 

potential counter-argument that women’s own preferences – rather than the preferences of their family-

based social networks – produce the differential consequences of childcare access for women with 

daughters. If women’s own preferences were driving the child gender results, we would expect to see no 

differences in childcare benefits across women with and without access to family-based network support. 

Broader Economic and Career Implications of Childcare Access 

In many settings, including the factory that we study, daily attendance is directly linked to 

workers’ monetary compensation and, therefore, it is useful to consider how childcare access might 

influence the money that a working mother takes home to support her family. Individual workers’ wage 

rates remain unchanged during our observation period, but because the earning of daily wages is 

contingent on showing up to work, working mothers earn more by showing up to work on a more regular 

basis. We quantify the change in working mothers’ take-home earnings once they receive access to 

employer childcare. We find that when women receive access to childcare, they earn approximately 10% 



 

more, on average, than when they did not have access to such childcare provisions, after controlling for 

worker and month/year fixed effects. Further, we find that the monetary gains of receiving childcare 

access are magnified for working mothers with daughters, whose family-based networks are less likely to 

offer informal childcare support. Thus, receiving access to employer-sponsored childcare has real and 

tangible consequences on the economic livelihoods of low-skilled working mothers in India. 

We also investigate the effect of access to employer-sponsored childcare on working mothers’ 

turnover from this factory. Losing their job can place an economic burden on individuals and also negates 

the possibility of advancing within the organization. In order to conduct this analysis, we constructed a 

comparison sample of 271 working mothers employed at the factory who had a child six years old or 

younger, but who did not use the on-site childcare facility during our observation period. We then 

compared attrition rates for mothers in this sample with the attrition rates in our previous sample of 160 

mothers who used the employer childcare. We find that working mothers who received access to the 

employer childcare had 35% lower odds (exp[-0.417]=0.65) of quitting by the end of our observation 

window than working mothers who did not receive access to childcare. This relationship is stronger for 

women with daughters.16  

 We recognize limitations in both these analyses. With the wages analysis, the results are a 

function of the attendance patterns. In the turnover analyses, there might be many differences—

observable and unobservable—between the group of women who received access to the childcare center 

and those who did not receive access. These limitations notwithstanding, our analyses suggest that 

beyond affecting attendance, access to employer-sponsored childcare has broader economic and career 

implications, affecting take-home pay and turnover rates. 

DISCUSSION 

 Our findings shed new light on the interplay between organizational work-family programs and 

non-work social networks in shaping the outcomes of a socio-demographically homogenous and 

economically disadvantaged group of workers. First, data from our quasi-experimental research design 

 
16 The regression tables for both the wages and the turnover analyses are presented in Appendix K. 



 

demonstrates a direct, positive effect of gaining access to employer-sponsored childcare on disadvantaged 

women’s daily attendance at work. We therefore find support for Hypothesis 1.  

 Second, we demonstrate that the effect of this organizational program does not vary based on 

whether or not workers have family-based networks present. However, we find that the effect of this 

organizational program does vary by an important status characteristic of workers’ dependents, namely 

child gender. Specifically, the effect of access to employer-sponsored childcare on workers’ daily 

attendance is driven entirely by women with daughters. There is no effect for women with sons. Two 

types of evidence provide support for this claim. First, the differential effects of child gender emerge 

among workers who have family-based networks present. Second, our interview data indicates that 

women’s social networks tend to prefer caring for their sons rather than their daughters. Together, our 

results provide support for Hypothesis 2. 

 Below, we outline the ways that our findings contribute to the gender, work, and family literature, 

and research on social networks. 

Contributions to Research on Gender, Work, and Family   

First, scholarship on gender, work, and family has tended to focus on the independent effects of 

organizational childcare policies and family-based network support for workers’ outcomes (Glass 2004; 

Kelly et al. 2014). For example, some work has shown that organizational childcare policies can be 

beneficial for women (Hipp et al. 2017). Other work has shown the use of non-work networks to manage 

work-family conflict in the absence of organizational support (Dodson 2009). Yet, the ways that non-

work social networks intersect with organizational programs to influence the effectiveness of those 

programs has been underexplored. We highlight the importance of this type of intersection between non-

work networks and organizational work-family programs.  

Future scholarship will be well served by looking at other types of work-family policies that may 

interact with social networks outside of the workplace. For example, in the academic context, “stop the 

clock” policies for new parents on the tenure track could be an interesting case (see Manchester, Leslie, 

and Kramer 2010). These policies enable new parents to pause their tenure clock, providing them time to 



 

care for their new child without worrying that their tenure clock is ticking down. These policies may be 

particularly valuable for new parents who have social networks that provide limited childcare support 

during this period. Thus, we document that in order to increase the effectiveness of work-family 

programs, organizations would benefit from developing a deeper understanding of the domestic sphere of 

workers’ lives (where possible), something that organizations have historically shied away from. Here, 

organizations face a difficult tradeoff between offering the same work-family benefits to all employees (in 

the interest of equity) and offering employees different work-family benefits depending on the differential 

constraints that employees face outside the workplace. 

Second, understanding the domestic sphere of workers’ lives also means understanding cultural 

norms that influence which workers may be particularly disadvantaged when it comes to social network 

activation. In this paper, we show that the gender of a woman’s child can affect her responsiveness to 

employer-sponsored childcare in a garment factory in India because of the “son preference” norm. 

Outside of the Indian context, there is some evidence that child gender has important consequences as 

well. For example, Kaushal and Muchomba (2018) demonstrate that mothers of East and South Asian 

origin living in the United States spent more “quality time” with their young sons than with young 

daughters (see Das Gupta et al. 2003 for a discussion of the son preference in East Asia). Similarly, 

Crowley et. al. (2001) find that parents were three times more likely to explain science to boys than to 

girls while using interactive science exhibits in a museum. These data suggest that outside of the Indian 

context, we might also find heterogeneity in women’s responsiveness to work-family programs because 

of their own preferences to allocate their time differently with boy versus girl children. More broadly, 

apart from child gender, other status characteristics of a woman’s dependents could also affect her 

responsiveness to work-family programs. For example, there is some evidence that grandparents activate 

little support for families who have children with disabilities (Hornby and Ashworth 1994). 

Third, scholarship to date has focused on between-group variation in the effects of organizational 

work-family policies and programs for various worker outcomes (for example, Munsch 2016). For 

instance, are the effects of a particular policy different for men and women? We argue, by contrast, that 



 

there is significant within-group variation in whether workers benefit from work-family policies. 

Specifically, we argue that workers’ non-work social networks intersect with the work-family programs 

offered within their workplace to produce divergent effects. Thus, variation in program responses can 

exist even for a group of socio-demographically homogenous workers. Analyzing and untangling these 

types of variation is important for understanding the most effective ways for organizations to support 

workers. Indeed, it may point to strategies for organizations to advance opportunity for workers who are 

currently not benefitting from particular policies. At the same time, within-group variation in the response 

to organizational programs may attenuate average effects of these types of organizational interventions. If 

some individuals in a group are benefitting from a program while others are not, the program may be 

found to have little or no effect, on average, even though a subset of workers within that group are 

benefitting in important ways from the organizational intervention. 

Beyond the aforementioned theoretical contributions, our work also expands the empirical 

purview of work-family scholarship. While balancing work and family obligations is challenging for 

women in the Global South (Rajadhyaksha 2012), this population has received less attention from 

scholars of work-family policy, who generally focus on advanced industrialized countries (c.f., Berlinksi 

and Galiani 2007) and the experiences of professional women (c.f., Damaske 2011; c.f. Clark, Laszlo, 

Kabiru, and Muthuri 2017). Yet, work-family conflict is an important issue that many women and 

families are grappling with in the Global South and indeed, work-family solutions likely look different in 

this context (Poster and Prasad 2005; Walia 2013). With increasing female labor force participation in 

many parts of the world, additional scholarly attention to the policy supports necessary to ensure quality 

employment for working mothers outside of the United States and Western Europe is warranted 

(Ranganathan 2018). Our findings offer a generally positive view on this point: organizational policies 

can improve employment outcomes for disadvantaged women in the Global South. Thus, these findings 

have important implications for scholarship focused on improving gender equality and economic security 

for women and their families in the Global South. 



 

 Finally, our quasi-experimental research design enables us to generate estimates of the 

relationship between employer-provided childcare and attendance that have higher internal validity than 

many studies in this area. This is important because it enables us to address issues of selection bias that 

can hamper studies that simply compare individuals who do and do not use employer-sponsored 

childcare. The use of and access to employer-provided childcare options (instead of alternative childcare 

arrangements, such as private childcare centers or publicly funded options) may be correlated with 

economic position and, thus, any correlations between childcare use and workers’ outcomes may conflate 

the financial standing of the worker with use of or access to employer-provided childcare. 

Contributions to Research on Social Networks 

 Our theoretical contribution and empirical findings also make important contributions to 

scholarship on social networks. We develop a novel argument about the role of social networks outside of 

the workplace in shaping organizational program effectiveness. The insight that family-based and other 

non-work networks can influence how effective organizational programs are suggests an important 

avenue for future scholarship. For example, how might the quality and size of a worker’s social network 

outside of the workplace influence the ways that they benefit from networking and mentoring programs 

within the organization? Indeed, these types of organizational programs may be particularly useful for 

individuals whose non-work networks are less likely to advocate for them or activate resources on their 

behalf. Relatedly, future work could consider the ways that individuals with smaller non-work social 

networks may benefit more from organizational policies. These individuals may be less likely to receive 

support because they have fewer network alters to draw support from.  

We also distinguish between the influence of non-work network structure and activation on 

workers’ responsiveness to work-family programs. We find that whether or not a worker has social 

networks in their geographic area, such as a sibling who lives nearby, is likely insufficient in 

understanding the effectiveness of work-family policies. What really matters is whether or not the people 

in one’s network are willing to activate resources to provide support. Scholars focused on the role that 

social networks play in the job search process have made this distinction between network structure and 



 

activation. We extend this idea to the work-family domain by positing that among workers with access to 

social networks, work-family policies will be more useful for those whose network alters do not activate 

resources. We find a similar pattern of lack of activation among women’s husbands and parents, but we 

additionally note that it could be interesting for future research to examine how the social characteristics 

of the alters in one’s network shape – or do not shape – their willingness to activate resources. 

Limitations 

While our argument and findings contribute new insights to scholarship on gender, work, and 

family, and social networks, this article is not without limitations. First, while we believe our theoretical 

argument has broad consequences, our empirical case is limited to one garment factory in India. Thus, 

future work will be necessary to determine how these findings generalize to other contexts. Second, our 

quantitative data on social networks is somewhat limited. Our data on spousal and parental presence in 

the household come from different sources and has missing values. It would be useful, for example, to 

have measures of how many close contacts a woman has in the proximate geographic area, such as sisters, 

aunts, and close friends, as well as how active those individuals are in providing various types of support. 

One could also imagine that paying attention to the differential effects of support from parents versus 

parents-in-law could yield interesting findings. To address this limitation, we supplement our quantitative 

analyses with qualitative data. Yet, future quantitative work with additional network-based measures 

would be valuable. These limitations notwithstanding, we believe that our findings offer compelling 

insights for various bodies of scholarship. 

CONCLUSION 

Workplace organizations are powerful actors in helping or hindering workers in balancing the 

competing demands of work and family life. In this article, we theoretically develop and empirically test 

an underexamined process by which work-family programs can promote labor market attachment for 

workers. Specifically, we show that an organizational work-family program—employer-sponsored, on-

site childcare—can have varied consequences, even among a socio-demographically homogenous group 

of workers. We then show how the activation of workers’ social networks outside of the workplace based 



 

on status characteristics such as their child’s gender can play an important role in shaping how they 

benefit from employer-sponsored childcare. Thus, we offer new theoretical insights to scholarship on the 

work-family interface and social networks, and we set the stage for future scholarship to advance our 

understanding of the ways that organizations can intervene to enhance opportunities for their workers.  

  



 

REFERENCES 
 
Aassve, Arnstein, Bruno Arpino, and Alice Goisis. 2012. “Grandparenting and Mothers’ Labour Force 

Participation: A Comparative Analysis Using the Generations and Gender Survey.” Demographic 
Research 27(3):53-83. 

Abraham, Mabel. 2019 (Forthcoming). “Gender-role Incongruity and Audience-based Gender Bias: An 
Examination of Networking among Entrepreneurs.” Administrative Science Quarterly. 

Ai, Chunrong, and Edward C. Norton. 2003. “Interaction Terms in Logit and Probit Models.” Economic 
Letters 80:123-129. 

Allen, Steven G. 1983. “How Much Does Absenteeism Cost?” The Journal of Human Resources 18(3):379-
393. 

Allison, Paul. 1999. “Comparing Logit and Probit Coefficients Across Groups.” Sociological Methods and 
Research 28(2):186-208. 

Alon, Sigal; Debra Donahoe & Marta Tienda. 2001. “The Effects of Early Work Experience on Young 
Women’s Labor Force Attachment.” Social Forces 79(3):1005-1035. 

Arnold, Fred, Minja Kim Choe, and Tarun K. Roy. 1998. “Son Preference, the Family-Building Process and 
Child Mortality in India.” Population Studies 52(3):301–315. 

Bainbridge, Jay, Marcia Meyers, and Jane Waldfogel. 2003. “Child Care Policy Reform and the Employment 
of Single Mothers.” Social Science Quarterly 84(4):771-791. 

Baker-McClearn, Denise, Kay Greasley, Jeremy Dale, and Frances Griffith. 2010. “Absence Management and 
Presenteeism: The Pressures of Employees to Attend Work and the Impact of Attendance on 
Performance.” Human Resources Management 20(3):311-328. 

Barbulescu, Roxana, and Matthew Bidwell. 2013. “Do Women Choose Different Jobs from Men? Mechanisms 
of Application Segregation in the Market for Managerial Workers.” Organization Science 24(3):737-
756, 

Barcellos, Silvia Helena, Leandro S. Carvalho, and Adriana Lleras-Muney. 2014. “Child Gender and Parental 
Investments in India: Are Boys and Girls Treated Differently?” American Economic Journal: Applied 
Economics 6(1):157–189. 

Berger, Joseph, M., Hamit Fisek, Robert Z. Norman, and Morris Zelditch. 1977. Status Characteristics and 
Social Interaction. New York: Elsevier. 

Berger, Mark C., and Dan A. Black. 1992. “Child Care Subsidies, Quality of Care, and the Labor Supply of 
Low-Income, Single Mothers.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 74(4):635–642. 

Berlinski, Samuel, and Sebastian Galiani. 2007. “The Effect of a Large Expansion of Pre-Primary School 
Facilities on Preschool Attendance and Maternal Employment.” Labor Economics 14(3):665-680. 

Blair-Loy, Mary, and Amy S. Wharton. 2002. “Employees’ Use of Work-Family Policies and the Workplace 
Social Context.” Social Forces 80(3):813-845. 

Bretz, Robert. D., and Timothy A. Judge. 1994. “Person-Organization Fit and the Theory of Work Adjustment: 
Implications for satisfaction, tenure, and career success.” Journal of Vocational Behavior 44(1):32–
54. 

Briscoe, Forrest, and Katherine Kellogg. 2011. “The Initial Assignment Effect: Local Employer Practices and 
Positive Career Outcomes for Work-Family Program Users.” American Sociological Review 76:291-
319. 

Byker, Tanya S. 2016. “Paid Parental Leave Laws in the United States: Does Short-Duration Leave Affect 
Women’s Labor-Force Attachment?” American Economic Review: Papers and Proceedings 
106(5):242-246. 

Cascio, Elizabeth U. 2009. “Maternal Labor Supply and the Introduction of Kindergartens into American 
Public Schools.” Journal of Human Resources 44 (1): 140–170. 

Chamberlain, Gethin. 2012. “India's clothing workers.” The Guardian, November 24. 
Charmaz, Kathy. 2006. Constructing Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide through Qualitative 

Analysis. London: Sage Publications. 
Chow, Gregory C. 1960. “Tests of equality between sets of coefficients in two linear 

regressions.” Econometrica 28(3)1:591-605. 
Clark, Malissa A., Cort W. Rudolph, Ludmila Zhdanova, Jesse S. Michel, and Boris B. Baltes. 2017.  



 

“Organizational Support Factors and Work-Family Outcomes: Exploring Gender Differences.” 
Journal of Family Issues 38(11):1520-1545. 

Clark, Shelley. 2000. “Son Preference and Sex Composition of Children: Evidence from India.” Demography 
37(1):95-108. 

Clark, Shelley, Sonia Laszlo, Caroline Kabiru, and Stella Muthuri. 2017. “Can Subsidized Early Child Care 
Promote Women’s Employment?: Evidence from a Slum Settlement in Africa.” Institute for the Study 
of International Development: GrOW Working Paper Series (GWP-2017-05): Montreal, Canada. 

Clawson, Dan and Naomi Gerstel. 2014. Unequal Time: Gender, Class, and Family in Employment 
Schedules. Russell Sage Foundation. 

Correll, Shelley J., and Cecilia L. Ridgeway. 2003. “Expectations States Theory.” Pp. 29-51 in Handbook of 
Social Psychology, edited by J. Delamater. New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers. 

Crowley, K., Maureen A. Callanan, Harriet R. Tenenbaum, and Elizabeth Allen. 2001. “Parents Explain More  
Often to Boys Than to Girls During Shared Scientific Thinking.” Psychological Science 12(3):258– 
261. 

Damaske, Sarah. 2011. For the Family?: How Class and Gender Shape Women’s Work. New York, NY: 
Oxford University Press.  

Das Gupta, Monica, Jiang Zhenghua, Li Bohua, Xie Zhenming, Woojin Chung, and Bae Hwa-Ok. 2003. “Why 
is Son Preference so Persistent in East and South Asia? A Cross-Country Study of China, India and 
the Republic of Korea.” The Journal of Development Studies 40(3):153-187. 

Dodson, Lisa. 2009. The Moral Underground: How Ordinary Americans Subvert an Unfair Economy. New 
York, NY: The New Press. 

Eby, Lillian T., Wendy J. Casper, Angie Lockwood, Chris Bordeaux, and Andi Brinley. 2005. “Work and 
Family Research in IO/OB: Content Analysis and Review of the Literature (1980-2002).” Journal of 
Vocational Behavior 66:124-197. 

Factories Act. 1960. Act No. 63 of 1948. Delhi: Manager of Publications. 
Fernandez-Mateo, Isabel, and Sarah Kaplan. 2018. “Gender and Organization Science: Introduction to a 

Virtual Special Issue.” Organization Science 29(6):1229-1236. 
Ghysels, Joris. 2011. “The Provision of Informal Childcare by European Grandparents: Constraints versus 

Selective Preferences.” Herman Deleeck Centre for Social Policy Working Paper, No. 1108. 
Glass, Jennifer L. 2004. “Blessing or Curse? Work-Family Policies and Mother’s Wage Growth over Time.” 

Work and Occupations 31(3):367–394. 
Glass, Jennifer L., and Sarah Beth Estes. 1997. “The Family Responsive Workplace.” Annual Review of 

Sociology 23:289-313. 
Goff, Stephen J., Michael K. Mount, and Rosemary L. Jamison. 1990. “Employer Supported Child Care, 

Work/Family Conflict, and Absenteeism: A Field Study.” Personnel Psychology 43:793-809. 
Gordon, Rachel A., Robert Kaestner, and Sanders Korenman. 2008. “Child Care and Work Absences: Trade-

Offs by Type of Care.” Journal of Marriage and Family 70(1):239–254. 
Gornick, Janet C., and Marcia K. Meyers. 2003. Families That Work: Policies for Reconciling Parenthood and 

Employment. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation. 
Greenhaus, Jeffrey H., and Gary N. Powell. 2006. “When Work and Family Are Allies: A Theory of Work-

Family Enrichment.” The Academy of Management Review 31(1):72-92. 
Gulati, Ranjay, and Sameer B. Srivastava. 2014. “Bringing Agency Back into Network Research: Constrained 

Agency and Network Action.” Research in the Sociology of Organizations 40:73-93. 
Hipp, Lena, Taryn W. Morrissey, and Mildred E. Warner. 2017. “Who Participates and Who Benefits from 

Employer-Provided Child-Care Assistance?” Journal of Marriage and Family 79:614-635. 
Hornby, Garry, and Tracey Ashworth. 1994. “Grandparents' support for families who have children with 

disabilities.” Journal of Child and Family Studies 3(4):403-412. 
Jayachandran, Seema, and Rohini Pande. 2017. “Why Are Indian Children So Short? The Role of Birth Order 

and Son Preference.” American Economic Review 107(9):2600-2629. 
Kelly Erin L., Samantha K. Ammons, Kelly Chermack, and Phyllis Moen. 2010. “Gendered Challenge, 

Gendered Response: Confronting the Ideal Worker Norm in a White-Collar Organization.” Gender & 
Society 24(3):281-303. 

Kelly, Erin L., Ellen Ernst Kossek, Leslie B. Hammer, Mary Durham, Jeremy Bray, Kelly Chermack, Laurent 
A. Murphy, and Dan Kaskubar. 2008. “Getting There from Here: Research on the Effects of Work-



 

Family Initiatives on Work-Family Conflict and Business Outcomes.” The Academy of Management 
Annals 2(1):305-349. 

Kelly, Erin L., Phyllis Moen, J. Michael Oakes, Wen Fan, Cassandra Okechukwu, Kelly D. Davis, Leslie B. 
Hammer, et al. 2014. “Changing Work and Work-Family Conflict Evidence from the Work, Family, 
and Health Network.” American Sociological Review 79(3):485-516. 

Kelly, Erin L., Phyllis Moen, and Eric Tranby. 2011. “Changing Workplaces to Reduce Work-Family Conflict 
Schedule Control in a White-Collar Organization.” American Sociological Review 76(2):265–290. 

Kaushal, Neeraj and Felix Muchomba. 2018. “Missing time with Parents: Son Preference among Asians in the 
USA.” Journal of Population Economics 31(2):397-427.  

Kimmel, Jean. 1995. “The Effectiveness of Child-Care Subsidies in Encouraging the Welfare-to-Work 
Transition of Low-Income Single Mothers.” American Economic Review: Papers and Proceedings 
85(2):271-275. 

Kossek, Ellen Ernst, and Victor Nichol. 1992. “The Effects of On-Site Child Care on Employee Attitudes and 
Performance.” Personnel Psychology 45(3):485-509. 

Kossek, Ellen Ernst, Shaun Pichler, Todd Bodner, and Leslie B. Hammer. 2011. “Workplace Social Support 
and Work-Family Conflict: A Meta-Analysis Clarifying the Influence of General and Work-Family-
Specific Supervisor and Organizational Support.” Personnel Psychology 64(2):289-313. 

Kwon, Seok-Woo, and Paul S. Adler. 2014. “Social Capital: Maturation of a Field of Research.” Academy of 
Management Review 39(4):412-422. 

Lapierre, Laurent M., Yanhong Li, Ho Kwong Kwan, Jeffrey H. Greenhaus, Marco S. DiRenzo, and Ping 
Shao. 2018. “A Meta-Analysis of the Antecedents of Work-Family Enrichment.” Journal of 
Organizational Behavior 39:285-401. 

Lefebvre, Pierre, Philip Merrigan, and Matthieu Verstraete. 2009. “Dynamic Labor Supply Effects of 
Childcare Subsidies: Evidence from a Canadian Natural Experiment on Low-Fee Universal Child 
Care.” Labor Economics 16 (5):490–502. 

Lyness, Karen S., Janet C. Gornick, Pamela Stone, and Angela R. Grotto. 2012. “It’s All about Control: 
Worker Control of Schedule and Hours in Cross-National Context.” American Sociological Review 
77(6):1023-1049. 

Manchester, Colleen Flaherty, Lisa M. Leslie, and Amit Kramer. 2010. “Stop the Clock Policies and Career 
Success in Academia.” American Economic Review: Papers and Proceedings 100(2):219-223. 

Marin, Alexandra. 2012. “Don’t Mention It: Why People Don’t Share Job Information, When They Do, and 
Why It Matters.” Social Networks 34:181-192. 

Miller, Raegen T., Richard J. Murnane, and John B. Willett. 2008. “Do Worker Absences Affect Productivity? 
The Case of Teachers.” International Labour Review 1:71-89. 

Moen, Phyllis, Erin L. Kelly, Shi-Rong Lee, J. Michael Oakes, Wen Fan, Jeremy Bray, David Almeida, Leslie 
Hammer, David Hurtado, and Orfeu Buxton. 2016. “Can a Flexibility/Support Initiative Reduce 
Turnover Intentions and Exits? Results from the Work, Family, and Health Network.” Social 
Problems 64(1):53-85. 

Munsch, Christin L. 2016. “Flexible Work, Flexible Penalties: The Effect of Gender, Childcare, and Type of 
Request on the Flexibility Bias.” Social Forces 94(4):1567-1591. 

Neumark, David and Michele McLennan. 1995. “Sex Discrimination and Women's Labor Market  
Outcomes.” Journal of Human Resources 30(4):713-740. 

Nicholson, Sean, Mark V. Pauly, Daniel Polsky, Claire Sharda, Helena Szrek, and Marc L. Berger. 2006. 
“Measuring the Effects of Work Loss on Productivity with Team Production.” Health Economics 
15:111-123. 

Nollenberger, Natalia and Núria Rodriguez-Planas. 2011. “Child Care, Maternal Employment and Persistence: 
A Natural Experiment from Spain.” IZA Discussion Papers, No. 5888. 

Noonan, Mary C., Sarah Beth Estes, and Jennifer L Glass. 2007. “Do Workplace Flexibility Policies Influence 
Time Spent in Domestic Labor?” Journal of Family Issues 28(2):263-288. 

Oh, Eunsil. 2018. “Who deserves to work? How women develop expectations of child care support in Korea.” 
Gender & Society 32(4):493-515. 

Osterman, Paul. 1995. “Work/Family Programs and the Employment Relationship.” Administrative Science 
Quarterly 40(4):681-700. 

Pande, Rohini P., and Nan Marie Astone. 2007. “Explaining Son Preference in Rural India: The Independent 



 

Role of Structural versus Individual Factors.” Population Research and Policy Review 26(1):1-29. 
Pedulla, David S. 2016. “Penalized or Protected? Gender and the Consequences of Nonstandard and 

Mismatched Employment Histories.” American Sociological Review 81(2):262-289. 
Pettit, Becky, and Jennifer Hook. 2005. “The Structure of Women’s Employment in Comparative 

Perspective.” Social Forces 84(2):779–801. 
Poster, Winifred R., and Srirupa Prasad. 2005. “Work-Family Relations in Transnational Perspective: A View 

from High-Tech Firms in India and the United States.” Social Problems 52(1):122-146. 
Powell, Gary N., and Jeffrey H. Greenhaus. 2010. “Sex, Gender, and the Work-to-Family Interface: Exploring 

Negative and Positive Interdependencies.” Academic of Management Journal 53( 
Rajadhyaksha, Ujvala. 2012. “Work-Life Balance in South East Asia: The Indian Experience.” South Asian 

Journal of Global Business Research 1(1):108-127. 
Ranganathan, Aruna. 2018. “Train Them to Retain Them: Work Readiness and the Retention of 

 First-time Women Workers in India.” Administrative Science Quarterly 63(4):879-909. 
Rau, Barbara. L., and Maryanne. M. Hyland. 2002. “Role Conflict and Flexible Work Arrangements: The  

Effects on Applicant Attraction.” Personnel Psychology 55(1):111–136.  
Ridgeway, Cecilia. 1991. “The social construction of status value: Gender and other nominal characteristics.” 

Social Forces 70(2):367-386. 
Reid, Erin. 2015. “Embracing, Passing, Revealing, and the Ideal Worker Image: How People Navigate 

Expected and Experienced Professional Identities.” Organization Science 26(4):997-1017. 
Rothbard, Nancy P. 2001. “Enriching or Depleting? The Dynamics of Engagement in Work and Family 

Roles.” Administrative Science Quarterly 46:655-684. 
Rothbard, Nancy P., Katherine W. Phillips, and Tracy L. Dumas. 2005. “Managing Multiple Roles: Work-

Family Policies and Individuals’ Desires for Segmentation.” Organization Science 16(3):243-258. 
Royster, Deirdre A. 2003. Race and the Invisible Hand: How White Networks Exclude Black Men from Blue 

-Collar Jobs. Berkeley. CA: University of California Press. 
Rudman, Laurie A. and Kris Mescher. 2013. Penalizing men who request a family leave: Is flexibility  

stigma a femininity stigma? Journal of Social Issues 69(2):322-340.  
Scandura, Terri. A., and Melenie. J. Lankau. 1997. “Relationships of gender, family responsibility and flexible  

work hours to organizational commitment and job satisfaction.” Journal of Organizational Behavior 
18(4):377-391. 

Shetty, Anil, and Shraddha Shetty. 2014. “The Influence of Female Literacy on the Sex Ratio in Indian States.” 
International Journal of Medical Science and Public Health 3(10):1219-1224. 

Sherman, Eliot. 2018 (forthcoming). “Discretionary Remote Working Helps Mothers without Harming Non-
Mothers: Evidence from a Field Experiment.” Management Science. 

Small, Mario Luis. 2009. Unanticipated Gains: Origins of Network Inequality in Everyday Life. New York: 
Oxford University Press. 

Smith, Sandra Susan. 2005. “‘Don’t Put My Name on It’: Social Capital Activation and Job-Finding 
Assistance among the Black Urban Poor.” American Journal of Sociology 111(1):1-57. 

Spradley, James. 1979. The Ethnographic Interview. Belmont, CA.: Wadsworth Group. 
Thébaud, Sarah. 2015. “Business as Plan B: Institutional Foundations of Gender Inequality in 

Entrepreneurship across 24 Industrialized Countries.” Administrative Science Quarterly 60(4):671-
711. 

Vandello, Joseph A., Vanessa E. Hettinger, Jennifer K. Bosson, and Jasmine Siddiqi. 2013. “When Equal Isn’t  
Really Equal: The Masculine Dilemma of Seeking Work Flexibility.” Journal of Social Issues  
69(2):303-21. 

Venkatesh, Viswanath, Jason D. Shaw, Tracy Ann Sykes, Samuel Fosso Wamba, and Mary Macharia. 2017. 
“Networks, Technology, and Entrepreneurship: A Field Quasi-Experiment Among Women in Rural 
India.” Academic of Management Journal 60(5):1709-1740. 

Walia, Parminder. 2013. “Work Life Balance of Bank Employees: A Comparison.” Indian Journal of 
Commerce & Management Studies 5(3):80-82. 

Weeden, Kim. 2005. “Is There A Flexiglass Ceiling? Flexible Work Arrangements and Wages in the United 
States.” Social Science Research 34:454-482. 

Williams, Joan C., Mary Blair-Loy, and Jennifer L. Berdahl. 2013. “Cultural Schemas, Social Class, and the  
Flexibility Stigma.” Journal of Social Issues 69(2):209-234. 



 

TABLES & FIGURES 

 
Table 1:  Descriptive Statistics of Factory Workers and Children Receiving Childcare 

 
(a) Factory Workers Receiving Childcare Access in Sample     

    

 mean sd   n1 

Proportion female workers 1 0 160 
Number of children2 1.780 0.696 59 
Factory tenure at time of receiving childcare access (in months) 4.429 9.799 160 
Women’s age at time of receiving childcare access (in years) 25.181 3.462 108 
Proportion single 0.102 0.304 108 
Proportion with parents present 0.305 0.464 59 
Wage at time of entering factory (in Rupees) 274.648 30.318 63 
Attendance (proportion of days present)3 0.894 0.079 160 
Likelihood of turnover between April 2012 and January 2016 0.275 0.448 160 
    
(b) Children Receiving Childcare Access in Sample     

    

 mean sd   n1 

Proportion female children 0.481 0.501 160 
Child age at time of receiving childcare access (in years) 1.920 0.889 146 
Number of siblings 0.780 0.696 59 
Proportion with siblings in same childcare4 0.012 0.111 160 
1 Descriptive data not available for all women or children; summary statistics calculated based on maximum available data 
2 While all women in our data had at least one child, whether they had additional children is known for only 
a subset of women 
 

 

3 This represents the average of the average attendance per worker  
4 For these few instances, only the first child to receive childcare access in the family is kept in our dataset 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Table 2: Effect of Childcare Access on Daily Attendance of Female Factory Workers 
 

            Daily Attendance 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

     
Post Childcare 0.512∗∗ 0.520∗∗ 0.389∗ 0.536∗ 

 (0.171) (0.199) (0.167) (0.273) 
Observations 59064 59064 58605 58605 
Clusters 160 160 152 152 
Pseudo R2 0.007 0.016 0.063 0.073 
Month/Year Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes 
Worker Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes 
Worker-date level observations   
All estimates are from logit models; log odds presented                                                                
Daily Attendance: 0/1 = 1 if worker is present on given day  
Post Childcare: 0/1 = 1 after access to childcare received 
Standard errors clustered by worker are in parentheses 
Sample size reduces in Models 3 and 4 because 8 women in the sample are never absent 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 (two-tailed tests)   

     
 
  



 

Table 3: Differential Effect of Childcare Access on Daily Attendance of Female Factory 
Workers by Family-Based Network Structure 

 
                     Daily Attendance  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

     
Post Childcare 0.763∗ 0.579 0.306 0.737 
 (0.321) (0.429) (0.406) (0.420) 
Spouse Present -0.500     
 (0.353)    
Post Childcare x Spouse Present -0.207 -0.012   
 (0.374) (0.393)   
Parent Present   -0.563  
   (0.459)  
Post Childcare x Parent Present   0.324 0.185 
   (0.475) (0.546) 

Observations 53384 53384 32987 32987 
Clusters 108 108 59 59 
Pseudo R2  0.014 0.071 0.012 0.087 
Month/Year Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes 
Worker Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes 
Worker-date level observations   
All estimates are from logit models; log odds presented  
Daily Attendance: 0/1 =1 if worker is present on given day  
Post Childcare: 0/1 =1 after access to childcare received 
Daughter: 0/1 =1 if child is a girl   
Spouse present: 0/1 = 1 if worker is married 
Parent present: 0/1 =1 if at least one of the worker’s parents or in-laws lives in the same household  
Worker spouse data missing for 30% of the sample                              

Child grandparent data missing for 60% of the sample   

Standard errors clustered by worker are in parentheses 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 (two-tailed tests) 

 
  



 

Table 4: Differential Effect of Childcare Access on Daily Attendance of Female Factory 
Workers by Child Gender 

 
                     Daily Attendance  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Post Childcare -0.006 0.013 0.041 0.225 
 (0.196) (0.211) (0.177) (0.253) 
Daughter -0.734∗∗   -0.689∗∗  
 (0.269) (0.262)   
Post Childcare x Daughter 0.875∗∗ 0.819∗∗ 0.668∗ 0.586∗ 
 (0.284) (0.278) (0.277) (0.278) 
Observations 59064 59064 58605 58605 
Clusters 160 160 152 152 
Pseudo R2  0.013 0.021 0.064 0.074 
Month/Year Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes 
Worker Fixed Effects No No Yes Yes 
Worker-date level observations    
All estimates are from logit models; log odds presented                                                            
Daily Attendance: 0/1 =1 if worker is present on given day  
Post Childcare: 0/1 =1 after access to childcare received 
Daughter: 0/1 =1 if child is a girl   
Standard errors clustered by worker are in parentheses 
Sample size reduces in Models 3 and 4 because 8 women in the sample are never absent 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 (two-tailed tests)   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 

 
 

Figure 1: Variation in the Effect of Childcare Access on Daily Attendance for Women with 
Daughters versus Sons, by Family-Based Network Support 
 

   
 
All estimates are from logit models with worker and month/year fixed effects; log odds presented  
Standard errors are in parentheses below the estimates 
Sample size represents number of worker-date observations, rather than number of workers 
Spouse present = 1 if worker is married 
Parent present =1 if at least one of the worker’s parents or in-laws lives in the same household  
Marital status data missing for approximately 30% of our sample 
Grandparent data missing for approximately 60% of our sample 
Chow test: is difference in regression coefficients between two subsamples statistically significant 
*  p<0.05,  **  p<0.01,  *** p<0.001 (two-tailed tests) 
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