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In recent years, organizations have expanded the number and types of work–life policies they offer in an
attempt to attract and retain talent. We challenge the assumption that work–life policies uniformly signal
personal-life support and elicit favorable employee attitudes by investigating a relatively new work–life
policy: egg freezing coverage.We theorize that, relative to other work–life policies, egg freezing coverage is
more likely to send signals that evoke negative employee attitudes; although framed as intended to support
employees’ personal lives, employees interpret egg freezing as signaling that personal-life sacrifice and
work prioritization are encouraged, which in turn decrease policy support and organizational attraction. We
test these ideas in six studies, including an archival study, a qualitative survey study, a scale development
study, two quantitative survey studies, and an experiment. We find egg freezing coverage evokes more
negative attitudes than a range of other work–life policies (in vitro fertilization [IVF], on-site childcare, paid
parental leave, flextime) as well as no policy at all. More negative reactions to egg freezing than to other
policies are driven by perceptions that the policy sends a stronger signal that personal-life sacrifice is
encouraged, as well as perceptions that it offers fewer benefits to employees and is more costly to
organizations. In all, this work expands understanding of the signaling effects of work–life policies and
demonstrates that reactions to a range of work–life policies are both more variable and driven by a larger
number of underlying factors than prior theory can account for.
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Work–life policies are becoming increasingly prevalent and
diverse (Jones, 2017; Kelly et al., 2008). In addition to broad
adoption of traditional policies, such as paid parental leave and
flextime, more novel offerings are emerging, including on-site
gyms, unlimited vacation, and fertility treatments (Farr, 2014;
Jones, 2017). The pervasiveness of work–life policies is driven
by rises in dual-career couples and the associated importance of
work–life flexibility. Therefore, offering these policies is a source of
competitive advantage for attracting top talent, resulting in a work–
life policy “arms race” among elite organizations (Farr, 2014; Perry-
Smith & Blum, 2000). Given that offering work–life policies is
expensive, understanding whether and why they make organizations
more attractive to employees is of mounting importance.

Research finds that work–life policies are indeed viewed favor-
ably by current and prospective employees. Their availability elicits
positive attitudes, including increased organizational attraction and
job satisfaction and reduced turnover (Casper & Buffardi, 2004;
Casper & Harris, 2008). To explain these effects, researchers have
adopted a signaling perspective; employees interpret work–life
policies as a signal that the organization cares about supporting
their personal lives, which in turn leads to positive attitudes (e.g.,
Butts et al., 2013). Thus, current work suggests work–life policies
are an effective way to attract and retain talent.

Yet recent expansions in work–life policies raise questions about
whether existing theory can fully explain employee reactions. For
example, in 2014, Apple and Facebook began to offer coverage for
oocyte cryopreservation—better known as egg freezing—a fertility
procedure that involves extracting and freezing a woman’s eggs for
later use (Farr, 2014). Dozens of technology, financial services,
media, law, and consulting organizations followed suit and esti-
mates indicate more than 10% of large U.S. companies currently
offer egg freezing coverage (Kerr, 2017; Van de Wiel, 2021). The
introduction of this policy is not surprising given that demand for
egg freezing is growing exponentially; more than 10,000 procedures
were performed in the U.S. in 2017, a 180% increase since 2014
(Van deWiel, 2021). Given the status of the companies offering egg
freezing coverage, and the procedure’s growing popularity in
general (Dockterman, 2021), this work–life policy is likely to
become increasingly common.

One possibility is that, like other work–life policies, egg freezing
signals personal-life support and elicits favorable employee atti-
tudes. Employees may view coverage for a novel and expensive
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fertility procedure (i.e., over $10,000 per round) as progressive and
interpret it as a clear signal of personal-life support (Farr, 2014;
Society for Human Resource Management [SHRM], 2019). Con-
sistent with this idea, organizations describe their egg freezing
coverage policies as “part of a suite of family benefits” (Kerr,
2017) and a way to “expand our benefits for women” (Farr, 2014).
An alternative possibility is that egg freezing is more likely than

other policies to send signals that elicit unfavorable employee
attitudes. Whereas many work–life policies accommodate existing
family needs (e.g., parental leave), egg freezing delays future family
needs. Employees may thus interpret the policy as pressuring them
to prioritize their careers over their families (Kossek et al., 2017).
Consistent with this idea, egg freezing coverage has inspired head-
lines such as “Don’t be fooled by Apple and Facebook, egg freezing
isn’t cool” and “Who benefits when companies pay for egg freez-
ing?” (Allen, 2014; Mead, 2014). Yet these different possibilities
have received little, if any, attention in organizational research.
We seek to expand theory on the signaling effects of work–life

policies by investigating whether and why egg freezing coverage
evokes more negative reactions than other policies. Although
organizations claim egg freezing coverage supports employees’
personal lives, we theorize employees interpret the policy as sig-
naling that personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization are encour-
aged. Moreover, these signals explain why egg freezing evokes
more negative employee attitudes, toward the policy itself and
organizations that offer it, than other work–life policies. We test
these ideas in six studies, including an archival study, a qualitative
survey study, a scale development study, two quantitative survey
studies, and an experiment.
The present work advances research on work–life policies in

several ways. First, we advance understanding of egg freezing
coverage, an increasingly common procedure that is, offered by a
growing number of companies (Norsworthy, 2018; Van de Wiel,
2021)—and is thus important to understand in its own right—by
suggesting existing theory cannot explain reactions to this policy.
Whereas prior work suggests work–life policies evoke positive
employee attitudes by signaling personal-life support, we theorize
egg freezing coverage evokes more negative attitudes than other
policies by signaling greater personal-life sacrifice and work
prioritization.
Second, although our focus is egg freezing coverage, we also

advance understanding of work–life policies in general. We com-
pare egg freezing coverage to several other policies and find
reactions vary not only between egg freezing coverage and other
policies but also among other policies. Our work therefore chal-
lenges the notion that different work–life policies evoke uniformly
positive reactions. Moreover, rather than being driven by percep-
tions of personal-life support alone, we find that reactions to a
variety of work–life policies are driven by a larger number of
underlying factors and develop a measure that can be used to assess
these factors in future work. As a result, our research indicates that
reactions to work–life policies are both more variable and driven by
a larger number of factors than prior theory can account for. We thus
respond to calls for more nuanced consideration of the consequences
of work–life policies (Bourdeau et al., 2019; Perrigino et al., 2018).
Finally, our theory and findings also have practical implications for
whether and how organizations should communicate the availability
of different work–life policies to external and internal audiences.

Background: Signaling Effects of Work–Life Policies

Work–life policies, defined as policies intended “to reduce work–
family conflict and/or support employees’ lives outside of work,”
are increasingly common (Kelly et al., 2008, p. 4). Such policies,
including both caregiving policies (e.g., paid parental leave) and
flexible work policies (e.g., telecommuting), evoke positive atti-
tudes among current and prospective employees. The availability
and use of these policies predict increased organizational attraction,
job satisfaction, and organizational commitment, as well as lower
turnover intentions and stress (Allen, 2001; McNall et al., 2010;
Thompson et al., 1999). Moreover, meta-analyses indicate these
effects are generalizable across studies (Butts et al., 2013; Gajendran
& Harrison, 2007).

Two explanations exist for why work–life policies enhance
employee attitudes. The first is grounded in self-interest and what
employees gain from policy use; work–life policy use reduces
work–family conflict and increases work–family enrichment, which
in turn lead to positive attitudes (Butts et al., 2013; Kelly et al., 2008;
Shockley &Allen, 2007). Notably, this account explains why policy
use, but not policy availability, evokes positive employee attitudes.
To account for the effects of availability, scholars have offered an
account grounded in signaling.

A signaling perspective suggests employees interpret the pres-
ence of organizational policies and practices, which are directly
observable, as signals—or implicit messages—about the underlying
characteristics of the organization, such as its culture and norms,
which are harder to observe directly (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004;
Connelly et al., 2011).1 Signals are consequential because they
drive employee attitudes; policies that signal desirable character-
istics evoke positive attitudes (e.g., Ehrhart & Ziegert, 2005;
Highhouse et al., 2007; Rynes et al., 1991).

Drawing from this perspective, scholars have argued that employ-
ees interpret work–life policies as a signal that the organization
supports their personal lives, by affording them flexibility and
control in meeting family needs, which in turn elicits positive
attitudes, including attraction among prospective employees and
commitment among current employees (e.g., Butts et al., 2013;
Casper & Buffardi, 2004). Notably, a meta-analysis of caregiving
policies found that the effects of policy availability via signaling
personal-life support are stronger than the effects of policy use via
reduced work–family conflict (Butts et al., 2013). Thus, signaling
appears to be a more powerful driver of work–life policy reactions,
relative to self-interest. Nevertheless, there is reason to question if
prior theory fully captures the signaling effects of all work–life
policies.

Theory Development: Signaling Effects
of Egg Freezing Coverage

As with other work–life policies, employees may interpret egg
freezing coverage as a signal of personal-life support and, in turn,
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1 This perspective originates from Spence’s (1973) influential economic
signaling theory, which suggests costly signals (e.g., applicants who achieve
high education levels) reduce information asymmetry by conveying under-
lying qualities (e.g., ability). More recently, the concept of signaling has
broadened and been used to understand other management phenomena
(Connelly et al., 2011), including employee reactions to organizational
initiatives.
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form positive attitudes toward the policy and organizations that offer
it. Egg freezing policies often provide a fixed amount to pay for the
procedure. Thus, like other work–life policies, egg freezing cover-
age gives employees flexibility in their family and personal lives and
organizations indeed frame the policy as intended to support
employees in this way (Farr, 2014; Kerr, 2017). Moreover, egg
freezing policies are both relatively new and expensive ($10,000 or
more; Van de Wiel, 2021). Novel and costly policies are often
viewed as particularly strong signals of underlying characteristics
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Connelly et al., 2011), which further
suggests egg freezing coverage may evoke positive attitudes
because employees interpret the policy as a strong signal of
personal-life support.
Yet there is also reason to believe egg freezing coverage is more

likely than other work–life policies to send signals that evoke
negative employee attitudes. A signaling perspective allows for
distortions in the signaling process (Connelly et al., 2011).
Specifically, employees engage in an interpretation process that
affects how organizational actions are perceived, which can result
in a disconnect between organizational intentions and employee
perceptions (Baier et al., 2021; Bangerter et al., 2012; Bowen &
Ostroff, 2004). Thus, even if organizations intend an action to
signal desirable characteristics, employees may instead perceive
the action as signaling undesirable characteristics. For example, in
pay-for-performance organizations, employees interpret pay
secrecy policies as a signal of organizational deception, despite
this not being management’s stated intentions in offering the policy
(Belogolovsky & Bamberger, 2014).
There are several reasons to believe that, even if organizations

intend egg freezing coverage to signal personal-life support and
evoke positive attitudes, employees are more likely to interpret it as
sending signals that evoke negative attitudes, relative to other
policies. While most work–life policies enable employees to man-
age existing family demands (e.g., parental leave), egg freezing
coverage enables them to delay future family demands. Employees
may thus view the policy as encouraging them to delay having a
family and focus on their careers, a decision not without risk given
egg freezing far from guarantees future childbirth (Belluck, 2018).
Consistent with this idea, medical ethics scholars have speculated
that egg freezing coverage may constrain reproductive autonomy if
employees feel pressure to use the policy (Mertes, 2015). Thus,
employees may be more likely to interpret egg freezing as signaling
they should sacrifice their personal lives and prioritize work, relative
to other policies.
Furthermore, egg freezing coverage is being introduced at a time

when expectations that employees make work their central focus are
increasing (Cha & Weeden, 2014; Reid, 2015). Employees are
aware that working long hours leads to perceived work devotion
and enables career success, whereas being a mother or having other
significant personal-life demands leads to low perceived work
commitment and constrains career success (e.g., Feldman et al.,
2020; Hoobler et al., 2009). The demands of being a “good parent”
are also rising. Working mothers today spend as many hours on
childcare as stay-at-home mothers did in the 1970s (Miller, 2018).
Evidence that work devotion is a prevailing norm, and childcare
presents an increasingly large competing demand, increases the
likelihood employees will interpret egg freezing coverage as
signaling that personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization are
encouraged.

Signals of personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization are likely
to, in turn, negatively impact employee attitudes. Theories of
attitude formation posit that individuals’ attitudes toward an object
are a function of the value they expect to receive from that object
(Ajzen, 2001; Fishbein, 1963; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974). Consistent
with this, theory and research demonstrate that policies that signal
organizational characteristics that are desirable to employees, and
thus have a positive expected value, elicit positive employee
attitudes, whereas the opposite is true of policies that signal unde-
sirable characteristics (e.g., Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Ehrhart &
Ziegert, 2005). Personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization signals
reveal characteristics that are undesirable to employees—namely,
that the organization encourages the prioritization of its own needs
over employee needs—and are thus likely to negatively affect
employee attitudes.

In particular, the detrimental effects of the personal-life sacrifice
and work prioritization signals are likely to manifest as negative
attitudes toward both egg freezing policies and organizations that
offer them. It is intuitive that the signals a policy sends affect
attitudes toward the policy, and specifically policy support. To the
extent that egg freezing coverage sends undesirable signals, employ-
ees are unlikely to support the policy. The signals organizational
policies send also have broader implications for organizational
attitudes (e.g., Connelly et al., 2011; Ehrhart & Ziegert, 2005;
Rynes et al., 1991). Policies interpreted as signaling undesirable
characteristics (e.g., employee exploitation) have a negative impact
on organizational attitudes (Nishii et al., 2008). Thus, to the extent
egg freezing coverage signals undesirable organizational character-
istics (e.g., prioritization of organizational needs over employee
needs), employees are likely to form negative organizational atti-
tudes. Notably, signaling effects are strongest when employees have
limited information about an organization, such as in a recruitment
context (Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Ehrhart & Ziegert, 2005; Rynes
et al., 1991). It follows that personal-life sacrifice and work priori-
tization signals are particularly likely to have a negative effect on
organizational attraction among prospective employees.

In all, our theorizing suggests that egg freezing is more likely
than other work–life policies to signal personal-life support and
work prioritization and that these signals, in turn, are negatively
related to policy support and organizational attraction. We there-
fore predict that egg freezing coverage evokes more negative
attitudes than other work–life policies because it sends stronger
signals that personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization are
encouraged (Figure 1).

Hypothesis 1: Egg freezing coverage elicits more negative
employee attitudes, including lower (a) policy support and
(b) organizational attraction, than other work–life policies.

Hypothesis 2: The negative effect of egg freezing coverage
versus other work–life policies on (a) policy support and (b)
organizational attraction is mediated by perceptions that egg
freezing coverage signals greater personal-life sacrifice.

Hypothesis 3: The negative effect of egg freezing coverage
versus other work–life policies on (a) policy support and (b)
organizational attraction is mediated by perceptions that egg
freezing coverage signals greater work prioritization.
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Employee Demographics

A signaling perspective suggests employees react more nega-
tively to egg freezing coverage than to other work–life policies,
regardless of personal interest in policy use, due to what the policy
signals about general organizational characteristics (cf. Butts et al.,
2013). Yet a signaling perspective also acknowledges the potential
for variation among signal receivers; employees may differ in their
reactions to the same policy (Connelly et al., 2011). One possibility
is that demographic groups with higher self-interest in using egg
freezing coverage react more favorably to the policy. Among those
who can personally use the policy, the policy has a higher expected
value, and is thus more desirable, which may result in more positive
reactions (cf. Ajzen, 2001; Casper & Harris, 2008; Darke &
Chaiken, 2005). Although some companies offer spousal egg
freezing coverage to men (Wilkie, 2014), the policy is used by
women. The policy is also used more often by nonparents, who may
want children in the future, than by parents (Murphy, 2018). As a
result, reactions to egg freezing coverage may be more positive, and
differential reactions to egg freezing versus other policies may thus
be attenuated, among women and nonparents than among men and
parents, due to higher self-interest.
A contrasting possibility is that women and nonparents react more

negatively to egg freezing coverage than other groups do. When a
signal is higher in personal relevance, it is more likely to be noticed
and thus have a stronger impact on attitudes and behavior (Connelly et
al., 2011). Given that egg freezing coverage is most relevant to
women and nonparents, these groups may be particularly attentive to
the policy’s signals and believe the perceived nudge toward

sacrificing personal-life needs and prioritizing work is targeted at
them specifically, resulting in particularly strong negative reactions.
As a result, reactions to egg freezing coverage may be more negative,
and differential reactions to egg freezing versus other policies may
thus be larger, among women and nonparents than among men and
parents, due to higher personal relevance. Given the competing
rationales, we treat the effects of demographics as exploratory.

ResearchQuestion 1:Do gender and parental status (a) have amain
effect on reactions to egg freezing coverage or (b) moderate
differential reactions to egg freezing coverage versus other policies?

Studies, Transparency, and Openness

We test our hypotheses in six multimethod studies (Table 1). We
first use archival data to test whether egg freezing evokes more
negative attitudes than other work–life policies (Study 1). Next, to
understand why, we conduct an open-ended study of factors under-
lying egg freezing coverage attitudes (Study 2), in which we test
whether personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization emerge nat-
urally from the data and also identify other factors that may explain
policy reactions, and are thus important to account for in subsequent
studies. We then use the Study 2 results to develop a measure of
factors underlying attitudes toward egg freezing coverage (Study 3),
which we subsequently use to understand differential reactions to
egg freezing versus other work–life policies. Specifically, we use the
Study 3 measure to test which factors explain more negative
attitudes toward egg freezing relative to other policies (i.e., paid
leave, in vitro fertilization [IVF], on-site childcare, flextime), as well
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Figure 1
Summary of Hypotheses

Egg freezing coverage
versus

other work-life policies

Personal-life 
sacrifice

Work 
prioritization

Employee attitudes
Policy support
Org. attraction

+

+

-

-

Table 1
Summary of Study Goals and Methods

Study Goal/hypotheses Method

Study 1 Test whether egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than other work–life policies
(Hypothesis 1)

Archival (policy varies within subjects)

Study 2 Test whether personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization emerge as factors underlying
egg freezing attitudes (partial test of Hypotheses 2–3); identify other factors

Qualitative survey (egg freezing only)

Study 3 Develop a measure of factors underlying egg freezing attitudes (precursor to full test of
Hypotheses 2–3)

Quantitative surveys (egg freezing only)

Study 4 Test whether egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than paid parental leave and
which factors explain differential reactions (Hypotheses 1–3)

Quantitative survey (policy varies between subjects)

Study 5 Test whether egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than a range of other work–life
policies and which factors explain differential reactions (Hypotheses 1–3)

Quantitative survey (policy varies within subjects)

Study 6 Test whether egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than a range of other work–life
policies, as well as no policy, and which factors explain differential reactions;
investigate reactions to egg freezing in a more realistic signaling environment
(Hypotheses 1–3)

Experiment (policy varies between subjects)
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as no policy at all (Studies 4–6). We also rule out alternative
mechanisms (i.e., self-interest, applicability to employees; Study
6). We conclude with exploratory analyses, in which we investigate
the possibility of variable reactions, not just between egg freezing
and other work–life policies but also among other policies.
Studies 2–6 were approved by the New York University’s

institutional review board (Studies 2, 3a, and 4, “Attitudes Toward
Egg Freezing,” Protocol #FY2018-1690; Studies 3b–c and Studies
5–6, “Reactions Toward Work–life Policies,” Protocol #FY2021-
4867). In each study, we describe our sampling plan, data exclu-
sions, manipulations, measures, and adhere to the Journal of
Applied Psychology methodological checklist. All data, analysis
code, and research materials are available on the Open Science
Framework (https://osf.io/sk9hj/?view_only=65c364f57adb496bb
68fc9127fbc94cb). In addition, all study descriptions, measures,
and additional analyses are provided in the online Supplemental.
Data for Study 1 were analyzed using Excel. Data in Studies 2–4
were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics (Versions 26–28) and
Hayes PROCESS Macro (Hayes, 2017). Data in Studies 5–6 were
analyzed using RStudio (Version 1.3.1056) and Hayes PROCESS
Macro (Hayes, 2017). None of the studies’ designs or analyses were
preregistered.2 Across studies, we retain all participants who pro-
vide complete data in our analyses to maximize statistical power and
provide conservative hypothesis tests; removing those who failed
attention checks does not alter our conclusions.

Study 1

Study 1 provides an initial test of whether freezing coverage
evokes more negative attitudes than other policies using an archival
data set. The data set includes information on the impact of egg
freezing coverage and seven other policies on organizational atti-
tudes. Thus, Study 1 provides a test of Hypothesis 1b (attraction),
but not Hypothesis 1a (policy support).

Method

Participants and Procedure

Weused an existing data set of workingwomen’s reactions to work–
life policies (Fairygodboss and Extend Fertility, 2019). The sample
includes 878 women who have full-time jobs in the United States and a
bachelor’s degree or higher (70% White; age range: 21–49). The
sample was recruited via an online panel in the spring of 2019.

Measures

Participants evaluated the effect of eight work–life policies—egg
freezing, IVF, adoption services, paid parental leave, on-site child-
care, backup childcare or childcare subsidies, return to work pro-
grams, and comprehensive women’s health coverage—on three
organizational attitudes: attraction (“Which of these benefits would
make you more likely to apply for a job at a company?”), retention
(“Which of these benefits would make you more likely to stay with
your current employer?”), and perceptions of organizations as
positive and supportive for women (“Which of these benefits would
make you more likely to view a company as positive and supportive
of women?”). Although Hypothesis 1b focuses on attraction only,
we report results for all three attitudes. For each question, partici-
pants selected three policies.

Results

Hypothesis 1b

We used chi-square tests to determine if egg freezing evokes more
negative attitudes than other policies (Table 2). The policies differed
on attraction, χ2(7) = 1123.44, p < .001; retention, χ2(7) = 798.71,
p < .001; and positive and supportive organizational perceptions,
χ2(7) = 795.20, p < .001. Fewer participants selected egg freezing,
relative to all other policies (attraction: 7.8% for egg freezing, all
others >12.7%; retention: 7.3% for egg freezing, all others >13.0%;
positive and supportive: 9.8% for egg freezing, all others >17.3%).
Moreover, all pairwise comparisons between egg freezing and each
other policy were significant for all three attitudes, all χ2s(1) >
184.75, all ps < .001. These results support Hypothesis 1b.

Research Question 1

Research Question 1 (RQ1) focuses on whether gender and
parental status affect reactions to egg freezing coverage (a) overall
and (b) relative to other policies. The sample included women only
and was not broken down by parental status, but was broken down
by women who do or may want (more) children (N = 474; 54%)
versus those who do not (N = 404; 46%). We explored differences
between these groups, given that self-interest in and the relevance of
egg freezing coverage is likely higher for the first group.

Women who do or may want (more) children selected egg freezing
more often than womenwho do not, attraction: χ2(1)= 8.88, p= .003;
retention: χ2(1) = 6.27, p = .012; positive and supportive: χ2(1) =
6.01, p = .014, which is consistent with the idea that greater self-
interest in policy use results in more favorable policy reactions
(RQ1a).3 At the same time, the finding that employees react more
negatively to egg freezing than other policies held for both groups
(RQ1b). Among women who do or may want (more) children, the
policies differed on attraction, χ2(7) = 502.80, p < .001; retention,
χ2(7) = 431.36, p < .001; and positive and supportive perceptions,
χ2(7) = 415.59, p < .001. Egg freezing was selected significantly less
often than each other policy for all three attitudes, all χ2s(1)> 7.33, all
ps < .001; Table 2. Among women who do not want (more) children,
the policies again differed on attraction, χ2(7) = 463.17, p < .001;
retention, χ2(7) = 410.47, p < .001; and positive and supportive
perceptions, χ2(7) = 399.51, p < .001. Egg freezing was selected
significantly less often than each other policy for all three attitudes, all
χ2s(1) > 4.56, all ps < .05. The one exception was egg freezing (5%)
only differed from IVF (8%) on attraction at p< .10, χ2(1)= 2.77, p=
.096. Evidence that employees reacted more negatively to egg
freezing coverage than to other policies, regardless of future child-
bearing plans, suggests demographics do not affect differential
reactions to egg freezing versus other policies (RQ1b).

Discussion

Study 1 supports Hypothesis 1b. Egg freezing coverage was less
likely than seven other policies to increase attraction, retention, and
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2 The initial studies for this project were conducted before preregistration
was normative in the field. Subsequent studies were replications of the initial
studies. Our hypotheses were finalized before any data were collected and did
not change during the course of the project.

3 See the online Supplemental, Appendix E, for all policy comparisons
between the two subgroups.
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positive and supportive organizational perceptions. Women who do
or may want (more) children reacted more favorably to egg freezing
than those who do not, but egg freezing nevertheless evoked more
negative attitudes than other work–life policies among both groups.
One limitation of Study 1 is that the data set included organizational
attitudes (Hypothesis 1b), but not policy attitudes (Hypothesis 1a).
In addition, because the attitudes measures involved selecting three
of eight policies, we cannot determine to what extent participants
valued each policy. Finally, the data do not provide a test of whether
signaling explains why egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes
than other policies and alternative possibilities exist. For example,
employees may react more negatively to egg freezing than to other
policies because self-interest in using the policy is lower or because
it is applicable to fewer employees. These explanations are unlikely,
given that egg freezing evoked more negative attitudes than IVF and
adoption, which are similarly low in self-interest and applicability.
Nevertheless, we address each of these limitations in our subsequent
studies.

Study 2

The goals of Study 2 are both to provide an initial test of whether
personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization underlie reactions to

egg freezing coverage, and may thus explain why it evokes more
negative attitudes than other work–life policies, and to identify other
underlying factors that may contribute to differential reactions. To
this end, we asked participants whether they support egg freezing
coverage and asked them to provide open-ended comments regard-
ing why. We used this approach for two reasons. First, an open-
ended procedure allowed us to test if the work prioritization and
personal-life sacrifice signals naturally emerge from the data in the
absence of demand characteristics (i.e., asking about them directly)
and thus provides a partial test of Hypotheses 2–3. Second, this
approach allowed us to identify additional, nonhypothesized factors
that may underlie reactions to egg freezing. Identifying additional
factors that may drive reactions to egg freezing is important both
because little prior work exists on this topic and also so such factors
can be accounted for in our subsequent studies.

Method

Participants and Procedure

We recruited 300 working adults in the U.S. from an online panel
(Amazon’s Mechanical Turk [MTurk]), who completed a 5-min
survey for $0.90. Sixty participants were eliminated due to
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Table 2
Effects of Work–life Policies on Organizational Attitudes (Study 1)

Attitude and policy

Full sample
Women who do or may
want (more) children

Women who do not want
(more) children

% χ2 % χ2 % χ2

Organizational attraction
Egg freezing 7.8 — 10.5 — 5.0 —

IVF 12.8 347.74** 17.1 7.34** 8.0 2.77
Adoption 21.4 266.31** 20.0 13.97** 23.0 33.49**
Paid parental leave 75.2 539.98** 84.0 275.34** 69.0 224.35**
On-site childcare 50.1 242.96** 50.0 121.84** 49.0 145.34**
Backup childcare/subsidies 33.0 210.39** 29.7 43.36** 37.0 98.47**
Return to work programs 42.8 212.35** 43.0 92.53** 42.0 118.42**
Women’s health coverage 75.1 537.97** 42.8 116.59** 67.0 216.50**
Overall 1123.44** 502.80** 463.17**

Organizational retention
Egg freezing 7.3 — 9.5 — 5.0 —

IVF 13.1 353.11** 16.0 9.32** 9.0 4.57*
Adoption 21.3 275.15** 20.9 20.25** 22.0 43.68**
Paid parental leave 70.5 468.68** 77.0 249.76** 63.0 200.82**
On-site childcare 50.4 252.99** 52.5 141.55** 48.0 141.48**
Backup childcare/subsidies 38.6 213.98** 34.8 68.57** 43.0 122.25**
Return to work programs 41.7 217.79** 41.6 95.47** 42.0 118.42**
Women’s health coverage 56.6 299.16** 47.9 121.78** 67.0 216.50**
Overall 798.71** 431.36** 410.47**

Organization is positive and supportive
Egg freezing 9.8 — 12.0 — 7.0 —

IVF 17.4 274.06** 20.4 10.39** 14.0 9.89**
Adoption 23.6 224.36** 24.3 19.56** 23.0 34.92**
Paid parental leave 77.9 561.94** 80.3 239.67** 75.0 228.47**
On-site childcare 46.5 197.37** 47.7 100.92** 45.0 112.93**
Backup childcare/subsidies 28.8 197.37** 25.9 24.20** 32.0 64.97**
Return to work programs 42.1 184.76** 42.2 79.57** 42.0 101.84**
Women’s health coverage 52.5 232.43** 46.2 95.09** 60.0 169.61**
Overall 795.20** 415.59** 399.51**

Note. Full sample: N = 878; women who (may) want more children: N = 474; women who do not want (more) children: N = 404. The overall χ2 indicates
whether there are overall significant differences in the percentage of participants that selected each of the eight policies. The χ2 values specific to each policy
capture pairwise comparisons between that policy and egg freezing coverage. IVF = in vitro fertilization.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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incomplete or automated responses, resulting in 240 participants
(53% females; 74% White; age: M = 33.44, SD = 10.97). We also
recruited 12 women who work for organizations that offer fertility
policies, including egg freezing coverage, whose participation was
unpaid. We included this targeted sample to determine if unique
factors underlie the attitudes of employees of organizations who
offer egg freezing coverage and similar policies. We used our
personal networks to identify 18 relevant women, 12 of whom
participated (100% White; age: M = 30.00, SD = .85). As a result,
the total sample size was 252.

Measures

Following a brief description of egg freezing (online Supplemental,
Appendix A), participants reported their support for both egg freezing
in general (“Do you support egg freezing as a way to extend
fertility?”) and egg freezing as an organizational policy (“Are you
in favor of corporations paying for employees to freeze their eggs?”;
response options: yes, no, undecided). Asking both questions enabled
us to determine if attitudes toward egg freezing as a policy are more
negative than those toward the procedure itself. Next, participants
explained their (lack of) support. We assessed gender, parental status,
and other demographics controls (age, race, marital status). We also
controlled for political orientation because liberals may have more
favorable attitudes toward progressive policies. Finally, we controlled
for havingworked for an organization that covers egg freezing (policy
access), which may affect policy familiarity.

Coding

We followed recommendations for analyzing qualitative re-
sponses (e.g., Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Miles & Huberman,
1994). Elinor Flynn used the first 50 general sample responses
and the 12 targeted sample responses to develop an initial set of
categories. Ambiguous response (e.g., unsure) and responses rele-
vant to egg freezing in general, but not egg freezing as an organiza-
tional policy (e.g., egg freezing is a medical advance), were
eliminated. The remaining responses were grouped into 18 catego-
ries. Next, a second coder was trained on the coding scheme and
both coders classified all responses. No additional categories
emerged in the coding process and interrater reliability was

acceptable (κ: M = .68, SD = .16). Kappa scores were low for
some categories due to low base rates; however, agreement was at
least 94% for all categories (M= .97, SD= .02; online Supplemental,
Appendix B).

Results

Descriptive statistics for the study variables appear in Table 3.

Policy Attitudes

Overall, 54% of participants supported egg freezing policies, 18%
opposed them, and 29% were undecided. By comparison, 79% of
participants supported egg freezing in general, 9% opposed it, and
13% were undecided. Support for egg freezing policies was lower
than support for egg freezing in general, χ2(4) = 44.85, p < .001.
Thus, reactions to egg freezing are more negative when covered by
organizations, which is consistent with signaling.

Factors Underlying Attitudes

The 18 categories, as well as example quotes and frequencies,
appear in Table 4. We organized the 18 first-order codes into two
second-order codes: factors underlying positive and negative atti-
tudes toward egg freezing. Codes were categorized as factors
underlying positive (negative) attitudes if they were mentioned
most often by participants who did (did not) support egg freezing
coverage.

Twelve of the first-order codes were factors underlying positive
attitudes toward egg freezing coverage, including beliefs that egg
freezing coverage makes the procedure affordable (affordability for
employees), makes employees feel supported (supports employees),
is within the rights of organizations to offer (rights of companies),
should be covered by companies because insurance does not
(insurance does not cover), helps employees prioritize work
(work prioritization), attracts talent (attracts talent), provides women
with family planning flexibility (flexibility for employees), helps
employees’ careers (benefits careers), promotes healthy pregnancies
(benefits health), promotes gender equality (gender equality), allows
women to be in charge of their bodies (controls bodies), and helps
address infertility (promotes fertility).
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics (Study 2)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Support for egg freezing in general .79 .41 —

2. Support for egg freezing coverage by organizations .54 .50 .37** —

3. Age 33.28 10.73 .12* .02 —

4. Female .56 .50 .05 .06 .07 —

5. White .75 .43 .07 −.10 .03 −.07 —

6. Policy access .11 .31 −.02 .09 −.08 .00 −.01 —

7. Single .31 .46 −.08 −.13* −.22** −.14* −.11 −.15* —

8. Parent .47 .50 −.02 .10 .38** .15* −.01 .01 −.43** —

9. Political orientation 3.87 1.77 −.20** −.13* .02 −.03 .04 .04 −.06 .18*

Note. N = 252. Support for egg freezing variables: −1 = do not support, 0 = unsure, 1 = support. Female, White, single, parent: 1 = yes, 0 = no. Political
orientation: 1= very liberal, 7= very conservative. Policy access refers to havingworked for an organization that offers coverage for egg freezing: 1= yes, 0= no.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Six of the first-order codes were factors underlying negative
attitudes toward egg freezing coverage, including beliefs that cov-
erage is too costly (expensive for companies), is an optional
procedure (optional procedure), is a private decision (private deci-
sion), has negative consequences or side effects (unintended con-
sequences), creates pressure to delay family needs (personal-life
sacrifice), and tries to control nature inappropriately (unnatural
procedure).
We also analyzed responses from the targeted subsample to

determine if unique factors emerged among those who work for
organizations offering this type of policy. All attitudinal factors
that emerged in the targeted sample also emerged in the general
sample.

Research Question 1

We explored if gender and parental status affected reactions to
egg freezing (RQ1a). Neither gender, χ2(2) = 0.84, p = .66, nor
parental status, χ2(2) = 4.14, p = .13, affected policy support. We
also explored if demographics affected the frequency of the factors
underlying egg freezing support. Two differences emerged; women
were more likely than men to mention career benefits, χ2(1) = 4.20,
p = .04, and affordability for employees, χ2(1) = 5.61, p = .018. In
all, few demographic differences emerged. Because this study

focused on egg freezing only, we could not test the effects of
demographics on differential policy reactions (RQ1b).

Discussion

Study 2 revealed a range of factors underlie attitudes toward egg
freezing coverage. In partial support of Hypothesis 2, beliefs that the
policy signals personal-life sacrifice emerged as a driver of negative
attitudes toward egg freezing coverage. In partial support of Hypoth-
esis 3, beliefs that the policy signals work prioritization also
emerged, but most frequently as a driver of positive, not negative,
policy attitudes. Notably, responses mentioning work prioritization
often took the perspective of organization, not the employee. These
responses emphasized that it is in organizations’ interest to offer a
policy that encourages work prioritization, which is consistent with
our theorizing that egg freezing signals organizational needs are
prioritized over employee needs. In addition, the notion that em-
ployees are less personally interested in using egg freezing coverage
or view the policy as applicable to relatively few employees did not
emerge as drivers of egg freezing attitudes, which further suggests
these alternatives do not explain why egg freezing evoked more
negative attitudes than other policies in Study 1.

Study 2 indicates that personal-life sacrifice and work prioritiza-
tion, as well as a range of other factors, underlie egg freezing
attitudes and may thus explain differential reactions to egg freezing
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Table 4
Factors Underlying Attitudes Toward Egg Freezing Coverage (Study 2)

Code Example statement N

Positive attitudes
Affordability for employees “I am in favor of it because egg freezing is a very expensive procedure, and if companies covered this cost, more

women may be able to afford to delay starting a family until they are truly ready.”
32 (0)

Supports employees “This shows employees that their company values them.” 27 (0)
Rights of companies “If the corporation wants to pay, and the employees have the freedom to say yes or no, I do not see a problem.” 21 (0)
Insurance does not cover “It is a medical procedure so it should be covered under insurance. I think it’s great that corporations include it

for their employees.”
15 (0)

Work prioritization “I think companies have a vested interest in having their employees’ full attention, so it is a good thing for them
if their employees hold off on families with egg freezing.”

14 (0)

Attracts talent “For some people it might be a nice incentive to work for that company especially if they can’t afford it on their
own.”

14 (0)

Flexibility for employees “Sometimes, a person’s life may not be appropriate for raising a child. Sometimes, people just want to wait. It’s
an absolutely personal opinion and I think it’s awesome that technology has advanced to give people this
option.”

13 (98)

Benefits careers “It gives women more flexibility on when to have children and takes the pressure off of them in career decisions
or sacrifices at a time where career focus is very important.”

10 (20)

Benefits health “I think it’s perfectly acceptable for a woman to want to wait to give birth without the risk of birth defects” 4 (5)
Gender equality “It allows women greater flexibility in making decisions on career and family and helps to equalize the playing

field between men and women in this regard.”
4 (3)

Controls bodies “It’s their body and they should be able to do whatever they want to it.” 3 (35)
Promotes fertility “It can help people who perhaps have low fertility and want to pursue raising a family.” 1 (45)

Negative attitudes
Expensive for companies “I do not feel like this is a good use of money and it could be better spent elsewhere.” 31 (0)
Optional procedure “It’s not necessary, so I don’t see why companies should pay for it. It’s elective and personal choice.” 22 (0)
Private decision “I feel like it should be a personal decision and the fact corporations are paying employees makes me feel

uneasy”
19 (0)

Unintended consequences “There would need to be ways that this would not mean a personwould feel trapped in their job, if leavingmeant
that they would have to either lose their eggs or foot a large bill to keep them in storage.”

13 (0)

Personal-life sacrifice “By offering to pay for a still risky procedure, corporations are really saying ‘work for a while longer and then
try and have a baby.’ I do not believe it is responsible for corporations to behave in a way that could be
considered unethical.”

9 (0)

Unnatural procedure “Fertilization is a God given natural process.” 5 (23)

Note. N = 252. N when asked about egg freezing coverage by organizations, with N for egg freezing in general in parentheses.
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coverage. We next use the Study 2 categories to develop a measure
of factors underlying egg freezing attitudes, which we then use in
subsequent studies to test which factors explain differential reac-
tions to egg freezing versus other work–life policies.

Study 3

Our ultimate goal is to test whether egg freezing coverage evokes
more negative attitudes relative to other work–life policies because
it signals greater personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization
(Hypotheses 2–3). Although Study 2 provides some support for
these ideas, a full test requires that we first develop a measure of
factors underlying egg freezing attitudes, which we can then use to
compare egg freezing to other work–life policies. The goal of Study
3 was to develop such a measure. To this end, we used the Study 2
results to develop an initial set of items and then used three samples
to assess their factor structure and content validity. This approach
enabled us to test if, consistent with Hypotheses 2–3, personal-life
sacrifice and work prioritization emerge as distinct factors underly-
ing egg freezing attitudes. It also enabled us to determine which
additional factors contribute to egg freezing attitudes and are thus
important to account for when comparing egg freezing to other
policies in our subsequent studies.

Method

Participants and Procedure

We gathered data from three samples. Sample A, used to assess
the factor structure of an initial set of items, included 329 full-time
working adults in the U.S., who we recruited online via Prolific
Academic (47% females; 84% White; age: M = 35.22, SD = 9.71).
Participants completed an 8-min survey for $1.30. Sample B, used to
assess the content validity of a revised set of items, included 150
working adults in the U.S. recruited online via MTurk (age: M =
36.45, SD = 9.01; 41% females; 71% White). Participants com-
pleted a 10-min survey for $1.50. Finally, Sample C, used to assess
the factor structure of the revised items, included 252 employees in
the U.S. recruited via MTurk (age: M = 37.79, SD = 10.11; 40%
females; 77% White). Participants completed a 10-min survey
for $1.50.

Measures

Sample A participants read a description of egg freezing coverage
and wrote a few sentences about the policy as a check for suspicious
responses. None was detected. Participants then rated their agree-
ment with an initial set of items (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). All items began: “In my personal opinion, offering egg
freezing as a policy : : : .”
To generate the initial items, we used the Study 2 responses, in

which participants described the phenomenon of interest (i.e., egg
freezing coverage; Hinkin, 1998). We generated three items each for
11 of the Study 2 categories, resulting in 33 initial items. We did not
write items for all Study 2 categories because our goal was to
develop a measure that could be used to compare egg freezing to
other work–life policies. We excluded five categories because they
focused on egg freezing as a fertility-related medical procedure (i.e.,
promotes fertility, unnatural procedure, promotes health, health
insurance does not cover, controls bodies); asking if these factors

underlie attitudes toward other work–life policies (e.g., parental
leave) would be nonsensical. We excluded the two remaining
categories because they were overly broad and thus uninformative
(i.e., unintended consequences, rights of companies). Notably, the
excluded themes were also infrequent (excluded: M = 9; included:
M = 17). Thus, our approach captured common drivers of egg
freezing attitudes while also minimizing measure length.

Sample A participants also completed a measure of egg freezing
policy support, which enabled us to test which factors drive egg
freezing attitudes (adapted from Kravitz & Platania, 1993; 5 items,
e.g., “This initiative is a good human resource policy”; α = .93; 1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree).4 The order of the items we
developed and the policy support measure was counterbalanced. We
gathered the same demographics and controls as in Study 2.

Given the large number of factors potentially underlying egg
freezing attitudes, we used Sample A to conduct an initial test of the
items’ factor structure and reduce the scale’s length. We then
followed Hinkin’s (1998) measure development steps in Samples
B–C.

Specifically, Sample B participants rated the content validity of a
modified set of 24 items. We gave participants the definition of the
four factors that emerged in Sample A and they rated the fit of each
item to each definition (1 = does not fit the definition at all, 5 =
perfectly fits the definition). We gathered the same demographics
and controls as in Sample A. We also assessed work–life segmen-
tation preferences (Kreiner, 2006; 4 items; α = .89) because they
affect work–life policy attitudes (Rothbard et al., 2005). Finally, as
an attention check, we asked if participants rated the fit of the items
to the definitions, as instructed, or their agreement with the items.
Excluding participants (N = 20; 13%) who failed the check did not
affect our results.

Sample C participants rated their agreement with the modified set
of 24 items, which were subjected to factor analysis. We gathered
the same policy support measure and control variables as in Sample
B. Eliminating participants who failed an attention check (select “3”
as the incorrect answer to a math problem; N = 2; 1%) did not
change our conclusions.

Results

Initial Items (Sample A)

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the initial 33 items, using
principal axis factoring (PAF) and oblimin rotation (Osborne, 2014),
yielded a four-factor solution (λ1 = 14.95, λ2 = 3.38, λ3 = 2.86, λ4 =
1.17, λ5–33 < .93; 63% of the variance explained). We removed
double-loading items (i.e., loadings >|.32| on two factors; Costello
& Osborne, 2005) and reran the EFA. Two iterations of this process
produced a clean solution (i.e., all items loaded ≥|.40| on one factor
and <|.32| on the remaining factors; Costello & Osborne, 2005) that
included 26 items and four factors (λ1 = 12.15, λ2 = 2.80, λ3 = 2.16,
λ4 = 1.08, λ5–31 < .88; 64.59% of the variance explained; see online
Supplemental, Appendix C for the full EFA results).

The first factor contained 12 items, including all flexibility for
employees, supports employees, and attracts talent items, as well as
two affordability for employees items and one benefits careers item,
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4 We dropped one reverse-coded item and changed the referent from
“affirmative action” to “human resource policy.”
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which all capture positive effects on employees. Thus, we labeled
this factor “benefits to employees” (M = 5.12, SD = 1.13; α = .94).
The second factor contained nine items, including all expensive for
companies, private decision, and optional procedure items, which all
capture that egg freezing is costly to organizations, because it is
either too expensive or inappropriate. Thus, we labeled this factor
“costs to organizations” (M = 4.16, SD = 1.45; α = .93). The third
factor contained the three personal-life sacrifice items and was
labeled “personal-life sacrifice” (M = 4.31, SD = 1.72; α = .89).
The fourth factor contained two work prioritization items and was
labeled “work prioritization” (M = 4.61, SD = 1.38; α = .75;
Table 4).
Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics for the four factors and

the other study variables. We regressed policy support on the four
factors (Table 6). The benefits to employees’ factor was positively
related to support (b= .67, p < .001), and the costs to organizations
(b = −.47, p < .001), personal-life sacrifice (b = −.09, p = .001),
and work prioritization (b = −.08, p = .019) factors were nega-
tively related to support. The same was true when we included the
controls.
Next, we revised the scale to include 24 items (six per factor),

given recommendations that the ideal scale length is four to six
items per factor (Clark & Watson, 1995; Hinkin, 1998). For the
benefits to employees and costs to organizations factors, we
retained the six items with the highest loadings (>.67) that could

also generalize to a range of policies. For personal-life sacrifice and
work prioritization, we retained the existing items and added
similar new items.

Content Validity (Sample B)

We assessed ratings of whether the revised items fit the definition
of the four factors. We conducted a repeated measures analysis of
variance (ANOVA) for each item, using fit ratings on each factor as
the within-subjects factor. The ANOVA was significant for each
item (53.18≤ F≤ 153.63, all ps< .001) and each itemwas rated as a
better fit to the intended factor definition, relative to the other factor
definitions (55.13 ≤ F ≤ 270.24, all ps < .001). The one exception
was a personal-life sacrifice item, which fits the personal-life
sacrifice definition marginally better than the work prioritization
definition, F(1, 148) = 3.29, p = .072. This item was therefore
eliminated from inclusion in the final measure.

Final Measure (Sample C)

We revised the scale to a final set of 16 items (four per factor;
Table 7) based on the factor loadings, given that four items are
preferable to six if the additional items do not meaningfully improve
reliability (Hinkin, 1998). Most of the final 16 items were subjected
to an EFA in Sample A, which suggests confirmatory factor analysis
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics (Study 3, Samples A and C)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Sample A
1. Personal-life sacrifice 4.31 1.72 (.89)
2. Work prioritization 4.61 1.38 −.05 (.75)
3. Benefits to employees 5.22 1.13 −.52** .42** (.94)
4. Costs to organizations 4.16 1.45 .47** −.35** −.61** (.93)
5. Policy support 4.85 1.52 −.57** .30** .79** −.77** (.93)
6. Age 35.22 9.71 .05 −.07 −0.08 .12* −.15**
7. Female 0.47 0.52 .05 .01 0.02 −0.09 0.01 .02
8. White 0.84 0.37 .11 −.07 −0.06 0.07 −0.04 .06 −.01
9. Single 0.24 0.43 .03 −.09 −0.09 0.03 −0.03 −.19** .04 −.17*
10. Parent 0.39 0.49 .02 −.04 −0.02 0.08 −0.04 .43** −.05 .07 .29**
11. Political orientation 3.15 1.67 .00 .02 −0.04 .24** −.18** .28** −.19** .11 −.16** .33**
12. Policy access 0.02 0.12 .06 .05 −0.01 −0.02 0.00 .02 −.11* −.01 −.01 .00 −.08 —

Sample C
1. Personal-life sacrifice 3.38 1.62 (.92)
2. Work prioritization 4.27 1.53 .15* (.94)
3. Benefits employees 5.46 1.13 −.29** .37** (.90)
4. Costs organizations 4.62 1.66 .42** −.25** −.31** (.92)
5. Policy support 4.58 1.47 −.48** .30** .63** −.72** (.90)
6. Age 37.79 10.11 .00 −.20** −.03 .19** −.11
7. Female 0.40 0.49 −.05 −.08 .03 −.02 .02 .21**
8. White 0.77 0.42 −.02 −.10 .02 .00 .01 .11 .07
9. Single 0.40 0.49 −.12 −.01 −.04 −.26** .09 −.30** −.05 −.10
10. Parent 0.50 0.50 .08 .03 .04 .14* −.04 .39** .15* .01 −.60**
11. Political orientation 4.19 1.80 −.23** .02 .16** −.35** .33** −.32** −.13* −.01 .37** −.36**
12. Policy access 0.54 0.50 −.11 −.08 .04 −.05 .01 .09 −.01 .02 −.06 .06 .02
13. Segmentation 5.93 1.08 −.07 −.02 .09 .01 .08 .04 .04 −.04 .02 −.04 .05 −.08 (.89)

Note. Sample A: N = 329; Sample C: N = 252. Policy support refers to overall support for egg freezing coverage. Female, White, single, parent: 1 = yes, 0 =
no. Political orientation: 1 = very liberal, 7 = very conservative. Policy access refers to having worked for an organization that offers coverage for egg freezing:
1 = yes, 0 = no. Segmentation refers to greater preferences for segmentation versus integration.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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(CFA) is appropriate in Sample C; however, some items were not,
which suggests EFA is appropriate. We therefore randomly split the
sample into two and conducted an EFA on one half and a CFA on the
other half (Hinkin, 1998). The EFA, with PAF and oblimin rotation,
yielded a four-factor solution (λ1 = 5.49, λ2 = 4.05, λ3 = 1.95, λ4 =
1.49, λ5–16 < .51; 74% of the variance explained). All items loaded
cleanly on the intended factor. The four-factor CFA model also fits
the data well, comparative fit index (CFI) = .96, root-mean-square
error of approximation (RMSEA) = .07, standardized root-mean-
square residual (SRMR) = .05; χ2(98) = 160.24, p < .001. More-
over, the reliability of each factor was high (personal-life sacrifice:
α= .92; work prioritization: α= .94; benefits to employees: α= .92;
costs to organizations: α = .90).
We regressed the four factors on egg freezing support (Table 6).

Benefits to employees was positively related to egg freezing support
(b = 0.53, p < .001), and costs to organizations (b = −0.46, p < .001)
and personal-life sacrifice (b = −0.13, p < .001) were negatively

related to support. Contrary to the Sample A results, work prioritiza-
tion was unrelated to policy support (b = 0.04, p = .313). Including
the control variables produced the same conclusions.

Research Question 1

We explored the main effect of gender and parental status on
reactions to egg freezing in Samples A and C (RQ1a; Table 6). No
significant results emerged, suggesting that, consistent with Studies
1–2, demographics have little effect. Like Study 2, Study 3 focused
on egg freezing coverage only, which precluded a test of RQ1b.

Discussion

Study 3 suggests four factors underlie support for egg freezing
coverage. Consistent with our theorizing, the personal-life sacrifice
and work prioritization emerged as distinct factors. As expected,
personal-life sacrifice was negatively related to policy attitudes,
which provides support for Hypothesis 2. Work prioritization was
also negatively related to policy attitudes in Sample A, but was
unrelated in Sample C, which provides partial support for Hypothe-
sis 3. Two additional, nonhypothesized factors emerged: benefits to
employees, which positively predicted policy attitudes, and costs to
organizations, which negatively predicted policy attitudes. As a
result, these factors may also contribute to differential reactions to
egg freezing versus other policies. Although a necessary step, Study
3 focuses on egg freezing coverage only, which precludes a full test
of Hypotheses 2–3. Thus, in Studies 4–6, we use the Study 3
measure to test if egg freezing differs from other policies on the
four factors and, if so, which factors explain why egg freezing elicits
more negative attitudes than other work–life policies.

Study 4

The goal of Study 4 is to provide a full test of whether freezing
evokes more negative attitudes than other policies because it sends
stronger signals of personal-life sacrifice and work prioritization
(Hypotheses 1–3). To this end, we compare reactions to egg freezing
versus paid parental leave. We selected parental leave because it is a
common work–life policy (SHRM, 2019) and evoked the most
favorable attitudes in Study 1. Moreover, given that parental leave
affords paid time off of work to accommodate personal-life needs, it
is particularly likely to differ from egg freezing in terms of personal-
life sacrifice and work prioritization. As a result, using paid parental
leave as a comparison increased the likelihood of finding significant
effects.

In addition to testing our hypotheses, we explore whether benefits
to employees and costs to organizations contribute to differential
reactions to egg freezing versus other policies; however, we do not
propose a priori hypotheses. Relative to many other work–life
policies, egg freezing coverage may be viewed as providing
more benefits to employees, because it is relatively uncommon
and thus perceived as generous, or fewer benefits to employees,
because most are unlikely to use it. Likewise, relative to many other
policies, egg freezing coverage may be perceived as more costly to
organizations, because it is an expensive procedure and may be
viewed as unethical; or it may be viewed as less costly, because few
employees are likely to use it resulting in low cost. Given competing
rationales, we treat these factors as exploratory.
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Table 6
Regression Results Predicting Egg Freezing Policy Support (Study
3, Samples A and C)

Variable

Model 1 Model 2

b t b t

Sample A
Step 1
Benefits to employees 0.67 13.21** 0.67 13.44**
Costs to organizations −0.47 −12.84** −0.44 −11.78**
Personal-life sacrifice −0.09 −3.24** −0.10 −3.43**
Work prioritization −0.08 −2.35* −0.07 −2.01*

Step 2
Age −0.01 −1.71
Female −0.13 −1.64
White 0.15 1.32
Single 0.11 1.12
Parent 0.17 1.79
Political orientation −0.07 −2.39*
Policy access −0.08 −0.25

R2 .78** .79**
ΔR2 .01

Sample C
Step 1
Benefits to employees 0.53 10.25** 0.51 9.58**
Costs to organizations −0.46 −12.93** −0.46 −12.19**
Personal-life sacrifice −0.13 −3.55** −0.13 −3.49**
Work prioritization 0.04 1.01 0.04 1.06

Step 2
Age 0.00 0.25
Female 0.00 0.01
White 0.00 0.03
Single −0.21 −1.54
Parent 0.02 0.15
Political orientation 0.06 1.86
Policy access −0.13 −1.27
Segmentation 0.05 0.97

R2 .71** .72**
ΔR2 .01

Note. Sample A: N = 329. Sample C: N = 252. Female, White, single,
parent: 1 = yes, 0 = no. Political orientation: 1 = very liberal, 7 = very
conservative. Policy access refers to having worked for an organization that
offers coverage for egg freezing: 1 = yes, 0 = no. Segmentation refers to
greater preferences for segmentation versus integration.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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Method

Participants and Procedure

We recruited 207 working adults in the U.S. (70% females; 73%
White; age: M = 35.40, SD = 10.22). To complement our prior
online samples, we recruited a highly educated, career-oriented
sample likely to work for organizations with generous work–life
policies. We recruited 46 members of an elite Master of Business
Administration (MBA) program via a listserv and 149 alumni of an
elite university via discussion forums. We asked participants to
forward the survey to other working adults, resulting in nine
additional participants. Three participants did not report how they
found the survey. Participants completed a 5-min online survey and
were entered into a drawing for one of five $100 Amazon gift cards.

Measures

We randomly assigned participants to evaluate egg freezing
coverage or paid parental leave. Participants read and reacted to
a description of the policy to screen for suspicious responses. None
was detected. Participants completed the 16-item measure of factors
underlying policy support from Study 3.5 The stem of the items
varied by policy (“In my personal opinion, coverage for egg
freezing/paid parental leave : : : ”). Across policies, a four-factor
CFA model fits the data well, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .07, SRMR =
.08, χ2(98)= 204.46, p< .001. Given we developed the scale around
egg freezing coverage, it was important to assess its equivalence
when used to evaluate other policies. Therefore, we conducted
Procrustes factor analysis (PFA; McCrae et al., 1996; Van de

Vijver & Leung, 1997). PFA involves calculating a normative factor
solution across policies and determining if each policy’s factor
solution fits the normative solution. Fit is assessed with an identity
coefficient, calculated for each factor in each policy-specific solu-
tion (e.g., see Fried & Ferris, 1986 and To et al., 2020). The
normative solution produced the four expected factors (λ1 =
6.04, λ2 = 3.31, λ3 = 2.01, λ4 = 1.39, λ5–16 ≤ .48; 73% variance
explained). For both policies, all identity coefficients exceeded the
.90 cutoff (M = .98, SD = .01, range = .97–.99). Thus, the factor
structure was equivalent across policies.

Participants also completed the same policy support measure (α=
.92), demographics, and controls as in Study 3. They also reported
which policy they evaluated as a check; all participants who
completed the check (N = 204; 98.6%) passed.

Results

Tables 8–10 present descriptive statistics, means and standard
deviations by policy, and regression results. The regression results
do not change if the controls are omitted.

Hypothesis 1a

We predicted employees have more negative policy attitudes
toward egg freezing coverage than toward other policies. We
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Table 7
Final Items for Measure of Factors Underlying Egg Freezing Attitudes (Study 3, Samples B–C)

Items

Content validity ratings

F

Personal-life
sacrifice

Work
prioritization

Benefits to
organizations

Costs to
organizations

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Personal-life sacrifice
Encourages employees to sacrifice their personal lives 4.27 1.11 2.81 1.46 1.92 1.34 2.39 1.50 110.96**
Makes employees feel more anxiety about the impact of children on their

careers
3.99 1.15 2.75 1.40 2.09 1.39 2.31 1.35 79.41**

Creates pressure for employees to delay starting a family 4.49 0.76 2.91 1.50 1.99 1.32 2.27 1.41 91.03**
Communicates to employees that having children poses a career risk 4.48 0.86 2.89 1.48 2.07 1.37 2.51 1.40 70.57**

Work prioritization
Encourages employees to be more committed to work 2.83 1.37 4.35 0.96 2.79 1.41 2.05 1.27 107.78**
Helps employees be more focused on their work 2.74 1.44 4.25 0.99 2.81 1.33 1.98 1.32 103.62**
Encourages employees to prioritize their work 2.87 1.39 4.35 1.01 2.63 1.34 2.05 1.33 109.74**
Helps employees devote themselves more fully to their jobs 2.99 1.37 4.19 1.00 2.85 1.35 2.19 1.42 69.95**

Benefits to employees
Gives employees flexibility in the timing of their personal-life decisions 2.59 1.53 2.8 1.41 4.17 1.00 2.06 1.37 83.60**
Gives employees a greater sense of control over meeting goals in their

personal lives
2.53 1.43 2.87 1.37 4.09 0.95 2.15 1.44 79.07**

Gives employees more choice in their personal lives 2.57 1.50 2.71 1.38 4.12 0.98 2.01 1.39 89.40**
Makes employees feel supported in their personal lives by the company 2.47 1.57 2.75 1.40 4.10 0.95 2.08 1.31 84.73**

Costs to organizations
Involves the company too much in the personal lives of employees 2.66 1.46 2.16 1.43 2.11 1.33 3.98 1.36 75.54**
Requires the company to spendmoney that would be better used elsewhere 2.07 1.4 2.19 1.38 2.07 1.38 4.19 1.15 121.10**
Is too expensive for companies to offer 1.99 1.3 1.99 1.28 2.05 1.34 4.27 1.11 153.63**
Goes beyond the domain of what companies should be responsible for 2.18 1.38 2.14 1.42 2.13 1.38 4.15 1.13 123.81**

Note. Sample B (N= 150); Sample C (N= 252). Content validity ratings in bold for a given item are significantly higher than ratings not in bold on the same item.
** p < .01.

5 We included the 24-item version of the scale in Study 4 but present
results for the 16-item version to be consistent with our subsequent studies.
The two versions of the scale produce the same conclusions in Study 4.
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regressed policy support on policy (1 = egg freezing, 0 = paid leave;
Tables 10). In support of Hypothesis 1, participants supported egg
freezing coverage less than paid parental leave (b=−0.96, p< .001).

Hypotheses 2a and 3a

We predicted employees support egg freezing less than other
policies due to stronger personal-life sacrifice and work priori-
tization signals. We first regressed personal-life sacrifice and
work prioritization on policy. Egg freezing signaled more
personal-life sacrifice than parental leave (b = 1.26, p < 001).
Contrary to expectations, egg freezing signaled less work pri-
oritization than parental leave (b = −0.46, p = .036). We also

regressed the nonhypothesized factors on policy. Egg freezing
was perceived as less beneficial to employees (b = −0.58, p =
.004) and more costly to organizations (b = 1.17, p < .001) than
parental leave.

Next, we regressed policy support on the four factors, controlling
for policy. Personal-life sacrifice was negatively related to policy
support (b = −0.21, p < .001), but work prioritization was not (b =
0.04, p = .415). In addition, benefits to employees was positively
related (b = 0.35, p < .001), and costs to organizations was
negatively related (b = −0.33, p < .001), to support.

To test for mediation, we used PROCESS Macro (Model 4;
Hayes, 2017).We entered the four factors as simultaneous mediators
and used 5,000 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped confidence
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Table 8
Descriptive Statistics (Study 4)

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Policy condition .56 .50
2. Personal-life sacrifice 2.87 1.65 .44** (.95)
3. Work prioritization 4.60 1.21 −.23** −.08 (.87)
4. Benefits to employees 5.91 1.20 −.31** −.40** .43** (.92)
5. Costs to organizations 2.70 1.43 .47** .41** −.48** −.48** (.90)
6. Policy support 5.88 1.26 −.48** −.61** .43** .68** .75** (.92)
7. Age 35.40 10.22 −.06 .01 −.13 −.17* .23** −.21**
8. Female .70 .46 .05 −.02 .07 .06 −.21** .09 −.21**
9. White .73 .45 −.03 .04 −.15* −.03 .05 −.09 .12 .02
10. Single .33 .47 .08 .04 −.10 −.02 .07 −.05 −.30** .13 −.07
11. Parent .36 .48 −.10 −.04 .02 −.07 .10 −.10 .61** −.17* .10 −.51**
12. Political orientation 2.76 1.31 −.05 −.04 −.17* −.14* .29** −.19** .02 −.20** .05 .00 .03
13. Policy access .43 .50 −.61** −.34** .22** .29** −.43** .46** −.05 −.01 .01 −.09 −.05 −.04

Note. N= 207. Policy condition: 1= egg freezing, 0= parental leave. Female, White, single, parent: 1= yes, 0= no. Political orientation: 1= very liberal, 7=
very conservative. Policy access refers to having worked for an organization that offers the target policy in each condition: 1 = yes, 0 = no.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations by Policy (Studies 4–6)

Policy
Personal-life
sacrifice

Work
prioritization

Benefits to
employees

Costs to
organizations Policy support

Organizational
attraction

Study 4
Egg freezing 3.56a (1.74) 4.45a (1.22) 5.63a (1.28) 3.38a (1.37) 5.34a (1.34) —

Paid parental leave 2.05b (1.21) 5.02b (1.27) 6.36b (0.91) 2.01b (1.22) 6.55b (0.73) —

F value 50.01** 10.90** 21.19** 56.66** 61.11** —

Study 5
Egg freezing 3.06a (1.75) 4.59a (1.40) 5.58a (1.25) 4.46a (1.66) 4.71a (1.52) 4.26a (1.51)
Flextime 1.83b (1.04) 5.66b (1.10) 6.36b (0.80) 2.06b (1.18) 6.28b (0.77) 6.35b (0.82)
IVF 2.27c (1.29) 4.23c (1.47) 5.60a (1.17) 4.24c (1.66) 5.11c (1.44) 4.59c (1.57)
On-site childcare 1.94b (1.15) 5.73b (1.00) 6.02c (0.86) 2.94d (1.44) 6.06d (0.93) 5.63d (1.31)
Paid parental leave 1.75b (1.00) 4.86a (1.46) 6.36b (0.70) 2.13b (1.20) 6.31b (0.82) 5.98d (1.12)
F value 61.96** 73.40** 47.71** 232.80** 146.66** 169.56**

Study 6
Egg freezing 3.41a (1.77) 4.81a (1.28) 5.67a (1.18) 4.04a (1.57) 5.23a (1.39) 5.41a (1.39)
IVF 2.06b (1.20) 4.45b (1.35) 5.92a (1.03) 3.52b (1.43) 5.76b (1.20) 5.83b (1.05)
On-site childcare 1.94b (1.07) 5.57c (1.06) 6.00a (0.90) 2.81c (1.26) 6.07c (1.11) 5.96b (1.12)
No additional
policy

2.13b (1.23) 4.96 d (0.95) 5.77a (1.12) 2.65c (1.10) 5.91b (1.01) 5.74b (1.19)

F value 32.58** 19.60** 2.42 28.02** 15.20** 4.93**

Note. Study 4: N = 207. Study 5: N = 1,020 observations and 204 individuals. Study 6: N = 498. Reported values are means with the standard deviation in
parentheses. Means that do not share superscripts differ significantly at p <.05. The F values capture the main effect of policy condition. Organizational
attraction was not measured in Study 4. IVF = in vitro fertilization.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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intervals to test significance. In support of Hypothesis 2a, egg
freezing (vs. parental leave) had a negative indirect negative effect
on support, via personal-life sacrifice, b = −0.26, 95% CI [−0.44,
−0.12]. The indirect effect of egg freezing via work prioritization
was not significant, b = −0.02, 95% CI [−0.08, 0.03], which fails to

support Hypothesis 3a. Two nonhypothesized indirect effects also
emerged. Egg freezing had negative indirect effects on policy
support, via both lower benefits to employees, b = −0.19, 95%
CI [−0.46, −0.04], and higher costs to organizations, b = −0.41,
95% CI [−0.59, −0.23]. Figure 2 summarizes the indirect effects.
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Table 10
Regression Results (Study 4)

Variable

Personal-life
sacrifice

Work
prioritization

Benefits to
employees

Costs to
organizations Policy support

b t b t b t b t b t b t

Step 1
Policy type 1.26 4.54** −0.46 −2.11* −0.58 −2.91** 1.17 5.73** −0.96 −5.26** −0.04 −0.30
Age 0.00 0.30 −0.02 −2.27* −0.02 −2.38 0.03 3.37** −0.03 −3.01** −0.01 −1.20
Female −0.18 −0.71 0.12 0.61 0.03 0.18 −0.45 −2.51* 0.10 0.63 −0.10 −1.07
White 0.22 0.92 −0.40 −2.10 −0.02 −0.10 0.09 0.53 −0.21 −1.33 −0.10 −1.08
Single 0.01 0.04 −0.28 −1.35 −0.10 −0.54 0.40 2.01* −0.24 −1.36 −0.06 −0.60
Parent −0.11 −0.35 0.24 0.98 0.03 0.14 0.06 0.25 −0.06 −0.27 −0.05 −0.42
Political orientation −0.05 −0.60 −0.15 −2.34* −0.13 −2.10* 0.30 4.86** −0.18 −3.29** −0.03 −0.77
Policy access −0.42 −1.51 0.23 1.06 0.31 1.72 −0.47 −2.26* 0.50 2.71** 0.11 0.99

Step 2
Personal-life sacrifice −0.21 −6.56**
Work prioritization 0.04 0.87
Benefits to employees 0.35 7.62**
Costs to organizations −0.33 −7.67**

R2 .21** .15** .17** .43** .37** .77**
ΔR2 .40**

Note. N = 207. Policy type: 1 = egg freezing, 0 = paid parental leave.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.

Figure 2
Summary of Findings (Studies 4–6)

Indirect effects of egg freezing on policy support: Indirect effects of egg freezing on org. attraction:
via personal-life sacrifice:  S4: -0.26*; S5: -0.10*; S6: -0.16* via personal-life sacrifice:   S5: -0.08*; S6: -0.15*
via work prioritization:      S4: -0.02; S5: -0.05*; S6: -0.01 via work prioritization:       S5: -0.01; S6: -0.01
via benefits to employees: S4: -0.19*; S5: -0.19*; S6: -0.13* via benefits to employees:  S5: -0.19*; S6: -0.15*
via costs to organizations: S4: -0.41*; S5: -0.63*; S6: -0.27* via costs to organizations:  S5: -0.70*; S6: -0.08

Egg freezing coverage
versus

other work-life policies 

Benefits to 
employees

Costs to 
organizations

Personal-life 
sacrifice

Work 
prioritization

Employee attitudes
Policy support
Org. attraction

S4: b = -0.46*
S5: b = -0.53*
S6: b = -0.18

S4: b = 0.04 
S5: b = 0.09* (0.08*) 
S6: b = 0.04 (0.06)

S4: b =1.26*
S5: b = 1.11*
S6: b = 1.40*

S4: b = -0.58*
S5: b = -0.51*
S6: b = -0.27*

S4: b = 1.17*
S5: b = 1.61*
S6: b = 1.07*

S4: b = -0.21* 
S5: b = -0.09* (-0.08*) 
S6: b = -0.12* (-0.11*)

S5: b = 0.36* (0.36*) 
S6: b = 0.42* (0.49*)

S4: b = -0.35* 
S5: b = -0.39* (-0.44*) 
S6: b = -0.26* (-0.09*)

S4: b = 0.34*

Note. For the effects of the four factors underlying employee attitudes, the first coefficient is for the effect on policy support, with the effect on organizational
attraction in parentheses. Egg freezing is compared to all other polices included in each study (1 = egg freezing, 0 = all other life policies). Solid (dashed) lines
represent hypothesized (exploratory) relationships.
* p < .05.
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Research Question 1

We explored if gender and parental status had a main effect on
policy reactions (RQ1a) or interacted with policy type (RQ1b). The
only significant effect was women perceived the policies as less
costly than men did (b = −0.45, p = .013); however, the gender by
policy interaction was not significant (b = 0.39, p = .294). Thus,
although gender affected perceptions of egg freezing as costly to
organizations (RQ1a), this reaction was applied to both policies and
was not unique to egg freezing (RQ1b). In all, demographics had
little effect.

Discussion

Consistent with Hypothesis 1a, Study 4 indicates that egg freezing
evokes more negative policy attitudes than paid parental leave.
Consistent with Hypothesis 2a, the signal that personal-life sacrifice
is encouraged partially explained this effect. Contrary to Hypothesis
3a, participants perceived egg freezing as signaling less work priori-
tization than parental leave, and work prioritization did not affect
policy attitudes. Although not hypothesized, perceptions that egg
freezing offers fewer benefits to employees and higher costs to
organizations also partially explained more negative attitudes toward
egg freezing than parental leave. Nevertheless, the mediating effect of
personal-life sacrifice remained significant when accounting for these
additional effects. Study 4 is limited in that egg freezing was
compared to a single other policy and we assessed policy, but not
organizational, attitudes. We address these limitations in Study 5.

Study 5

The goal of Study 5 is to test Hypotheses 1–3 using a larger
number of comparison policies and assessing both policy (H1a–3a)
and organizational (H1b–3b) attitudes. We also use a within-person
design to determine if our effects are robust when using a different
methodology.

Method

Participants and Procedure

We recruited 204 working adults in the U.S. (50% females; 73%
White; age: M = 32.49, SD = 8.65) from Prolific Academic.
Participants completed a 12-min survey and received $1.90. Parti-
cipants evaluated five work–life policies in random order: egg
freezing, paid parental leave, on-site childcare, IVF, and flextime.
We included comparison policies that evoked large differences (paid
leave), moderate differences (on-site childcare), and small differ-
ences (IVF), relative to egg freezing, in Study 1. Although not
included in Study 1, we included flextime because it is one of the
most common work–life policies (SHRM, 2019).

Measures

Participants read a brief description of each policy and then
completed the 16-item measure of factors underlying policy reac-
tions from Study 3 (personal-life sacrifice: α = .95; work prioritiza-
tion: α = .95; benefits to employees: α = .93; costs to organizations:
α= .94). Across policies, a four-factor CFAmodel fits the data well,
CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .04, χ2(98) = 419.55, p < .001.

To determine measure equivalence across policies, we again used
PFA. For each policy, the identity coefficient exceeded the .90 cutoff
for all four factors, indicating equivalence across policies (M = .99,
SD = .01, range = .96–1.00).

Participants completed a four-item version of the policy support
measure used in Studies 3–4 (α= .86) and a four-item organizational
attraction measure (adapted from Highhouse et al., 2003; α = .97).6

Following recommendations for rigorous study design, we counter-
balanced the order of the mechanism and attitude measures
(Campbell & Stanley, 1966). Participants completed the same
demographic control measures and attention check as in our prior
studies. Removing participants who failed the attention check (N =
7; 3%) does not alter our conclusions.

Analyses

Policies were nested within participants. We thus used multilevel
modeling with policy as a Level 1 factor (i.e., within person) and
participant as a Level 2 factor (i.e., between person; Klein &
Kozlowski, 2000). There was significant between-participant variation
for all studymeasures, .19≤ intraclass correlation coefficent; ICC(1)≤
.33, 2.17 ≤ F(204, 1,020) ≤ 3.51, all ps < .001 (Bliese, 2000). The
clustering of responses by person indicates multilevel modeling was
appropriate.

Results

Tables 9 and 11 report the descriptive statistics, by policy and
overall, respectively. We created dummy variables for each policy,
except for egg freezing. Thus, positive (negative) coefficients indi-
cate a negative (positive) effect for egg freezing, relative to each
policy. We report results with the controls; our conclusions do not
change if they are omitted (Table 12).

Hypotheses 1

To test whether egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than
other work–life policies, we first regressed (a) policy support and (b)
organizational attraction on policy. Policy support was lower for egg
freezing than for flextime (b= 1.57, p< .001), on-site childcare (b=
1.35, p < .001), IVF (b = 0.40, p < .001), and parental leave (b =
1.60, p < .001). The same was true for attraction (flextime: b = 2.09,
p < .001; on-site childcare: b = 1.37, p < .001; IVF: b = 0.33, p =
.009; parental leave: b = 1.72, p < .001). Thus, Hypotheses 1a–b
were supported.

Hypotheses 2–3

To test whether egg freezing evokes more negative (a) policy and
(b) organizational attitudes because it signals more personal-life
sacrifice and work prioritization, we first regressed personal-life
sacrifice and work prioritization on policy. Egg freezing signaled
more personal-life sacrifice than flextime (b = −1.23, p < .001),
childcare (b = −1.12, p < .001), IVF (b = −0.79, p < .001), and
parental leave (b = −1.31, p < .001). Egg freezing also signaled
more work prioritization than IVF (b = −0.36, p = .001), but less
work prioritization than flextime (b = 1.08, p < .001), on-site
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6 We used four of the five “general attractiveness” subscale items.
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childcare (b = 1.14, p < .001), and parental leave (b = 0.28, p =
.011). We similarly regressed the two nonhypothesized factors on
policy. Egg freezing was perceived as offering fewer benefits to
employees than flextime (b = 0.79, p < .001), on-site childcare (b =
0.45, p < .001), and paid parental leave (b = 0.79, p < .001), but not
IVF (b = 0.02, p = .769). Egg freezing was also perceived as more
costly to organizations than flextime (b = −2.40, p < .001), on-site
childcare (b = −1.52, p < .001), paid parental leave (b = −2.32, p <
.001), and IVF (b = −0.22, p = .039).
We next regressed both attitudes on the four factors, controlling

for policy. For both attitudes, personal-life sacrifice had a negative
effect (policy support: b = −0.09, p < .001; attraction: b = −0.08,
p = .005) and work prioritization had a positive effect (policy
support: b = 0.09, p < .001; attraction: b = 0.08, p = .002).
Additionally, benefits to employees had a positive effect (policy
support: b = 0.37, p < .001; attraction: b = 0.36, p < .001) and costs
to organizations had a negative effect (policy support: b = −0.31,
p < .001; attraction: b = −0.30, p < .001).
We tested the indirect effects using 1,000 bootstrapped samples

with bias-corrected confidence intervals, using the “lme4” package
for multilevel models in R. We included all four factors as simulta-
neous mediators. Egg freezing coverage had a negative indirect
effect on policy support, via personal-life sacrifice, relative to
flextime: b = 0.11, 95% CI [0.05, 0.17]; on-site childcare: b =
0.10, 95% CI [0.04, 0.16]; IVF: b = 0.07, 95% CI [0.03, 0.11]; and
parental leave: b = 0.11, 95% CI [0.05, 0.18]. The same was true for
attraction, flextime: b= 0.10, 95% CI [0.03, 0.17]; on-site childcare:
b = 0.09, 95% CI [0.02, 0.16]; IVF: b = 0.06, 95% CI [0.02, 0.11];
parental leave: b= 0.11, 95% CI [0.03, 0.18]. Thus, Hypotheses 2a–
b were supported.
Egg freezing also had negative indirect effects on policy support,

via work prioritization, relative to flextime: b = 0.09, 95% CI [0.04,
0.14]; childcare: b = 0.10, 95% CI [0.05, 0.15]; and parental leave:
b = 0.02, 95% CI [0.002, 0.04], but a positive indirect effect relative
to IVF, b = −0.03, 95% CI [−0.01, −0.06]. The same was true for
organizational attraction, except the comparison to parental leave
was not significant, flextime: b = 0.09, 95% CI [0.03, 0.14];
childcare: b = 0.09, 95% CI [0.03, 0.15]; parental leave: b =
0.02, 95% CI [−0.00, 0.05]; IVF: b = −0.03, 95% CI [−0.05,
−0.00]. Although egg freezing had some negative indirect effects, as
expected, the effects of the policy on work prioritization and work
prioritization on attitudes were in the opposite of the predicted
direction. Thus, Hypotheses 3a–b were not supported.
Additional indirect effects emerged for the nonhypothesized

factors. Egg freezing had a negative indirect effect on policy
support, via lower benefits to employees, relative to flextime:
b = 0.29, 95% CI [0.21, 0.36]; childcare: b = 0.16, 95% CI
[0.10, 0.22]; and parental leave: b = 0.29, 95% CI [0.21, 0.36].
The same was true for attraction, flextime: b = 0.28, 95% CI [0.20,
0.36]; childcare: b = 0.16, 95% CI [0.10, 0.22]; parental leave: b =
0.28, 95% CI [0.20, 0.37]. Finally, egg freezing had a negative
indirect effect on policy support, via higher costs to organizations,
relative to flextime: b = 0.75, 95% CI [0.64, 0.87]; childcare: b =
0.48, 95% CI [0.39, 0.57]; and parental leave: b = 0.72, 95% CI
[0.62, 0.85]. The same was true for attraction, flextime: b = 0.71,
95% CI [0.57, 0.84]; childcare: b = 0.45, 95% CI [0.35, 0.55];
parental leave: b = 0.68, 95% CI [0.55, 0.81]. Figure 2 summarizes
the indirect effects for all four underlying factors, comparing egg
freezing to all other policies simultaneously for ease of presentation.

Research Question 1

We also explored the main effects of gender and parental status on
policy reactions (RQ1a). Only two effects were significant. Across
policies, women perceived lower personal-life sacrifice than men
(b = −0.28, p = .025), but the gender by policy interaction was not
significant (b = 0.06, p = .770). Likewise, parents supported the
policies more than nonparents (b = 0.20, p = .040), but the parental
status by policy interaction again was not significant (b = 0.08, p =
.758). Thus, although gender and parental status each had one main
effect on policy reactions, these reactions applied to all policies and
were not specific to egg freezing coverage.

We also examined all policy by gender/parental status interac-
tions (RQ1b). Only four of the 48 interactions were significant. The
on-site childcare by gender interaction predicted costs to organiza-
tions (b = −0.58, p = .006) and work prioritization (b = 0.58, p =
.008). Women (b = −1.81, p < .001) perceived on-site childcare as
less costly than egg freezing to a greater extent than men (b=−1.23,
p < .001). Likewise, women (b = 1.44, p < .001) perceived on-site
childcare as signalingmore work prioritization than egg freezing to a
greater extent than men (b = 0.86, p < .001). In addition, the on-site
childcare by parental status interaction predicted attraction (b =
0.57, p = .003); the positive effect of on-site childcare versus egg
freezing on attraction was larger among parents (b = 1.70, p < .001)
than nonparents (b = 1.12, p < .001). Finally, the paid leave by
parental status interaction predicted benefits to employees (b =
−0.43, p = .007); nonparents (b = 0.97, p < .001) perceived paid
leave offers more benefits to employees than egg freezing to a
greater extent than parents did (b = 0.54, p < .001). In all,
demographics had little effect.

Discussion

We again found egg freezing coverage evokes more negative
attitudes than other policies (Hypothesis 1), in part because it signals
more personal-life sacrifice signal (Hypothesis 2). As in Study 4,
perceptions that egg freezing offers fewer benefits to employees and
more costs to organizations than most other policies also contributed
to more negative attitudes, but the work prioritization signal did not
(Hypothesis 3). Study 5 extends Study 4 by demonstrating that our
effects hold for both policy and organizational attitudes, when egg
freezing is compared to a wider variety of policies, and when using a
within-person design.

One limitation of Studies 4 and 5 is that we assessed what egg
freezing coverage signals in general, not what it signals about a
specific organization for which additional information exists. This is
noteworthy because the signals organizational policies send are
influenced by the broader signaling environment; the same policy
may send different signals, depending on other organizational
features (Connelly et al., 2011). Companies that offer egg freezing
tend to offer other generous work–life policies (Farr, 2014) and their
presence may reduce, or even eliminate, the negative signaling
effects of egg freezing coverage. We address this possibility in
Study 6.

Study 6

The primary goal of Study 6 is to test our hypotheses in a realistic
signaling environment. To this end, we compared reactions to egg
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freezing coverage versus other policies in an organization that offers
other generous work–life policies. Study 6 also builds on our prior
studies by including a no additional policy control condition to
determine if egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes, not only
relative to other work–life policies but also in an absolute sense.
Finally, in Study 6, we assess two alternative mechanisms: whether
egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than other policies due
to lower self-interest in policy use or perceived applicability to fewer
employees. These mechanisms did not emerge in our prior studies;
however, existing work suggests they may affect policy attitudes.
Although less powerful than signaling, self-interest also contributes
to work–life policy attitudes (e.g., Butts et al., 2013). Likewise,
theory suggests that perceptions that work–life policies are applica-
ble to a small subset of employees can elicit negative attitudes (e.g.,
Perrigino et al., 2018). We therefore test our hypotheses while
controlling for these alternative mechanisms.

Method

Participants and Procedure

We recruited 500 working adults in the U.S. from Prolific
Academic (49% females; 77% White; age: M = 34.22, SD =
9.61). Two participants did not complete all measures, resulting
in a final sample of 498. Participants completed an 8-min study
for $1.25.

Manipulation

Participants imagined they were looking for a job and read a
description of an organization namedDosagen, which offers popular
work–life policies: paid parental leave, flextime, and a subsidized
fitness program (each is offered by >30% of companies; SHRM,
2019). Next, we randomly assigned participants to one of four
conditions. In three conditions, participants read that the company
was introducing a new policy: two rounds of egg freezing, two
rounds of IVF, or a subsidized on-site childcare center. The value of
each was held constant at $20,000. We selected IVF and on-site
childcare as comparisons because, like egg freezing, they are
relatively uncommon (i.e., offered by >20% of companies;
SHRM, 2019) and are also linked to parenthood. In the control
condition, no additional policy was offered.

Measures

Participants completed an open-ended question about the com-
pany’s policies to screen for suspicious responses. None was
detected. Participants completed our measure of factors underlying
policy attitudes: benefits to employees (α = .93), costs to organiza-
tions (α = .84), personal-life sacrifice (α = .95), and work prioriti-
zation (α = .90). We slightly adapted the stem for the items [i.e.,
“The decision to offer (policy name) signals that Dosagen is a
company that : : : ”]. A four-factor CFA of the measure collapsed
across policies fit the data well, CFI = .96, RMSEA = .07, SRMR =
.06, χ2(98) = 352.44, p < .001. We again used PFA to ensure the
four-factor structure held for all four policy conditions (identify
coefficient: M = .98, SD = .01, range: .95–1.00). Participants also
completed measures of self-interest in policy use [“As an employee
of Dosagen, how likely would you be to use their (policy name) at
some point?”; 1 = not at all, 5 = definitely] and the perceived

applicability of the policy (3 items; e.g., “This policy is applicable to
most employees”; α = .90).

Participants completed the same policy support (α = .91), orga-
nizational attraction (5 items; α = .95), and controls as in our prior
studies. Participants recalled the three policies offered in all con-
ditions and which new policy, if any, the company offered. Remov-
ing participants who failed the first (N = 31; 6%) or second (N = 10;
2%) check does not alter our conclusions.

Results

Descriptive statistics appear in Table 13 and the means by
condition appear in Table 9. To test our hypotheses, we ran a series
of ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions (Table 14). All results
are reported with control variables included, but our conclusions
hold if they are omitted. We included a dummy variable for each
policy, except egg freezing. Thus, positive (negative) coefficients
indicate negative (positive) effects of egg freezing coverage, relative
to each policy.

Hypothesis 1

To test if egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes than other
policies, we regressed policy support and organizational attraction
on policy. Egg freezing was supported less than IVF (b = 0.50, p <
.001), on-site childcare (b = .90, p < .001), and the no policy control
condition (b = 0.76, p < .001). The same was true for attraction
(IVF: b = 0.40, p = .008; on-site childcare: b = 0.60, p < .001; no
policy: b = 0.40, p = .008). Thus, Hypotheses 1a–b were supported.

Hypotheses 2–3

To test if the personal sacrifice and work prioritization signals
explain differential attitudes toward egg freezing, we first regressed
these signals on policy. Egg freezing signaled more personal-life
sacrifice than IVF (b = −1.36, p < .001), on-site childcare (b =
−1.51, p < .001), and no policy (b = −1.34, p < .001). Egg freezing
coverage also signaled more work prioritization than IVF (b =
−0.37, p = .012), but less work prioritization than on-site childcare
(b = 0.77, p < .001), and did not differ from no additional policy
(b = 0.16, p = .279). We similarly regressed benefits to employees
and costs to organizations on policy. Egg freezing signaled fewer
benefits to employees than on-site childcare (b = 0.33, p = .015) but
not IVF (b = 0.25, p = .059) or no policy (b = 0.10, p = .473); in
addition, it conveyed more costs to organizations than IVF (b =
−0.52, p < .001), on-site childcare (b = −1.30 p < .001), and no
policy (b = −1.44, p < .001).

We next regressed policy support and organizational attraction on
the four factors, controlling for policy. Personal-life sacrifice was
negatively related to policy support (b = −0.12, p < .001) and
attraction (b = −0.11, p = .003), but work prioritization was not
(policy support: b = 0.04, p = .148; attraction: b = 0.06, p = .096).
Benefits to employees was positively related to policy support (b =
0.42, p < .001) and attraction (b = 0.49, p < .001), whereas costs to
organizations was negatively related to policy support (b = −0.26,
p < .001) and attraction (b = −0.09, p = .017).

We tested the indirect effects with 5,000 bias-corrected bootstrap
confidence intervals using PROCESS Macro (Model 4; Hayes,
2017). We entered the four factors underlying attitudes, plus the
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two alternative mechanisms (self-interest in policy use, applicability
to employees), as simultaneous mediators. Relative to all other
conditions, egg freezing had a negative indirect effect, via personal-
life sacrifice, on policy support, IVF: b = 0.16, 95% CI [0.07, 0.27];
on-site childcare: b = 0.18, 95% CI [0.07, 0.30]; no policy: b = .16,
95% CI [0.06, 0.27], and attraction, IVF: b = 0.15, 95% CI [0.02,
0.31]; on-site childcare: b = 0.17, 95% CI [0.02, 0.33]; no policy:
b = 0.15, 95% CI [0.02, 0.30]. Thus, Hypotheses 2a–b were
supported. Work prioritization was unrelated to both attitudes,
which means Hypotheses 3a–b were not supported.
Additional indirect effects emerged for the nonhypothesized

factors. Egg freezing had a negative indirect effect on policy
support, via benefits to employees, relative to IVF: b = 0.12,
95% CI [0.01, 0.25], and childcare: b = 0.16, 95% CI [0.05,
0.30], but not no policy: b = 0.06, 95% CI [−0.06, 0.20]. The
same was true for attraction, IVF: b = 0.14, 95% CI [0.002, 0.29];
childcare: b = 0.19, 95% CI [.053, .360]; no policy: b = 0.08, 95%
CI [−0.07, 0.24]. Egg freezing had negative indirect effects on
policy support, via costs to organizations, IVF: b = 0.13, 95% CI
[0.04, 0.25]; childcare: b= 0.34, 95%CI [0.22, 0.48]; no policy: b=
0.37, 95%CI [0.24, 0.52]. The same was true for attraction, IVF: b=
0.04, 95%CI [0.002, 0.11]; childcare: b= 0.11, 95%CI [0.01, 0.22];
no policy: b = 0.12, 95% CI [0.01, 0.23]. Figure 2 summarizes the
indirect effects.

Alternative Mechanisms

We explored self-interest in policy use and applicability to
employees as alternative mechanisms. Egg freezing had negative
indirect effects on both attitudes, via lower self-interest, relative to
childcare, support: b = 0.18, 95% CI [.10, .28]; attraction: b = 0.21,
95% CI [.11, .35], and no policy, support: b = 0.33, 95% CI [.20,
.47]; attraction: b = 0.38, 95% CI [.21, .57], but not IVF, support:
b = 0.00, 95% CI [−.04, .04]; attraction: b = 0.00, 95% CI [−.05,
.05]. Egg freezing also had negative indirect effects on support, via
lower applicability, relative to childcare, b= 0.17, 95%CI [.07, .28],
and no policy, b = 0.22, 95% CI [.09, .35], but not IVF, b = 0.01,
95% CI [−0.04, 0.05]. Applicability did not affect attraction, b =
0.05, p = .293. Thus, there were no significant indirect effects on
attraction, via applicability. Notably, the indirect effects via
personal-life sacrifice were significant, controlling for these alter-
natives. Moreover, unlike the alternative mechanisms, personal-life
sacrifice explained more negative attitudes toward egg freezing,
relative to all other policies.

Research Question 1

We explored the main effects of gender and parental status
(RQ1a), as well as their interaction with policy (RQ1b). The
only significant effect was the gender by IVF interaction on
work prioritization (b = 0.57, p = .048). IVF signaled less work
prioritization than egg freezing among men only (b = −0.66, p =
.002; women: b = −0.09, p = .667).

Discussion

Study 6 again reveals egg freezing evokes more negative attitudes
than other work–life policies (Hypothesis 1), in part because it
signals more personal-life sacrifice (Hypothesis 2), but not because
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it signals more work prioritization (Hypothesis 3). As in Studies 4–
5, more negative reactions to egg freezing than other policies were
also partially explained by perceptions it offers fewer benefits to
employees and more costs to organizations. We also explored self-
interest in policy use and applicability to employees as alternative
mechanisms, which contributed to differential reactions to egg
freezing relative to some, but not all, comparison policies.
Study 6 builds on our prior studies by demonstrating our findings

hold in a realistic signaling environment—specifically, an organi-
zation that offers other desirable work–life policies. Study 6 also
indicates employees react negatively to egg freezing in an absolute
sense; egg freezing evoked more negative employee attitudes,
relative to not only other policies but also the no additional policy
control condition. Finally, Study 6 indicates the personal-life sacri-
fice signal was a more robust explanation for differential reactions to
egg freezing coverage, relative to both self-interest in policy use and
applicability to employees.

Additional Analyses: Variation Among Other
Work–Life Policies

Although our primary focus is egg freezing, the signaling effects
of work–life policies may vary, not only between egg freezing and
other policies but also among other policies. For example, scholars
have differentiated enclosing policies, which provide on-site ser-
vices that promote work prioritization (e.g., on-site childcare), from
enabling life policies, which provide time away from the office to
accommodate personal-life needs (e.g., paid parental leave). Theory
suggests managers interpret employees’ use of enclosing policies as
a signal they prioritize their work over their personal lives, whereas
the reverse is true for enabling policies (Bourdeau et al., 2019). This
suggests employees may similarly interpret the availability of
enclosing policies as a stronger signal that work prioritization
and personal-life sacrifice are expected, relative to enabling policies.
As another example, flextime can be framed as either an
organization-serving policy that encourages work at all times or
an employee-serving policy that provides temporal flexibility to
meet personal-life needs (Barber & Santuzzi, 2015; Leslie et al.,
2012). Due to this ambiguity, flextime may signal greater personal-
life sacrifice and work prioritization than policies that unambigu-
ously support employees’ personal lives (e.g., parental leave). For
these reasons, we explored the possibility of variability in reactions
to work–life policies other than egg freezing in each study that
included multiple comparison policies (i.e., Studies, 1, 5, and 6).
In Study 1, participants evaluated the effect of eight work–life

policies—egg freezing, IVF, adoption services, paid parental leave,
on-site childcare, backup childcare or childcare subsidies, return to
work programs, and comprehensive women’s health coverage—on
three organizational attitudes. Excluding egg freezing, the remain-
ing policies differed in organizational attraction, χ2(6)= 738.29, p<
.001; retention, χ2(6) = 487.71, p < .001; and positive and support-
ive organizational perceptions, χ2(6) = 521.62, p < .001. Across
organizational attitudes, paid parental leave evoked the most favor-
able attitudes and IVF evoked the least (Table 2).
In Study 5, participants evaluated five work–life policies: egg

freezing, paid parental leave, on-site childcare, IVF, and flextime.
The four comparison policies differed on all four factors and both
attitudes (Table 9). IVF signaled more personal-life sacrifice than
on-site childcare, parental leave, and flextime. Alternatively,

flextime and on-site childcare signaled more work prioritization
than parental leave, which was in turn higher than IVF. Perceived
benefits to employees were highest for parental leave and flextime,
followed by on-site childcare, and then IVF. Alternatively, costs to
organizations were highest for IVF, followed by on-site childcare,
and finally paid leave and flextime. Policy attitudes were most
favorable for flextime and parental leave, followed by on-site
childcare, and then IVF. Finally, organizational attitudes were
most favorable for flextime, followed by parental leave and on-
site childcare, and then IVF.

In Study 6, participants evaluated egg freezing coverage, IVF, on-
site childcare, or a no policy control condition (Table 9). On-site
childcare signaled more work prioritization and fewer costs to
organizations, and was also higher in policy support, than IVF.
The two policies did not differ on personal-life sacrifice, benefits to
employees, or organizational attraction.

These additional analyses reveal variation, not just between egg
freezing and other work–life policies but also among other policies,
in terms of both the signals they send and the attitudes they evoke.
Thus, rather than uniformly signaling personal-life support and
evoking positive employee attitudes, these findings suggest reac-
tions to work–life policies are more variable and driven by a larger
number of underlying factors than prior theory would suggest.

General Discussion

Prior work documents work–life policies signal personal-life
support and evoke positive employee attitudes. We investigated
the possibility that prior theory has been underspecified and cannot
fully account for the signaling effects of work–life policies. We
theorized and found that, although framed as intended to provide
personal-life support, employees interpret egg freezing coverage as
sending a stronger signal that personal-life sacrifice is encouraged,
which in turn contributes to more negative policy and organizational
attitudes, both relative to other work–life policies and no policy at
all. We also predicted, but did not find, egg freezing evokes more
negative attitudes than other policies by signaling work prioritiza-
tion is expected. Finally, although not hypothesized, perceptions
that egg freezing offers fewer benefits to employees and is more
costly for organizations also contribute to comparatively negative
employee attitudes.

Implications for Theory and Practice

Egg freezing as a procedure is growing in popularity and demand
(Van de Wiel, 2021); thus, egg freezing coverage is important to
understand in its own right. We demonstrate that existing theory is
insufficient for understanding reactions to this policy. In contrast to
prior work, which finds work–life policies evoke positive attitudes,
we demonstrate egg freezing coverage evokes more negative atti-
tudes than both other work–life policies and no policy at all.
Moreover, we elucidate mechanisms that explain differential reac-
tions to the policy: greater personal-life sacrifice signals, as well as
fewer employee benefits and more costs to organizations.

Importantly, although our focus is egg freezing coverage, our
research nevertheless offers multiple contributions to understanding
of work–life policies in general. First, we demonstrate employee
reactions to work–life policies are more variable than extant theory
suggests. Prior work demonstrates that employees react favorably to
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a variety of work–life policies (Butts et al., 2013; Casper & Harris,
2008), while little attention has been paid to variability among them
(for an exception, see Rothbard et al., 2005). We demonstrate
employee reactions vary, not only between egg freezing and other
work–life policies but also among other policies; parental leave and
flextime elicited the most positive attitudes, followed by on-site
childcare, then IVF, and finally egg freezing. As such, employee
reactions to work–life policies are not uniform and are best con-
ceptualized as a continuum along which policies vary.
Second, we expand understanding of the mechanisms that drive

employee reactions to work–life policies. Prior theory suggests
work–life policies evoke positive attitudes by signaling personal-
life support (e.g., Butts et al., 2013).We identify a broader set of four
factors—personal-life sacrifice, work prioritization, benefits to em-
ployees, and costs to organizations—that underlie reactions not only
to egg freezing coverage but also a range of other policies and
develop a measure to assess them. We also demonstrate the four
factors have robust, independent effects on policy and organiza-
tional attitudes, except work prioritization, which had inconsistent
effects across studies. The benefits to employees factor closely
resembles the personal-life support factor identified in prior
work, in that both capture perceptions that an organization supports
employees’ personal lives by affording flexibility and control.
However, the remaining factors have not been previously identified.
As a result, our research demonstrates that prior theory has been
oversimplified, in that the factors that drive reactions to work–life
policies are not monolithic; rather, perceptions that work–life poli-
cies benefit and support employees’ personal lives is only one of
several factors that explains employee reactions to these policies.
An expanded understanding of the factors that underlie work–life

policy reactions is consequential because it helps explain why
reactions vary across policies. For example, in Study 6, on-site
childcare evoked more policy support than IVF and the only factor
that explained this difference was greater costs to organizations. As
a result, the prior focus on perceptions that work–life policies signal
personal-life support only is insufficient for fully explaining why
employees have variable reactions to different work–life policies.
Third, we advance theory on the mechanisms that explain the

potential downsides of work–life policies (e.g., Perrigino et al.,
2018). Although the idea that work–life policies signal personal-life
support and evoke positive attitudes is a dominant perspective, we
are not the first to suggest work–life policies can evoke negative
reactions. For instance, employees react negatively to work–life
policies that are misaligned with their preferences (e.g., a preference
for segmentation predicts dislike for policies that provide integra-
tion; Rothbard et al., 2005) or that they are unable to use (e.g.,
nonparents perceive caregiving policies as unfair; Perrigino et al.,
2018). In contrast, we show employees react negatively to certain
policies (i.e., egg freezing) due to what they signal about the
organization, not personal preferences or perceived unfairness.
Fourth, our work contributes to theory on work–life policies as

control mechanisms. Prior work in this domain suggests organiza-
tions use work–life policies to control employees in ways that
maximize productivity; managers punish employees they perceive
as using work–life policies to support their personal lives (e.g.,
parental leave to enable childcare), but reward employees who they
perceive as using work–life policies to prioritize work (e.g., on-site
childcare to maximize time at the office; Bourdeau et al., 2019;
Leslie et al., 2012). We focus on employee reactions to

organizations that offer work–life policies, not manager reactions
to employees’ use of work–life policies, but similarly find reactions
are a function of whether the perceived intent is personal-life support
versus personal-life sacrifice in favor of work prioritization. More-
over, our theorizing suggests work–life policies are a mechanism not
only for organizations to control employees but also for employees
to control organizations. Employees reward organizations that offer
policies perceived to benefit their personal lives, in the form of
positive organizational attitudes, but punish those that offer policies
perceived to encourage personal-life sacrifice.

Beyond the work–life literature, our research contributes to
understanding of the unintended consequences of diversity initia-
tives (Leslie, 2019). Organizations likely offer egg freezing cover-
age to attract and retain women (Firger, 2014), given it targets
female fertility. Yet we find that the policy decreases attraction
among men and women equally. As a result, rather than being an
effective strategy for recruiting female talent, egg freezing coverage
may backfire.

Our work also has implications for broader theory and research on
signaling and particularly the concept of dishonest signaling. Dis-
honest signaling occurs when the signals an organization sends are
disconnected from the underlying characteristics the organization
possesses (Connelly et al., 2011). The concept of dishonest signal-
ing has been primarily studied in the field of strategy, where scholars
have investigated the idea that organizations intentionally signal
underlying characteristics they do not possess (Scheaf et al., 2021).
We theorize and find that, even if organizations intend egg freezing
coverage to send an honest signal of personal-life support (Farr,
2014; Kerr, 2017), employees interpret the policy as a signal of
personal-life sacrifice. This finding is consistent with the concept of
dishonest signaling, in that employee inferences about underlying
characteristics (personal-life sacrifice) are disconnected from the
characteristics the organization claims they are trying to convey
(personal-life support). At the same time, we build on the idea that
organizations intentionally engage in dishonest signaling by sug-
gesting employees interpret organizational actions as dishonest
signals, regardless of the organization’s stated intentions. Consistent
with the idea that egg freezing is interpreted by employees as
dishonest, additional analyses revealed egg freezing has a negative
effect on organizational ethicality, via the personal-life sacrifice
signal (online Supplemental, Appendix D).

Finally, our findings have practical implications. Despite the
negative reactions egg freezing coverage evokes, our work does
not imply organizations should not offer the policy; it is likely a
valued benefit for employees whowould like to freeze their eggs and
could not otherwise afford to do so. Rather, organizations that offer
egg freezing coverage should take steps to mitigate negative reac-
tions. One possible strategy is to acknowledge egg freezing cover-
age may signal personal-life sacrifice and directly counter such
perceptions, for example, by explicitly stating that expectation that
the policy will likely be used by relatively few employees. Another
possibility is to avoid advertising egg freezing policies to prospec-
tive employees. Signaling effects are strongest when information is
asymmetric (Connelly et al., 2011), as is the case among prospective
employees, who know relatively little about an organization. Orga-
nizations may thus benefit from continuing to offer a wide range of
work–life policies, but advertising only the policies that elicit the
most positive reactions (e.g., paid parental leave, flextime) to
external audiences. Internally, organizations can make the full suite
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of benefits known and describe the intent of more controversial
policies in a way that mitigates negative reactions and thusmaintains
positive attitudes and retention among current employees.

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

We used a variety of different methodologies and samples, but
nevertheless found consistent evidence that egg freezing coverage
evokes more negative attitudes than other policies, due to greater
perceived personal-life sacrifice, costs to organizations, and fewer
benefits to employees. Robustness across methodologies enhances
the validity of our findings.
At the same time, our work is not without limitations. For

example, our studies capture reactions of prospective, not current,
employees. A policy that sends negative signals to prospective
employees may not send the same signals to current employees
with richer knowledge of the organization. As a result, current
employees of organizations that offer egg freezing coverage may not
react the same way. We explored whether policy access affects
reactions to egg freezing and found hardly any evidence that it does
(online Supplemental, Appendix E); however, a small percentage of
participants had policy access, which likely resulted in low statistical
power. Even if limited to prospective employees, decreased attrac-
tion among applicants has practical importance.
We explored if gender and parental status have a main effect on

reactions to egg freezing coverage or moderate differential reactions
to egg freezing versus other polices, but few significant effects
emerged. Another possibility is demographic differences in reac-
tions to egg freezing coverage stem frommore complex interactions.
For example, female nonparents who are relatively young may have
the highest self-interest in egg freezing policy use and thus react
more positively than other groups. We explored whether the inter-
action of gender, parental status, and age affected reactions to egg
freezing coverage, but did not find significant effects, although it is
important to acknowledge our power to detect such effects is
relatively low. Given that reactions to egg freezing coverage are
largely unaffected by demographics, another avenue to pursue in
future work is whether they are instead affected by individuals’
beliefs, values, or ideologies (e.g., gender role beliefs).
We developed a measure of four factors that underlie attitudes

toward a variety of work–life policies, which can be used by scholars
in future work. In particular, future studies of reactions to work–life
policies should account for the four factors we identified, given that
failing to do so may limit the ability to understand whether and why
employees support different policies. For example, these factors may
help explain why individual differences such as ideology predict
policy and organizational attitudes (e.g., conservatives may perceive
work–life policies as more costly and inappropriate and thus react
more negatively to them). At the same time, we developed the four-
factor measure based on open-ended reactions to egg freezing
coverage only. Thus, despite having equivalent structure when
used to assess different policies, it is not necessarily exhaustive.
Future studies of reactions to other work–life policies may reveal
additional factors that underlie work–life policy attitudes.
We theorized the work prioritization signal would negatively affect

employee attitudes, but found inconsistent effects. On possible
explanation is that employees do not necessarily view work produc-
tivity as at odds with personal-life support. For example, if work–life
policies support employees’ personal lives via reduced work–family

conflict, they may in turn increase work focus and productivity
(Halpern, 2005; Kelly et al., 2008). Indeed, in Study 4, participants
noted paid parental leave may facilitate productivity for this reason
when we asked for open-ended reactions to this policy. Future work
should explore when and why the signal of work prioritization has a
beneficial versus detrimental impact on employee attitudes.

Another interesting avenue for future work is who uses egg
freezing coverage, for what purpose, and with what consequences.
We found egg freezing coverage signals both personal-life sacrifice
and work prioritization, which raises the possibility that employees
use egg freezing coverage not only for personal-life reasons but also
to gain an advantage at work. Finally, future work ought to explore
how other aspects of the signaling environment may affect reactions
to work–life policies, such as industry or culture. For example,
signaling effects may be exacerbated or attenuated depending upon
industry norms regarding work devotion and personal-life support.

Finally, a key practical contribution of our work is that careful
communication is needed to prevent employees from reacting
negatively to egg freezing coverage. Advertising the policy widely
may reinforce the perception it is being offered as an implicit nudge
toward personal-life sacrifice, but not communicating its availability
may create confusion and make it harder for employees who would
like to use the policy to access it. Thus, an important avenue for
future research is understanding which strategies are most effective
for communicating the availability of egg freezing and other con-
troversial work–life policies.

Conclusion

Egg freezing coverage is not just a novel work–life policy but also
one that complicates existing theory. Whereas prior theory suggests
work–life policies evoke uniformly positive reactions, we theorized
and found egg freezing coverage evokes more negative employee
attitudes than other policies by signaling greater personal-life sacri-
fice, as well as fewer benefits to employees and more costs to
organizations. In doing so, we expand the set of factors that underlie
reactions to both egg freezing coverage and a range of other work–life
policies. Given work–life policies can attract talent and are expensive
to offer, deeper knowledge of whether and why they evoke positive
versus negative attitudes has theoretical and practical importance.
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