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Abstract 

This study examined gender differences in job change for advancement from four major sets of 
explanations: those of male-dominated environments, advancement opportunities, family roles and 
responsibilities, and attitudes to mobility. Survey data were collected from 4112 Australian managers and 
professionals at Time 1 to measure the predictors and collected again from 2211 respondents (1020 women, 
1191 men) two years later to measure the criterion variables. Controlling for Time 1 job change and 
demographic variables, regression analyses showed, as expected, that gender moderated the prediction of 
job change by the four sets of factors. Women relocated and changed organizations for advancement more 
than men when 2 years earlier they had been in male-dominated environments (did not work with a woman 
manager, lack of EEO policy) and had a greater willingness to relocate or change organizations to advance. 
Unexpectedly, gender differences in job change were less predicted by family circumstances and 
advancement opportunities than by male-dominated environments and attitudes to mobility. The reasons for 
differences in the prediction of men's and women's job changes for advancement were discussed. 



GENDER DIFFERENCES IN EXPLANATIONS FOR RELOCATING OR CHANGING 
ORGANIZATIONS FOR ADVANCEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Women managers and executives appear to be leaving organizations apparently unfriendly to their 
advancement (Brett & Stroh, 1994; Buttner & Moore, 1997; Caudron, 1998; Lawlor, 1994; Russell & 
Burgess, 1998). Indeed, women executives report that they had to change organizations to overcome 
obstacles, or they would not have got ahead (Korn/Ferry International, 1993; Riley & White, 1994), but men 
did not report having to do so (Davies-Netzley, 1998). For women to advance to high levels, they may have 
to change jobs more than men, although Brett and Stroh (1999) concluded that women gain few benefits 
from using an external labor market strategy. The aim of this study was to examine i f women do change 
jobs to advance more than men because of obstacles. Two types of job change were considered: changing 
organizations to advance, and relocating to advance. The first is what most of the executive women said 
they had to do. The second is important to increasing women's managerial advancement, more so than to 
men's (Brett, Stroh, and Reilly, 1992a). 

Why is this topic important? Women should be able to advance to high levels in their organizations as much 
as men, and not have to leave to advance. If women have to change jobs more than men to advance, barriers 
to their managerial advancement are being masked. In addition, examining why women leave to advance 
can help organizations identify the factors to address to reduce women's turnover for advancement. 

Unlike prior studies, this study assesses the relative importance of the three major explanations proposed for 
why women leave organizations (Brett and Stroh, 1994). No systematic study has been done of all 
explanations. Brett and Stroh (1994) proposed that women leave organizations because of structural and 
systemic discrimination embedded in organizational policies, practices and culture. Second, they proposed 
that women leave for family reasons; for example, to stay home and take care of their families. Third they 
proposed that women leave for better career opportunities in organizations that are friendlier to women. 
Past studies of women's and men's turnover (Brett & Stroh, 1994; Nicholson & West, 1988; Stroh & Reilly, 
1997; Rosin & Korabik, 1990, 1992) have not examined these major explanations simultaneously. 
Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, and Parasuraman (1997) found that women left public accounting because of 
work experiences and not family responsibilities, as did men, not helping to explain why their women left 
more than the men. 

To examine the reasons for gender differences in job change, actual job change needs to be examined. Prior 
studies mostly examined intentions to leave (Burke & McKeen, 1996; Korabik & Rosin, 1995; McKeen & 
Burke, 1994; Miller & Wheeler, 1992; Rosin & Korabik, 1991, 1995; Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1996). But 
intent only explains about a tenth to a quarter of actually leaving (Horn & Griffeth, 1995; Maertz & 
Campion, 1998). Future job change needs to be predicted, unlike the prior cross-sectional multivariate 
studies of actual job change (Rosin & Korabik, 1990, 1992), to allow stronger conclusions about why 
women leave to advance. Prior longitudinal studies of actual job change have not examined the relative 
importance of the several explanations for why women leave (Brett & Stroh, 1994; Nicholson & West, 
1988; Stroh & Reilly, 1997). Prior studies used samples of middle and upper managers, executives and 
CEOs in quantitative (Brett & Stroh, 1994; Nicholson & West, 1988; Stroh & Reilly, 1997) and qualitative 
(Davies-Netzley, 1998; Riley & White, 1994) studies. This study surveys employees at chiefly low and 
middle levels at early and middle career stages to capture the reasons for job change to advance when it is 
happening, rather than from the recollections of those already advanced to high levels. The study also 
extends chiefly U.S. evidence through use of a sample of Australian managers and professionals. 
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WHY DO WOMEN L E A V E TO ADVANCE? 

The first question of interest in this study is: Do women change jobs to advance when they are in male-
dominated environments? Brett and Stroh (1994) argued that women leave organizations because of 
structural and systemic discrimination embedded in organizational policies, practices, and culture. Such 
discrimination would result in male-dominated organizations, having mostly male managerial hierarchies 
and few women managers. Prior multivariate studies have not predicted women's turnover by male-
dominated environments. The lack of investigation is despite male managerial hierarchies being related to 
women's intentions to leave (Burke & McKeen, 1996; Rosin & Korabik, 1991), and women executives' 
reports that they changed employers during their careers because they were excluded from the all male 
networks needed to advance, and were dissimilar from male colleagues and peers who felt uncomfortable 
with them and created obstacles for their advancement (Davies-Netzley, 1998; Marshall, 1995; Riley & 
White, 1994). The present study therefore addresses an important gap in prior research. 

Similarity-attraction theory (Byrne, 1971) helps explain why. According to the theory, those who make 
advancement decisions are attracted to and prefer individuals similar to themselves (Baron & Pfeffer, 1994). 
Women are an anomaly in male managerial hierarchies and therefore according to the theory would not be 
preferred or advanced like men. So women can reasonably expect that, to advance, they need to leave 
environments more friendly to men. Male-dominated situations are reflected not only in the lack of women 
managers, but also policies relevant to women's advancement, including equal employment opportunity 
(EEO). EEO should discourage similarity-attraction processes, encouraging women to stay to advance. 
Hence Hypothesis 1 proposes: 

HI: Male-dominated environments (male hierarchy, not working with women managers, lack 
of use of EEO) will predict women changing organizations and relocating to advance more 
than men. 

Second, do women change jobs more than men to advance because they lack career advancement 
opportunities (Brett & Stroh, 1994)? Multivariate studies show that women managers and professionals 
intend to leave more than men because of perceived lack of advancement opportunities (Miller & Wheeler, 
1992; Stroh et al., 1996; Stroh & Reilly, 1997). The advancement opportunities were in general, rather than 
in relation to opportunity structures. Baron, Davis-Blake, and Bielby (1986) argued that job ladders provide 
promotion paths that are more helpful to men than women. Advancement occurs in job ladders more when 
they are long with few jobs dead-ended at the top, and when selection practices are formal and open to all in 
the organization (Bielby et al., 1986). Men are likely to have longer, more formal and open ladders than 
women, and so advance more. Job ladders also arise more in managerial and production occupations than 
professional, technical, clerical, and sales and service occupations, because the former provide more 
incremental skill acquisition and internal promotions than the latter (Baron et al., 1986; Markham, Harlan, 
& Hackett, 1987). Women are more likely than men to be more in the latter occupations than the former. 
Hence, Hypothesis 2 proposes: 

H2: Less favorable promotion ladders for advancement (shorter promotion ladders; informal, 
less open selection practices; lower occupation types) will predict women changing 
organizations and relocating to advance more than men. 

Third, are family circumstances the reasons for gender differences in job change for advancement? 
Executive women say they did not leave, nor intend to leave, their organizations for family reasons, but 
their male CEOs thought they did (Davies-Netzley, 1997; Griffith, MacBride-King, & Townsend, 1997). 
Family circumstances need to be more comprehensively examined than previously. In some studies, 
women managers' and professionals' intentions to leave have not been found related to their being married, 
having children, or being single or dual-earner status any more than men's (Rosin & Korabik, 1995; Stroh et 
al., 1996). By contrast, Dalton, Hi l l , and Ramsay (1997) found that women accountants left their 
organizations for others more than men because of problems with work-family balance. Work interference 
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in family life was important. Although prior evidence is limited and inconsistent, family roles with 
substantial responsibilities (marriage, a baby, teenage children) and work interference in nonwork life may 
be leaving organizations in which family factors reduce their chance of advancement, and seeking others, in 
order to advance. Hypothesis 3 proposes: 

H3: Family roles and responsibilities (marriage, child-care) and work interference in nonwork 
will predict women changing organizations to advance more than men. 

Relocation for work is usually a family decision. Role theory explains how women and men are socialized 
to view relocation for work differently (Coser, 1975; Markham, 1987). Markham (1987) explained how 
geographic mobility for work implies freedom from social control and a strong commitment to personal 
advancement. Women are socialized to view such mobility as inappropriate because it threatens male 
dominance and traditional family roles. Therefore, women are likely to suffer role conflict and social 
pressure when considering relocating for work, and should be more likely to relocate to advance when they 
are single rather than married. 

On the other hand, relocating for work is consistent with men's socialized role as family provider. Men are 
expected to give higher priority to work obligations and lower priority to family than women (Markham, 
1987). Yet men's relocation does seem to depend on their wife's employment, especially i f she has a 
career. Bird and Bird (1985) found that, when the husband's income and provider role were the most 
important of the couple's, his job offer was the most related to any espoused future mobility. By contrast, 
the more the wife had a career, which was measured by her salary and employment status, the less likely her 
husband was found to have relocated (Bird & Bird, 1985; Rives & West, 1983). Reed and Reed (1993) 
found that male public servants in dual-career families relocated less than those in dual-earner families, but 
the latter did not relocate less than men in single-earner families. Therefore, when investigating relocation, 
the spouse's work as a career not just an income needs to be assessed. Hence, Hypotheses 4 and 5 test: 

H4: Women will relocate to advance more than men when single rather than married. 

H5: Men who are primary providers (i.e., single-earner couple) and who have spouses where 
work is less likely to be a career (i.e., lower salaries and managerial levels) will relocate and 
change organizations to advance more than women. 

Finally, does the willingness to be mobile explain gender differences in job change for advancement. This 
is an individual difference related to whether people want to relocate or change organizations to advance. 
Men should need to change jobs less to advance than women, because they have fewer obstacles to doing so 
(e.g., Schneer & Reitman, 1995). But women, because of the circumstances they face (e.g., male 
managerial hierarchies), may have to change jobs to advance more than men, as argued by Nicholson and 
West (1988), and their willingness to do so may be especially important to that. Hence, Hypothesis 6 
proposes: 

H6: Willingness to relocate or to change organizations for advancement will predict women's 
relocation and organization change, respectively, more than men's. 

METHOD 

Respondents and Data Collection 

Data collection. In order to survey employees where advancement was possible, respondents were sought at 
lower and middle hierarchical levels and in early and mid-career stages. Both the public and private sectors 
were chosen as they may vary in the conditions related to advancement (e.g., EEO, Shenhav, 1992) and thus 
perhaps job change for advancement. The Australian Public Service (APS) provided the public sector 
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sample of fulltime managers and administrators, professionals, and clerks. To obtain private sector 
employees in comparable occupations to the APS, fulltime white-collar employees were sampled from 
chiefly the finance, property and business services industry (e.g., banks). The sample surveyed in this study 
was asked to participate as part of a study into Australian's careers, and this study was part of that larger 
study. 

Because about 25% of Australian managers and administrators are women (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
1996), a stratified sampling procedure was used within organizations to select men and women by their 
grade level for mailing. A total of 10,820 surveys were mailed overall by organizations to their staff. The 
Time 1 return rate, in prepaid envelopes, was 52% (n = 5627; 2614 women, 3013 men). On the first mail-
out, respondents could supply their names and addresses if they wished to participate in a longitudinal 
study. Data were collected twice more, each a year apart. At Time 1, 83% (4670) volunteered for the 
longitudinal study. O f these, 323 persons were lost to the Time 2 mailing through incorrect addresses, 
ineligibility from having left employment permanently (e.g., retired), or from having left for other reasons 
(e.g., now unemployed, went part-time, maternity leave, started own business). The Time 2 response from 
the 4347 able or eligible to participate was 79% (3434): 1593 women and 1841 men. On the third mail-out, 
123 respondents were lost for similar reasons to Time 2. The Time 3 response was 87%, resulting in 2880 
respondents. 

Only the Time 1 and Time 3 data were used because a year (i.e., by Time 2) gave too few job changers for 
analysis. By Time 2, 13% had changed organizations and 10% had relocated for advancement since Time 1. 
By Time 3, 2 years later, the figures were 16% and 20% respectively. As well, only supervisors, managers 
and professionals were selected for this study, because they were most likely to be able to advance. These 
respondents comprised 73% of the 5627 Time 1 respondents (n = 4112) and 79% of the Time 3 respondents 
(n = 2266). In addition, 55 individuals had to be excluded because they rated the number of times overall 
that they had changed organizations or relocated as lower at Time 3 than Time 1, reducing the Time 3 
sample to 2211 (1020 women, 1191 men). They did not differ on demographic characteristics from the rest 
of the sample. 

The sample. In the final Time 1 sample (4112), most respondents were from 25 to 44 years old; 60% were 
younger than 39. On average they had worked in their organizations from 5 to 10 years; 39% had fewer 
than 5 years and 25% had from 5 to 10 years. They had on average worked fulltime from 10 to 15 years. 
About 70% had spouses of whom 23% were not employed outside the home (80% were wives). About 55% 
had children; of that total 19% had a child under 18 months (75% were men). In Australia, all organizations 
must offer 12 months unpaid maternity leave (and only five days unpaid paternity leave), and women may 
not work more than men when they have babies. More than two-thirds of the respondents were lower 
managers or below: subordinates (19%), first-line supervisors (30%), lower managers (19%), middle 
managers (21%), upper managers (7%), and executives (4%). About 60% were public servants or in the 
community sector. About 39% worked in organizations of more than 8000 employees and 34% in 
organizations of fewer than 1000. 

Nonresponse. Chi-square tests of the Time 1 data showed that those who did not respond at Time 3 differed 
from those who did. The nonrespondents, at Time 1, were younger, less educated, had fewer workforce 
years; were more likely single, lower in managerial level, and occupational type; and were in the private 
more than public sector and in larger more than smaller organizations. The Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(1998) provides data that show that employees who change employers and relocate are somewhat younger, 
single, in lower occupation types, and with fewer years company tenure than others. Therefore, the 
characteristics of the nonrespondents suggest that they could have changed jobs more than the respondents. 
This should result in the underestimation of the prediction of job change because possible job changers are 
lost to the sample. Gender was not related to nonresponse. So the results for gender are likely unaffected, 
and thus the testing of hypotheses unaffected. 

Family variables may have caused women to drop out of the study. Hence, I examined the link between 
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family variables and nonresponse. Chi-square tests of the Time 1 data showed that the number and age of 
children, presence of a baby, and the extent of financial responsibility for the family, child-minding ease, 
and dependent assistance (three single items) were not related either to women or men responding or not 
responding at Time 3. Both men and women were more likely not to respond than respond when single than 
married at Time 1. Overall, therefore, nonresponse due to gender and family variables should not affect the 
testing of the hypotheses. I also assessed by analysis of variance if relocating versus not relocating, or 
changing organizations versus not changing organizations, was related to a change in marital status, the 
number or age of children, having a baby, or spouse employment status from Time 1 to 3. There were no 
significant effects. 

Measures 

Job change. The number of relocations was measured by asking respondents how many times overall they 
had relocated their residence geographically to advance to a higher level position than their current one. 
Number of organizational changes was measured by asking how many times respondents had changed 
organizations to advance to a higher level position than their current one. Responses for both items were 
from 1, never to 5, 4 or more times. The single item format and frequency format are similar to those used 
elsewhere (e.g., Dougherty, Dreher, & Whitely, 1993; Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1992). The items were reliable 
(see Table 1 for test-retest correlations). The Time 1 scores were correlated with Time 3 scores: .87 for 
relocation, .77 for organization change. 

Male-dominance. Two items examined the dominance by men of management roles. They were from 
Tharenou, Latimer, and Conroy (1994) who provided the items and evidence for their construct validity and 
discriminant validity. Male hierarchy was measured by the proportion of men in the managerial hierarchy 
in the respondent's local organization (1, all women; 2, a majority of women and a minority of men; 3, 
about 50% women and 50% men; 4, a majority of men and a minority of women; and 5, all men). Presence 
of women managers was assessed by the length of time the respondent had worked closely with a woman 
manager in their organization (from 1, not at all to 5, 4 or more years). 

Equal employment opportunity. A single item asked the length of time the organization had had an EEO 
policy from 1, does not have one to 5, 11 or more years. 

Length of promotion ladders. Based on Baron et al. (1986), length of promotion ladder was the number of 
positions available to the respondent for promotion within their organizations. It was a distinct factor from 
factor analysis of structure items in another sample (Tharenou et al., 1994). The factor also emerged as a 
distinct factor in analyses of the Times 1, 2 and 3 data here, supporting construct validity. The 5, 7-point 
items averaged were the number of positions above the respondent that they could apply/be selected for 
promotion in the same, or in a different, occupational category (two items); the number of broad levels of 
positions in their organization, or above them, for which they could eventually apply for promotion (two 
items); and organization size. The alphas at Times 1,2 and 3 of .73, .74, and .73 indicated reliable scores. 

Selection practices. Based on Baron et al. (1986), two items measured open and formal selection practices 
linked to promotion ladders. The items assessed the extent that selection procedures were based on 
informal methods (e.g., invitations to take up positions; reversed) and open (self-nomination, job posting, 
vacancy gazetting) rather than secret. Responses were from 1, strongly disagree to 7, strongly agree. 

Occupation type. Occupation type averaged the codes for both the respondents' positions and occupations 
using the Australian Standard Classification of Occupations' single-digit codes (Department of Employment 
and Industrial Relations, 1987): 1, managers and administrators; 2, professionals; 3, paraprofessionals; 4, 
tradespersons; 5 clerks; 6, sales or personal service; 7, plant or machine operators or drivers; and 8, laborers 
or related workers. The single-digit codes are numerically graduated from high (1) to low (8) based on the 
skill requirements of occupations (from education, on-the-job experience, and training). The alpha 
coefficients at Times 1, 2 and 3 were .88, .90, and .78, indicating reliable scores. 
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Marital status. Marital status was coded as 1, spouse (married, cohabiting), and 2, no spouse (single, 
separated, widowed, divorced). 

Child-care. Number of children was measured from 1, none to 7, six or more. Baby was assessed as 
whether the respondent's youngest child was from Jess than 6 months (coded 3) to having no child under 18 
months (coded 4). Respondents were asked if they had (coded 2) or did not have (coded 1) teenage 
children. 

Work interference in nonwork. The extent to which work interfered with nonwork life was Kopelman, 
Greenhaus, and Connoly's (1983) 4, 5-point item scale, whose alpha was .81 (Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 
1991). The alphas at Times 1, 2 and 3 were .75, .72, and .72. An example item is, "My work takes up time 
that I'd like to spend with family/friends". 

Single- vs dual-earner status. The item asked if the respondent's spouse worked currently fulltime (1), part-
time (2), or was not employed (3) (i.e., single-earner status). 

Spouse career. The extent to which the spouse's work was a career was measured, as previously (e.g., Bird 
& Bird, 1985), by spouse salary (from 1, under $15,000 Australian to 10, over $95,000), and managerial 
level (from 1, subordinates to 8, CEOs). 

Mobility attitudes. Two items asked how willing respondents were to relocate, or to change organizations, 
for a higher level position than their current one from 1, very unwilling to 5, very willing. The format is 
similar to other measures of willingness (e.g., Baker, Markham, Bonjean, & Corder, 1988; Markham, 1987). 
Some stability but also change was shown by the test-retest stabilities (willingness to relocate, .61; to 
change organizations, .53). 

Gender. Gender was coded 1, men and 2, women. 

Control variables. To ensure men and women were comparable, control variables were partialed in the 
multivariate analysis that were related to employees' job change (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1998). 
The controls were: age (from 1, less than 19 to 11, over 65), education level (1, some secondary school to 
11, doctorate), years of organization tenure (1, up to five years to 8, 35 or greater years), managerial level 
(1, subordinate to 8, CEO), location (1, regional; 2, urban), and employment sector (1, public; 2, private). 
Employment disruption averaged standardized scores for two items measuring continuity of fulltime work 
(1, yes; 2, no) and years of breaks (from I, none to 5, 10 or more years) since fulltime education (Tharenou, 
1999). The measure emerged as a distinct factor in factor analyses. The alphas at Times 1, 2 and 3 of .84, 
.83 and .82 indicated reliable scores. 

RESULTS 

Table 1 gives the means and standard deviations for the men and women, the correlations between all 
variables for the total sample, and test-retest correlations (Time 1 and 3). Men and women significantly 
differed (tested by t-tests) on the control variables. Therefore the control variables were entered as Step 1 in 
analyses. 

Insert Table 1 

Moderated hierarchical regression analysis was used to test Hypotheses 1 to 5. The dependent variables 
were Time 3 relocation or changing organizations for advancement. Step 1 entered the Time 1 measures of 
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relocation and organization change for advancement in order to predict only their change from Time 1 to 
Time 3. Step 2 entered the control variables to partial out their effects. Then the main effects were entered, 
in blocks 3 to 6, and gender in the seventh step. The eighth block entered the interactions between each of 
the main effect variables in Steps 3 to 6. In order to allow the largest sample to be retained each time when 
testing the family variables, four different equations were repeated. Always included in the family variable 
sets were the number of children and work interference in nonwork life. The first set also included marital 
status (Table 2), the second set also included single versus dual-earner status (Table 3), the third set also 
included spouse salary and managerial level (Table 4), and the fourth set also included the presence of a 
baby and teenagers. The regressions were also run separately for men and women to help interpret the 
significant two-way interactions between gender and the main effects. 

Pairwise deletion was used for missing data. I checked for potential violations of assumptions underlying 
regression analysis, including multivariate multicollinearity, and found none. Because multiple tests were 
being conducted, I reduced the significance level to p <.01 to reduce experiment-wide error and to have 
significant effects account for a greater proportion of variance. In order to ensure that the employment 
sector did not affect the results found, I also entered three-way interactions with sector when significant 
two-way interactions arose (results available from author upon request). Only one test was significant. In 
addition, willingness to relocate for advancement or change organizations for advancement could have been 
a mediator of the effects of the situational variables on actual job change, so rendering the hierarchical 
regressions misspecified. A mediator needs to have significant relationships with the independent variables 
(and the dependent variable). The correlations of willingness with the independent variables (e.g., .00 to 
.15, Table 1) show that willingness could not be a mediator with these data. 

Insert Tables 2 to 4 about here 

Table 2 provides the results for the total sample. In Step 1, Time 1 relocation and organization change 
strongly predicted their Time 3 counterparts, in which they were included. Of the 74.9% of the variance 
explained in Time 3 relocation by the predictor set including both Time 1 relocation and organization 
changes, 74.8% was by Time relocation. Of the 59.1% of the variance explained in Time 3 organization 
change by the predictor set including both Time 1 measures, 58.0% was predicted by Time 1 organization 
change. So Time 3 relocation was not predicted by Time 1 organizational change, nor Time 3 
organizational change by Time 1 relocation. The measures were therefore separate and nonoverlapping, 
supporting the interpretation that they measure only their specific constructs. 

As shown in Tables 2 to 4, the interactions with gender (Step 8) added a significant amount (about 1%) to 
the variance predicted in change in relocation and organization change from Time 1 to 3 by Steps 1 to 7. 
The variance added was low. This was because only the change in relocation and organizational change 
was predicted (the stabilities were partialed) and relocation and organization change were initially low 
frequency behaviors. 

As shown in Table 2, not supporting Hypothesis 1, no significant interactions arose between male hierarchy 
and gender. Supporting Hypothesis I, not working with a woman manager predicted women relocating and 
changing organizations to advance two years later more than men; for men, having worked with a woman 
manager predicted their relocating. Supporting Hypothesis 1, the less time their organization had an EEO 
policy, the more women changed organizations to advance two years later than men. As shown by the only 
significant three-way interaction with employment sector (B = .04, p - .003), this was more in the private 
than public sector. Overall, Hypothesis 1 gained partial support. 

Hypothesis 2 gained little support for advancement opportunities. Gender did not significantly interact with 
the length of promotion ladders or open selection practices. The significant interactions found differed for 
the two types of job change. Supporting Hypothesis 2 (Table 2), women in organizations with more 
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informal than formal selection methods changed organizations two years later than men, and women in 
lower rather than higher level occupations relocated more two years later than men. 

Overall, Hypothesis 3 for family variables gained little support. As shown in Table 2, not supporting 
Hypothesis 3, women did not change organizations more when they had more family roles and 
responsibilities -- as indicated by the nonsignificant interactions of gender with marital status and number of 
children. When children's age (having a baby, teenage children) was entered in the family set (results of the 
regression are available from the author upon request), there were no significant interactions with gender. 
However, supporting Hypothesis 3, work interference in nonwork life predicted women changing 
organizations two years later more than men. 

Hypothesis 4 was supported. Single as opposed to married women relocated more than men two years later 
(Table 2). 

Hypothesis 5 for spouse employment gained little support. Table 3 provides the regression results when 
single- versus dual-earner status was entered in the family variable set, reducing the sample to couples. As 
shown, not supporting Hypothesis 5, being a single-earner rather than dual-earner family did not predict 
men relocating more than women. Table 4 provides the regression results in which the family variable set 
included spouse salary and managerial level, reducing the sample to those with employed spouses. 
Supporting Hypothesis 5, women whose spouses had higher salaries relocated less two years later whereas 
men whose spouses had lower salaries relocated more. However, gender did not interact with spouse 
managerial level. Therefore, overall, little support arose for Hypothesis 5. Men did not relocate more than 
women when they were the primary providers or their spouses did not have a career as indicated by their 
managerial level, but did relocate more when their spouses had lower salaries. 

Supporting Hypothesis 6 (Table 2), women who were willing to relocate or change organizations to advance 
relocated and changed organizations more two years later than men. 

DISCUSSION 

The aim of this study was to examine the relative importance of explanations for why women change jobs to 
advance. The results suggest that women are likely to change jobs more than men to advance when they are 
in environments less friendly to women and when they are willing to be more mobile. Most support arises 
for Brett and Stroh's (1994) explanation of systemic factors acting to cause women to leave. Women 
change jobs to advance more than men when they do not work with women managers and when they work 
in environments that do not use EEO or have had EEO fewer years. In addition, extending the explanations 
offered by Brett and Stroh (1994), women who are more willing to relocate or change organizations to 
advance do so more than men, suggesting that women may need to leave to advance more than men. 
Family factors and advancement opportunities are not as explanatory for this sample as work factors and 
attitudes for why women change jobs more than men to advance, consistent with Greenhaus et al's. (1997) 
results. The results of this study extend the recollections of women CEOs about why they needed to leave 
organizations in early and mid-career to advance (Davies-Netzley, 1998; Riley & White, 1994), to the 
decisions actually being made in early and mid-career by more junior employees. 

Admittedly, the amount of explanation by gender-linked effects in this study is very low. However, 
scholars show that gender-linked effects of one or two percent have substantial effects in practice on women 
(Brett et al., 1992a; Haberfeld, 1992; Stroh et al., 1992). Even after taking into account the substantial 
explanation by respondents' prior job changes and the explanations due to their age, education, tenure, 
managerial level, location, sector, and employment disruption, women still changed jobs to advance for 
different reasons than men. The interactions suggest that aspects of the work environment are explanatory. 

This study is the first to examine i f male-dominated environments are an explanation for women changing 
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jobs to advance. The key variable for the women of this sample is working with women managers, not the 
proportion of men in the hierarchy, which may be more distant to women than the managers with whom 
they work closely. When women do not work with women managers, they likely expect that they will not 
advance as much as men. So, women are more likely to leave to advance than men. In this study, the 
women also change organizations to advance more than men when EEO policy is not used or has operated 
for less time in the organization. Perhaps those organizations are less equity-conscious in selection than 
others, enabling similarity-attraction processes and homosocial reproduction to operate. However, other 
explanations than similarity-attraction theory may also explain the results. When women have close ties 
with women managers, scholars suggest that they gain advice and encouragement from role models facing 
similar obstacles to themselves, and that this advice and encouragement help them advance (Davies-
Netzley, 1998; Ibarra, 1997; Riley & White, 1994; Tharenou, 1995). When women do not work with 
women managers, they may lack advice and encouragement, perhaps resulting in their leaving to advance. 

Women's attitudes to mobility also help explain their leaving to advance. Women's willingness to relocate 
or change organizations to advance predicts their leaving two years later more than men's. This is 
surprising because women are less willing to relocate than men (Table 1). Women appear to be choosing to 
change jobs more than men, as Nicholson and West (1988) explained. Men do not need to select to be 
mobile as much as women because their environments are "male-friendly". So men can stay, unlike women 
who have more obstacles and need to leave to get ahead (Nicholson & West, 1988). As found by Brett et al. 
(1992a), women appear to be using a free agency career pattern more than men. 

Supporting women having more obstacles to advancement than men, women leave more than men advance 
when their organizations have more informal than formal selection practices and when they are in lower 
occupation types. Informal selection practices may allow gender discrimination to take place. Heilman 
(1997) argued, in sex-role stereotyping theory, that under more unstructured (e.g., informal selection 
practices) than structured (e.g., formal selection practices) decision-making conditions, gender stereotypes 
arise more strongly that women do not fit management roles. So women may leave to advance more when 
their organizations have informal selection practices. 

Despite the views of male CEOs (Davies-Netzley, 1997; Griffith et al., 1997), for these respondents, 
women's family roles and responsibilities are not as important as their work experiences and attitudes to 
their changing jobs to advance. The result is consistent with other studies of job change, although they did 
not predict the relative importance of family factors for women's actual job change for advancement 
(Griffith et al., 1997; Nicholson & West, 1988; Rosin & Korabik, 1995; Stroh et al., 1996). Overall, the 
women in this sample do not change organizations to advance because of family responsibilities. However, 
only a third of the women were mothers and only five percent had babies. Hence, the impact of family 
responsibilities may be underestimated. Women with very young children are likely to have dropped out of 
the workforce already to care for children, although they did not drop out of this sample more than others. 
Rather than actual roles and responsibilities, it is problems arising with work-family balance, as found 
(Dalton et al., 1997) and proposed (Brett & Stroh, 1994) that predict women changing organizations to 
advance more than men. When work interferes in nonwork life, the employing organizations may not 
provide practices that allow for work-family balance, and this is may interfere with advancement. So 
women leave. 

Unexpectedly, few gender differences arose in the factors predicting relocation. The women of this sample 
relocate more than men when single than married, consistent with role theory (Markham, 1987). Single 
women have less pressure to conform to gender roles by putting family before career than married women, 
and do not have spouses to consider when making relocation decisions. So less role conflict and social 
pressure arises for single than married women. 

Men's relocations appear not to be explained by their wives' employment, but by how much their wives 
earn. The men do not relocate more when they are the single family provider than when they are dual-
earners, suggesting men's relocation is not linked to their wives being employed per sé. Yet relocation 
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appears to be a joint decision for the family. The men of this sample relocate more when their spouses have 
lower salaries, consistent with the view that relocation is more likely when wives' employment is less likely 
to constitute a career (Bird & Bird, 1985; Reed & Reed, 1993). The results are also consistent with family 
power theory (Brett et al., 1992a). The spouse with low salary has the least power to affect relocation 
decisions; so when men have spouses with lower salaries, men relocate more. Also supporting family 
power theory, the women of this sample relocate less than men when their spouses have higher salaries. 
Presumably, the higher the husband's income, the more power he has over relocation decisions of the family 
caused by his wife's work. 

Limitations and Future Research 

A major limitation of the way this study was conducted is that the information was self-report. The 
measures are therefore subjective and subject to inaccuracies, especially when measuring the environment. 
The measures of job change may not have been as accurate as objectively gathered data. Although 
respondents were asked for the number of times they relocated or changed organizations for advancement, 
they may have included times they did so for other reasons. The study did not measure both job changes for 
advancement and job changes not for advancement (e.g., spouse relocation, unemployment). It may be that 
the gender differences found in the explanations for job change for advancement may have happened in 
general for any type of job change. Hence, future research needs to specifically include items that separate 
out relocation and organization change for advancement from job change for other reasons. 

From these results, it is also obvious that other reasons exist for gender differences in job change than those 
examined here. In particular, future research needs to examine employer choices. Employers appear to 
choose women to relocate to advance less than men (Brett & Stroh, 1999; Brett, Stroh, & Reilly, 1992b), as 
found for married women (Eby, Allen, & Douthitt, 1999). Men may be chosen for promotions that require 
relocation. Moreover, the processes by which gender differences in job change arise were not examined in 
this study. Although the willingness to change jobs appears not to be a mediator, other mediators may 
operate. For example, does the presence of women managers result in women gaining advice and 
encouragement that then lead to their staying, unlike men? Do informal selection methods lead to increased 
bias against women's fit to management roles which then leads to their leaving, unlike men? 

A limitation of this study was that women are presumed to be leaving to escape organizations because of a 
lack of women managers, lack of use of EEO, use of informal selection practices, and problems with work 
interference in family. Future research needs to examine if women do actually leave to go to organizations 
or locations that are more women-friendly (e.g., more women managers, use of EEO, formal selection 
practices, practices to reduce work interference in nonwork) than those they are in? 

The results of this study have several practical implications for helping organizations reduce women leaving 
to advance more than men. Organizations need to ensure women work with women managers, and use, and 
persist with, EEO policies and practices. If women are not to leave to advance, organizations need to ensure 
that selection methods for advancement are formal so that the bias that may arise in informal practices is 
reduced. To help women advance, organizations need to institute practices to help deal with work 
interference in nonwork life (e.g., flexible work arrangements, leave, work hours) or women will leave for 
other organizations to advance. Organizations also need to take note of the frequency of women's prior job 
changes and take note of their expressions of willingness to change jobs if they are to retain women 
managers and professionals. Women who have previously changed jobs are likely do so again, and 
women's expressions of willingness to change jobs are likely to bear fruit in their actually changing jobs, 
made worse if the obstacles in women's work environments are not ameliorated. 
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Table 1 

Means. Standard Deviations, Test-Retest Correlations and Intercorrelations for All Variables 

Women Men Correlations 

Variables Mean SD Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

1. Relocated Time 3 1.65 1.03 2.37 1.51 
2. Changed Time 3 2.23 1.40 2.02 1.33 - 14 
3. Relocated Time 1 1.64 1.04 2.34 1.54 87 87 11 
4. Changed Time 1 1.99 1.31 1.88 1.27 77 13 77 11 
5. Location 1.89 0.31 1.84 0.36 82 -26 12 -26 10 
6. Age 4.52 1.73 4.97 1.79 99 20 19 22 24 -03 
7. Years organization 1.90 1.09 2.76 1.82 87 19 -30 24 -29 -14 44 
8. Disruption .31 1.07 -.24 0.71 78 -17 06 -16 09 03 19 -23 
9. Education 5.22 2.46 4.69 2.37 96 -08 16 -09 21 19 -05 -34 05 

10. Male hierarchy 3.69 0.83 3.89 0.77 59 10 -01 09 -03 -03 -05 09 -15 00 
11. Woman manager 2.31 1.30 2.35 1.40 61 -11 -01 -11 05 09 12 02 07 05 -36 
12. E E O 4.18 1.28 4.33 1.32 52 -02 -18 -01 -18 -03 -03 12 -02 -10 -05 07 
13. Sector 1.27 0.44 1.47 0.50 B9 29 -07 28 -14 -16 -06 20 -24 -21 21 -29 -08 
14. Spouse 1.36 0.48 1.25 0.44 79 -09 -06 -12 -05 09 -26 -18 -02 08 -02 -02 01 -06 
15. Children 1.58 0.92 2.13 1.23 86 11 04 15 08 -08 31 22 05 -06 04 01 -00 04 -39 
16. No baby 3.91 0.43 3.75 0.72 56 -02 03 -05 02 08 07 -00 05 02 -03 01 -00 -04 18 -23 
17. Single-earner 1.18 0.52 1.96 0.85 73 23 -08 28 -05 -14 17 26 -16 -10 08 -02 03 22 -03 34 -24 
18, Work interferes 3.04 0.84 3.03 0.84 55 08 07 14 05 -06 06 03 -00 01 04 -03 -11 19 -11 12 -03 09 
19. Teenagers 1.17 0.38 1.27 0.44 76 13 05 15 09 -03 36 21 08 -06 02 00 00 00 -21 56 10 06 07 
20. Spouse salary 3.94 1.80 2.36 1.49 76 -19 18 -19 14 18 -03 -25 19 24 -07 03 -06 -15 06 -22 12 -56 -01 -06 
21. Spouse level 3.05 1.98 1.98 1.49 68 -10 18 -07 17 12 09 -13 16 17 -09 07 -08 -07 01 -07 08 -24 02 -03 56 
22. Managerial level 2.73 1.45 2.94 1.53 76 17 24 17 27 -00 37 17 -06 07 -03 13 -12 09 -17 19 -01 08 16 18 05 21 
23. Occupation type 2.48 1.37 2.44 1.43 51 01 -20 -00 -22 -12 -22 01 -04 -27 05 -16 08 24 10 -14 01 -05 -04 -11 -09 -10 -30 
24. Length ladder 3.94 1.36 4.23 1.43 66 04 -21 07 -22 -07 -16 17 -06 -13 03 02 24 -07 03 -01 -02 05 -04 -04 -10 -12 -17 16 
25. Formal selection 5.49 1.65 5.31 1.77 61 -04 -15 -03 -14 -03 03 10 02 -09 -06 06 13 -26 -01 00 00 -04 -11 02 -04 -07 -02 05 26 
26. Open selection 5.29 1.92 4.58 2.26 71 -30 -12 -29 21 17 06 -29 22 22 -20 27 04 -57 05 -04 04 -19 -20 -01 15 10 03 -31 -10 
27. Will relocate 2.48 1.30 2.80 1.37 61 27 -00 24 -01 -11 -20 •08 -11 03 08 -09 -00 14 13 -09 03 14 00 -11 -10 -05 01 05 11 
28. Will change 3.27 1.24 3.14 1,24 53 -06 32 -08 29 13 -12 -35 06 23 00 -01 -11 -15 11 -08 01 -10 -01 -05 11 10 01 -07 -08 
29. Gender 1.00 0.50 2.00 0.50 1.00 -26 08 -25 04 07 -13 •26 30 11 -13 -01 -06 -21 12 -24 13 -46 01 -12 43 29 -07 01 -10 

Note. Decimal points have been omitted from correlations. For the total sample {Q=221 1), correlations greater than .04 are significant al p_<.05, at .05 are significant at £<.01, and at .07 are 
significant at p_<.001. E E O = equal employment opportunity. For correlations with sample with spouses, o=1623. For correlations with sample with employed spouses, Q=1480. l-tests showed 
significant gender differences on all variables but woman manager, work interferes, and occupation type. Disruption averaged standardized scores. 
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Table 2 

Regression Analysis Predicting Time 3 Relocation and Organizational Change from Time 1 Variables 

for Total Sample 

Relocation Changing Organizations 

Time 1 Variables B 2 4B2 B B 2 AB2 B df 

1. Job change .749 .749** .591 .591 ** 2,2105 

2. Controls .756 .007** .608 .018** 7,2098 

3. Mobility attitudes .761 .005** .618 .010** 2,2096 

4. Family .764 .003** .620 .002* 3,2093 

5. Aovancerrent .766 .002* .624 .004** 4,2089 

6. Male-domnated .766 .000 .626 .002 3,2086 

7. Gender .768 .002** -.04 ** .628 .002** .07** 1,2085 

8. Interactions with gender .775 .008** .642 .014** 12,2073 

Wiling relocate x gender .03* .03 

Wiling change x gender -.02 .04* 

Marital statusx gender .04* -.02 

Children x gender .01 .04 

\Afork interferes x gender .02 .04* 

Occupation x gender .03* -.01 

Length ladder x gender -.02 .01 

Formal selection x gender .01 -.05** 

Open selection x gender -.01 -.01 

Male hierarchy x gender -.02 -.02 

Waman manager x gender -.05" -.05** 

EEOx gender -.01 -.04* 

Note. EEO=equal errpJoyrnent c>pportunity. 
*p<.01.**p<.001. 
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Table 3 

Regression Analysis PredJctina Time 3 Relocation and Organizational Charge from Time 1 variables 

for Respondents wth Spouses 

Relocation Criarnjng Organizations 

Time 1 Variables B 2 AB2 B E 2 AB2 B df 

1. Job change .749 .749** .591 .591** 2,1620 

2 Controls .756 .007** .608 .018** 7,1613 

3. fvttility attitudes .761 .005** .618 .010** 2,1611 

4. Farrily .764 .004** .621 .002 3,1608 

5. AdvarKsment .766 .002 .625 .004* 4,1604 

6. MaJe-ofrrinated .766 .000 .626 .001 3,1601 

7. Gender .769 .002** -.05* .627 .001 .04 1,1600 

8. Interactions with gender .775 .007** .642 .014** 12,1588 

Wiling relocate x gender .04* .03 

Wiling change x gender -.01 .04* 

Cnildrenx gender .01* .04 

Single-earner x gender .01 .04 

Wxk interferes x gender .02 .04* 

Occupaticn x gender .03* -.01 

Length ladder x gender -.02 .00 

Formal selection x gender .01 -.05* 

Cpen selection x gender -.01 -.01 

Male hierarchy xgerider -.02 -.02 

Waman manager x gender -.05** -.04* 

EEOx gender -.01 -.04* 

Note. EEO=equal errployment cppcrtjjntty. 
*p<.01.**p<.001. 
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Table 4 
Overall Equation Predicting Time 3 Relocation and Organizational Change from Time 1 Variables 

for Respondents with Employed Spouses 

Relocation Changing Organizations 

Time 1 Variables ß 2 AB2 ß ß 2 AR2 B df 

1. Job change .749 .749** .591 .591 ** 2,1477 

2. Controls .756 .007** .608 .018** 7,1471 

3. Mobility attitudes .761 .005** .618 .010** 2,1469 

4. Family .766 .005** .623 .005** 4,1466 

5. Advancement .768 .002 .627 .004* 4,1462 

6. Male-dominated .768 .000 .628 .001 3,1459 

7. Gender .769 .001 -.03 .629 .001 .05* 1,1458 

8. Interactions with gender .777 .008** .642 .013** 13,1445 

Willing relocate x gender .03* .03 

Wiling change x gender -.01 .04* 

Children x gender -.01 .03 

Spouse salary x gender -.05** -.02 

Spouse level x gender .01 .02 

Work interferes x gender .02 .04 

Occupation x gender .03 .01 

Length ladder x gender -.02 -.01 

Formal selection x gender .00 -.05* 

Open selection x gender -.01 -.01 

Male hierarchy x gender -.02 -.02 

Woman manager x gender -.05** -.04* 

EEO x gender -.02 -.04* 

Note. EEO=equal enployment opportunity. 
*P<.01.**p<.001. 
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