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About AARP  
AARP is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization, with 
a membership of nearly 38 million, that helps people 
turn their goals and dreams into real possibilities, 
strengthens communities and fights for the issues 
that matter most to families such as healthcare, 
employment and income security, retirement planning, 
affordable utilities and protection from financial 
abuse. We advocate for individuals in the marketplace 
by selecting products and services of high quality 
and value to carry the AARP name as well as help 
our members obtain discounts on a wide range of 
products, travel, and services. A trusted source for 
lifestyle tips, news and educational information, 
AARP produces AARP The Magazine, the world’s 
largest circulation magazine; AARP Bulletin; www.
aarp.org; AARP TV & Radio; AARP Books; and AARP 
en Español, a Spanish-language website addressing 
the interests and needs of Hispanics. AARP does 
not endorse candidates for public office or make 
contributions to political campaigns or candidates. 
The AARP Foundation is an affiliated charity that 
provides security, protection, and empowerment to 
older persons in need with support from thousands of 
volunteers, donors, and sponsors. AARP has staffed 
offices in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.  
Learn more at www.aarp.org.

About ReACT  
ReACT is an employer-focused coalition dedicated 
to addressing the challenges faced by employee 
caregivers and reducing the impact on the companies 
that employ them. ReACT represents nearly 1 million 
employees through its membership of more than 
40 companies and non-profit organizations. ReACT 
seeks to create a supportive business environment 
where the challenges faced by caregivers juggling the 
demands of both work and caregiving for an adult 
with a chronic age-related disease are understood and 
recognized by employers so that employees can better 
meet their personal and professional responsibilities.  
Please visit www.respectcaregivers.org for more 
information.  
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SUMMARY
Population aging combined with limited publicly funded and provided elder care in the U.S. 
means that family caregivers play an increasingly important role. Those added responsibilities 
represent significant challenges for caregivers, especially for women, who still shoulder 
the lion’s share of the work. At a time when women increasingly participate in the formal 
workforce, they find themselves “sandwiched” between the simultaneous responsibilities of 
caring for children and parents. As a result, there is great interest in having more workplace 
flexibility and support to help juggle the conflicting demands of the workplace and home. 

The Business Case  
for Family Caregiver Policies

At the moment, legal mandates on employers to 

accommodate family caregivers are still evolving. 

With the exception of  the federal Family and 

Medical Leave Act (FMLA), most decisions on 

scope and scale of  family caregiver benefits are left 

to individual employers. To make those decisions, 

employers need objective and actionable information 

on the costs and benefits of  different policies. This 

report attempts to give employers much-needed 

data by organizing and summarizing the available 

evidence on the costs and benefits of  family caregiver 

support policies, and providing a calculation of  

return on investment (ROI) on those policies from 

an employer perspective where sufficient data were 

available to make such a calculation.  

Overall, the evidence supports the business case 

for offering such benefits that allow caregivers to 

balance their jobs with other responsibilities, such as 

flextime and telework. For every dollar invested in 

flextime, businesses can expect a return of  between 

$1.70 and $4.34, and for every dollar invested in 

telecommuting option of  between $2.46 and $4.45. 

There are a limited number of  studies 

that document the results of  such program 

implementation that also have the required level 

of  detail to calculate ROI. In addition, there is 

only limited data available that quantify the cost 

of  implementing and maintaining family-friendly 

policies. The benefits not identified by this report 

as having a positive return on investment does not 

imply that they do not have return on investment.  

Simply, the existing data are not sufficient for us to 

calculate a return with this methodology. Future 

research should strive to address these gaps and 

provide evidence for employers’ decision making on 

offering family-friendly policies. 

But overall this first integrative study of  the business 

case for caregiver-friendly policies shows encouraging 

findings and should stimulate employers to offer more 

flexible working arrangements to reduce the impact of  

caregiving responsibilities on family caregivers.  
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INTRODUCTION 

With advances in living conditions and health care, Americans enjoy an increasing 
lifespan. From 1980 to 2013, average life expectancy improved from 78 to 81 for 
women and 70 to 77 for men.1,2 As of 2010, there were more than 40 million people 
over the age of 65 and 5.5 million over 85 in the United States, and this will grow to 
over 54.5 million and 8.5 million by 2030.3 Older people also continue to live longer 
than ever, as in 1972 American life expectancy at age 65 was 15.2 years and at 85 
was 5.5, but it had risen to 19.1 and 6.5 by 2010.4 The flip side of this remarkable 
progress is that more and more Americans age into chronic diseases, and live longer 
once they have those diseases. As our population ages, the pool of those most at 
risk for chronic disease grows, with 92 percent of older adults having at least one 
chronic disease, while 77 percent have two.5 By 2025, chronic diseases will affect 
an estimated 164 million Americans, or nearly half the population, compared to 
an estimated 149 million, or 48 percent in 2015.6 Chronic disease impacts life 
expectancy, but the outlook continues to improve. As of 2005, a person who reaches 
age 65 without a chronic condition has a life expectancy of 22 years, compared to 20 
years for those with one or two and 16 for those with three or more.7

Source: UN Population Division
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As a society, the United States has great interest  

in helping its growing older population to age in 

place. According to a 2010 AARP survey, nearly  

90 percent of  older adults want to stay in their  

own homes as they age.8 At the same time, the  

U. S. has substantially more limited public provisions 

and financing of  social care as compared to other 

developed countries and regions such as Europe, 

which means that family caregivers assume much  

of  the responsibility.

Family caregivers create substantial economic value 

for society. A 2015 study estimated that in 2013 

alone, approximately 40 million family caregivers 

in the United States provided 37 billion hours of  

A 2015 study estimated that, in 2013, 
approximately 40 million family caregivers in 
the United States provided 37 billion hours 
of care to an adult with limitations in daily 
activities, translating into approximately  
$470 billion of unpaid contributions.9

The average global life span 
has increased by three decades.
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care to an adult with limitations in daily activities, 

translating into approximately $470 billion of  unpaid 

contributions.9 Research suggests that 45 percent of  

employed caregivers substitute for formal medical 

and nursing care by managing multiple medications, 

caring for wounds, preparing special diets, using 

monitors, operating medical equipment, conducting 

care coordination, and hiring paid help for family 

members with multiple chronic physical, cognitive, 

and behavioral conditions.10 

At the same time, those added tasks put substantial 

responsibilities on caregivers, a majority of  whom are 

still in the workforce.11 This is especially challenging 

for women, who still shoulder the lion’s share of  the 

work, in particular for older women whose workforce 

participation rates have steadily increased in the last 

two decades.12 They find themselves “sandwiched” 

between the simultaneous responsibilities for children 

and parents at a time when they increasingly 

participate in the formal workforce and have great 

interest in getting flexibility and support to juggle 

conflicting demands at the workplace.13 At any point, 

about 17 percent of  the workforce are providing care 

for an elderly person and nearly half  of  them also 

have children under 18 at home.14

Unlike many other wealthy countries, the U.S. lacks 

a generous, publicly mandated and funded system 

to support family caregivers and, outside of  FMLA, 

legal mandates for employers to offer such benefits 

(see textbox, pg. 7). As a result, the decisions on 

scope and scale of  family caregiver-friendly policies 

are largely left to individual employers. On the one 

hand, they want to attract and retain a qualified, 

motivated and diverse workforce with a competitive 

benefits package. Such a consideration is even more 

important with the Millennial generation entering 

the workforce, which values work-life balance greatly 

and accounts for one-quarter of  family caregivers.15 

On the other, employers need to balance cost of  

benefits packages with business objectives and 

require objective and actionable data to make 

prudent decisions. 

Several forward-thinking employers have already 

decided that family caregiver benefits must become 

an integral part of  their benefits package,16 but 

many lack information on the costs and benefits 

of  policies17 and need guidance as they make their 

decisions. To fill this knowledge gap, this report 

organizes and summarizes the available evidence 

published in the last two decades on the costs and 

Several forward-thinking 
employers have already 
decided that caregiver 
benefits must become  
an integral part of their 
benefits package.16
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The federal Family and Medical Leave Act 
(FMLA) of 1993 ensures eligible employees 
can take up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave 
per year for qualifying reasons including 
an employee’s own sickness, the care of a 
newborn, or the care of a parent with a serious 
health condition as well as a spouse. Currently, 
about 60 percent of workers are covered 
under the FMLA. However, about half of the 
employees who were eligible for it did not take 
family leave because they could not afford 
it.18 Three states (California, New Jersey and 
Rhode Island) have passed laws that guarantee 
between four and six weeks of partially paid 
family leave through an insurance program 
with employee contributions. Some states 

expanded the federal FMLA provisions to 
include the care of grandparents or parents-in-
law, siblings and other relatives.19 Connecticut 
is the first state that guarantees up to 5 days 
of paid sick leave per year, and California, 
Massachusetts, Oregon and Vermont have 
also enacted such laws. Washington D.C. 
recently introduced legislation that would 
ensure workers up to 16 weeks of paid family 
leave financed by an employer tax, which, if 
passed, would become the most generous 
paid family leave program in the country.20 
Nationwide, only 13 percent of employees are 
currently eligible for paid family leave either 
through their employers or state programs.21

Publicly Mandated Family Leave Policies 
in the U.S.

benefits of  family caregiver support policies, and 

provides a ROI calculation on those policies from 

an employer perspective. The analysis summarizes 

the peer-reviewed literature and technical reports by 

government agencies or industry associations and is 

restricted to studies with a robust design that allows 

quantifying the impact of  a policy from a business 

perspective. In addition, we summarize the existing 

gap in the literature and recommend study topics for 

future research. 
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APPROACH: DETERMINING THE BUSINESS CASE FOR SUPPORTING 
CAREGIVERS - AN EMPLOYER’S PERSPECTIVE

The goal of this report is to give employers objective and actionable information 
to make informed decisions on family-friendly policies. Family-friendly policies 
are typically thought of as benefits for new parents, but these can also be the 
cornerstone of human resources support for employees providing elder care. The 
focus in this analysis is on the narrow business case for such policies rather than the 
broader economic value questions. In other words, the question is whether offering 
family care benefits makes financial sense for a company.

The first step of  this report is the creation of  

a framework to categorize the different family 

caregiver support policies (Figure 1). The second is 

to develop a similar categorization scheme for the 

costs and benefits of  the policies from an employer 

perspective (Figure 2). Those two schemes allow for 

organizing the identified evidence.  

Those two frameworks informed the design of  

a literature search strategy with which suitable 

publications were identified. The literature review 

included peer-reviewed publications and reports 

from industry associations as well as government 

agencies. We searched various citation databases 

on economics, social sciences, and medicine. The 

database search included articles, reports, conference 

proceedings, and books, covering the publications 

in the United States dated between 1995 and 2015 

(please see Appendix for search terms and covered 

databases). 

In addition to the database search, we manually 

searched references citing or cited by expert-

nominated publications. We retrieved 670 

Figure 1: Typology of Workplace Family Care Benefits
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Figure 2: Benefits and Cost of Family-friendly  Policies – Employer Perspective

PREVALENCE OF FAMILY-FRIENDLY BENEFITS

The 2011-2015 annual surveys conducted by the Society for Human Resource 
Management (SHRM) show that the proportion of employers that offer 
telecommuting increased from 53 percent to 60 percent.22 The increase is  
due primarily to the increase in telecommuting on an ad-hoc basis (from 42  
to 56 percent), whereas telecommuting on a part-time or full-time basis did  
not change much. 

According to the SHRM data, no significant changes 

were observed for flextime, compressed workweek, 

or job sharing, but the proportion of  employers 

offering paid sick leave grew from 37 percent in 2011 

to 42 percent in 2015. Benefits that are specifically 

designed for elder care including leave beyond the 

federal or state mandates, elder care referral services, 

on-site elder care fairs, elder care assisted living 

assessments, elder care in-home assessments, and 

on-ramping programs for family members dealing 

with elder care responsibilities, remain uncommon, 

ranging from less than one percent to about  

10 percent.23 

The perception of  value of  supporting employee 

caregivers has always been widely held. Increased 

understanding of  the ROI is key to moving businesses 

forward and increasing the support they provide.

publications from the database search, of  which 42 

were selected for data extraction. Manual citation 

search resulted in an additional 53 publications 

and 29 of  those were selected for data extraction, 

resulting in a total of  71 studies that are covered in 

this report.

Titles and abstracts of  the identified publications 

were reviewed for suitability, followed by full-text 

review of  promising papers. Those papers that 

provided actual estimates for the costs and benefits 

of  caregiver-friendly policies were abstracted into  

a database.  
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FINDINGS 

The majority of studies analyzed the effect of family caregiver benefits without 
direct cash transfer to the employee, i.e., benefits that increase workplace 
flexibility to accommodate the needs of family caregivers, but do not provide  
or subsidize care. Of those, the use of flexible work hours or flextime is the  
best studied. 
There was a variety of  studies that looked into 

baskets of  family-friendly policies without breaking 

out the effect of  individual components, and only 

very few analyses of  unpaid family leave. We 

found several studies that assessed the effect of  

telework benefits and of  paid family leave. There 

are important and widely-cited studies, including 

the Department of  Labor’s “The Cost of  Doing 

Nothing:  The Price We Pay without Paid Leave 

Policies to Support America’s 21st Century 

Working Families” and the Department’s National 

Compensation Survey, but these studies and other 

similar studies did not provide an analysis of  the 

effect of  benefits.  Overall, no studies were suitable 

for abstraction that evaluated direct provision of  

free or subsidized elder care by employers, which is 

reportedly still quite rare compared to childcare. 

The perception of value of supporting employee  
caregivers has always been widely held. Increased 
understanding of the ROI is key to moving businesses 
forward and increasing the support they provide.

RESULTS FOR BASKETS OF FAMILY-FRIENDLY  POLICIES

As pointed out in the preceding section, several authors determined the overall 
impact of family-friendly workplace policies. They often asked which specific 
benefits were offered but then formed indices or asked about employee 
perceptions of the overall generosity. 

Retention

More generous benefits were consistently associated 

with a 10 percent lower inclination to change jobs. In 

a 2006 publication, Kossek et al. showed that family-

friendly policies, including adoption benefits, family 

leave use, personal days, vacation days, dependent 

care and health care accounts, bereavement policies, 

car repair center on site, sick days, counseling 

programs, time off, maternity leave, domestic 

partner benefits, and tuition reimbursement, were 

associated with a reduction in turnover intention 



Determining the Return on Investment: Supportive Policies for Employee Caregivers

11

by 7.7 percent.24 Thompson and Prottas came to a 

similar conclusion that the intention to quit decreases 

by 5.9 percent for each additional family benefit 

offered including childcare or elder care resource or 

subsidies, and health insurance for family members.25 

An analysis of  the 2010 Federal Employee Viewpoint 

Survey that covered over 500,000 employees 

suggested that satisfaction with telework, health 

programs, childcare, and older adult care were 

positively related to organizational commitment. 

One unit increase in satisfaction with elder care 

translated into 1.11 units of  higher commitment.26 

Butts and colleagues conducted a meta-analysis of  

the effect of  family support policies on employee 

outcomes in 2013. They concluded that availability 

and use of  those policies had modest positive 

relationships with job satisfaction, affective 

commitment, and intentions to stay. Interestingly, 

policy availability was more strongly related to job 

satisfaction, affective commitment, and intentions 

to stay than was actual policy use, suggesting that 

having access to benefits when needed is highly 

valued by workers. They also found that women, 

married workers and workers with dependents 

responded more strongly to policy availability.27

 
Productivity

Eaton measured that family-friendly policies, as 

captured by an index including flextime, part-time 

jobs, telecommuting, job sharing, compressed work 

weeks, unpaid personal leave, sick leave to care for 

children, increased employee-reported productivity 

by about 1.4 to 2.4 percent.28 Konrad and Mangel 

used a similar approach and assessed the effect of  

an index combining 19 family-friendly policies on 

productivity as measured by sales.29 While the index 

was not associated with sales overall, the association 

was statistically significant for firms with a larger 

share percent of  female employees, mirroring  

their greater need for workplace support as  

primary caregivers. 

Similarly, Perry-Smith and Blum demonstrated 

that family-friendly policies had a larger effect 

on organizational performance for firms with 

a greater share of  women employees.30 They 

classified companies into four clusters based on 

leave policies and access to dependent care benefits 

and compared organizational performance, such 

as quality of  products, ability to attract essential 

employees, relations between management and 

employees, market performance and profit/sales 

growth, between those clusters. Based on two 

surveys of  employers (732 and 450 companies), 

Bloom and colleagues concluded that there is a 

positive and significant correlation of  productivity 

with family-friendly workplace policies but 

the association disappears when controlled for 

management practices.31, 32 In other words, well-

managed companies tend to have family-friendly 

policies and higher productivity, but there is no 

higher productivity with more generous policies. 

This conclusion was challenged by Whitehouse et al., 

A work-family human resources policy announcement is 
associated with a significant share price increase of 0.32 
percent on the day of the announcement. Interesting,  
the effect on share price was almost three times as large  
(0 .94 percent) for pioneering firms, i.e., those that were 
the first in their industry to announce the policy.29
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who demonstrated that the relationship persists even 

after taking into account management practices.33 A 

survey of  188 Fortune 500 firms, which are members 

of  the Family and Work Institute, had similar 

findings: A range of  family-supportive policies was 

expressed by an index, and a 10 percent increase 

in this index is expected to increase productivity by 

about one percent or a little less.34

Financial performance 

Arthur and Cook made an important contribution to 

the literature by studying share price reactions to 231 

work-family human resource policies announcements 

by Fortune 500 companies in the Wall Street Journal 

between 1971 and 1996. The analysis, published 

in 2004, when stripping out confounding events 

on share prices, estimated that an announcement 

is associated with a significant share price increase 

of  0.32 percent on the day of  the announcement. 

Interestingly, the effect on share price was almost  

three times as large (0 .94 percent) for pioneering 

firms, i.e., those that were the first in their industry  

to announce the policy.35

RESULTS FOR UNPAID FAMILY LEAVE

While there have been recent studies providing important overviews of the 
current status of paid/unpaid family leave, few studies looked at the effect of 
unpaid family leave. The “effect” is the evidence needed to determine an ROI 
calculation (we did not consider the large body of research on maternity and 
child care leave). Mulvaney surveyed 1,708 local government professionals and 
found that those with access to family leave programs reported a higher level of 
organization commitment.36 
Similarly, a survey of  120 employers in an upstate 

New York county showed flexible sick leave and care 

referral services are associated with lower turnover.37 

Pavalko and Henderson looked at longitudinal data 

from the National Longitudinal Survey of  Young 

Women and identified women who newly took 

RESULTS FOR FLEXTIME
Recruitment 
The effect of  flexible work hours on recruitment was 

investigated by those studies that tested hypothetical 

job offers that varied the level of  flexibility. 

Thompson and Aspinwall gave 125 college students 

such hypothetical job offers and determined that 

availability of  flextime influenced the job choices 

of  33 percent of  the sample.39 A study of  263 MBA 

students with hypothetical recruitment brochures 

yielded a similar result in that organizations with 

flexible career paths and policies were perceived as 

more attractive.40

on care responsibilities for ill or disabled family 

members.38 They found those responsibilities resulted 

in psychological distress and a 50 percent reduction in 

remaining in the labor force. Caregivers with access 

to unpaid family leave were more likely to remain 

employed than caregivers without that benefit.

Retention 

Giving employees greater control over work hours 

appears to have beneficial effects for companies. 

Masuda and co-authors conducted a survey of  

managers in four country clusters and asked them 

about the effect of  flexible working arrangements on 

their staff ’s job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and 

work-to-family conflict. Managers in the “Anglo” 

cluster reported a positive relationship between 

flextime availability and job satisfaction/turnover 

intention.41 Workers share that perspective. For 

example, findings from the 1991 General Social 
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Survey of  745 randomly selected workers showed a 

significant positive correlation of  access to flextime 

and affective commitment and turnover intention.42  

In the same vein, 1,901 men and 1,651 women who 

responded to a work-related phone survey for the 

1997 National Study of  the Changing Workforce 

(a nationally representative sample of  working 

adults) stated that flextime has positive effects on 

stress, loyalty, and missed work.43 An analysis of  the 

2002 wave of  the National Study of  the Changing 

Workforce by Thompson and Prottas, however, 

suggested that the association of  formal worktime 

flexibility and intention to quit disappears, once  

they controlled for informal support by colleagues 

and supervisors.44 

Wadsworth and colleagues surveyed human 

resources directors of  151 U.S. cities with 

populations more than 25,000 specifically about 

compressed work weeks.45 More than half  (56.3%) 

of  the respondents reported offering some type of  

alternative work schedules and stated they were 

associated with improved employee morale (63.5%), 

improved customer service (45.9%) and increased 

productivity (41.2%). 

Absenteeism 

Dalton and Mesch took advantage of  a so-called 

natural experiment to provide convincing evidence 

for the effect of  flextime on absenteeism. They used 

data from a utility company that had tested a flexible 

scheduling program for one year in a large subunit.46 

In that year, the employees in the intervention group 

had a 20 percent reduction of  unexcused absences or 

two days per employee-year, compared to employees 

without access to that benefit. Absenteeism 

reverted to baseline when the experiment ended. 

As mentioned above, data from the 1997 National 

Study of  the Changing Workforce also suggest 

that flextime has positive effects on missed work.47 

A meta-analysis of  27 studies found significant 

effects of  the introduction of  flextime on various 

work-related outcomes, and absenteeism showed 

the largest change.48 The possibility of  working a 

compressed week, however, was not systematically 

related to outcomes. 

Productivity 

The aforementioned meta-analysis also found 

that flextime is related to increased productivity 

as measured objectively by employee or unit 

output.49 Shepard et al. confirmed these results 

when they analyzed the relationship between 

flexible work hours and revenue per employee at 

the manufacturing operations of  50 pharmaceutical 

companies.50 Their statistical models suggest that 

flexible work schedules increase productivity by 

about 10 percent. 

Results from surveys of  employers and employees 

paint a consistent picture. As mentioned earlier, 41 

percent of  human resources directors stated flextime 

was associated with increased productivity, but 39 

percent and 23 percent, respectively, cautioned 

that drawbacks are scheduling difficulties and less 

face time with employees.51 In a survey of  174 

city employees, over 80% stated that they regard 

a compressed workweek as positive and over 60% 

reported greater productivity.52  

Yang and Zheng contributed an important analysis 

for implementation of  flextime policies: They 

used data from two national surveys and found 

that workers, who have informal access to flexible 

working arrangements report higher productivity, 

whereas workers with formal access, who cannot take 

advantage of  the benefit in practice, report lower 

productivity.53 Perceived flexibility related to better 

self-reported health but not healthcare use.54
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Return on investment (ROI) was calculated 
as the ratio of incremental changes in 
productivity or the summation of the changes 
in recruitment, retention (or turnover), and 
absenteeism. To facilitate the ROI calculation, 
we leveraged the existing literature and 
converted both the effects and the costs 
of family-friendly polices into proportional 
changes measured by an employee’s annual 
compensation. For example, if flextime 
reduces employee turnover by 10%, the 
average turnover rate is 20%, and the 
average cost associated with turnover is 
30% of an employee’s annual compensation, 
we consider the savings to the employer 
as 0.6-percent (=10% x 20% x 30%) of an 
employee’s annual salary. 

Because the effect size of family-friendly 
policies on turnover rates depends on the 
average compensation of an employee 
population, we constructed two scenarios for 
the ROI calculation: one for a workforce with 
an average annual compensation of $50,000 
and the other $100,000. 

The costs of family-friendly policies were 
derived from the published literature and 
converted into the percentage of an employee’s 
annual compensation by denominating 
the costs using $50,000 or $100,000 as 
appropriate. Due to lack of published data, 
we assumed administrative and maintenance 
costs of a flextime program and a telework 
program to range from 0.1 to 0.3 percent of an 
employee’s annual compensation.

Recruitment and retention 
The above-mentioned study of  testing hypothetical 

job offers on college students suggested that elder 

care benefits and paid leave would influence the job 

choices of  33 percent of  the sample.61

Productivity 

Colla et al. used data from 727 firms included 

in the 2009 Bay Area Employer Health Benefits 

to examine the effect of  a 2007 ordinance that 

introduced mandatory paid sick leave in San 

Francisco. Employers who made changes to comply 

RESULTS FOR PAID FAMILY LEAVE

RESULTS FOR TELECOMMUTING

Approach To ROI Estimation

Recruitment and retention 
Overall, only a few studies looked at the benefits 

of  offering remote work or telecommuting 

options. When college students were exposed 

to hypothetical job offers with varying benefits 

packages, telecommuting influenced the job choices 

of  26 percent of  the sample.55 Rau and Hyland 

used a similar approach in 151 MBA students and 

found that a telecommuting option increased the 

probability to apply by over 12 percent.56 Yet no 

significant effect of  telecommuting on turnover 

intention was found in a survey of  245 professionals 

in two Fortune 500 companies.57 

Productivity 
Vega, Anderson and Kaplan studied 192 federal 

employees with a telework agreement by comparing 

data on self-reported performance and job satisfaction 

as well as objective performance on a sample task 

on office days and telework days. On average, 

participants worked 2.13 days per week remotely. 

Self-rated and objective performance as well as job 

satisfaction were significantly higher on telework 

days.58 A 2001 economic modeling study estimated 

that a company’s profit margin would increase by 0.6 

percent, if  the proportion of  employees allowed to 

work from home went up one percent.59 A survey of  a 

random sample of  800 telecommuters at a single firm 

showed telework can moderate work exhaustion due 

to work-family conflict.60
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and

4.34

Between

Estimated Midpoint ROI:

(av. salary = 100k)

1.70
(av. salary = 50k)

F L E X I B L E  W O R K  H O U R S

ROI Explantion:

ROI Explantion:

30%
increased retention

50%
lower absenteeism

Global ratings
of productivity
by employees
and employers

20%
better recruitment

and

4.45

Between

(av. salary = 100k)

2.46
(av. salary = 50k)

T E L E C O M U T I N G  PA R T-T I M E

Estimated Midpoint ROI:

with this new mandate reported improved morale.62 

A 2001 economic modeling study that estimated the 

relationship of  changes in family-friendly policies 

over time and company profitability estimated that 

offering paid family leave was associated with an 

increase in operating profit margin by 2.5 percentage 

points or 12.3 percent.63 The authors also concluded 

that companies could yield higher profits by making 

family-friendly policies generally more accessible, as 

overall availability of  benefits was associated with 

higher margins.

Estimating return on investment  
The vast majority of  the identified studies presented 

their results in a form that did not allow generating 

actual estimates for the magnitudes of  the impact 

of  family caregiver policies, such as regression 

coefficients or odds ratio. A subset of  nine studies 

provided enough detail to back out such estimates, 

and we combined the estimates with data from other 

studies and assumptions to generate estimates of  

the cost of  programs to employers and then ROI 

estimates (for details see text box). 

We had sufficient data to estimate an indicative ROI 

for flextime and for offering part-time telework. We 

did not attempt to estimate the ROI of  converting 

employees to full-time teleworkers, as a prior 

simulation study had already yielded a conclusive 

answer that employers will realize net savings if  

they can reduce the cost of  parking and office space 

correspondingly.64 We could not identify any data 

that would allow generating an ROI estimate for 

unpaid family leave.65

We estimate a midpoint ROI for offering flexible 

work hours between 1.70 (assuming average annual 

salary of  $50,000) and 4.34 (assuming average 

annual salary of  $100,000). About half  of  the ROI is 

explained by lower absenteeism, about 30 percent by 

increased retention and about 20 percent by better 

recruitment. 

Midpoint ROI for offering a telecommuting option 

on a part-time basis is estimated between 2.46 

(assuming average annual salary of  $50,000) and 

4.45 (assuming average annual salary of  $100,000). 

As there was limited information on the specific 

effect size of  retention, recruitment and absenteeism, 

the estimates rely on global ratings of  productivity by 

employees and employers.  

Figure 3 illustrates the uncertainty in our ROI 

estimates that represent the midpoint in the 

estimated range. 

Figure 3: Uncertainty in ROI estimates
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Note: The ROI es�mates are presented by family-friendly polices (flex�me and telework) and by employee compensa�on 
level ($50,000 and $100,000 per year). The lower ranges of flex�me ROI are below one, 0.6 and 0.9, respec�vely. A ROI 
of one means costs are equal to benefits and therefore an employer breaks even when implemen�ng such a policy.
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CONCLUSIONS 

This study shows that a substantial body of literature on the business case 
for family caregiver-friendly policies has accumulated. Overall, the evidence 
supports a business case for offering such benefits to allow caregivers to 
balance their jobs with other responsibilities. 

The most extensive work to date has been done 

on flextime and telework, and studies consistently 

support the positive effects on workplace outcomes, 

like recruitment, retention and productivity. 

Published research allows estimating an ROI of  

greater than one for those two benefits. For every 

dollar invested in flextime, businesses can expect a 

return of  between $1.70 and $4.34, and for every 

dollar invested in telecommuting a return of  between 

$2.46 and $4.45. Those results are plausible as costs 

of  those benefits to employers are low: The same 

staff  will work the same number of  hours, which 

means that greater flexibility causes little disruption 

to businesses.

At this point, based on our study requirements, 

there is not enough evidence to judge policies that 

involve employer subsidies for family caregivers. But 

it should be kept in mind that absence of  evidence 

does not mean evidence of  absence. In fact, there are 

studies that reference a positive ROI for paid leave. 

Our analysis of  the data encourages us to believe 

that further study is warranted.66

As with any attempt to integrate evidence, several 

limitations have to be kept in mind. The majority 

of  studies are done from an academic perspective. 

In addition, there is a paucity of  evidence on the 

implementation and maintenance costs of  family-

friendly policies. As a consequence, the ROI 

calculations had to be based on a small subset of  

studies and required several assumptions. A second 

limitation is that most studies relied on employee 

and employer perceptions of  the impact of  benefits 

rather than direct measurement. 

Our analysis focuses on the published evidence and 

therefore does not address the emerging workplace 

benefits or technologies that may facilitate care for 

an aging loved one. We did not find sufficient studies 

specifically addressing the effectiveness of  family-

friendly policies designed for elder care, such as 

providing transportation for an employee’s parent for 

a doctor’s appointment, elder care referral services, 

and on-ramping programs for family members 

dealing with elder care responsibilities. Nor did we 

find studies on the impact of  emerging technologies, 

such as remote monitoring equipment, which could 

ensure peace of  mind and reduce work disruptions.

Future research should strive to close those gaps. 

Employers are more likely to embrace additional 

support mechanisms with a clearer view of  costs 

and benefits. Similarly, measuring results, such 

as lost work days and turnover directly, would 

give employers greater confidence in the value of  

caregiver benefits. 

But overall this first integrative study of  the 

business case for caregiver-friendly policies shows 

encouraging findings and should stimulate employers 

to offer more arrangements and researchers to 

provide more and better data.



Determining the Return on Investment: Supportive Policies for Employee Caregivers

17



Determining the Return on Investment: Supportive Policies for Employee Caregivers

18

REFERENCES
Endnotes for ROI Report
1.	 The World Bank. Data: Life Expec-

tancy at Birth, Female (years). The 
World Bank; 2015.  

2.	 The World Bank. Data: Life Expec-
tancy at Birth, Male (years). The 
World Bank; 2015.

3.	 Vincent GK, Velkoff VA. The next 
four decades: The older population 
in the United States: 2010 to 2050. 
US Department of Commerce, Eco-
nomics and Statistics Administration, 
US Census Bureau; 2010.

4.	 Ortman JM, Velkoff VA, Hogan H. An 
aging nation: the older population in 
the United States. Washington, DC: 
US Census Bureau. 2014: 25-1140.

5.	 The Partnership to Fight Chronic 
Disease. The Growing Crisis of 
Chronic Disease in the United 
States. Partnership to Fight Chronic 
Disease; 2015.

6.	 The Partnership to Fight Chronic 
Disease. The Growing Crisis of 
Chronic Disease in the United 
States. Partnership to Fight Chronic 
Disease; 2015.

7.	 Joyce GF, Keeler EB, Shang B, 
Goldman DP. The lifetime burden of 
chronic disease among the elderly. 
Health Affairs – Bethesda MD. 
2005; 24: W5.

8.	 AARP. Home and Community 
Preferences of the 54+ Population. 
Washington D.C. 2010.

9.	 Reinhard SC, Feinberg LF, Choula 
R, Houser A. Valuing the Invaluable: 
2015 Update. AARP Public Policy 
Institute, Washington, DC. 2015.

10.	Reinhard S, Levine C, Samis S. Em-
ployed Family Caregivers providing 
complex chronic care. Washington 
D.C. 2013.

11.	AARP. Caregiving in the U.S. Wash-
ington D.C. 2015.

12.	 Jacobs J, Van Houtven C, Laporte A, 
Coyte P. Baby Boomer caregivers in 
the workforce: Do they fare better or 
worse than their predecessors? 2014.

13.	Parker K, Patten E. The Sandwich 
Generation: Rising Financing Bur-
dens for Middle-Aged Americans. 
Washington D.C.: Pew Research 
Center; 2013.

14.	Aumann K, Galinsky E, Sakai K, 
Brown M, Bond J. The Elder Care 
Study: Everyday Realities and Wish-
es for Change. Washington D.C.: 
Families and Work Institute; 2008.

15.	AARP. Caregiving in the U.S. Wash-
ington D.C. 2015.

16.	Donna L. Wagner, Andrea Lindemer, 

Kelly Niles Yokum, Mary DeFreest. 
Best Practices in Workplace Elder 
Care, March 2012. Bethesda, MD: 
National Alliance for Caregiving; 
ReACT; 2013.

17.	Kelly EL, Kossek EE, Hammer LB, 
et al. Getting There from Here: Re-
search on the Effects of Work-Family 
Initiatives on Work-Family Conflict 
and Business Outcomes. The Acad-
emy of Management Annals. Aug 
2008; 2: 305-349.

18.	Klerman J, Daley K, Pozniak A. 
Family and Medical Leave in 2012: 
Technical Report. Cambridge, MA: 
Abt Associates Inc.; 2014.

19.	Feinberg L. Keeping Up with the 
Times: Supporting Family Caregiv-
ers with Workplace Leave Policies. 
Washington D.C. 2013.

20.	Feinberg L. Keeping Up with the 
Times: Supporting Family Caregiv-
ers with Workplace Leave Policies. 
Washington D.C. 2013.

21.	U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. Employee Bene-
fits in the United States National 
Compensation Survey: Employee 
Benefits in the United States. 2014.

22.	 SHRM. 2015 Employee Benefits: An 
Overview of Employee Benefits Offer-
ing in the U.S. Washington D.C. 2015.

23.	 SHRM. 2015 Employee Benefits: An 
Overview of Employee Benefits Offer-
ing in the U.S. Washington D.C. 2015.

24.	Kossek EE, Lautsch BA, Eaton SC. 
Telecommuting, control, and bound-
ary management: Correlates of poli-
cy use and practice, job control, and 
work-family effectiveness. Journal 
of Vocational Behavior. Apr 2006; 
68(2): 347-367.

25.	Thompson CA, Prottas DJ. Relation-
ships among organizational family 
support, job autonomy, perceived 
control, and employee well-being. 
Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology. 2006; 11(1): 100.

26.	Caillier JG. Satisfaction With Work-
Life Benefits and Organizational 
Commitment/Job Involvement: Is 
There a Connection? Review of 
Public Personnel Administration. Dec 
2013; 33(4): 340-364.

27.	Butts MM, Casper WJ, Yang TS. How 
Important Are Work-Family Support 
Policies? A Meta-Analytic Investi-
gation of Their Effects on Employ-
ee Outcomes. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. Jan 2013; 98(1): 1-25.

28.	Eaton SC. If you can use them: Flexi-
bility policies, organizational commit-

ment, and perceived performance. 
Industrial Relations. Apr 2003; 42(2): 
145-167.

29.	Konrad AM, Mangel R. The impact of 
work-life programs on firm produc-
tivity. Strategic Management Journal. 
Dec 2000; 21(12): 1225-1237.

30.	Perry-Smith JE, Blum TC. Work-fam-
ily human resource bundles and per-
ceived organizational performance. 
Academy of Management Journal. 
Dec 2000; 43(6): 1107-1117.

31.	Bloom N, Van Reenen J. Manage-
ment practices, work-life balance and 
productivity: A review of some recent 
evidence. Oxford Review of Econom-
ic Policy. Win. 2006; 22(4): 457-482.

32.	Bloom N, Kretschmer T, Van Reenen 
J. Are Family-friendly workplace 
practices a valuable firm resource? 
Strategic Management Journal. Apr 
2011; 32(4): 343-367.

33.	Whitehouse G, Haynes M, Mac-
Donald F, Arts D. Reassessing the 
family-friendly workplace: trends and 
influences in Britain, 1998-2004. 
Department for Business, Enterprise 
& Regulatory Reform; 2007.

34.	Clifton TJ, Shepard E. Work and 
family programs and productivity 
- Estimates applying a production 
function model. International Journal 
of Manpower. 2004; 25(7-8): 
714728.

35.	Arthur MM, Cook A. Taking stock 
of work-family initiatives: How 
announcements of “family-friendly 
” human resource decisions affect 
shareholder value. Industrial & Labor 
Relations Review. Jul 2004; 57(4): 
599-613.

36.	Mulvaney MA. Leave Programs/ 
Time Off and Work-Stress Family 
Employee Benefits Programs, Orga-
nizational Commitment, and Self-Ef-
ficacy Among Municipal Employees. 
Public Personnel Management. Dec 
2014; 43(4): 459-489.

37.	Baughman R, DiNardi D, Holtz-Eakin 
D. Productivity and wage effects 
of “family-friendly” fringe benefits. 
International Journal of Manpower. 
2003; 24(3): 247-259.

38.	Pavalko EK, Henderson KA. Com-
bining care work and paid work - Do 
workplace policies make a differ-
ence? Research on Aging. May 2006; 
28(3): 359-374.

39.	Thompson LF, Aspinwall KR. The re-
cruitment value of work/life benefits. 
Personnel Review. 2009; 38(12): 
195-210.



Determining the Return on Investment: Supportive Policies for Employee Caregivers

19

40.	Honeycutt TL, Rosen B. Fami-
ly-friendly human resource policies, 
salary levels, and salient identity as 
predictors of organizational attrac-
tion. Journal of Vocational Behavior. 
Apr 1997; 50(2): 271-290.

41.	Masuda AD, Poelmans SAY, Allen TD, 
et al. Flexible Work Arrangements 
Availability and their Relationship 
with Work-to-Family Conflict, Job 
Satisfaction, and Turnover Inten-
tions: A Comparison of Three Coun-
try Clusters. Applied Psychology-an 
International Review-Psychologie 
Appliquee-Revue Internationale. Jan 
2012; 61(1): 1-29.

42.	Grover SL, Crooker KJ. Who Appre-
ciates Family-Responsive Human-Re-
sources Policies – The Impact of 
Family-friendly Policies on the Orga-
nizational Attachment of Parents and 
Non-Parents. Personnel Psychology. 
Sum. 1995; 48(2): 271-288.

43.	Halpern DF. How time-flexible work 
policies can reduce stress, improve 
health, and save money. Stress and 
Health. Aug 2005; 21(3): 157-168.

44.	Thompson CA, Prottas DJ. Relation-
ships among organizational family 
support, job autonomy, perceived 
control, and employee well-being. 
Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology. 2006; 11(1): 100.

45.	Wadsworth LL, Facer RL, Arbon CA. 
Alternative Work Schedules in Local 
Government: Cui Bono? Review of 
Public Personnel Administration. Sep 
2010; 30(3): 322-340.

46.	Dalton DR, Mesch DJ. The Impact 
of Flexible Scheduling on Employee 
Attendance and Turnover. Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly. Jun 1990; 
35(2): 370-387.

47.	Halpern DF. How time-flexible work 
policies can reduce stress, improve 
health, and save money. Stress and 
Health. Aug 2005; 21(3): 157-168.

48.	 Baltes BB, Briggs TE, Huff JW, 
Wright JA, Neuman GA. Flexible and 
compressed workweek schedules: 
A meta-analysis of their effects on 
work-related criteria. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. Aug 1999; 84(4): 496-513.

49.	Baltes BB, Briggs TE, Huff JW, 
Wright JA, Neuman GA. Flexible and 
compressed workweek schedules: 
A meta-analysis of their effects on 
work-related criteria. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology. Aug 1999; 84(4): 
496-513.

50.	Shepard EM, Clifton TJ, Kruse D. 
Flexible work hours and productivity: 

Some evidence from the pharma-
ceutical industry. Industrial Relations. 
Jan 1996; 35(1): 123-139.

51.	Wadsworth LL, Facer RL, Arbon CA. 
Alternative Work Schedules in Local 
Government: Cui Bono? Review of 
Public Personnel Administration. Sep 
2010; 30(3): 322-340.

52.	Facer RL, Wadsworth L. Alternative 
Work Schedules and Work-Family 
Balance A Research Note. Review of 
Public Personnel Administration. Jun 
2008; 28(2): 166-177.

53.	Yang S, Zheng L. The paradox of 
de-coupling: A study of flexible work 
program and workers’ productivity. 
Social Science Research. Jan 2011; 
40(1): 299-311.

54.	Butler AB, Grzywacz JG, Ettner 
SL, Liu B. Workplace flexibility, 
self-reported health, and health care 
utilization. Work and Stress. 2009; 
23(1): 45-59.

55.	Thompson LF, Aspinwall KR. The re-
cruitment value of work/life benefits. 
Personnel Review. 2009; 38(12): 
195-210.

56.	Rau BL, Hyland MM. Role conflict 
and flexible work arrangements: The 
effects on applicant attraction. Per-
sonnel Psychology. Spr. 2002; 55(1): 
111-136.

57.	Kossek EE, Lautsch BA, Eaton SC. 
Telecommuting, control, and bound-
ary management: Correlates of poli-
cy use and practice, job control, and 
work-family effectiveness. Journal 
of Vocational Behavior. Apr 2006; 
68(2): 347-367.

58.	Vega RP, Anderson AJ, Kaplan SA. 
A Within-Person Examination of 
the Effects of Telework. Journal of 
Business and Psychology. Jun 2015; 
30(2): 313-323.

59.	Meyer CS, Mukerjee S, Sestero A. 
Work-family benefits: which ones 
maximize profits? Journal of Mana-
gerial Issues. 2001: 28-44

60.	Golden TD. Altering the Effects of 
Work and Family Conflict on Exhaus-
tion: Telework During Traditional and 
Nontraditional Work Hours. Journal 
of Business and Psychology. Sep 
2012; 27(3): 255-269.

61.	Thompson LF, Aspinwall KR. The re-
cruitment value of work/life benefits. 
Personnel Review. 2009; 38(12): 
195-210.

62.	Colla CH, Dow WH, Dube A, Lovell 
V. Early Effects of the San Francisco 
Paid Sick Leave Policy. American 
Journal of Public Health. Dec 2014; 

104(12): 2453-2460.
63.	Meyer CS, Mukerjee S, Sestero A. 

Work-family benefits: which ones 
maximize profits? Journal of Mana-
gerial Issues. 2001: 28-44.

64.	Shafizadeh KR, Niemeier DA, 
Mokhtarian PL, Salomon I. Costs and 
Benefits of Home-Based Telecom-
muting: A Monte Carlo Simulation 
Model Incorporating Telecommuter, 
Employer, and Public Sector Per-
spectives. Journal of Infrastructure 
Systems. Mar 2007; 13(1): 12-25. 

65.	Meyer CS, Mukerjee S, Sestero A. 
Work-family benefits: which ones 
maximize profits? Journal of Mana-
gerial Issues. 2001: 28-44.

66.	Kelly EL, Kossek EE, Hammer LB, 
et al. Getting There from Here: Re-
search on the Effects of Work-Family 
Initiatives on Work-Family Conflict 
and Business Outcomes. The Acad-
emy of Management Annals. Aug 
2008; 2: 305-349.

67.	Shafizadeh KR, Niemeier DA, 
Mokhtarian PL, Salomon I. Costs and 
Benefits of Home-Based Telecom-
muting: A Monte Carlo Simulation 
Model Incorporating Telecommuter, 
Employer, and Public Sector Per-
spectives. Journal of Infrastructure 
Systems. Mar 2007; 13(1): 12-25. 

68.	Malik Crawford, Jonathan Church, 
Bradley Akin. CPI Detailed Report; 
Data for October 2015. 2015.

69.	Baughman R, DiNardi D, Holtz-Eakin 
D. Productivity and wage effects 
of “family-friendly” fringe benefits. 
International Journal of Manpower. 
2003; 24(3): 247-259.

70.	Heywood JS, Miller LA. Schedule 
Flexibility, Family-friendly Policies 
and Absence. The Manchester 
School. 2014.

71.	Saratoga P. 2008/2009 US Human 
Capital Effectiveness Report, Execu-
tive Summary. PricewaterhouseCoo-
pers LLP.

72.	Boushey H, Glynn SJ. There are Sig-
nificant Business Costs to Replacing 
Employees. Center for American 
Progress. 2012; 16.

73.	Bureau of Labor Statistics. News 
Release: Job Opening and Labor 
Turnover- January 2015. U.S. De-
partment of Labor; 2015.

74.	Bureau of Labor Statistics. Labor 
Force Statistics from the Current 
Population Survey. U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics; 2015.



Determining the Return on Investment: Supportive Policies for Employee Caregivers

20

APPENDIX

Search terms

Searched databases

	 • Science Citation Index

	 • Social Sciences Citation Index

	 • Arts & Humanities Citation Index

	 • Conference Proceedings Citation Index- Science

	 • Conference Proceedings Citation Index- Social Science & Humanities

	 • Book Citation Index– Science

	 • Book Citation Index– Social Sciences & Humanities

	 • PubMed

	 • Econlit

	 • Google Scholar

Note: We searched the databases using the plural form for some terms as appropriate, e.g., subsidies, policies, and absences. Our 
search did not focus on policies related to childcare, and such publications were dropped. The terms were searched in the fields 
of key words, topics, title, and abstract. We used the following search logic: a AND (b OR c OR d OR e OR f) AND (g OR h).

Specific policies Outcomes CostsSe�ng Policies 

a.
Workplace  OR 
employer OR
business OR
�rm OR
organization OR 
company

b.
(Family friendly OR 
work life balance)
AND (program OR 
policy OR bene�t)

g.
Absenteeism OR 
absence OR 
productivity OR 
performance 
OR e�ciency OR 
recruitment OR 
retention OR 
turnover OR pro�t 
OR pro�tability

h.
Investment OR 
cost OR resource 
OR payment OR 
reimbursement 
OR cash OR 
subsidy OR 
business case OR 
return

c.
Family and medical leave
(Family OR medical OR sick OR personal OR maternity OR paternity 
OR parental OR dependent ) AND (leave)

d.
Flexible schedule
( (Flexible OR alternative) AND work schedule ) OR (�extime) OR 
(�exitime) OR (compressed AND (week OR hours)) OR (part-time) OR 
(job-sharing)

e.
Flexible loca
on
(Flexible work location)  OR (telecommuting) OR (telework) OR 
(remote work) OR ( working AND home)

f.
Financial resources
(Paid AND leave) OR ( (subsidy OR cash OR pre-tax OR �exible 
spending OR voucher) AND (adult OR elder OR dependent) AND care 
) 
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Assumptions for ROI calculation 
Assumptions for cost calculation

Assumptions for benefits calculation

Note: All costs related to telework were adjusted for inflation to 2014 dollars using the Consumer Price Index.68 Baughman showed that 
flextime was associated with lower wages but we were not able to convert such results to costs or benefits due to the limited information 
reported by the authors.69 Family-friendly policies were also shown in the UK to be associated with 21% lower wages.70

Costs to employers Flex�me Telework67

Upfront investment

Equipment/maintenance cost

Software/service cost

Administration cost

Savings in o�ce space 

Savings in parking expenses

Assume minimal: 1% ~ 3% of an employee’s annual 
compensation, spread over 5 years

N/A

N/A

Assume minimal: 0.1% ~ 0.3% of an employee’s 
annual compensation

N/A

N/A

One-time equipment installation $85~91/employee, 
one-time employee training $300/employee 

$250/employee/year 

$360~500/employee/year

Assume minimal: 0.1% ~0.3% of annual 
compensation for part-time telework

$0~780/employee/year

$3.5~9.5/employee/day x 236 days =$826 ~ 2,242 
/year; assume 1.2 days per week for part-time 
telework

3% of an employee’s  annual compensa-
tion71

Baseline rates 

Overall, turnover replacement costs 
account for 21% an employee’s annual 
compensation; for low/moderate income 
positions ($50k or less) 10-30% of annual 
compensation; for higher-income 
positions, 50-200% of annual compensa-
tion72

22.0%73

Assume 100% salary

2.9%74

Assume 100% salary

Increase in 
recruitment inten�on 

Increase in reten�on 
(or decrease in turnover)

Decrease in 
absenteeism

Increase in 
produc�vity
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