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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Thousands of California workers and em-
ployers are affected by the daily 7uggling
acts" performed by workers who must meet
the demanos of their job while simultane-
ously overseeing the care and safety of
young children and elderly parents. Over
haff of California women with children under
six are in the workforce. Mote than one-
quarter of workers over 40 years old provide
care for elderly relatives. And many are
res ns le for both young children and

sly relatives.

When family obligations collide with work,
when the babysitter does not anive on time,
or when grandma breaks a. hip and must be
rushed to the emergency room during work
hours, employers as well as workers are
affected. Some employers have addressed
these conflicts through innovative alterna-
tive schedules, counseling, leave policies,
and child and elder care benefits.

During the fall of 1990, the Assembly
Office of Research suryerW a representa-
tive sample of 1,000 California employers
from the public and pdvate sectors. Based
on a 1987 national survey conducted by the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics and a 1989
Washington State survey of employers, the
California questionnaire documented cur-
rent employer practices regarding family
policies and benefits, employer knowledge
and use of the California State Child Care
lax Credit, and employerattitudes and opin-
ions regarding these programs.

A total of 476 surveys were included in
the analysis, representing 8 industry types
(construction and mining; manufacturing;
transportation and uillities; wholesale trade;
retail trade; finance, insurance and real es-
tate; services; and government). Private
sector responses were analyzed by the size
of the workforce (10-49 employees, 50-249
employees, and 250+ employees).

Major findin4s of the survey were as follows:

Provision of Family Policissand Benefits

MI=

More than 4 out of 5 employers permit at
least some employees to work alterna-
tive schedules, inclucfing voluntary re-
duced work time, job sharing, work at
home, and part-time work. These work
schedules ate mom common in the pri-
vate than the public sector.

Four out of 10 employers offer parental
leave with a job guarantee after the birth
of a child Public and larw, private
employers offer leave most :frewently.

Slightly fewer than 5 out of 10 employers
permit employees to use accrued sick
leave to care fora family member who is

Public employers are much more
likely to offer family sick leave than pri-
vate employers.

One out of 7 California employers (com-
pared to 1 in 20 nationally) offer family
counseling services or family seminars.

One out of 9 California employers (as
well as nationally) offer one or more child
care benefits. 'These benefits include
employer-sponsored child care centers,
financial assistance, resource and refer-
ral services, and mildly-ill child care. Fi-
nancial assistance is most frequently of-
fered.

One out of 25 employers offer elder care
benefits, including financial assistance
and resource and referral services.

Private employers with over 250 employ-
ees and public employers most frequently
offer family benefits. Private employers
with fewer than 50 employees are least
likely to offer the benefits.



California State Child Cate Tax Credit

ow. Only about 1 out of 100 private employ-
ers currently use the California State
Child Care Tax Creed enacted in 1988.

Attitudes and Opinions Regarding
Family Policies and Benefits

- Most employers are either unsure of !he
effects of famil y policies and benefits, or
believe thattheprogtoms have no effect
on their workforce.

Employers show only limited interest in
obtaining more information on family poli-
cies and benefits. Topics of greatest
interest include the employer tax credt,
costs of pmviding various benefits, and
research on the effects of these pro-
imams on productivity.

Based on these findings, the Assembly
Office of Reseatch offers the following
recommendations:

2

1. The California Legislature should extend
the sunset date for the Child Care Tax
Credit from 1992 to at least 1996. This
should allow sufficient time to encourage
greater employers use of the tax incen-
tive and to evaluate the effects of the
credit. if, after 5 yews the tax credit has
been proven effective in encouraging
employeis to establish child care po-
groms, it should be extended to eider
03119 programs.

2. The Child Development Pmgrams Ad-
visJof Committee, in partnership with
the Commission for EconomicDevelop-
ment and employer organizations,
should broaden their ongoing adivities
promoting smployer sponsored child
care to include information on family
policies and benefits which have been
successfully implemented by employ-
ers.

3. The California Legislature should direct
the California Policy Seminar to solicit
broad-based research studies from the
University of Califomia on the costs and
benefits to employers of family policies
and benefits.
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INTRODUCTION

The California workforce has grown and
substantially changed in the last three dec-
ades. As women have entered the job
market in unprecedented numbers, and as
the workforce has begun to age, more and
more workers are finding themselves jug-
gling work and family obligations. Today,
over half of all Cafifomia women with chg-
dren under 6, and nearly two-thirds of women
with children ages 6 to 1-4. are in the workforce.
' Of workers over 40 years old, 25 to 30%
provide some form of care for elderly rela-
tives.2 Many have responsibility for the care
of both children and elderly relatives.

For many workers, balancing the de-
mands of both family and job relies on
precise schedules, vast quantities of en-
ergy, and fervent hopes that child care
arrangements are not disturbed by sick-
ness or unreliability, or that elderly parents
remain independent and healthy. Inevita-
bly, however, arrangements for care peri-
odically break down, and family emergen-
cies arise. In such situations, conflict be-
tween work and family responsibilities may
be unavoidable. A recent corporate study
found that 15% of male and 68% of female
employees with children under age 6 re-
ported a great deal of conflict between work
and family?

Employers as well as employees are
affected when family care and work collide.

Sample Size
The sample of employers surveyed
was designed to reflect the proportion
of each Industry, by size, in the total
populadon of California

Employee tardiness and absenteeism may
increase, and pioductivity and morale de-
dine if a worker has to take time off to find a
substitute child care provider, spend time
talking to a latchkeychild" on the telephone,
or use energy wonying about inadequate
care for an elderly parent.

During the past few years, public
policy makers and employers have sought
new ways to alleviate theseworktfamily con-
flicts. Twenty-seven states have approved
legislation requiring employers to offer un-
paid leave to employees after the birth of a
child, or to care for ailing family members.4
Some employers provide financial assis-
tance to pay for care or offer child care at the
worksite. Other employers permit employ-
ees to meet family responsibilities by °flex-
ing" their schedules or shortening their work
hours.

Although two national studies of fam-
ily policies and benefits offered by employ-
ers have been recentlycompleted,5there is
only limited, localized information on joro-
grams offered by California employers.° To
obtain information regarding current em-
ployer practices and employer attitudes
about family care policies and benefits and
tax benefits within California, Assembly-
woman Detains Eastin requested that the
Assembly Office of Research conduct a sur-
vey of California employers.

California Employers

=MCI
155.928

Sample
SO

491

Wholly
Public 9,833 54
Private 148.095 427
Goods Producing 38,091 sa
Sante Provng 109,004 339

Number
ol employees

10 - 49 112,720

50 - 249 29,185 101
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SURVEY DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

During the fall of 1990, a survey was
designed and distributed to a representative
sample of 1,000 California public and private
employers with at least 10 employees. The
survey instrument was based on a 1987
national survey conducted by the U.S. Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics,7 and a 1989 survey
of employers conducted by the State of
WashinMon Emloyment Security Depart-
ment.° The Wifornia Family Policy and
Benefits Survey was composed of three
sections. The first section documented cur-
rent employer practices regarding family
policies and benefits. Employers were asked
if they provided various types of alternative
schedules; family sick leave and parental
leave; family counseling and seminars; child
care programs; and elder care programs.
Program utilization was not measured; par-
ticipation could be limited to as few as one
employee.

The second section of the survey
examined employer knowledge and use of
the Californ;a State Child Care Tax Credit.

The third section of the questionnaire
measured employer opinions regarding the
effects of family policies and benefits on
their employees. Employers were asked to
assess the prognams' effects on recruit-
ment, retention, absenteeism, tardiness,
stress, morale, loyalty, productivity, and train-
ing costs. Employers were also asked if they
needed more information on any of the poli-
cies or benefits covered by the survey.

The sample was designed to be rep-
resentative of the population of California
employers. Questionnaires were sent to a
random sample of 1,000 employers, strati-
fied by 9 industry types: construction and
mining; manufacturing; transportation and
utilities; wholesaletrade; retailtrade; finance,
insurance and real estate; services; agricul-
ture; and government. Three sizes of em-
ployee workforte (10 to 49 employees, 50 to
249 employees, arid 250 employees or more)

4

were represented. EmOoyer information
was obtained from the Caifornia Employ-
ment Development Department.

Slightly more than one-quarter of the
surveys (279) were returned by mail. An
additional 241 emp:oyers, who had not re-
sponded to the wrfttun questionnaire, were
surveyed by telephone in order to obtain
adequate representation from r.".11 industry
types and sizes. Comparison to, t! ,e results
from surveys mailed in with those conducted
by telephone showed no significant statisti-
cal difft: rences. Including both mailed-in
surveys and telephone interviews, 520 sur-
veys were received, for a return rate of 52%.

Before the data were analyzed, the
39 surveys returned by employers in the
agriculture industry were deleted, in order to
make California data comparable to national
and Washington state data. (The other
surveys had not included information from
agricultural employers.) Therefore, atotal of
481 completed surveys was included in the
sample set for analysis, representing 8 in-
dustry types.

To reduce statistical error resulting
from small sample size, data from private
sector industries were regrouped into two
categories: goods-producing industries (con-
struction and mining, and manufacturing)
and service-providing industries (transpor-
tation and utilities; wholesale trade; retail
trade; finance, insurance and real estate;
and services). Only private industry data
were grouped by size of the employee
workforce (small 10-49, medium 50-249,
large 250 and more). Public: sector data
were not grouped by workforce size be-
cause the original sample did not accurately
represent the size of governmental agen-
cies. On the basis of the survey methodol-
ogy presented in this section, the data pre-
sented below can be viewed as estimates of
the statewide employer population.



SURVEY FINDINGS:
CURRENT EMPLOYER PRACTICES

Employers are much more likely to
offer certain types of family policies and
benefits than others. Alternative work sched-
ules are most frequently offered, followed by
parental and family sick leave, counseling
and seminars, arW finally, direct child and
elder care benefits.

Alternative Work Schedules
Alternative work schedules are of-

fered by over four-fifths of all California em-
ployers. These options include both em-
ployee-initiated voluntary alternative work
schedules (such as flexible work hours, vol-
untary reduced work hours, job sharing, and
working at home), and employer-established
part-time schedules.

Scheduling options permit employ-
ees to vary or reduce their work hours to
meet family and work responsibilities. They
also frequently benefit employers. Costing
little or nothing to implement, alternative
work schedules can provide employee cov-
erage during extended or peak work hours,
or help employers meet regional traffic or air

pollution plans by - wing commute hours.
They also offer sign- = flexibility to em-
ployers, since they can be limited to specific
employees Or certain jobs, and can
plemented in a workforce of any size.

Flexible Work Hours
Flexible hours, often known as flex-

time, permit employees to set the times they
begin and end their workday, within their full-
time work assignment. Generally, employ-
ers establish minimum attendance hours
and appnave schedules set by employees.
Examples of flexible hours include a 7 am.
to 4 p.m. workday, which would enable a
parent to be home after school; a 10 a.m. to
7 p.m. schedule; or a 10-hour workday with
a 2-hour lunch break to allow time for er-
rands. California and Washington state
employers are more likely than employers
nationally to permit employees to work flex-
ible hours. Almost 57% of California em-
ployers, and 58.3% of Washington employ-
ers permit flexible scheduling, compared to
43.2% nationally.

Private industry leads the public sec-
flexible scheduling, perhaps

because of longer work-
ing hours. Service-pro-
viding industries, with
longer, more flexible
hours are much mere
likely to offer this option
than goods-producing in-
dustnes (such as mining,
construction, and manu-
facturing) which have tra-
ditionally operated on rig-
idly scheduled shifts.
company size does not
appear to he a significant
factor.

tor in offering

Table 1
ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES:

COMPARISON OF CAUFORNIA,
WASHINGTON AND NATIONAL DATA ON

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS WHO OFFER THE BENEFIT

ALL EMPLOYERS

FLEX REDUCED
WORK WORK

HOURS TIME
JOB

SHARE

WORK
AT

HOME

PART
TIME

WORK

California 58.9% 50.8% 15.0% 16.5% 65.5%
Washington 58.3% 51.3% 25.2% 13.3%

Natal* 43.2% 34.8% 15.5% 8.3%
PUBLIC EMPLOYERS

California 45.1% 32.6% 34.0% 15.1% 83.3%
Washington 46.0% 38.5% 43.9% 5.4%

Nation* 37.5% 26.7% 23.5% 4.0%
PRWATE EMPLOYERS

California 57.7% 52.1% 13.7% 16.6% 64.2%
Washington 58.7% 51.6% 25.0% 13.3%

Naflon 43.6% 35.3% 15.0% 8.5%

i 0

Voluntarily Reduced
Work lime

About half (50.8%) -Of

5



California employers
permit one or more of
their employees to tem-
po rarity reduce their
work hours to meet per-
sonal or family needs,
compared to 34.8% of
employers nationally.
More than half of the
private employers op-
erating small compa-
nies, where individual
employees are usually
known on a personal
basis, offer this option.
The majority of employ-
ers surveyed in serv-
ice-providing industries
also offer reduced work
nours. Only about one-
third of public agencies
permit temporary cutbacks in hours.

Job Sharing
A job sharing arrangement allows

two or more employees to split the hours,
salary, and benefits of a single job. Rela-
tively few California employers (15%) permit
employees to share jobs, with slightly higher
rates among large employers than small or
medium employers. Thirty-four percent
(34.0%) of public employers, but only 13.7%
of pi ivate employers, permit job sharing.
Service-providii industries use more job
sharing than goods producing firms.

California rates for job shanng (15.0%)
are very close to national rates (15.5%); job
sharing is more popularin Washington state,
where 25.2% of employers allow the prac-
tice.

'The =piny hes an expenmentai
at-hotnepavraer

lift* lAWY

petn*t empkyees to nor* at homeonly
destv maternity leave.* rnedkat "Tics
for

. coukf be arnanged in ceitain ciao*
starves on temponby basis noed sites?

sow. agency

lisa wea snialloonpany and ate lbw* with
enpfories on a case-braise basia."

smith

WepenMenployees to testponet*tnatice
thek hows, when askiich on an ..indMiduat
Wait," 7 email business

Work at Home_
About 1 out of 6 California employers

permit employees to perform some or all of
their assigned work at their homes. Working
at home reduces the number of hours an
employee spends out of the home by cutting
out cor[imute time. It also permits employ-
ees to schedule their work hours around

6

family obligations.

The type of lootk per-
formed in the home varies
widely, from accounting to
social services to business
management. A few large
public and private employ-
ers have established te-e-
commuting programs al-
lowing employees to use
computers in their homes,
and to communicate with
their offices by modems.
Work at home is rarely uti-
lized in goods-producing
companies, where
manufacturing equipment
is located at the worksite.

California employers (16.5%) are
slightly mare likely than Washington em-
ployers (13.2%), and almost twice as likely
as U.S. employers (8.3%) to allow employ-
ees to work at home.

Part-Time Work
In addition to employee-initiated vol-

untary scheduling options, nearly two-thirds
of California employers provide part-time
work, including 83.3% of public employers
and 64.2% of private employers. Although
part-time work is usually established to meet
business needs for peak-hour or peak sea-
son coverage, part-time positions may also
provide some workers with the opportunity
to spend more time with their families.

Part-time work is much more fre-
quently offered by employers in the service-
providing sector (72.9%) than those in the
goods-producing sector of the private econ-
omy (391%). it is offered more frequently by
large employers (75.6%) than medium
(65.8%) or small employers (53.3%). No
comparative data were available from the
national or Washington state surveys.



FIGURE 1
ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES

Public vs Private Employers (X, Provided)

One or More Options
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Job Sharing
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FIGURE 2
ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES

by Size of Private Employers (% Provided)
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FAMILY LEAVE POLICIES

Family leave policies, including sick
leave and parental leave, are the second
most popular type of family policy or benefit.

Famuipa Leave
Family sick leave allows employees

to use accrued sick leave to care for a family
member who is ill. Nearly half (46.5%) of
California employers allow family sick leave.
Three-quarters ot all public employers
(75.2%) allow this policy, compared to slightly
more than 2 out of 5 (44.6%) private employ-
ers. Washington state data is similar; U.S.
data is unavailab:e.

Perceived high costs of family sick
leavb may prevent some employers from
implementing the program. Logically, the
usage (and thus the cost) of sick leave would
be expected to rise if family coverage is
added to an employee's sick leave, if only
because children become sick more often
than adult workers. Increased usage and
cozlt may actually remain about the same,
however, if employees had previously
claimed some of their own sick leave to care
for their children.

Parental Leave
Parental leave was defined in the

!report as "leave (paid or unpaid) to be taken

We oiler three personal leave days
per year, no reason required**

medium financial company

'We pen*: far sick leave wtthout
compensation bi4. with a job guaran-
tee;

unkientified employer

`There are too many abuses with fam-
ily sick leave.°

uridentified employer

8

'We offer parental leave en an incivid-
ix., basis up to 3 months !kith paid
benefits.- od strevice coot-
Pally

*Our maternity kmve unrad they
may use whaleversic4itieve or vaca-
tion they have accunwitatm

unidentified emplorf

offw many on/am 040-
a 642 mcvm wens* Move tor

ofnewbomnionploSZ000
to meta etebpeons oporteas: tip 012
months br Carrit-C447110444001 y
leave; union leave; education leave;
and enhanced leave when lay-ofis are
threatened'

taVe

by mothers and fathers after the birth or
adoption of a child, with a guarantee to
return to the same or a, similar job." It is
offered in addition to any pregnancy disabil-
ity leave.

Overall, 41.2% of California employ-
ers offer parental leave. Public employers
(54.9%) and large employers (60.5%) are
most likely to offer parental leave, usually as
a formal, written policy. Small employers
(372%) are much less likely to offer leave.
When they do, it is usually an informal,
individualized arrangement. No comparable
data is available from the Washington state
or U.S. surveys.

The cost of parental leave was a
major issue for employers during recent
debates of state and federal parental leave
legislation. A 1991 nationwide study of
10,000 employers conducted by the U.S
Small Business Administration may miti-
gate some of these concerns, however. The.



The study reported that since most em-
ployers already use other types of leave,
induding sick leave and vacation, to cover
childbirth, addi a specific parental leave
policy may not a toexisting costs. Further,
the report noted that most employers do not
replace employees on leave with a costly
substitute; they either re-assign the work of

the employee who is on leave to co-workers
or delay the work until the employee return:-
Moreover, the study noted: "The net cost t
employers of placing workers on [unpaioj
leave is always substantially smaller than
the cost of terminating an employee [the
alternative to granting leave]

1 el 9



FAMILY COUNSELING AND SEMINARS

The third most popular type of family policy
or benefit is family counseling services or
seminars. Family counseling and seminars
are often used as a first step by employers
who are interested in offering family policies
and benefits, but are unsure of employee
interest, or are unable to invest in more
expensive programs

Counseling programs, often known
as Employee Assistance Programs, are fre-
quently offered to employees and their fami-
lies in conjunction with health benefits. They
may be offered either by a paid employee of
the establishment or through contract with an
outside counseling service. In most cases,
they address a wide variety of family prob-
lems, including drug, alcohol, stress, and
family counseling.

Child and elder care advice usually
comprise a relatively small portion of their
services.

10

An employer may also provide worksite semi-
nars or workshops on family issues, such as
parenting, child care, or coping with elderly
parents. They are often held after work or
during the lunch hour, and may be exten-
sive, ongoing programs or one-time meet-
ings.

California employers are well ahead
of the rest of the country in offering family
counseling services and seminars. While
1 4.0% of the Califomia employers offerthese
programs, only 5.1% of employers nation-
ally, and 4.5% of Washington state employ-
ers do so.

Government and large employers
provide family counseling and seminars al-
most five times as frequently as privede and
small employers. In the private sector, goods-
producing employers are more likely to pro-
vide such programs than service-providing
employers.

5
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FIGURE 5

FAMILY COUNSEUNG AND SEMINARS
Public vs Private Employers (% Provided)

Counseling/
Seminars
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% 10% 20% 30%

III Public j Private
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FIGURE 6
FAMILY COUNSELING AND SEMINARS

by Size of Private Employer (% Provided)

Counseling/
Seminars
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CHILD AND ELDER CARE BENEFITS

California employers are least likely
to provide specific child or elder care bene-
fits. Child care benefits included in the
survey were child care centers, financial
assistance, resource and referral services,
and care for mildly ill children. Elder care
benefits incluc 4 financial assistance, re-
source and referral services, and long-term
care insurance.

Cost appears to be a significant ob-
stacle to program implementation. Some of
the direct benefits, such as financial assis-
tance with child or elder care expenses,
long-term care insurance, or onsite child
care, may involve a substantial monetary
commitment, which many employers cannot
afford. Other benefits, however, such as
resource and referral or dependent care
assistance plans, cost little to implement.
Size or composition of the workforce may
also restrict implementation of child and
elder care benefits. Small employers with
only a few employees, or those who hire

primarily young, single adults, may consider
family benefits impractical, ortoo expensive
to serve so few employees. Employers may
also be reluctant to offer benefits to limited
groups of employees, i.e., parents of young
children or employees with elderly parents.

Child Care
Overall, 11.5% of California employ-

ers offer one or more of the child care
benefits included in the survey. These in-
clude care for children in an employer-spon-
sored center near the worksite, financial
assistance for employees' child care ex-
penses, information on local childcare serv-
ices, referrals to child care providers, or
special care for children who are mildly

Public
sector em-
ployers have
taken the lead
in offering
child care
5enefits, with
almost three
times as many
governmental
employers
roviding

TABLE 3
CHILD CARE:

COMPARISON OF CALIFORNIA, WASHINGTON
AND NATIONAL DATA ON EMPLOYERS

ALL EMPLOYERS

CHILD
CARE

CENTERS
FINANCIAL

ASSISTANCE
RESOURCE
REFERRALS

CARE FOR
MILDLY ILL
CHILDREN

California 2.3% 7.0% 4.5% 0.5%

Washington 2.4% 3.4%
Nationally 2.1% 3.1% 5.1%

PUBLIC EMPLOYERS
Callbrnia 10.2% 20.7% 14.0% 1.5%

Washington 12.2% 13.3% 12.8%
Nallonally 9.4% 2.9% 15.8%

PRIVATE EMPLOYERS
Calibinfa 1.8% 6.1% 3.8% 0 5%

Washington 2.4% 3.3% 1.6%
Nationally 1.6% 3.1% 4.3%
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ben its slightly more trequently (11.4%)
than goods-producing industries (10.0%).

Size of the business is directly re-
lated to implementation of benefits: as the
number of employees increase, provision
of child care benefits also increases.

These trends are similar to those
found in the national Bureau of Labor
Statistics survey. Nationally, 11.1% of all
employers offer one or more child care
benefits. As in Cali-
fornia, the national
survey showed
public employers
and large private
employers to be
much more likely
to offer benefits
than private or
small employers.

Unlike California,
however, the na-
tional survey re-
ported that serv ice-
providing indus-
tries are consider-
ably more likely to
offer child care
benefits than
goods-producing
industries. This
discrepancy may
be due to the fact
that the national
sample of service
industries included
child care providers, who often provide
care to their employees' children, while
the California sample did not include child
..are providers. Data on the frequency ot
combined child care benefits were not
available from Washington state.

Employer-Sponsored
Child Care. Centers__

Only 2.3% of the employers surveyed
provide care for children of employees in child
care centers at or near the woricsite. These
centers may be as small as a room, or as large
as an entire building. Services range from
short-lerm care during the evening or on week-
ends during peak work season, to 24-hour
care.

Public sector

Thtl antkor skier care shouki not be em.
pbyet substeed; the state should not give
tax credits or benefits r

undantilied emPit)yef

geitatmakingnviorexpansiorrs ki child and
ekr =re bowits, but ab not have financ491
resouiros f, =mph* on-sift fealties.
southern CateCallia cy

We haw arratved MOntessaipeschccl] at
a &mitt rate kr three 47 fourfamilies."'

business with 30 enpbyees

We provide cosite child care on Saturdays
during' tax mum°

kips aixountog tm

When tny secretary's child gets sick at school.
I tell her toga ge thkn awl bthig him to wui*
fie can ge dostr onthe wird?, in My brother's
office." owner of a small transportatim
conpany

agencies and large pri-
vate employers are far
more likely to provide
child care centers than
other employers. Within
the private sector, goods-
producing industries are
slightly more likely than
service-providing indus-
tries to provide care.

The overall per-
centage of California em-
ployers (2.3%) offering
childcare centers is simi-
lar to the results of the
national (2.1%) and
Washington state (2.4%)
surveys.

FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE

Financial assistance, the
most popular of child care
benefits, is offered by
7.0% of all California em-
ployers. This type of as-
sistance may include di-
rect payment to employ-

ees or to child care providers to offset the cost
of care; flexible benefits (cafeteria) plans which
include child care; or a pre-tax dependent
cafe assistance plan, which may be funded by
either the employer, the employee, or both
(see sidebar). Most commonly, employers
establish and operate flexible benefits or de-
pendent care assistance plans, but do not
make additional employer contributions to-
ward paying actual child care expenses.
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Public employers (20.7%) are more plan
three times mo.ek likely to offer some form of
financial assistance than pnvate industry
(6.1%), and large companies (26.7%) offer
the benefit tar more frequently than small
employers (5.4%). Service-providing indus-
tries offer financial assistance slightly more
frequently than goods-producing firms_

Calitornia employers are ahead of
national and Washington employers in pro-
viding financial assistance tor child care.

Resource
and Referral .Services

Resource and referral services otter
information about local child care services.
Provided either oirectly by an employer
through contract with another agency, the
services range from simple lists of local child
care providers to computerized files with
specific information on individual programs
anea Jvailable openings.

About 4.5% of California employers pro-
vide these services to employees. As with
other child care benefits, government and
large private employers are more likely than
others to provide resource and referral ser
vices.

Overall(fewer employers in Califor-
nia (4.5%) offer resource and referral serv-
ices than employers in the nation as a whole
(5.1%). This may be due to the fact that
California's system of publiciy-funded Child
Care Resource and Referral Agencies is
more sophisticated and widespread than
services in other states. Since these serv-
ices are already available to all parents in
California, employers may not feel that they
are needed as an employee benefit.

"From tfme to tkne eirployees bring children if
thaw $rtterathome or it the child is ill. They
stay the office apertment -- smalt motel

Pre-Tax De=nt-oCars
Assistance

A pre-tax dependent ore ansistance piss
established by aa employer permits an employee
to designale that up to $5,1100 nasally may P..
withheld from his or her salary to pay cEid or
ekler care expenses. The amount desigroated for
withhokling avoids federal mid state income sad
payroll taxes. Emplorrs may also cootrAinte
funds to match employee costrivotioas. If est-
ployers choose not to make r.oatnIlutioes, em-
ployer costs are limited to admiaiatratioa of the

Plan-
Expetmes related to the fart ot a child

under the age a 15, or a menially or physilly
incapacitated dependent obsay age, can be paid or
reimbursed. Dependent care mast be necessary
for the employee to remain employed. Employees
partkipating in a dependent care plan may not
cla im the state or federal child cart credits for the
same expenses covered by the dependent care
plan.

A !Iowa* expenses indaie ch ad or ekler
day care centers, lima', day care, care provided
in the home of child or elderly dependent by a
non-relative. summer day camp, and household
services related to the care or a child or elderly
dependent.

Care for Mildly Ill Children
Many employers have expressed

concern about the amount of employee ab-
senteeism due to the illness of employees'
children. Numerous newspaper and maga-
zine articles have described employer re-.
sponses to the problem, including provision
ot financial assistance to parents, or sub-
scriptions to a home health service or child
care center where mildly ill children can
receive care. Only 05% ot the California
employers surveyed, howe ,er, actually of
ter some form ot beneltt to tmployeestorthe
care of sick children. Public employers
(1.5%) offer the benefit slightly more fre-
quently than private employers (0.5%). This
option was not surveyed in the national or
Washinoiton state surveys.
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Elder Care Benefits
As the size of California's elderly popu-

lation grows, more and more employees
spend time and resources caring for elderly
parents and other relatives. Yet very little
research has been done on the effects of
elder-care responsibilities on workers or em-
ployers." This survey asked California em-
ployers if they provided elder care assis-
tance to employees, including financial as-
sistance, resource and referral services, or
long-term care insurance for elderly par-
ents.

Overall, only 4.3% of all employers
surveyed offer one or more of the elder care
benefits, including 3.9% of private employ-
ers and 11.2% of government employers.
Among private sector employers, these with
a large workforce are much more likely to
offer elder care benefits. Employers in serv-
ice-providing industries are slightly more
likely than those in goods-producing indus-
tries to offer the benefits. The national and
Washington state surveys did not include
eider care.

Financial Assistance
Financial assistance, which may be

provided through the same plans as child
care, is the most frequently offered elder
care benefit, although only 3.0% of all em-
ployers provide any form of elder care finan-

16

dal assistance. Those who do usually pro-
vide assistance through a pre-tax depend-
ent care assistance plan, which may be
used for both child and elder care." Public
employers and large employers are most
likely to provide assistance.

"C:1 WZR
S 7.;

.:77,777:77:i
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Resource and Referral Services
Only 1 .8% of all employers offer elder

care resource and referral services to their
employees. Public employers offer the serv-
ice most frequently.

Long-Term Care Insurance
Available literature on programs for

the elderly and on employee benefits has,
over the past few years, discussed imple-
menting group long-term care insurance as
an employee benefit. This type of insur-
ance, which would usually be financed by
the employee with no employer contribution,
could cover either the worker and/or elderly
parents. This survey asked employers rf
they had implemented any long-term care
insurance program covering elderly parents.
Not a single employer had done so.

2 1
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FIGURE 10
ELDL3 CARE BENEFITS

by Size of Private Employer (% Provided)

One or More Benefits

Financial Assistance

Resource & Referral

Long-Term Care
Insurance

0%

0%
1

% 5% 10% 15%

0 Large (250 employees or more)
III Medium (50 - 249 employees)
O Small (10 - 49 employees)
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EMPLOYER CHU D CARE TAX CREDIT

To encourage more employers to
offer child care benefits, the California Leg-
i3lature enacted the California State Child
Care Tax Credit in 1988. This tax incentive
allows employers to claim a 30% tax credit
on startup costs (up to $50,000 per year) for
new child care programs, i.e., finandal as-
sistance or resource and referral, and em-
ployer-sponsored child care centers. The
law also allows an annual 50% tax credit for
ongoing operational costs of child care pro-
grams (up to $600 for each eligible em-
ployee).

To date, the incentive has not been
effective. A January 1991 study issued by
the Child Development Programs
AdvisoryCommittee reported that very few

employers have filed for the credit. For the
1988 and 1989 tax years, only an estimated
687 claimswere filed, for a total of $900,000.
Further, employer knowledge of the tax credit
was reported to be very low.'2

This lack of knowledge and limited
use of the tax credit was documented by the
AOR California Family Policy and denefits
Survey." Only 16.8% of private employers
surveyed are famifiarwith the credit and only
1.1% actually use it. (Because public and
most non-profit employers are not subject to
taxation, they are not able to claim the tax
credit.) The credit is currently due to sunset
December 1, 1992, although legislation has
been introduced to extend it.

24
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EMPLOYER OPINIONS OF FAMILY BENEFITS

Employer opinions about the value
of farri'ly policies and benefits may partially
explain the relatively low use of many family
programs.

This survey asked employers to rate
the effects (positive, negative, uncertain, or
no effect) of family policies and benefits on
selected employee behaviors and person-
nel costs, including morale, retention, loy-
alty, recruitment, stress, productivity, ab-
senteeism, tardiness, and training costs."

Overall, the results indicate that, on
all but two behaviors (retention and morale),
fewer than half of the employers view the
policies as clearly beneficial. For the re-
maining seven behaviors, the majority of
employers believe family policies and bene-
fits have either no effect or an uncertain
effect on employees. Very few employers
consider the program to have a negative
effect.

Generally, large private employers are
more likely to view family policies and bene-
fits positively than others. Small employers
are least likely to see positive effects. Public
employers are slightly more supportive than
private employers, perhaps due to educa-
tional efforts undertaken by associations of
county and city governments over the last
three years. Specific results include:

20

Morale
Employers judge the effects of family poli-
cies and benefits to be most positive on
employee morale. Overall, 51.6% of em-
ployers, including over half of those in both
the public (61.6%) and private (51.0%) sec-
tors feel that family policies and benefits
positively affect employee morale. Con-
versely, one-quarter of private employers
(25.0%) and 8.2% of public employers see
no effect or ,iorale, while 10% of private and
2.0% of public employers see a negative
effect.

Retention
Many employers implement family poli-

cies and benefits in the hope that they will
retain valued employees who have family
obligations. In this survey, half of all employ-
ers indicate that *hey believe that family
policies and ben 4ts have a positive effect
on retention. Public employers (70.8%) and
large employers (68.1%) are more positive
than others. In the private sector, service-
providing employers (50.5%) are more sup-
portive of the benefits than goods-producing
employers (43.1%). Only 0.5% of all em-
ployers see negative effects.

0A.12198 of boar wouk be mote offeo.
five. small businms owner

Loyalty
Almost 46% of all employers, including a

majority of medium, large, and public em-
ployers, believe that employee loyafty is
enhanced by family policies and benefits.
Many employers (i.e., 33.0% of small em-
ployers and 36.9% of goods-producing em-
ployers), however, see no effect on em-
ployee loyalty.
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Recruitment
Employers who offer family policies and

benefits often report positive effects on em-
ployee recruitment. This view was sup-
ported by 44.7% of the employers surveyed.
Support is strongest among large private
(60.6%) and government (51.9,6) employ-
ers, and remains relatively strong among
small private (42.3%) employers.

Stress
Working parents frequently complain of

stress caused by conflicts be-
tween work and family obli-
gations. Family policies and
benefits have been recom-
mended as means to allevi-
ate this stress. Among the psononigritivottandlso4Wew,n-
employers surveyed, 37.7% PiaWanknoptthe ern:v*03 en-

support the idea that these , ItIPOosSIVA ittvltWorf$iaq
effThese sem-

programs reduce stress, but
'InaYlaskOrnenef

30.2% are unsure and be- awnlem-
live there is no effect on
reducing employee stress.
Large employers and public
employers are more likely to report positive
effects.

Absenteeism
Advocates of family policies and benefits

claim that the programs reduce absentee-
ism among employees with family responsi-
bilities by providing more time to attend to
family obligations during wurk hours, or pro-
viding more reliable child or eldercare: how-
ever, fewer than one-third (30.8%) of the
employers surveyed appear to agree, yet
mast of the remaining employers either are
uns'ire (24.8%), or see no eft: ct (40.3%) on
absenteeism. Large employers (50.9%) are

more likely than smaller
employers to see positive
effects on absenteeism.
Public employers are
slightly more positive than
private employers.

es Ors. ;Wigan

Productivity
Perhapsthe mostcritical judgment made

by an employer considering implemntation
of a new policy or benefit is the program's
effect on productivity. On this question,
surveyed employers are about equally di-
vided: positive effects, 34.2%; no effect,
35.1%; and uncertain effect, 29.4%. Virtu-
ally no employer indicated a belief that fam-
ily policies and benefits had negative effects
on productivity. The responses of public
employers and private employers are simi-
lar, but more large (43.4%) than small
(32.5%) employers note positivc 0/facts on
productivity.

Tardiness
Even fewer employers

(26.5%) believe that family
policies and benefits reduce
employee tardiness. Most
employers (71.0%) are ei-

ther unsure or believe that the policies have
no effect on tardiness. Large employers are
more supportive of the policies than others.

Trainin
Previous studies of family policies and

benefits have included training costs as a
component of employee turnover.15 If turn-
over is reduced by implementation of
familypolicies and benefits, training costs
may also be reduced. This idea was re-
jected soundly by employers in this survey.
Only 16.0% of public and 16.9% of private
employers indicate positive effects on re-
ducing training costs. Most goods-produc-
ing, and almost half of service-providing,
employers believe these policies have no
effects on training.

21



FIGURE 13
EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF

FAMILY POUCIES AND BENEFITS
(All Employers)

80% 100%

Negative Effect
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EMPLOYER INFORMATION NEEDS

Adequate information plays a critical
role in shaping employers' opinions and
decisions to initiate new employee policies
or benefits. Although newspapers, televi-
sion, and business journals have provided
some coverage of family policies and bene-
fits, such articles have usually been limited
to child care or parental leave, with relatively
little attention focused on elder care, alter-
native work schedule, or other family-ori-
ented policies and benefits.

This survey asked employers if they
needed more information about eight spe-
cific policies and benefits: eXamples-tof
childor elder care pmgrams; inforitiori on
flexible work hours or alternative work sched-
ules; leave policies; employer tax credits;
the cost of various benefits; any liability

issues regarding child or elder care pro-
grams; and research on the effects of family
policies or benefits on productivity.

Employers as a whole are most inter-
ested in the employer tax credits (42.4%),
research on productivity (37.7%), and cos,
of benefits (36.4%). Fewer than one-third of
all employers indicate a need for more infor-
mation on any of the other five topics.

By large margins, public employers show
more interest than private employers. In the
private sector, topics of interest show slight
variation by size of the employee workforce.
Large employers are most interested in the
effects of family policies on productivity,
while medium and small employers are most
interested in the employer tax credit.

23



FIGURE 14
EMPLOYER NEED FOR INFORMATION

Public vs Private Employers (% Requested)

Prog Example (Child)

Prog Example (Elder)
Flex Work Hours &
Alternative Work SchedJles
Leave Policies
Employer Tax Credits

Cost of Benefit

Uability Issues

Productivity Reseach

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
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FIGURE 15
EMPLOYER NEED FOR INFORMATION

by Size of Private Employer (% Requested)

Frog Example (Child)

Frog Example (Elder)
Flex Work Hours IL
Alternative Work Schedules
Leave Policies

Employer Tax Credits

Cost of Benefit

Liability Issues

Productivity Research

S....a ...a ...P.
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CONCLUSIONS

Sevetal overall condusionsemerge from
the AOR California Family Policy and Bene-
fits Survey. First, cost and benefit determi-
nations appear to play a significant role in
pmvision of family policies and benefits.

Employers in this survey were most likely
to implement family policies orbenefits which
have low costs and provide clear benefits to
the employer, as well as the employee.
Thus, afternative work schedules, which are
inexpensive to implement and provide the
employer kith schedule flexibility or in-
creased coverage during peak hours, are
most popular.

Conversely, child and elder care bene-
fits, which are considered more expensive
by most employers and which offer lessdirect
benefits to employers, are least popular.

26

The importance of cost is underscored by
employer comments relating fears that any
new program would °drive them out of busi-
ness.°

Secondly, the surveyed employers do
not genenally believe that family policies and
benefits have significant positfve effects on
employee behavior. A majori y of employers
are either unsure of the effects or see no
effects. Moreover, some employers indi-
cated that they believe that support of family
polides and benefits is inappropriate, and
employers should not be involved in family
concerns.

Finally, the limited interest shown in ob-
taining more information on family policies
and benefits indicates that employers feel
little sense of urgency to implement new
programs.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

As we move toward the 21st Century,
the population group that previously com-
prised California's andthe nation's workforce

men, and childless women between the
ages of 18 and 65 will shrink, as the °baby
busts generations of the 1960s and 1970s
mature, and baby-boomers begin to retire.
As businesses continue to grow and ex-
pand, employers will find it necessary to
recruit new groups of workers, including
women who have current, ongoing family-
care responsibilities. Family care issues
will assume greater importance as both
employers and workers must coordinate
inevitable conflicts btwPen work and family
To be ready for these changes, the state of

California should take a leadership role in-
developing a partnership with employers
that will encourage continued growth in the
workforce. Support of family care policies
must be a part of this effort. This support
must include addressing concerns of em-
ployers as well as employees; emphasis
must be placed on assessing the effects of
family policies and benefits on employee
productivity and employee behavior.

Employers should be encouraged to im-
plement family policies and benefits only if
such programs are both cost effective and
valuable to employees.

The California Legislature should extend the State Child Care Tax Credit from
1992 to at least 1996. This would allow sufficient time to encourage employer use
of the tax incentive and to evaluate the effects of the credit if, after five years, the
tax credit has been proven effective in encouraging employers to establish child
care programs, It should be extended to eider care programs.

The Child Development Programs Advisory Committee, in partnership with the
Commission for Economic Development and employer organizations, should
broaden ongoing activities promoting employer-sponsored child care to include
Information about successful umily careprograms. Whenever possible, specirc
information such as cost/benefit analyses or expected employee behavior should
be included. To increase the applicability of the information, materials should be
tailored to specific Industry groups and provided through employer organize?
tons, rather than public agencies.

The California Legislature should direct the California Policy Seminar to solicit
broad-based research studies from the University of California on the costs and
benefits to employers of family policies and benefits.
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TABLE 4-1
ALTERNATIVE WORM SCEEDBLES:

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS
GEO OFFER TEE BENEFIT

Employers

One or
More

Options

Flexible
Work
Hours

Voluntary
Reduced

Flours
Job

ShPre

Work
At

Home

Part-
Time
Work

TOTAL 155,928 82.2% 56.9% 50.8% 13.0% 16.3% 53.5%

TYPE OF EMPLOYER

PUBLIC 9,833 83.3% 45.1% 32.6% 34.0% 15.1% 83.3%
PRIVATE 145,095 82.1% 57.7% 52.1% 13.7% 16.6% 64.2%
Goods-
producer 38,091 64.4% 39.7% 30.5% 8.6% 6.3% 39.7%
Service-
provider 108,004 88.5% 64.2% 59.9% 15.6% 20.4% 72.9%

SIZE oF EMPLOYER

SMALL 112,720 82.7% 57.8% 53.0% 13.6% 17.5% 63.3%
(10- 49
employees)

MEDIUM 28,283 80.9% 56.9% 49.2% 13.9% 14.2% 65.8%
(50 - 249
employees)

LARGE 5,192 77.6% 61.1% 47.7% 16.1% 10.1% 75.6%
(250 or more
employees)



TABLE
FRNILY LERVE POLICIES:
PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS
PRO OFFER TEE BENEFIT

Employers

Family
Sick
Leave

Parental
Leave

TOTAL 155,928

PUBLIC 9,833 75.2% 54.9%
PRIVATE 146,095 44.6% 40.3%
Goods-producer 38,091 35.7% 27.4%
SerViceprovider 108,004 47.8% 44.9%

SIZE OF EMPLOYER

Small 112,720 41.3% 37.2%
MediUM 28,183 56.1% 48.2%
Large 5,192 51.6% 60.5%



TABLE A-3
FAMILY COUNSELING AND SEMINARS:

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYER
MMO OFFER TEE BENEFIT

Counseling/
Employers Seminars

TOTAL 155,928 14.0%

PUBLIC 9,833 55.0%
PRIVATE 144,095 11.2%
Goods-producer 38,091 16.6%
Service-provider 108,004 9.2%

SIZE OF EMPLOYER

Small 112,720 8.4%
Medium 28,183 17.8%
Large 8,192 37.5%
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TABLE A-4
EMPLOYER CHILD CARE TAX CREDIT:

EMPLOYER AINARENE08

Total
Employers

Know
about

Credit
Use

Credit

PRIVATE 146,095 16.8% 1.1%

Goods-
producer 38,091 19.3% 0.0%
Service-
provider 108,004 15.8% 1.5%

SIZE OF EMPLOYER

Small 112,720 16.1% 1.0%
Medium 28,183 17.3% 0.9%
Large 5,192 27.2% 5.0%



TABLE A-S
CHILD CARE:

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES
IMO OSTER THE BENEFIT

TOTAL
EMPLOYERS

ONE OR
MORE

BENEFITS

CHILD
CARE

CENTERS
FINANCIAL
ASSISTANCE

RESOURCE
AND

REFERRAL

CNRE FOR
MILDLY ILL

CHILDREN

TOTAL 155,928 11.5% 2.3% 7.0% 4.5% 0.5%

PUBLIC 9,833 32.9% 10.2% 20.7% 14.0% 1.5%
PRIVATE 146,095 10.0% 1.81 6.1% 3.8% 0.5%
Coeds-producer 38,091 8.6% 3.1% 6.4% 1.9% 0.1%
Service-pravider 108,004 10.5% 1.3% 6.0% 4.5% 0.66

SIZE OF EMPLOYER

Small 112,720 8.3% 1.2% 5.4% 2.6% 0.6%
Medium 28,183 10.3% 3.6% 5.1% 4.6% 0.0%
Large 5,192 44.58 4.3% 26.7% 24.2% 0.9%



TABLE
ELDER taka&

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERb
NRO OFFER TEE BENEFIT

ONE OR
MORE

BENEFITS
FINANCIAL

ASSISTANCE

RESOURCE
AND

REFERRAL

LONG-TERM
CARE

INSURANCE

TOTAL 4.3% 3.0% 1.8% 0.0%

PUBLIC 11.2% 9.2% 5.8% 0.0*
PRIVATE 3.9% 2.6% 1.5% 0.0%
Good-producer 2.3% 2.2% 0.111 0.0%
Service-provider 4.4% 2.8% 2.0% 0.0%

SIZE OF EMPLOYER

Small (10 - 49 workers) 2.4% 2.0% 0.6% 0.0%
Medium (50 - 249 workers) 7.6% 3.0% 4.6% 0.0%
Large (250 or more workers) 16.0% 13.4% 4.5% 0.0%



TABLE A-7
EMPLOYER ASSESSMENT OF

FAMILY POLICIES AND BENEFITS

POSITIVE
EFFECT

NO
EFFECT

NOT
SURE

NEGATIVE
EFFECT

Morale 51.6% 23.9% 23.3% 1.2%
Retention 50.0% 29.5% 20.0% 0.5%
Loyalty 45.8% 27.8% 25.5% 0.9%
Recruitment 44.7% 29.1% 25.5% 0.7%
Reduced Stress 37 7% 30.5% 30.2% 1.6%
Productivity 34.2% 35.1% 29.4% 1.3%
Reduced Absenteeism 30.8% 40.3% 24.8% 4.1%
Reduced Tardiness 26.5% 45.9% 25.1% 2.5%
Reduced Training Costs 16.9% 52.2% 27.9% 3.0%



TABLE A-8
EMPLOYER NEED FOR INFORMATION
BY CHARACTERISTICS OF F2f7LOYERS

Total

CHARACTERISTICS OF EMPLOYERS

Public ?rivate Small Medium Large Goods Service

oyers ee
Information on:

Chil.d

Care Programs 30.1% 57.6% 28.2% 25.0% 38.1% 41.8% 25.1% 29.38

Elder
Cara Programs 23.3% 55.0% 21.1% 18.8% 25.5% 45.2% 23.38 20.3%

Flex Hour &
Alternative
Schedules 23.9% 48.2% 22.1% 18.4% 34.8% 32.7% 19.2% 23.1%

Leave
Policies 31.4% 51.0% 30.0% 27.4% 39.0% 38.1% 29.0% 30.3%

Employer
Tax Credits 42.2% 53.7% 41.4% 38.8% 51.5% 39.3% 34.1% 43.8%

Cost of
Benefits 36.4% 55.31 35.2% 32.7% 43.4% 43.7% 34.2% 35.5%

Liability
Issues 30.3% 58.1 28.4% 26.0% 35.6% 41.1% 26.0% 29.2%

Research on
Productivity 37.7% 67.3% 35.6% 32.0% 46.8% 54.1% 36.4% 35.3%
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