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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This staff report presents the findings from an investigation conducted by the Select
Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis into the impact of the coronavirus pandemic on workers
at twelve large, private-sector companies: AT&T, Berkshire Hathaway, Boeing, Chevron, Cisco,
Citigroup, Comcast, ExxonMobil, Oracle, Salesforce, Walmart, and the Walt Disney Company.
The Select Subcommittee launched this investigation following reports that each of these
companies had laid off over 1,000 workers during the pandemic-induced economic downturn
and that women had experienced more job losses than men at the outset of the coronavirus
pandemic in early 2020.! The Select Subcommittee sought to understand how the pandemic has
impacted different groups of workers and to identify workplace policies that will promote a more
equitable future.

The coronavirus pandemic had a sudden and devastating effect on the American
economy—including 22 million jobs lost in early 2020? and millions of Americans suddenly
working from home.> However, the Select Subcommittee’s investigation found that—among the
12 companies reviewed—the pattern of workplace inequities that occurred during the height of
the economic crisis largely predated the pandemic. In other words, the same groups of American
workers who experienced worse employment outcomes during the height of the pandemic-
induced economic crisis also experienced worse employment outcomes in 2019 and continued to
be impacted as the economy began to recover in 2021. This suggests that inequities that have
been magnified by the pandemic were largely driven by persistent structural issues that must be
addressed to ensure a more equitable future. Specifically, the Select Subcommittee found:

o Hourly workers were more likely to quit or be fired and were less likely to be
promoted than salaried workers in 2019, 2020, and 2021. Differences between the
employment outcomes of hourly and salaried workers were often quite large. For
example, at one company, just 1.7% of hourly workers were promoted in 2020, compared
to 7.5% of salaried workers, and 3.4% of hourly workers were promoted in 2021,
compared to 12.4% of salaried workers. However, these inequities were not universal,
and hourly workers at some of the surveyed companies had better outcomes. While
Walmart’s hourly workers had worse outcomes than salaried workers 80.0% of the time
(and had similar outcomes the other 20.0% of the time), Cisco’s hourly workers only had
worse outcomes than salaried workers 20.0% of the time (and had better outcomes 40.0%
of the time).

o The inequities experienced by hourly workers were compounded by gender
inequities and racial/ethnic inequities for women and workers of color. Female
hourly workers and hourly workers of color not only often had worse outcomes than their
salaried counterparts, but also often had worse outcomes than male and white hourly
workers. For example, in 2020, Black hourly workers at Walmart were fired twice as
frequently as white hourly workers (19.7% vs. 10.4%), three times as frequently as Black
salaried workers (19.7% vs. 6.3%), and five times as frequently as white salaried workers
(19.7% vs. 4.0%).



Workers without access to paid sick leave quit at far higher rates than workers with
access to paid sick leave. For example, at one company in 2020, 28.8% of male hourly
workers and 35.5% of female hourly workers without access to paid sick leave quit,
compared to just 10.2% of male hourly workers and 12.4% of female hourly workers
with access to paid sick leave. This analysis affirms existing research showing that paid
sick leave benefits both employers and workers, particularly by improving employee
retention.

Workers who had access to and took family and caregiving leave did not experience
an increase in adverse employment outcomes, and the use of this leave was
associated with improved worker retention and performance recognition. For
example, workers who had access to and took family and caregiving leave quit at a lower
rate than workers who did not 86.2% of the time. These workers also received raises at a
higher rate than workers who did not take such leave 87.2% of the time. The lower quit
rate speaks to the value of this leave in improving worker retention. The fact that
workers who took this leave were promoted and given raises at higher rates than workers
who did not may indicate that workers’ performance improved as a result of taking the
leave, perhaps due to reduced stress and burnout.

Older workers quit, resigned, or retired less but were laid off more than younger
workers. Workers aged 50 and older quit, resigned, or retired at lower rates than
younger workers 65.6% of the time but were laid off at higher rates than younger workers
55.0% of the time. The differences between these two groups’ outcomes were often quite
extreme, with older workers being laid off at double, triple, or even quintuple the rate of
younger workers, and with younger workers quitting, resigning, or retiring at double or
triple the rate of older workers.

Most surveyed companies had not collected comprehensive data on their workers’
benefits, sexual orientation, or gender identity. Only two companies tracked data for
the eight benefits the Select Subcommittee requested for all three years covered by the
Select Subcommittee’s survey. Additionally, only one company tracked data on Lesbian,
Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ+) workers for all three years. This lack
of data limited the Select Subcommittee’s ability to understand the full scope of
inequities at the surveyed companies and to understand the impact of employment
benefits other than paid leave (for which sufficient data were available for analysis). It
also limits companies’ ability to monitor their compliance with Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits employment discrimination on the basis of sex
(including sexual orientation and gender identity).

The United States lacks key data on worker demographics and employment
outcomes because the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) does
not collect it. Some of the surveyed companies told the Select Subcommittee that they
did not collect certain data because EEOC did not require them to do so. EEOC’s main
data collection tool only requires employers to report information on their workers’
binary sex, race/ethnicity, and job category. This tool was first released in 1966 and has
not been significantly updated since.



The Select Subcommittee recommends the following to improve the experience of
American workers and to help the nation prepare for future health and economic crises:

o Inequitable employment outcomes in the American workforce must be addressed.
The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that there are underlying structural inequities
at many companies—including inequities rooted in workers’ pay schedule, gender, race
and ethnicity, and age—that predate the coronavirus pandemic and continued to play out
through the economic crisis of 2020 and the recovery of 2021. These inequities are not
limited to the 12 companies reviewed and did not begin in 2019. Unless action is taken
to correct these fundamental structural issues, it is likely that these inequities will
continue to harm workers and manifest themselves in future crises.

o American workers and employers will benefit from national, universal paid sick
leave and paid family and caregiving leave programs. The United States is one of the
only countries in the world that does not have any form of national paid leave. The
Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that workers who had access to and took paid
sick leave and family and caregiving leave at the surveyed companies were more likely to
stay in their jobs and had better employment outcomes all around. Ensuring that all
American workers have access to these benefits would be good for both workers and
employers and would enhance the nation’s preparedness for future public health crises.

o EEOC should collect data on additional federally protected characteristics and on
employment outcomes so that it can enforce the full range of federal laws protecting
Americans from discrimination in the workplace. This would align with the federal
government’s current efforts to advance equity for marginalized groups, as initiated by
President Biden on his first day in office.



II. BACKGROUND

A. The Select Subcommittee’s Investigation

The Select Subcommittee surveyed 12 of the nation’s largest private companies,' each of
which had reportedly laid off over 1,000 workers during the pandemic-induced economic
downturn, to understand how factors such as gender, race and ethnicity, access to benefits (e.g.,
paid sick leave), and pay schedule (i.e., hourly or salaried) impacted employment outcomes
during the first two years of the coronavirus pandemic.* Among other items, the Select
Subcommittee collected data on seven key employment outcomes—furloughs, layoffs,
terminations/firings," voluntary departures, ! hourly wage and salary reductions, hourly wage
and salary increases, and promotions—for U.S. workers at the 12 surveyed companies in each of
2019, 2020, and 2021."

Companies also provided information on various employment policies, including criteria
for conducting layoffs, furloughs, and hour reductions, as well as descriptions of leave and
benefits policies. The Select Subcommittee held a briefing with staff from EEOC to better
understand EEOC’s data collection and investigative efforts. The Select Subcommittee also held
a briefing with staff from the Department of Labor’s (DOL) Office of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs (OFCCP) to better understand how OFCCP coordinates and collaborates
with EEOC.

The Select Subcommittee obtained internal company data not typically available to
investigators and researchers studying workplace equity. The unique nature of these data
required the Select Subcommittee to develop its own methodology in order to make reliable
comparisons between 12 companies that differ significantly from each other in a number of
respects, including by size, sector, and geography. The methodology developed by the Select
Subcommittee compared the employment outcomes of various groups of workers (e.g., hourly
workers, female workers) to determine whether certain groups fared better or worse than others.

! Chevron informed the Select Subcommittee that it keeps employment records for one component of its
organization—Chevron Stations, Inc.—separately from the rest of the organization, and data submitted to the Select
Subcommittee reflected this division. Therefore, the analysis in this report treats the two components of this
company as if they were separate employers, which in some cases raises the total number of companies to 13. In
addition, Berkshire Hathaway only provided data for one of its many subsidiary companies—Precision Castparts
Corp.—which, according to company counsel, accounted for nearly all of the company’s pandemic layoffs.
Therefore, the analysis in this report only accounts for the subsidiary, not Berkshire Hathaway as a whole.

ii “Terminations” and “firing” refer to all involuntary separations other than furloughs and layoffs. Some
companies provided terminations data as all separations from the company, but in these cases Select Subcommittee
staff subtracted the number of furloughs, layoffs, and voluntary departures from this total, resulting in a number of
terminations that was comparable to the other surveyed companies.

iii «“Voluntary departures” refers to quits, resignations, and retirements. Two companies also included
voluntary layoffs (e.g., when a worker is offered a buyout) in the voluntary departures category.

¥ There may be some variance in the definitions companies used for responding to the Select
Subcommittee’s employment data survey. For example, although the Select Subcommittee requested data on hourly
wage increases other than those required by law, one company noted that their method of data maintenance required
them to provide data on all wage increases regardless of reason.



This analysis controlled for and assessed the impact of a range of factors (e.g., differences
between the companies were controlled by aggregating intra-company comparisons rather than
making inter-company comparisons). For details on the methodology used in the Select
Subcommittee’s analysis of the surveyed companies’ data and described in these findings, please
see Appendix 1.

III.  FINDINGS

A. Hourly Workers at Surveyed Companies Experienced Worse Employment
Outcomes Than Their Salaried Counterparts in 2019, 2020, and 2021

1. Hourly Workers Were Fired at Higher Rates, Were Less Likely to be
Promoted, and Were More Likely to Quit Than Their Salaried
Counterparts

The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that hourly workers experienced measurably
worse employment outcomes than their salaried counterparts in 2019, 2020, and 2021.
Specifically, employers included in the Select Subcommittee’s survey terminated hourly workers
at higher rates than salaried workers 38.7% of the time (with lower rates only 6.5% of the time)
and promoted hourly workers at lower rates than salaried workers 57.1% of the time (with higher
rates only 25.0% of the time). Hourly workers also quit at higher rates than their salaried
counterparts 65.5% of the time (with lower rates only 20.7% of the time).’ Taken together, these
data provide further evidence of what has already been demonstrated through other research on
work schedule predictability: hourly positions are less stable than salaried positions from the
perspectives of both workers and employers.¢

Disparities in terminations, voluntary departures, and promotions between hourly
workers and salaried workers were often quite large. For example, at one company, 13.9% of
hourly workers quit in 2020, compared to just 5.1% of salaried workers.” At another company,
just 1.7% of hourly workers were promoted in 2020, compared to 7.5% of salaried workers,
while 3.4% of hourly workers were promoted in 2021, compared to 12.4% of salaried workers.®
These data indicate that hourly workers have had measurably worse experiences working for
many of the surveyed employers than their salaried counterparts. The magnitude of the
differences between these two groups of workers also suggests that it is extremely unlikely that
the differences are due to chance or individual circumstances.

Data obtained by the Select Subcommittee show that many of these problems were
present in 2019 and have persisted throughout the coronavirus pandemic, indicating that they
stem from structural issues and not solely from the pandemic-induced economic crisis. Hourly
workers had worse outcomes than salaried workers more frequently than they had better
outcomes in all three years covered by the Select Subcommittee’s survey.’

Additional analysis showed that the association between poorer employment outcomes
and working for an hourly wage was independent of workers’ gender and race/ethnicity. Hourly
workers consistently had worse outcomes than their salaried counterparts more frequently than
they had better outcomes, even when controlling for those factors.!® Extensive research has



established that gender and racial inequities have a significant impact in employment settings.'!
However, data obtained by the Select Subcommittee suggest that the differences in outcomes
between hourly and salaried workers cannot simply be written off as an extension or byproduct
of gender and racial inequities. Rather, the differences appear to be more fundamentally rooted
in the different natures of hourly and salaried work arrangements. The negative consequences of
these differences impact hourly workers of all races, ethnicities, and genders, with one notable
exception: the trend of hourly workers being terminated at higher rates than salaried workers of
the same race was much stronger among Black hourly workers. Black hourly workers were
terminated at higher rates than Black salaried workers 75.9% of the time, while for other groups
this figure ranged from 38.5% to 45.2%. For example, Hispanic/Latino hourly workers were
terminated at higher rates than Hispanic/Latino salaried workers 44.8% of the time.!? So, while
something about the nature of hourly work at the surveyed companies resulted in worse
outcomes for hourly workers in general, this problem was apparently compounded by race for
Black workers in particular.

While hourly workers had worse outcomes than their salaried counterparts more than half
the time at five of the surveyed companies, such results were not universal. For example, while
Walmart’s hourly workers had worse outcomes than salaried workers 80.0% of the time (and had
similar outcomes the other 20.0% of the time), Cisco’s hourly workers only had worse outcomes
than salaried workers 20.0% of the time (and had better outcomes 40.0% of the time). Similarly,
Chevron’s hourly workers had worse outcomes than salaried workers just 6.7% of the time (and
had better outcomes 53.3% of the time)," and Exxon’s hourly workers had worse outcomes than
salaried workers 20.0% of the time (and had better outcomes 40.0% of the time).!3

Company policies, including paid leave policies, may have played a role in creating—or
preventing—these inequitable outcomes. For example, some of the differences between
outcomes at Walmart, Chevron, Cisco, and Exxon may be due to how their leave policies
differentiated between hourly and salaried workers."' Between 2019 and 2021, Walmart
generally did not allow hourly workers to use paid time off benefits (such as sick leave) until
they had completed 90 days of employment. Hourly workers at Walmart also could not access
other leave benefits (such as maternity or parental leave) until they had completed 12 months of
employment. Yet, no such eligibility restrictions were placed on salaried workers.'* By
contrast, the leave policies of Chevron, Cisco, and Exxon made no distinction between hourly
and salaried workers. They either did not impose any eligibility waiting period on any of their
workers (as in the case of Cisco’s Child Bonding Leave and Exxon’s Parental Paid Time Off) or
applied the same eligibility waiting period to all workers (as in the case of Chevron’s Family
Care Benefit and Cisco’s Family/Medical Leave).!> Additional differences may also have
contributed to the difference in outcomes for hourly workers at these four companies. The
companies operate in different industries and there were important differences between the data
sets. For example, Chevron’s retail gas station workers, who would likely be the most directly

v References to Chevron do not include the company’s retail gas stations. The Select Subcommittee could
not analyze differences between hourly and salaried workers at Chevron Stations, Inc. (the company’s retail gas
stations segment, for which the company provided data separately) because it employed less than 100 salaried
workers total each year.

i As explained in Section II1.B, the Select Subcommittee found that access to and use of paid leave were
associated with better employment outcomes.



comparable to Walmart’s hourly workers, were not included in the Select Subcommittee’s pay
schedule analysis.

2. During the First Year of the Pandemic, Female Hourly Workers’
Challenges Were Compounded by Gender Inequities

As initially reported in May 2022, the Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that
gender inequities—cases where women had worse employment outcomes than men—were far
more common among female hourly workers than among female salaried workers, particularly in
2020."" While female salaried workers’ outcomes were worse than male salaried workers’ less
than 10% of the time between 2019 and 2021, female hourly workers’ outcomes were worse than
male hourly workers’ about 30% of the time—three times as often—during the same period.

This gap was at its largest in 2020, when female hourly workers had worse outcomes than men
39.7% of the time, four times as often as female salaried workers (who had worse outcomes
9.5% of the time), which indicates that the pandemic may have uniquely and negatively impacted
female hourly workers. !’

These results suggest that gender inequities impact female hourly workers much more
significantly than female salaried workers. For example, while research has shown that female
workers generally are less likely to receive raises than men, '® the Select Subcommittee’s analysis
indicates that this phenomenon is far more commonly experienced by female hourly workers
than female salaried workers. Female hourly workers at the surveyed companies received wage
increases at a lower rate than male hourly workers 50.0% of the time between 2019 and 2021,
but female salaried workers received raises at a lower rate than male salaried workers only
14.8% of the time.!® These differences were not just common but often quite large. For
example, while 90.0% of male hourly workers at one surveyed company received a raise in 2020,
only 83.6% of female hourly workers at the same company did (a difference of 6.4 percentage
points); by contrast, 91.7% of male salaried workers and 91.2% of female salaried workers at
that company received a raise that year (a difference of just 0.5 percentage points).?’ Over time,
differences such as these contribute to the persistence of the gender pay gap, with women being
paid less than men for equivalent work.?!

Crucially, these gender inequities often compounded pay schedule inequities for hourly
workers. For example, at another company, hourly workers were laid off more frequently than
salaried workers: 32.7% of hourly workers were laid off in 2020, compared to 13.3% of salaried
workers. Yet, female hourly workers had it even worse than male hourly workers: 38.1% of
female hourly workers were laid off in 2020, compared to 31.4% of male hourly workers.?? This
means that female hourly workers often experienced a double whammy of inequity—and, as will
be discussed next, this was often compounded further if they were women of color.

Vil The numbers presented in the Select Subcommittee’s May memorandum have changed slightly due to
certain surveyed companies providing updated data; however, the finding that female hourly workers fared worse
than their male colleagues on an unusually high number of employment outcomes in 2020 remains unchanged.



3. Black Hourly Workers Were Frequently Fired at Higher Rates Than
White Workers, and Black and Asian Hourly Workers Were
Frequently Promoted at Lower Rates Than White Workers

As with gender inequities, hourly workers experienced racial and ethnic inequities more
often than salaried workers."! The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that hourly workers
of color experienced worse outcomes than their white colleagues twice as often as salaried
workers of color, and this pattern was largely unchanged by the pandemic.?®> Between 2019 and
2021, 30.1% of Black hourly workers’ outcomes were worse than their white hourly
counterparts. By comparison, 15.4% of Black salaried workers’ outcomes were worse than
white salaried workers’ outcomes.?* Similarly, 18.5% of Asian hourly workers’ outcomes were
worse than their white hourly counterparts, compared to just 8.9% among Asian salaried
workers.?® Finally, 16.3% of Hispanic/Latino hourly workers’ outcomes were worse than their
white counterparts, compared to just 9.5% among Hispanic/Latino salaried workers.?

The difference in the number of racial inequities experienced by hourly and salaried
workers was particularly large when looking at terminations and promotions—two of the same
outcomes on which hourly workers did far worse than salaried workers in general, as described
previously. Black and Asian hourly workers were promoted at lower rates than their white
hourly counterparts 35.7% and 28.6% of the time, respectively. Additionally, Black hourly
workers were fired at higher rates than their white hourly counterparts 40.6% of the time. While
Black and Asian salaried workers also faced inequities, these were much less common than for
hourly workers: Black and Asian salaried workers were promoted at lower rates than white
salaried workers 9.4% and 3.1% of the time, respectively. Black salaried workers were fired at
higher rates than white salaried workers 9.4% of the time.?’

The pay schedule inequities already impacting hourly workers were at times compounded
for hourly workers of color by racial and ethnic inequities (and could have been compounded
again by gender inequities for female workers). Among the surveyed companies, the confluence
of these two trends—pay schedule inequities and racial and ethnic inequities—is most clearly
illustrated by Walmart, as shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. For example, Black hourly workers
at Walmart were not only fired twice as frequently as white hourly workers in 2020 (19.7% vs.
10.4%) but were fired three times as frequently as Black salaried workers (19.7% vs. 6.3%) and
five times as frequently as white salaried workers (19.7% vs. 4.0%). Although Black salaried
workers were promoted at a higher rate than white salaried workers at Walmart in 2020 (36.2%
vs. 28.0%), Black hourly workers were promoted at a lower rate than white hourly workers
(8.7% vs. 11.1%). These inequities are particularly significant since Walmart had about 22.5
times as many hourly workers as salaried workers in 2020.%

viii The Select Subcommittee’s analysis of racial and ethnic disparities was limited to the three largest racial
and ethnic minority groups: Black workers, Asian workers, and Hispanic/Latino workers. Because other groups of
workers identified in the Select Subcommittee’s survey—such as Native American or multiracial workers—were
typically very small, the Select Subcommittee could not reliably determine whether they experienced racial and
ethnic disparities since groups smaller than 100 workers were excluded from the analysis.



Figure 1

WALMART TERMINATIONS BY RACE/
ETHNICITY AND PAY SCHEDULE, 2020

EHISPANIC |

SALARIED
EMPLOYEES

4.0% ASIAN

BLACK
11.2%

WHITE
5.8%

HOURLY
EMPLOYEES

10 15

PERCENT (%)

SOURCE: Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis analysis of company responses to Gender Equity Survey
NOTE: Percentages are calculated as the percentage of the identified group experiencing the outcome (e.g., percent of Black hourly
workers that were terminated).

Figure 2

WALMART PROMOTIONS BY RACE/
ETHNICITY AND PAY SCHEDULE, 2020
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NOTE: Percentages are calculated as the percentage of the identified group experiencing the outcome (e.g., percent of Black hourly
workers that were promoted)




B. Paid Sick Leave and Family and Caregiving L.eave Were Associated with
Better Worker Retention Prior to and During the Coronavirus Pandemic

The coronavirus crisis revealed that paid leave is essential to protecting workers’ safety
and well-being and to supporting the American economy. Paid leave became a crucial tool to
combating the spread of the coronavirus, as it allowed workers to stay home when they were
sick, thus preventing further spread of the virus, or to care for sick family members.?’ For
example, one study found that paid sick leave helped flatten the curve, with states where workers
gained new access to sick leave through pandemic relief legislation seeing approximately 400
fewer new cases of COVID-19 per day.*°

However, many workers did not have access to paid leave at the beginning of the
pandemic. In March 2020, one in four private sector workers did not have access to paid sick
leave. Part-time workers fared especially poorly, with 55% having no access to paid sick leave,
compared to 14% of full-time workers.?! Access to paid leave also varies greatly across
industries. For example, 97% of workers in the finance and insurance industries had access to
paid sick leave as of March 2021, while only 50% of workers in the leisure and hospitality
industries had access.>? A 2020 service-sector survey similarly found that less than half of
service-sector workers reported having access to paid sick leave in 2019.3> Worse, women and
people of color in the service-sector were also disproportionately likely to lack access to paid
sick leave: 55% of white men surveyed reported having paid sick leave, compared to 46% of
white women and 40% of people of color.>* The coronavirus pandemic compounded these
inequities; many of the workers without access to paid sick leave have been on the front lines of
the pandemic and therefore at greatest risk of becoming sick from the virus, whereas workers
who already had paid sick leave—in industries such as finance and insurance—have been more
likely to be able to telework and avoid viral exposure.>’

The Select Subcommittee used data from the surveyed companies to analyze whether
paid sick leave and family and caregiving leave made a difference in workers’ employment
outcomes. This analysis was limited to a subset of the surveyed companies (three for the sick
leave analysis, and seven for the family and caregiving leave analysis) due to a lack of available
comparison group (i.e., where some workers had access to paid sick leave or used family and
caregiving leave and some did not) at the other companies surveyed.>®

1. Workers Without Access to Paid Sick Leave Quit at Far Higher Rates
Than Workers with Access

The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that lack of access to paid sick leave was
associated with high rates of voluntary departures. At each of the three companies with an
available comparison group, workers without access to paid sick leave quit at a far higher rate
than workers with access in 2019 and throughout the pandemic—typically three to four times
higher.?” For example, at one of these companies, 28.8% of male and 35.5% of female hourly
workers without access to paid sick leave quit in 2020, compared to just 10.2% of male and
12.4% of female hourly workers with access to paid sick leave.*® The vast majority of salaried
workers for whom data was collected had access to paid sick leave, so the Select Subcommittee
was not able to identify the impact of paid leave for these workers. However, quit rates among
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salaried workers overall at all three companies were almost always lower than both groups of
hourly workers (with and without access to leave).*

This analysis affirms existing research showing the benefits of paid sick leave to both
employers and workers.*® The high rate of turnover associated with failing to offer paid sick
leave has real costs to employers. This includes high financial costs associated with replacing
workers (e.g., from advertising positions, interviewing candidates, and training new hires), but
may include other indirect costs as well, such as lower worker morale and higher rates of
mistakes.*! By offering paid sick leave, employers can reduce turnover by improving their
workers’ work experience—a win-win for employers and workers.

Counterintuitively, at each of the three companies, the rate of voluntary departures for
workers without access to paid sick leave was at its lowest in 2020, even though it was still far
higher than the rate for workers with access to paid sick leave (which was also at its lowest in
2020).** For example, while 48.0% of male hourly workers without access to paid sick leave at
one of the companies quit in 2019, this dropped to 35.4% in 2020.* This may be explained by
the fact that each of these three companies conducted more layoffs in 2020 than in 2019 or 2021,
so some workers who would have otherwise quit may have been laid off.** However, it could
also imply that retaining their job was a higher priority than normal for workers in 2020, even if
it was a job that did not offer paid sick leave.

2. Taking Family and Caregiving Leave Was Associated with Improved
Retention and Performance Recognition and Did Not Result in an
Increase in Adverse Outcomes

The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that workers who had access to and took
family and caregiving leave—including both paid and unpaid leave—almost never had worse
outcomes than workers who did not take this leave.™ In fact, workers who had access to and
took family and caregiving leave had better outcomes than those that did not more than half the
time, particularly when it came to lower rates of voluntary departures and higher rates of raises
and promotions. Workers who had access to and took family and caregiving leave quit at a
lower rate than workers who did not take this leave 86.2% of the time, received raises at a higher
rate 87.2% of the time, and received promotions at a higher rate 51.7% of the time.*’

This analysis provides further evidence in support of research showing that offering paid
family leave improves employee retention, productivity, and morale.*® The lower rates of
voluntary departures among workers who had access to and used family and caregiving leave at
the surveyed companies speaks to the value of this leave in improving worker retention (which,
as described previously, has financial benefits for companies). Perhaps more surprising, but
equally important, is the fact that workers who took this leave received raises and promotions at
higher rates than workers who did not (as described above), which may indicate that workers’
performance improved as a result of taking the leave, perhaps due to reduced stress and burnout.

X The Select Subcommittee assumed that workers who took family and caregiving leave also had access to
it; however, it was not clear whether workers who did not take family and caregiving leave did or did not have
access. See Appendix I and Section III.D discussing companies’ lack of data for a full explanation of why the Select
Subcommittee could not analyze data on access to paid family and caregiving leave.
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However, the increase in promotion rate for workers who took family and caregiving
leave was often much smaller for women than for men. In some cases, women who took leave
were even promoted less frequently than those that did not. While male workers who had access
to and took family and caregiving leave had a higher rate of promotions than men who did not
take leave 66.7% of the time (and a lower rate only 6.7% of the time), female workers who took
this leave had a higher rate of promotions than women who did not only 36.7% of the time (and
had a lower rate 13.3% of the time).*” At one company, male salaried workers who took family
and caregiving leave in 2019 received a 6.6 percentage point increase in their promotion rate
(19.7% promoted vs. 13.1% for male workers who did not take leave), but female salaried
workers who took family and caregiving leave at the same company had a 0.5 percentage point
decrease (15.9% promoted vs. 16.4% for female workers who did not take leave).*® This may
reflect the so-called “motherhood penalty,” a term that refers to disproportionately negative
employment outcomes experienced by women with children that are likely due to bias.*

The association between use of family and caregiving leave and better employment
outcomes did not change significantly from year to year,® and it did not vary between hourly
and salaried workers or (with the exception of promotions) between male and female workers.

C. Older Workers Quit, Resigned, or Retired Less but Were Laid Off More
Than Younger Workers in 2019, 2020, and 2021

Research conducted over the past two years has shown that older workers’ experience
with job loss during the coronavirus pandemic has differed from past economic downturns.
According to the Urban Institute, during the 50 years preceding the coronavirus crisis,
unemployment surges hit younger workers harder than older workers, largely because older
workers typically had greater levels of seniority with their employers that protected them from
layoffs.>! Yet, research has shown the opposite to be true during the coronavirus crisis. During
the first six months of the pandemic, workers 55 and older were 17% more likely to become
unemployed than younger workers. Job loss for older workers has also been shown to be worse
during the pandemic than it was during the Great Recession.’> However, while the higher rate of
job loss among older workers seen during the first two years of the coronavirus pandemic
differed from past economic crises, it was not necessarily a new phenomenon: at least one pre-
pandemic analysis associated this phenomenon with longer term trends, such as the
disappearance of the traditional pension and weakening enforcement of the Age Discrimination
in Employment Act.>

The data obtained from the surveyed companies enabled the Select Subcommittee to
delve into the nature of older workers’ job loss and examine the extent to which it was voluntary
or involuntary.® The analysis showed that, at the surveyed companies, older workers’ job losses
in 2019 and the first two years of the pandemic were more often involuntary. Between 2019 and
2021, older workers at the surveyed companies quit, resigned, or retired at lower rates than
younger workers 65.6% of the time (and at higher rates only 24.0% of the time)* but were laid

* The Select Subcommittee’s survey defined older workers as those aged 50 and older.

X Two of the surveyed companies—together accounting for 1/3 of the cases in which older workers quit at
higher rates than younger workers—informed the Select Subcommittee that they had included voluntary layoffs
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off at higher rates than younger workers 55.0% of the time (and at lower rates only 5.5% of the
time).>* The differences between these two groups’ outcomes were often quite extreme, with
older workers being laid off at double, triple, or even quintuple the rate of younger workers, and
with younger workers quitting, resigning, or retiring at double or triple the rate of older workers.
For example, at one company in 2020, while 5.3% of male and 4.1% of female hourly workers
under age 50 were laid off, 11.6% of male and 9.9% of female hourly workers aged 50 or older
were laid off. Yet, in that same year, 14.0% of male and 15.4% of female hourly workers under
age 50 left voluntarily, compared to 4.3% of male and 4.0% of female hourly workers over age
50.%

D. Better Data Are Needed to Understand the Employment Outcomes of
American Workers During the Pandemic and Bevond

The workforce inequities identified by the Select Subcommittee are not a complete
picture of the inequities in American workplaces that were impacted by the economic crisis
accompanying the coronavirus pandemic. The surveyed companies employed a total of
approximately 3.8 million workers as of 2021 and encompass a wide range of industries. While
the size and diversity of these companies makes them useful for understanding workers’
experiences at large, private sector employers during the pandemic, trends may have differed in
other sectors of the economy not covered by the Select Subcommittee’s survey, such as small
businesses and the public sector. The Select Subcommittee’s analysis was also limited by a lack
of available data for certain key characteristics at the surveyed companies. Even more
concerningly, federal enforcement officials and researchers would be unable to expand upon the
Select Subcommittee’s analysis due to a lack of federal data on key demographics and on
employment outcomes.

1. Most Surveyed Companies Could Not Provide Comprehensive Data
on Workers’ Employment Benefits

The Select Subcommittee was unable to analyze the effect of several employment
benefits—such as access to and usage of remote work, and access to paid family and caregiving
leave of at least four weeks—because the majority of companies do not maintain comprehensive
data on which workers had access to or used benefits, or what the employment outcomes were
for those workers.™! Only two of the surveyed companies were able to provide all of the benefits
data requested by the Select Subcommittee. As shown in Figure 3, while more than half of the
surveyed companies were able to provide data on access to paid sick leave and usage of family
and caregiving leave for all of 2019 to 2021, most companies could not provide data for all three
years on remote work or scheduling stability policies for hourly workers. In all but one case, the
companies told the Select Subcommittee that they could not provide these data because they did

(e.g., when a worker is offered a buyout) in their voluntary departures data, which may mean that those cases
actually reflect a higher rate of layoffs rather than a higher rate of quits, resignations, and retirements.

*i For additional explanation of how the lack of data impacted the analysis, see Appendix L.
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not track the information or they did not maintain it in an accessible format (e.g., to compile the
data they would have to do a worker-by-worker review).*™"

Figure 3

BENEFITS DATA AVAILABLE FOR ANALYSIS
FROM SURVEYED COMPANIES

[ S A TS o NN DNt NSO —
HALL DATA mSOME DATA NO DATA

NUMBER OF SURVEYED COMPANIES

Access to paid sick leave

Use of family/caregiving leave

Access to paid family/caregiving leave 24 weeks
Guaranteed 27 days notice of mandatory shifts
Access to remote work

Guaranteed pay for canceled shifts w/ <7 days notice
Use of full-time remote work

Use of part-time remote work

SOURCE: Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis analysis of company responses to Gender Equity Survey
NOTE: "All data" refers to cases in which companies tracked data for all workers and for all three years from 2019-2021.
"Some data" refers to cases in which companies tracked data only for some years or only for a subset of workers.
"No data," in most cases, indicates that companies said they did not track or could not readily produce the data requested.

2. Most Surveyed Companies Are Not Collecting Comprehensive Data
on Workers’ Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity, But Limited
Available Data Indicate the Share of the Workforce Openly
Identifying as LGBTQ+ May Be Growing

The Select Subcommittee’s survey included two requests for demographic data aimed at
understanding the effects of the pandemic on LGBTQ+ workers. First, the survey included a
third gender option, “other,” that could apply to non-binary workers.X" Second, within each
gender category, companies were asked to provide data for any workers identifying as LGBTQ+
generally or as transgender specifically. As shown in Figure 4, while a little more than half of
the surveyed companies were able to provide some limited data for the “other” category, almost
none were able to provide data on workers identifying as LGBTQ+ or transgender. Although
companies may have good reasons for not collecting these data from workers—such as privacy

Xt One company that did not provide data on family and caregiving leave told the Select Subcommittee that
it did not do so because its paid family leave policy did not take effect until January 1, 2022.

v Companies were asked to provide data on their workers in four gender categories: male, female, other,
and unknown. Unless indicated otherwise by the companies, the Select Subcommittee generally interpreted “other”
as referring to non-binary workers and “unknown” as referring to workers who declined to respond when asked to
indicate their gender.
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interests or protecting workers from state governments seeking to curtail LGBTQ+ rights>*—the
lack of data prevents companies (and the government) from understanding the extent to which
employment outcomes differ based on workers’ sexual orientation and gender identity.

Figure 4

SEXUAL ORIENTATION AND GENDER
IDENTITY DATA AVAILABLE FOR ANALYSIS
FROM SURVEYED COMPANIES

|
HALL DATA ®mSOME DATA NO DATA

NUMBER OF SURVEYED COMPANIES
|

Other gender

LGBTQ+ / Transgender 10

SOURCE: Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis analysis of company responses to Gender Equity Survey

NOTE: "All data" refers to cases in which companies tracked data for all three years from 2019-2021.
"Some data" refers to cases in which companies tracked data only for some years.
"No data" indicates that companies said they did not track or could not readily produce the data requested.
The Select Subcommittee's Gender Equity Survey asked companies to provide data broken out into four gender categories:
male, female, other, and unknown. Within these categories, companies were asked to break out workers identifying as
LGBTQ+ or Transgender.

Eight of the thirteen surveyed companies provided the Select Subcommittee with data for
at least one year on workers whose gender was identified as “other,” while the remaining five
companies said they did not maintain such data. At five of the companies that did provide these
data, the number of reported workers whose gender was identified as “other” was very small
(ranging from 1 to 38).>” The remaining three companies that provided data had comparatively
large numbers of workers whose gender was identified as “other,” but the Select Subcommittee
could only conduct analysis for one of them.*"

Data for the single company that provided analyzable data showed that “other” gender
workers quit at much higher rates than male and female workers. The number of workers
identifying their gender as “other” rose from 61 in 2019 to 89 in 2020, but most of these workers
were lost to voluntary departures and terminations following the onset of the pandemic, leaving
only 24 workers whose gender was identified as “other” in 2021. 79.8% of workers whose

* One of these three companies informed the Select Subcommittee that the workers whose gender had been
reported as “other” had self-identified their gender as “undisclosed,” which the Select Subcommittee interpreted as a
response of “unknown” rather than “other” or non-binary. Another of the three companies provided data that
seemed likely to be unreliable, as it showed a sudden and unexplained increase in “other” gender workers from 2020
to 2021, with these workers’ share of the company’s workforce changing from 0.8% to 7.5%.
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gender was identified as “other” left that company in 2020—eight times the rate of departures for
male and female workers, only 9.3% and 9.8% of whom departed from the company in 2020,
respectively. In 2020, 56.2% of workers whose gender was identified as “other” left voluntarily
and 23.6% were fired.*"" The overall rate of departures for these workers was about double the
rates of departure for male and female workers in 2019 and 2021 as well.

The dramatically different outcomes experienced by workers identifying their gender as
“other” demonstrates the importance of collecting data for non-binary workers in addition to
male and female workers. Only by collecting such data can companies understand whether non-
binary workers are experiencing inequitable outcomes and, if they are, take corrective action.

Data from the three companies that tracked LGBTQ+ workers demonstrate that they can
be a relatively large portion of the workforce, and that the share of workers who are openly
identifying as LGBTQ+ may be growing over time. At these three companies, the percentage of
workers openly identifying as LGBTQ+ ranged from 0.8% to 3.7% of all workers (combining
hourly and salaried workers).*® Additionally, at the company that maintained data for all three
years, the number of workers identifying as LGBTQ+ more than doubled in just two years,
growing faster than the company’s overall workforce.>® Notably, LGBTQ+ workers at these
companies were often more numerous than members of several other protected classes that are
typically tracked by employers, including Native American workers, multiracial workers, and
workers with disabilities.

Without data on workers’ sexual orientation and gender identity, employers and other
observers cannot determine with certainty whether LGBTQ+ workers are fairly represented and
experiencing equitable treatment. Collecting these data is critical for companies to monitor their
own compliance with Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VII), which prohibits
employment discrimination on the basis of certain protected characteristics, including sexual
orientation or transgender status.®

The Select Subcommittee notes that some of the other surveyed companies mentioned
that they give workers an opportunity to record their LGBTQ+ identity and/or to record a gender
identity other than male or female in certain company software or data systems, but these data
are not comprehensive and may not be sufficiently linked with other employment records to
conduct analysis of employment outcomes. Until companies systematically collect data on
workers’ sexual orientation and gender identity—as they do for other demographic
characteristics, which are typically collected as part of employee hiring and onboarding for
compliance with federally-mandated reporting requirements—any data on openly LGBTQ+ and
non-binary workers will be necessarily incomplete and less useful for ensuring equitable
representation and employment outcomes.

xvi None were laid off.
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3. The United States Lacks Data on LGBTQ+ Workers and
Employment Outcomes That Could be Important for Protecting
Worker Rights

The lack of sexual orientation and gender identity data at the surveyed companies is
representative of a national lack of data on LGBTQ+ workers. Some of the surveyed companies
told the Select Subcommittee that they do not collect these data because EEOC—a key source
for federal data on the American workforce—does not require employers to report data on these
characteristics. EEOC also does not require reporting on several other federally protected
characteristics, including age, disability, and religion.®! EEOC’s primary data collection
instrument, known as the EEO-1 Report (EEO-1), only requires the reporting of worker data
broken out by workers’ sex (currently presented as binary male and female), race and ethnicity,
and job category.Xii

This limitation results from the fact that EEOC first introduced the EEO-1 in 1966—just
one year after EEOC was established—and, for the most part, EEOC has not significantly
changed the EEO-1 since that time, despite numerous changes to federal civil rights law that
have protected additional worker characteristics.®> The EEO-1 has changed so little since 1966
that a 2006 EEOC press release described some minor changes to the race/ethnicity and job
categories as “the first major change to the employer survey in four decades.”®

Additionally, while the EEO-1 captures how many people of a particular group work at a
particular place (i.e., representational data), the report does not capture the outcomes of those
workers, such as promotion or termination rates. This is an important distinction that limits the
EEO-1’s utility for identifying inequitable workplaces, and it is one of the reasons the Select
Subcommittee undertook its own survey to understand the actual impacts of the pandemic on
American workers. A workplace that has equitable representation may not have equitable
outcomes for all protected categories of workers, and vice-versa. Moreover, equitable
representation does not necessarily speak to job quality differences, such as the inequities
between hourly and salaried workers identified by the Select Subcommittee. The difference
between equitable representation and equitable outcomes was apparent in several cases in the
Select Subcommittee’s survey data. For example, as described earlier, Walmart had some of the
largest racial inequities of the surveyed companies when it came to employment outcomes, with
Black hourly workers being terminated at double the rate of their white counterparts, and with

it EEO-1 is used to collect data from private sector employers with 100 or more employees, and from
federal contractors with 50 or more employees that meet certain criteria. EEOC collects additional data from local
unions, state and local governments, and public elementary and secondary school systems through other data
collection instruments. In recent years, EEOC has also been developing an extension of the EEO-1 report known as
EEO-1 Component 2, which collects data on pay and compensation; however, that tool is largely beyond the scope
of this report, so the abbreviated “EEO-1" is used in this report solely to refer to the historical data collection and
reporting tool, which in recent years has been referred to as “Component 1.” Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, EEO-1 Component 1 Data Collection (online at www.eeoc.gov/employers/eeo-1-data-collection)
(accessed July 19, 2022); Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, EEO Data Collections (online at
www.eeoc.gov/employers/eco-data-collections) (accessed July 19, 2022); National Academies of Sciences,
Engineering, and Medicine, Evaluation of Compensation Data Collected Through the EEO-1 Form (2022) (online at
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/26581/evaluation-of-compensation-data-collected-through-the-eeo-1-
form).
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Asian salaried workers being promoted at half the rate of their white counterparts. Yet, both of
these groups were overrepresented at Walmart compared to their representation in the national
population: Black workers made up 24.4% of Walmart’s hourly workforce in 2020 (compared to
13.6% of the national population), and Asian workers made up 10.0% of Walmart’s salaried
workforce (compared to 6.1% of the national population).®

Because EEOC does not require the collection of employment outcomes data, the data
may not exist. For example, Precision Castparts was unable to provide the Select Subcommittee
with outcome data for any protected characteristic other than sex (even though race/ethnicity,
sexual orientation, gender identity, age, and disability were requested).®> Without such data,
EEOC and other observers—including employers conducting self-assessments of their own
workforce—cannot conduct the kind of analysis necessary to understand potential inequities
faced by workers with protected characteristics in the American workforce.

IV.  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Underlying Structural Inequities in the American Workforce Must Be
Addressed

The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that there are underlying structural inequities
at many companies—including inequities rooted in workers’ pay schedule, gender, race and
ethnicity, and age—that pre-existed the coronavirus pandemic and continued to play out through
the economic crisis of 2020. Even as the absolute number of certain employment outcomes,
such as furloughs and layoffs, changed in 2020 at certain companies, the distribution of these
outcomes followed a predictable and preventable pattern that changed little from year to year,
with historically disempowered groups—namely hourly workers, and particularly women,
workers of color, and older workers—bearing a greater share of the burden.®® For example,
hourly workers were likely to be promoted at lower rates than salaried workers in all three years;
while there were slight fluctuations from year to year, the fact that hourly workers had less
opportunity for upward mobility than salaried workers at the surveyed companies never
changed.X" However, these inequities are not limited to the surveyed companies and did not
begin in 2019.°7 Unless action is taken to correct these fundamental structural issues, it is likely
that these inequities will continue to harm workers and will also make themselves known in
future crises.

B. National Paid Family and Caregiving Leave and Universal Sick Leave
Programs Would Benefit Workers and Emplovers Alike

The Select Subcommittee’s analysis showed that workers who had access to and took
family and caregiving leave were more likely to stay in their jobs and had better employment
outcomes all around than those who did not.%® The Select Subcommittee’s analysis also showed
that workers with access to paid sick leave left the workforce during the first two years of the
pandemic at lower rates than those without leave.®® These findings support existing research into

“iit Hourly workers were promoted at lower rates than salaried workers 62.5% of the time in 2019, 50.0%
of the time in 2020, and 60.0% of the time in 2021. See Appendix II, Table 2.
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real-world implementation of paid leave policies, which has shown the win-win potential of paid
family and caregiving leave and paid sick leave for employers, workers, and the broader
economy.’® Paid leave tends to boost both productivity and worker morale.”! Further, paid
leave helps to boost labor force participation, enabling new parents, family caregivers, and
people with serious health conditions to work more easily.”?

The United States is one of the only countries in the world that does not have any form of
national paid leave.”> Ensuring that all American workers have access to paid family and
caregiving leave and paid sick leave would help them to remain in the workforce while attending
to their own health and the health of their family members, which in turn would help employers
by reducing turnover. A universal paid sick leave program would be particularly beneficial to
hourly workers, who often lack the ability to stay home when sick—even during a global
pandemic. While these benefits are always important, even for ordinary health concerns, the
pandemic forced many Americans to stay home to help care for sick family members or provide
childcare and demonstrated that these benefits can become even more important during public
health emergencies. Ensuring that all American workers have access to these benefits would
also enhance the nation’s preparedness for any future health crises.

In the short term, American companies can begin to address any identified inequities in
their workforces by considering changes to their benefits policies. By providing benefits such as
paid sick leave and paid family and caregiving leave to all workers and monitoring the
implementation of these policies, companies can improve employee retention and help build a
stronger American workforce that can better weather future economic downturns.

C. EEOC Should Modernize its Data Collection Tools to Include Information
on Additional Protected Characteristics and on Employment Outcomes

1. EEOC Should Begin Developing Measures for Additional Protected
Characteristics—Including Age, Sexual Orientation, and Gender
Identity

The lack of EEO-1 data on various protected demographic characteristics limits EEOC’s
ability to enforce civil rights law. By collecting data on additional protected characteristics—
such as age, sexual orientation, and gender identity—EEOC could better enforce the full range of
federal laws protecting Americans from discrimination in the workplace.

These actions would also benefit other interested parties, such as the Department of
Labor’s Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP). EEOC shares the EEO-1
data with OFCCP. OFCCP uses these data as support for investigations—to provide context to
the data they receive from the individual contractor under review—and as a factor in scheduling
compliance evaluations for federal contractors and subcontractors. OFCCP officials told the
Select Subcommittee that it would be useful for them if EEOC collected information on
additional protected characteristics, such as disability, sexual orientation, and gender identity.”*
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On his first day in office, President Biden issued an Executive Order stating that it is his
Administration’s policy to “pursue a comprehensive approach to advancing equity for all,”
specifically calling out the lack of federal data on protected groups as “impeding efforts to
measure and advance equity.””> By beginning the process of updating the EEO-1 and other data
collection instruments to include additional protected characteristics, EEOC would advance the
federal government’s ability to measure and advance equity in the workplace.

As noted by EEOC staff, the update process is likely to take a significant amount of
time,”® particularly if EEOC takes steps that have recently been recommended by the National
Academies, such as working with other federal agencies to study, develop, and test appropriate
data collection methods for additional protected characteristics.”” For example, EEOC began
exploring how to collect compensation data through the EEO-1 in 2012; 10 years later, EEOC
still does not have a finalized process in place for regularly collecting such data.”® Due to the
time that will be required to implement changes, EEOC should begin as soon as possible the
long-overdue process of updating the categories of data collected on the EEO-1, as well as
EEOC’s other data collection instruments.

2. EEOC Should Explore the Feasibility and Utility of Collecting
Systematic Data on Employment Outcomes, Such as Layoffs,
Terminations, Raises, and Promotions

If employers were required to report outcomes data—such as terminations, raises, and
promotions—on the EEO-1, or even if employers were simply required to track and maintain
such outcomes data, then EEOC, researchers, and employers would be better able to ensure not
just that workplaces have a representative number of people from the various protected classes,
but also that workplaces are treating protected workers equitably.

Because this would be a new form of data collection for EEOC—rather than an
expansion of existing data collection to additional groups—EEOC might begin by exploring the
feasibility and utility of collecting these data, including considerations of employer burden. As it
did beginning in 2012 for the collection of compensation data through the EEO-1, EEOC could
engage with outside experts, such as the National Academies, to assist in these efforts.”
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Appendix I — Methodology

This report addresses the Select Subcommittee’s analysis of outcomes for employee
groups defined by the following characteristics: pay schedule, gender, race/ethnicity, access to
paid sick leave, use of family and caregiving leave (paid or unpaid), age, and sexual orientation
and gender identity.

To determine whether certain groups of workers experienced different employment
outcomes between 2019 and 2021, Select Subcommittee staff first calculated the percentages of
various employee groups that experienced each of seven key employment outcomes—furloughs,
layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, wage and salary reductions, wage and salary
increases, and promotions—at each company in each year (e.g., percentage of female hourly
workers at a company that were laid off in 2019). This controlled for the (often large)
differences in absolute numbers between employee groups and allowed for the analysis to assess
outcomes as a proportion of each group’s share of the company’s workforce. For example, if a
company employed 10 women and 100 men, and that company laid off one woman and 10 men,
the outcome would appear to be worse for men on a numerical basis but would be equitable, or
proportional, on a percentage basis (both groups had the same layoff rate of 10.0%).

Select Subcommittee staff then compared the outcomes of various employee groups,
assessing the difference between the percentages of each employee group experiencing each
outcome to determine whether a disparity was present (i.e., whether one group’s outcomes were
better or worse than another’s on a percentage basis).** For example, in one analysis the
percentage of female hourly workers laid off at a company in a year was compared to the
percentage of male hourly workers who were laid off at that same company in the same year,
resulting in a percentage point difference (e.g., 5.0% of men laid off and 3.0% of women laid off
would be a 2 percentage point difference). Because some variation between employee groups is
expected and inevitable, this analysis classifies outcomes as similar unless the difference
between groups exceeded a specific threshold, at which point the outcome could be called better
or worse. For most analyses, this threshold was set at one percentage point. However, for the
analysis of racial and ethnic disparities the threshold was set at two percentage points due to the
particularly small employee group sizes common in that analysis; the larger threshold helped
ensure that findings were not skewed by the outcomes of just one or two individual workers.*°
For example, if 3.5% of women and 3.0% of men working for an hourly wage at the same
company were laid off in 2019, this analysis would consider the outcomes of men and women
working for an hourly wage at that company to be similar for that year because the difference did
not exceed the one percentage point threshold.

*ix Because this report compares percentages of employee groups rather than raw numbers of workers, all
comparisons are assessing whether outcomes are proportional or disproportional. To say outcomes were
proportional would mean that the percentage of two groups experiencing the outcome was similar (even if the raw
number of workers in each group experiencing the outcome differed); to say outcomes were disproportional would
mean that the percentage of one group experiencing the outcome was higher or lower than the percentage of another
group experiencing that outcome. For ease of understanding, this report uses the term “similar” instead of
“proportional,” and the terms “better” and “worse” instead of “disproportional” (depending on the direction of the
difference).
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Differences were assessed for both positive and negative employment outcomes. For
negative employment outcomes (furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage
and salary reductions), the employee group experiencing the outcome at a greater rate was
considered to have the worse outcome. For example, if 5.0% of female hourly workers at a
company were laid off but only 3.0% of male hourly workers at that same company were laid
off, women would be considered to have the worse outcome. For positive employment outcomes
(wage increases, salary increases, and promotions), the employee group experiencing the
outcome at a /esser rate was considered to have the worse outcome. For example, if 5.0% of
Black hourly workers and 10.0% of white hourly workers at the same company received
promotions, Black workers would be considered to have the worse outcome.

Not all of the companies surveyed tracked data sufficient to respond to all aspects of the
Select Subcommittee’s survey, which in some cases limited possible findings. The number of
comparisons that could be made for each combination of employee groups in each year varied
due primarily to four factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in a particular employment
practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide
requested data; 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be included in the
analysis (data were excluded for groups of less than 100); and 4) whether data were found to be
sufficiently reliable. For example, some companies did not furlough any workers or reduce
wages in certain years, meaning that comparisons were not made for those outcomes at those
companies in those years. For the total number of comparisons made for each analysis, see
Appendix II, Table 1.

Given the size of the surveyed companies—together the companies employed over 3.8
million American workers in 202 1—and the fact that they represent a variety of industrial sectors
(e.g., manufacturing, entertainment, retail), the Select Subcommittee believes that the results of
this analysis are a fair representation of workforce trends at large, private sector companies
during and immediately prior to the coronavirus pandemic. However, these trends may not be
applicable to other types of employers—such as public sector employers and small, private
sector businesses—that were not included in the Select Subcommittee’s survey.

Additional details about the Select Subcommittee’s analyses of pay schedule and leave
benefits are included below.

A. Pav Schedule Analysis

For the analysis of pay schedules, Select Subcommittee staff examined whether a
worker’s pay schedule (i.e., whether a worker is paid on an hourly or salaried basis) was
associated with differences in employment outcomes at the surveyed companies. For each of the
seven key employment outcomes reviewed, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for all
hourly workers to data for all salaried workers at the same company in the same year (combining
workers of all genders and races/ethnicities). Each of these comparisons resulted in a
determination of whether hourly workers experienced the outcomes more or less often than their
salaried counterparts, on a percentage basis (i.e., whether hourly workers experienced the
outcomes at a higher or lower rate). In other words, Select Subcommittee staff determined
whether hourly workers’ outcomes were better, similar, or worse than those their salaried
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counterparts (e.g., if hourly workers were promoted at a lower rate, that would be a worse
outcome). These individual comparisons were aggregated to assess trends in pay schedule’s
association with employment outcomes at the surveyed companies, including an assessment of
whether this association changed from 2019 to 2021.%!

Select Subcommittee staff then conducted additional analysis to determine whether pay
schedule’s impact on employment outcomes was independent of workers’ gender and
race/ethnicity. First, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for hourly and salaried workers of
the same gender at the same company in the same year (e.g., female hourly workers compared to
female salaried workers). Second, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for hourly and
salaried workers of the same race/ethnicity at the same company in the same year (e.g., white
hourly workers compared to white salaried workers). For both of these analyses, these individual
comparisons were aggregated, with the results being compared to the results of the main analysis
described above.®?

Finally, Select Subcommittee staff conducted additional analysis to determine whether
hourly workers were more or less likely than salaried workers to experience employment
outcome disparities based on gender and race/ethnicity (i.e., cases where outcomes were better
for one gender or racial/ethnic group than another, within the same pay schedule) at the surveyed
companies.™ First, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for male and female workers on
the same pay schedule at the same company in the same year (e.g., male hourly workers
compared to female hourly workers).®? Second, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for
individual groups of workers of color to white workers on the same pay schedule at the same
company in the same year (e.g., Black hourly workers compared to white hourly workers).®* For
both of these analyses, these individual comparisons were aggregated in order to compare the
frequency of disparities under each pay schedule, and to assess whether the number of disparities
changed from 2019 to 2021.

B. Paid Leave Analysis

For the analysis of paid leave, Select Subcommittee staff examined whether access to and
use of leave benefits were associated with differences in employment outcomes at surveyed
companies. Specifically, Select Subcommittee staff examined access to paid sick leave and
usage of family and caregiving leave.®™ Due to certain limitations, the analysis of access to paid

** This report uses the term “inequities” interchangeably with “disparities.”

i The Select Subcommittee requested that companies provide data on access to five employment benefits
(paid sick leave, paid family/caregiving leave of at least four weeks, option to work remotely, guaranteed seven or
more days’ notice to employee of mandatory shifts, and guaranteed pay for shifts cancelled by employer without
seven or more days’ notice). The Select Subcommittee also requested data on usage of three employment benefits
(family/caregiving leave, full-time remote work, and part-time remote work). However, due to a combination of
factors noted below, Select Subcommittee staff were unable to analyze the majority of these benefits data. In
addition to companies being unable to provide data, there was frequently a lack of a comparison group (too few
workers to include in the analysis, or all workers at a given company had the same benefit access or usage), and in
some cases the benefits data provided by the companies were found to be unreliable.
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sick leave is based on data from only three of the surveyed companies and the analysis of usage
of family and caregiving leave is based on data from only seven of the surveyed companies.™"

For each of the seven key employment outcomes reviewed, Select Subcommittee staff
made two comparisons. First, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for workers who had
access to paid sick leave to data for workers who did not have access to paid sick leave.®
Second, Select Subcommittee staff compared data for workers who had access to and used
family and caregiving leave to data for workers who did not use**" family and caregiving
leave.®® Because the pay schedule analysis had established that gender and pay schedule were
associated with differences in employment outcomes, both leave analyses controlled for those
factors by making comparisons between workers of the same gender and pay schedule (e.g.,
female hourly workers who had access to and used family and caregiving leave were compared
to female hourly workers who did not use family and caregiving leave, as opposed to comparing
all workers who had access to and used family and caregiving leave to all workers who did not).

Each of these comparisons resulted in a determination of whether workers who had
access to paid sick leave or used paid family and caregiving leave experienced the seven
outcomes more or less often than their counterparts that did not have access to or use this leave,
on a percentage basis (i.e., whether workers experienced the outcomes at a higher or lower rate).
In other words, Select Subcommittee staff determined whether outcomes were better, similar, or
worse for workers who had access to or used leave than for workers who did not (e.g., if a
smaller percentage of workers with access to paid sick leave quit, that would be a better
outcome). These individual comparisons were aggregated to assess trends in leave benefits’
association with employment outcomes at the surveyed companies, including whether this
association changed from 2019 to 2021.

il Tywelve companies provided data on access to paid sick leave, but nine of them provided access to paid
sick leave (or equivalent paid time off) to all of their workers, meaning there was no comparison group for analysis.
Nine companies provided data on usage of family and caregiving leave, but at two of the companies less than 100
workers used the benefit, meaning there was no appropriate comparison group for analysis.

il Dye to limitations with the data companies provided on workers’ access to paid family and caregiving
leave of at least four weeks, the Select Subcommittee was only able to compare workers who used family and
caregiving leave at some point in the year (whether paid or unpaid and of any duration) to workers who did not use
this leave. The Select Subcommittee assumed that workers who used family and caregiving leave must have had
access to such leave. However, the extent to which workers who did not use family and caregiving leave had access
to such leave is not clear.
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Appendix II — Data Tables

Table 1: Total Employment Qutcome Comparisons in Select Subcommittee Analysis of Company Survey Data, by Variable

Number of comparisons

All Voluntary Wage / Wage/
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations salary salary Promotions
outcomes departures . .
reductions increases
Pay Schedule®

2019-2021 (All Workers) 163 6 29 31 29 13 27 28
2019 only (all workers) 47 0 8 9 9 4 9 8
2020 only (all workers) 58 3 10 11 10 5 9 10
2021 only (all workers) 58 3 11 11 10 4 9 10
Male only (all years) 163 6 29 31 29 13 27 28
Female only (all years) 163 6 29 31 29 13 27 28
White only (all years) 157 6 27 29 29 13 27 26
Black only (all years) 157 6 27 29 29 13 27 26
Asian only (all years) 147 6 26 26 26 13 24 26
Hispanic/Latino only (all 157 6 27 29 29 13 27 2
years)

Race/Ethnicity Disparities®

Hourly workers (all genders)
Black (2019-2021) 166 4 27 32 32 13 30 28
Black (2019) 50 0 8 10 10 4 10 8
Black (2020) 59 2 10 11 11 5 10 10
Black (2021) 57 2 9 11 11 4 10 10
Asian (2019-2021) 157 4 27 29 29 13 27 28
Asian (2019) 47 0 8 9 9 4 9 8
Asian (2020) 56 2 10 10 10 5 9 10
Asian (2021) 54 2 9 10 10 4 9 10
Hispanic/Latino (2019-2021) 166 4 27 32 32 13 30 28
Hispanic/Latino (2019) 50 0 8 10 10 4 10 8
Hispanic/Latino (2020) 59 2 10 11 11 5 10 10
Hispanic/Latino (2021) 57 2 9 11 11 4 10 10

Salaried workers (all genders)
Black (2019-2021) 169 6 30 32 32 10 27 32
Black (2019) 51 0 9 10 10 3 9 10
Black (2020) 59 3 10 11 11 4 9 11
Black (2021) 59 3 11 11 11 3 9 11
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Number of comparisons

All Voluntary Wage / Wage/
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations salary salary Promotions
outcomes departures . .
reductions increases
Asian (2019-2021) 169 6 30 32 32 10 27 32
Asian (2019) 51 0 9 10 10 3 9 10
Asian (2020) 59 3 10 11 11 4 9 11
Asian (2021) 59 3 11 11 11 3 9 11
Hispanic/Latino (2019-2021) 169 6 30 32 32 10 27 32
Hispanic/Latino (2019) 51 0 9 10 10 3 9 10
Hispanic/Latino (2020) 59 3 10 11 11 4 9 11
Hispanic/Latino (2021) 59 3 11 11 11 3 9 11
Gender Disparities®
Hourly (2019-2021) 177 4 34 34 32 13 30 30
2019 only 52 0 10 10 10 4 10 8
2020 only 63 2 12 12 11 5 10 11
2021 only 62 2 12 12 11 4 10 11
Salaried (2019-2021) 177 6 34 34 32 10 27 34
2019 only 52 0 10 10 10 3 9 10
2020 only 63 3 12 12 11 4 9 12
2021 only 62 3 12 12 11 3 9 12
Use of Family and Caregiving
Leave!
Hourly + Salaried (2019-2021, 309 12 53 53 53 16 47 60
male + female)
2019 only 84 0 16 16 16 4 16 16
2020 only 118 6 22 22 22 8 16 22
2021 only 107 6 20 20 20 4 15 22
Access to Paid Sick Leave®
Hourly + Salaried (2019-2021, 102 3 17 17 17 14 17 17
male + female)
2019 only 34 0 6 6 6 4 6 6
2020 only 38 2 6 6 6 6 6 6
2021 only 30 1 5 5 5 4 5 5
Agef
Hourly + Salaried (2019-2021, 109 125
male + female)
2019 only 33 39
2020 only 39 43
2021 only 37 43
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Number of comparisons

Wage / Wage /
All o Voluntary .
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations salary salary Promotions
outcomes departures . .
reductions increases
Hourly only (2019-2021, male +
51 61

female

2019 only 15 19

2020 only 19 21

2021 only 17 21
Salaried only (2019-2021, male 58 64
+ female)

2019 only 18 20

2020 only 20 22

2021 only 20 22

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

2This analysis compared the outcomes of all hourly workers to those of all salaried workers at the same company in the same year to check for association of pay
schedule with differences in employment outcomes. Sub-analyses broke this into individual years to check for changes over time, and also made new
comparisons between hourly and salaried workers of the same gender or same race/ethnicity to check whether trends were independent of these factors. For
example, one sub-analysis compared the outcomes of male hourly workers at a company to the outcomes of male salaried workers at the same company. Results
of these analyses are shown in Appendix II, Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4.

b These analyses compared the outcomes of workers of color (one race/ethnicity at a time) to those of white workers on the same pay schedule, at the same
company, in the same year, to check for prevalence of racial disparities. For example, one variant of this analysis compared the outcomes of Black hourly
workers at a company to the outcomes of white hourly workers at the same company. Results of these analyses are shown in Appendix II, Table 6, Table 7, and
Table 8.

¢ This analysis compared the outcomes of female workers to those of male workers on the same pay schedule, at the same company, in the same year, to check
for prevalence of gender disparities. For example, part of this analysis compared the outcomes of female hourly workers at a company to the outcomes of male
hourly workers at the same company. Results of this analysis are shown in Appendix II, Table 5.

4 This analysis compared the outcomes of workers who had access to and used family or caregiving leave in a given year to workers of the same gender and pay
schedule that did not use family or caregiving leave at the same company, in the same year, to check for association of leave usage with differences in
employment outcomes. For example, the outcomes of female salaried workers who used family or caregiving leave at a company were compared to the
outcomes of female salaried workers who did not use this leave at the same company. Results of this analysis are shown in Appendix II, Table 10.

¢ This analysis compared the outcomes of workers who did not have access to paid sick leave to workers of the same gender and pay schedule that did have
access to sick leave at the same company, in the same year. For example, the outcomes of male hourly workers who did not have access to sick leave at a
company were compared to the outcomes of male hourly workers who did have access to sick leave at the same company. Results of this analysis are shown in
Appendix II, Table 9.

' This analysis compared the outcomes of workers aged 50 and older to those of workers younger than age 50 of the same gender, on the same pay schedule, at
the same company, in the same year. For example, the outcomes of female salaried workers aged 50 and older at a company were compared to the outcomes of
female salaried workers younger than age 50 at the same company. Results of this analysis are shown in Appendix II, Table 11.
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Table 2: Employment Outcomes of Hourly Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to Salaried Workers, by Year

Percent (%)
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wage/salary Promotions All
departures reductions increases Qutcomes
Better 16.7 41.4 6.5 20.7 7.7 51.9 25.0 26.4
2019-2021 Similar 50.0 41.4 54.8 13.8 53.8 0.0 17.9 29.4
Worse 333 17.2 38.7 65.5 38.5 48.1 57.1 44.2
Better N/A 62.5 0.0 11.1 0.0 44 .4 12.5 23.4
2019 Similar N/A 37.5 44 .4 11.1 50.0 0.0 25.0 25.5
Worse N/A 0.0 55.6 77.8 50.0 55.6 62.5 51.1
Better 333 30.0 9.1 30.0 20.0 66.7 30.0 31.0
2020 Similar 333 30.0 63.6 10.0 60.0 0.0 20.0 293
Worse 333 40.0 273 60.0 20.0 333 50.0 39.7
Better 0.0 36.4 9.1 20.0 0.0 44 .4 30.0 24.1
2021 Similar 66.7 54.5 54.5 20.0 50.0 0.0 10.0 32.8
Worse 333 9.1 36.4 60.0 50.0 55.6 60.0 43.1

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of hourly workers’ employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes of
salaried workers at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee, by year. For this analysis, the terms “hourly workers” and “salaried workers” included all
workers on each pay schedule, regardless of gender or race/ethnicity. For example, the Select Subcommittee made nine comparisons of hourly workers’
voluntary departures to salaried workers' voluntary departures for 2019; of these, hourly workers’ outcomes were better than their salaried counterparts’ in one
case (11.1%), were similar in one case (11.1%), and were worse in seven cases (77.8%). The total number of comparisons for the intersections of each of the
seven employment outcomes with year ranged from 0 to 31, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an employment practice
(e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be
included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Across all seven outcomes, 47 comparisons were made for 2019, 58 were made for
2020, 58 were made for 2021, and 163 were made for all three years; see Appendix II, Table 1 for details. Hourly workers’ outcomes were considered similar to
salaried workers’ outcomes if they were within one percentage point, and they were considered better or worse than salaried workers' outcomes if they differed
by greater than or equal to one percentage point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary
reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 3: Employment Outcomes of Hourly Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to Salaried Workers, by Race/Ethnicity and
Gender, 2019-2021

Percent (%)
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wage/salary Promotions All
departures reductions increases Qutcomes
All P')etFer 16.7 41.4 6.5 20.7 7.7 51.9 25.0 26.4
workers Similar 50.0 41.4 54.8 13.8 53.8 0.0 17.9 29.4
Worse 333 17.2 38.7 65.5 38.5 48.1 57.1 44.2
White P')etFer 16.7 48.1 0.0 20.7 7.7 55.6 26.9 27.4
workers Similar 50.0 40.7 58.6 13.8 38.5 7.4 23.1 30.6
Worse 333 11.1 414 65.5 53.8 37.0 50.0 42.0
Black P')etFer 16.7 48.1 0.0 345 7.7 55.6 26.9 29.9
workers Similar 50.0 40.7 24.1 34 53.8 3.7 15.4 21.7
Worse 333 11.1 75.9 62.1 38.5 40.7 57.7 48.4
Asian P')etFer 16.7 30.8 0.0 11.5 15.4 54.2 7.7 19.7
workers Similar 50.0 53.8 61.5 15.4 38.5 20.8 23.1 36.1
Worse 333 15.4 38.5 73.1 46.2 25.0 69.2 44.2
Hispanic / Better 16.7 40.7 0.0 24.1 7.7 37.0 26.9 23.6
Latino Similar 50.0 44 .4 55.2 13.8 46.2 14.8 15.4 31.2
workers Worse 333 14.8 44.8 62.1 46.2 48.1 57.7 45.2
Female P')etFer 16.7 345 0.0 20.7 7.7 44 .4 17.9 21.5
workers Similar 50.0 48.3 54.8 10.3 30.8 7.4 25.0 30.7
Worse 333 17.2 45.2 69.0 61.5 48.1 57.1 47.9
Male P')etFer 16.7 44.8 6.5 20.7 15.4 51.9 21.4 27.0
workers Similar 50.0 37.9 51.6 13.8 46.2 7.4 28.6 30.7
Worse 333 17.2 41.9 65.5 38.5 40.7 50.0 42.3

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of hourly workers’ employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes of
salaried workers (without regard to race/ethnicity or gender for the main analysis, and of the same race/ethnicity or same gender for sub-analyses) at companies
surveyed by the Select Subcommittee. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 29 comparisons of white hourly workers’ voluntary departures to white
salaried workers’ voluntary departures, covering 2019-2021. Of these, white hourly workers’ outcomes were better than their white salaried counterparts’ in six
cases (20.7%), were similar in four cases (13.8%), and were worse in 19 cases (65.5%). The total number of comparisons for the intersections of each of the
seven employment outcomes with race/ethnicity and gender ranged from 6 to 31, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an
employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was
sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Across all seven outcomes, the total number of comparisons
ranged from 147 to 163; see Appendix II, Table 1 for details. Hourly workers’ outcomes were considered similar to salaried workers’ outcomes if they were
within one percentage point, and they were considered better or worse than salaried workers’ outcomes if they differed by greater than or equal to one percentage
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point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage
or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 4: Employment Outcomes of Hourly Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to Salaried Workers, by Company, 2019-2021

Percent (%)
Company Better Similar Worse
A 333 0.0 66.7
B 30.0 40.0 30.0
C 40.0 40.0 20.0
D 0.0 20.0 80.0
E 333 11.1 55.6
F 40.0 40.0 20.0
G 27.8 22.2 50.0
H 22.2 333 44.4
I 10.0 10.0 80.0
J 16.7 61.1 22.2
K 53.3 40.0 6.7

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of hourly workers’ employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes of
salaried workers at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee, by company. For this analysis, the terms “hourly workers” and “salaried workers” included
all workers on each pay schedule, regardless of gender or race/ethnicity. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 18 comparisons of hourly workers’
outcomes to salaried workers’ outcomes at Company J; of these, hourly workers’ outcomes were better than their salaried counterparts’ in three cases (16.7%),
were similar in 11 cases (61.1%), and were worse in four cases (22.2%). The total number of comparisons for each company ranged from 6 to 20, varying based
on three factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide
requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Hourly
workers’ outcomes were considered similar to salaried workers’ outcomes if they were within one percentage point, and they were considered better or worse
than salaried workers’ outcomes if they differed by greater than or equal to one percentage point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs,
terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 5: Employment Outcomes of Female Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to Male Workers, by Pay Schedule and Year

Percent (%)
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wafge/salary Promotions All
departures reductions increases Qutcomes
Better 0.0 2.9 17.6 21.9 15.4 40.0 36.7 22.0
2019-2021 Similar 75.0 79.4 61.8 313 69.2 10.0 433 48.6
Worse 25.0 17.6 20.6 46.9 154 50.0 20.0 29.4
Better N/A 0.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 28.8
2019 Similar N/A 90.0 60.0 30.0 100.0 10.0 25.0 48.1
Hourly Worse N/A 10.0 10.0 40.0 0.0 40.0 25.0 23.1
Better 0.0 8.3 8.3 18.2 20.0 30.0 36.4 19.0
2020 Similar 50.0 58.3 66.7 18.2 40.0 10.0 45.5 41.3
Worse 50.0 333 25.0 63.6 40.0 60.0 18.2 39.7
Better 0.0 0.0 16.7 18.2 25.0 40.0 273 19.4
2021 Similar 100.0 91.7 58.3 45.5 75.0 10.0 54.5 56.5
Worse 0.0 8.3 25.0 36.4 0.0 50.0 18.2 24.2
Better 0 5.9 5.9 18.8 0.0 48.1 73.5 27.1
2019-2021 Similar 66.7 91.2 94.1 62.5 70.0 37.0 23.5 63.3
Worse 333 2.9 0.0 18.8 30.0 14.8 2.9 9.6
Better N/A 0.0 10.0 20.0 0.0 44 .4 70.0 26.9
2019 Similar N/A 100.0 90.0 70.0 100.0 333 20.0 65.4
Salaried Worse N/A 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 22.2 10.0 7.7
Better 0.0 16.7 0.0 18.2 0.0 55.6 83.3 30.2
2020 Similar 333 83.3 100.0 72.7 50.0 333 16.7 60.3
Worse 66.7 0.0 0.0 9.1 50.0 11.1 0.0 9.5
Better 0.0 0.0 83 18.2 0.0 44 .4 66.7 24.2
2021 Similar 100.0 91.7 91.7 45.5 66.7 44 .4 333 64.5
Worse 0.0 8.3 0.0 36.4 333 11.1 0.0 11.3

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of female workers” employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes of male
workers on the same pay schedule at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 11 comparisons of female
salaried workers’ voluntary departures to male salaried workers’ voluntary departures for 2020. Of these, female workers’ outcomes were better than their male
counterparts’ in 2 cases (18.2%), were similar in eight cases (72.7%), and were worse in one case (9.1%). The total number of comparisons for the intersections
of each of the seven individual employment outcomes with pay schedule and year ranged from 0 to 34, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not
companies engaged in an employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a
group of workers was sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Across all of the seven outcomes, the total
number of comparisons ranged from 52 to 177; see Appendix II, Table 1 for details. Female workers’ outcomes were considered similar to those of male
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workers if they were within one percentage point, and they were considered better or worse than those of male workers if they differed by greater than or equal to
one percentage point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage reductions, as well as a higher rate of
wage increases and promotions.
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Table 6: Employment Outcomes of Black Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to White Workers, by Pay Schedule and Year

Percent (%)
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wafge/salary Promotions All
departures reductions increases Qutcomes
Better 25.0 3.7 0.0 12.5 7.7 20.0 10.7 9.6
2019-2021 Similar 50.0 92.6 59.4 59.4 84.6 30.0 53.6 60.2
Worse 25.0 3.7 40.6 28.1 7.7 50.0 35.7 30.1
Better N/A 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 6.0
2019 Similar N/A 100.0 30.0 60.0 100.0 30.0 62.5 58.0
Hourly Worse N/A 0.0 70.0 30.0 0.0 50.0 37.5 36.0
Better 0.0 10.0 0.0 18.2 20.0 20.0 20.0 13.6
2020 Similar 50.0 80.0 81.8 54.5 60.0 30.0 40.0 57.6
Worse 50.0 10.0 18.2 27.3 20.0 50.0 40.0 28.8
Better 50.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 20.0 10.0 8.8
2021 Similar 50.0 100.0 63.6 63.6 100.0 30.0 60.0 64.9
Worse 0.0 0.0 36.4 27.3 0.0 50.0 30.0 26.3
Better 333 0.0 0.0 94 20.0 14.8 18.8 10.1
2019-2021 Similar 50.0 93.3 90.6 75.0 80.0 40.7 71.9 74.6
Worse 16.7 6.7 9.4 15.6 0.0 44.4 9.4 154
Better N/A 0.0 0.0 10.0 333 22.2 10.0 9.8
2019 Similar N/A 100.0 80.0 80.0 66.7 22.2 80.0 72.5
Salaried Worse N/A 0.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 55.6 10.0 17.6
Better 333 0.0 0.0 9.1 25.0 11.1 18.2 10.2
2020 Similar 333 90.0 90.9 72.7 75.0 55.6 72.7 74.6
Worse 333 10.0 9.1 18.2 0.0 333 9.1 15.3
Better 333 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 11.1 273 10.2
2021 Similar 66.7 90.9 100.0 72.7 100.0 44 .4 63.6 76.3
Worse 0.0 9.1 0.0 18.2 0.0 44.4 9.1 13.6

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of Black workers’ employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes of white
workers on the same pay schedule at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee. For this analysis, the terms “Black workers” and “white workers”
included workers of all genders. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 32 comparisons of Black hourly workers’ terminations to white hourly workers’
terminations, covering 2019-2021; of these, Black workers’ outcomes were never better than their white counterparts’ (0.0%), were similar in 19 cases (59.4%),
and were worse in 13 cases (40.6%). The total number of comparisons for the intersections of each of the seven employment outcomes with pay schedule and
year ranged from 0 to 32, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2)
whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was
excluded for groups of less than 100). Across all seven outcomes, the total number of comparisons ranged from 50 to 169; see Appendix II, Table 1 for details.
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Black workers’ outcomes were considered similar to white workers’ outcomes if they were within two percentage points, and they were considered better or
worse than white workers’ outcomes if they differed by greater than or equal to two percentage points. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs,
terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 7: Employment Outcomes of Asian Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to White Workers, by Pay Schedule and Year

Percent (%)
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wafge/salary Promotions All
departures reductions increases Qutcomes
Better 0.0 3.7 17.2 37.9 7.7 18.5 143 17.2
2019-2021 Similar 75.0 85.2 82.8 345 923 48.1 57.1 64.3
Worse 25.0 11.1 0.0 27.6 0.0 333 28.6 18.5
Better N/A 0.0 22.2 22.2 0.0 11.1 12.5 12.8
2019 Similar N/A 100.0 77.8 66.7 100.0 55.6 62.5 74.5
Hourly Worse N/A 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 333 25.0 12.8
Better 0.0 10.0 10.0 50.0 20.0 22.2 0.0 17.9
2020 Similar 100.0 60.0 90.0 20.0 80.0 44 .4 70.0 60.7
Worse 0.0 30.0 0.0 30.0 0.0 333 30.0 214
Better 0.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 22.2 30.0 20.4
2021 Similar 50.0 100.0 80.0 20.0 100.0 44 .4 40.0 593
Worse 50.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 333 30.0 20.4
Better 16.7 10.0 0.0 18.8 40.0 37.0 6.3 15.4
2019-2021 Similar 66.7 90.0 100.0 71.9 60.0 259 90.6 75.7
Worse 16.7 0.0 0.0 9.4 0.0 37.0 3.1 8.9
Better N/A 11.1 0.0 20.0 0.0 333 0.0 11.8
2019 Similar N/A 88.9 100.0 80.0 100.0 22.2 100.0 80.4
. Worse N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 44.4 0.0 7.8
Salaried
Better 333 20.0 0.0 18.2 75.0 44 .4 18.2 23.7
2020 Similar 333 80.0 100.0 81.8 25.0 22.2 72.7 67.8
Worse 333 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 333 9.1 8.5
Better 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 333 333 0.0 10.2
2021 Similar 100.0 100.0 100.0 54.5 66.7 333 100.0 79.7
Worse 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.3 0.0 333 0.0 10.2

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of Asian workers’ employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes of white
workers on the same pay schedule at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee. For this analysis, the terms “Asian workers” and “white workers”
included workers of all genders. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 29 comparisons of Asian hourly workers’ voluntary departures to white hourly
workers’ voluntary departures, covering 2019-2021; of these, Asian workers’ outcomes were better than their white counterparts’ outcomes in 11 cases (37.9%),
were similar in 10 cases (34.5%), and were worse in eight cases (27.6%). The total number of comparisons for the intersections of each of the seven employment
outcomes with pay schedule and year ranged from 0 to 32, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an employment practice (e.g.,
furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be included
in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Across all seven outcomes, the total number of comparisons ranged from 47 to 169; see
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Appendix II, Table 1 for details. Asian workers’ outcomes were considered similar to white workers’ outcomes if they were within two percentage points, and
they were considered better or worse than white workers’ outcomes if they differed by greater than or equal to two percentage points. “Better” is defined as a

lower rate of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage or salary increases and
promotions.
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Table 8: Employment Outcomes of Hispanic/Latino Workers at Surveyed Companies, Relative to White Workers, by Pay Schedule and
Year

Percent (%)

Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wag ¢/salary Promotions All

departures reductions increases Qutcomes

Better 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 7.7 6.7 10.7 8.4

2019-2021 Similar 50.0 88.9 96.9 56.3 923 533 78.6 753
Worse 50.0 11.1 3.1 18.8 0.0 40.0 10.7 16.3

Better N/A 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 6.0

2019 Similar N/A 100.0 90.0 70.0 100.0 60.0 75.0 80.0
Hourly Worse N/A 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 40.0 12.5 14.0
Better 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.3 0.0 10.0 0.0 6.8

2020 Similar 50.0 70.0 100.0 54.5 100.0 50.0 90.0 74.6
Worse 50.0 30.0 0.0 18.2 0.0 40.0 10.0 18.6

Better 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.3 25.0 10.0 20.0 12.3

2021 Similar 50.0 100.0 100.0 45.5 75.0 50.0 70.0 71.9
Worse 50.0 0.0 0.0 27.3 0.0 40.0 10.0 15.8

Better 0.0 6.7 0.0 15.6 10.0 259 21.9 13.0

2019-2021 Similar 66.7 933 100.0 71.9 80.0 40.7 78.1 77.5
Worse 333 0.0 0.0 12.5 10.0 333 0.0 9.5

Better N/A 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 22.2 30.0 13.7

2019 Similar N/A 100.0 100.0 70.0 100.0 44.4 70.0 78.4
Salaried Worse N/A 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 333 0.0 7.8
Better 0.0 10.0 0.0 9.1 25.0 333 18.2 13.6

2020 Similar 66.7 90.0 100.0 81.8 50.0 44.4 81.8 78.0
Worse 333 0.0 0.0 9.1 25.0 22.2 0.0 8.5

Better 0.0 9.1 0.0 18.2 0.0 222 18.2 11.9

2021 Similar 66.7 90.9 100.0 63.6 100.0 333 81.8 76.3
Worse 33.3 0.0 0.0 18.2 0.0 44.4 0.0 11.9

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of Hispanic/Latino workers’ employment outcomes that were better than, similar to, or worse than the employment outcomes
of white workers on the same pay schedule at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee. For this analysis, the terms “Hispanic/Latino workers” and
“white workers” included workers of all genders. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 30 comparisons of Hispanic/Latino hourly workers’ wage
increases to white hourly workers’ wage increases, covering 2019-2021; of these, Hispanic/Latino workers’ outcomes were better than their white counterparts’
outcomes in two cases (6.7%), were similar in 16 cases (53.3%), and were worse in 12 cases (40.0%). The total number of comparisons for the intersections of
each of the seven employment outcomes with pay schedule and year ranged from 0 to 32, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged
in an employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was
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sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Across all seven outcomes, the total number of comparisons
ranged from 50 to 169; see Appendix II, Table 1 for details. Hispanic/Latino workers’ outcomes were considered similar to white workers’ outcomes if they
were within two percentage points, and they were considered better or worse than white workers' outcomes if they differed by greater than or equal to two
percentage points. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary reductions, as well as a higher
rate of wage or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 9: Employment Outcomes of Workers Without Access to Paid Sick Leave, Relative to Workers with Access to Paid Sick Leave, by
Year

Percent (%)
Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wage/salary Promotions All
departures reductions increases Qutcomes
Better 0.0 52.9 58.8 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 22.5
2019-2021 Similar 333 353 11.8 0.0 57.1 0.0 23.5 20.6
Worse 66.7 11.8 29.4 100.0 14.3 100.0 76.5 56.9
Better N/A 50.0 66.7 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 23.5
2019 Similar N/A 50.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 333 23.5
Worse N/A 0.0 333 100.0 0.0 100.0 66.7 52.9
Better 0.0 66.7 66.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 23.7
2020 Similar 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 16.7 10.5
Worse 100.0 333 333 100.0 333 100.0 83.3 65.8
Better 0.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 20.0
2021 Similar 100.0 60.0 40.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 20.0 30.0
Worse 0.0 0.0 20.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 80.0 50.0

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of employment outcomes for workers who did not have access to paid sick leave that were better than, similar to, or worse
than the outcomes of workers with access to paid sick leave of the same gender and pay schedule at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee. For
example, this included comparing the voluntary departure percentage of female hourly workers who did not have access to paid sick leave at a company in 2019
to the voluntary departure percentage of female hourly workers at the same company that did have access to paid sick leave that year. Between 2019 and 2021,
there were 17 cases where voluntary departures among workers without access to paid sick leave could be compared in this way, of which outcomes for the
workers without access to paid sick leave were worse than those of their counterparts with access to paid sick leave in all 17 cases (100.0%). The total number of
comparisons made for each of the seven employment outcomes ranged from 0 to 17, varying based on four factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an
employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; 3) whether a group of workers was
sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100); and 4) whether data were found to be sufficiently reliable.
Across all of the seven outcomes, 102 comparisons were made for 2019-2021; see Appendix II, Table 1 for details. Data are from the three companies that
provided data on access to paid sick leave at which a comparison group was available (some portion of the workforce had access to paid sick leave and some did
not). Only hourly workers are included because no company surveyed by the Select Subcommittee provided data that showed more than 100 salaried workers
without access to paid sick leave. Outcomes of workers without access to paid sick leave were considered similar to those of workers with access to paid sick
leave if they were within one percentage point, and they were considered better or worse than those of workers with access to paid sick leave if they differed by
greater than or equal to one percentage point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary
reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 10: Employment Outcomes of Workers Who Had Access to and Used Family or Caregiving Leave at Surveyed Companies,
Relative to Workers Who Did Not Use Family or Caregiving Leave, By Year

Percent (%)

Furloughs Layoffs Terminations Voluntary Wage/sa!ary Wage/salary Promotions All

departures reductions increases Qutcomes

Better 0.0 44.8 37.9 86.2 12.5 87.2 51.7 55.7

2019-2021 Similar 100.0 46.6 58.6 52 75.0 43 38.3 36.6
Worse 0.0 8.6 3.4 8.6 12.5 8.5 10.0 7.8

Better N/A 31.3 43.8 100.0 0.0 87.5 50.0 59.5

2019 Similar N/A 56.3 56.3 0.0 75.0 0.0 37.5 32.1
Worse N/A 12.5 0.0 0.0 25.0 12.5 12.5 8.3

Better 0.0 59.1 36.4 90.9 25.0 87.5 50.0 57.6

2020 Similar 100.0 36.4 59.1 4.5 62.5 0.0 40.9 35.6
Worse 0.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 12.5 12.5 9.1 6.8

Better 0.0 40.0 35.0 70.0 0.0 86.7 54.5 50.5

2021 Similar 100.0 50.0 60.0 10.0 100.0 13.3 36.4 41.1
Worse 0.0 10.0 5.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 8.4

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of employment outcomes for workers who used family or caregiving leave during a given year that were better than, similar
to, or worse than the outcomes of same company workers of the same gender and pay schedule that did not use family or caregiving leave that year, at companies
surveyed by the Select Subcommittee for which data were available and analyzable. For example, this included comparing the promotion percentage of female
salaried workers who used family or caregiving leave at a company in 2019 to the promotion percentage of female salaried workers at the same company that did
not use the leave that year. Between 2019 and 2021 there were 60 cases where promotions could be compared in this way, of which outcomes of workers who
used family or caregiving leave were better than the outcomes of their counterparts that did not use family or caregiving leave in 31 cases (51.7%), similar in 23
cases (38.3%), and worse in six cases (10.0%). The total number of comparisons made for each of the seven employment outcomes ranged from 0 to 60, varying
based on four factors: 1) whether or not companies engaged in an employment practice (e.g., furloughs) in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not)
provide requested data; 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100); and 4)
whether data were found to be sufficiently reliable. Across all of the seven outcomes, 309 comparisons were made for all three years; see Appendix II, Table 1
for details. Outcomes were considered similar to those of workers who did not use leave if they were within one percentage point, and they were considered
better or worse than those of workers who did not use leave if they differed by greater than or equal to one percentage point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate
of furloughs, layoffs, terminations, voluntary departures, and wage or salary reductions, as well as a higher rate of wage or salary increases and promotions.
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Table 11: Layoffs and Voluntary Departures of Older Workers (Age 50+), Relative to Younger Workers (Age <50), by Pay Schedule and
Year

Percent (%)

Layoffs Voluntary departures
Hourly Salaried gllsgl{aorlilgg)l Hourly Salaried 2“5211;13(:;:(11))7
Better 7.8 34 55 73.8 57.8 65.6
2019-2021 Similar 52.9 27.6 39.4 0.0 20.3 10.4
Worse 39.2 69.0 55.0 26.2 21.9 24.0
Better 0.0 0.0 0.0 84.2 60.0 71.8
2019 Similar 40.0 27.8 333 0.0 20.0 10.3
Worse 60.0 72.2 66.7 15.8 20.0 17.9
Better 21.1 0.0 10.3 61.9 455 53.5
2020 Similar 36.8 15.0 25.6 0.0 273 14.0
Worse 42.1 85.0 64.1 38.1 273 32.6
Better 0.0 10.0 54 76.2 68.2 72.1
2021 Similar 82.4 40.0 59.5 0.0 13.6 7.0
Worse 17.6 50.0 35.1 23.8 18.2 20.9

Source: Majority Staff, Select Subcommittee on the Coronavirus Crisis, Analysis of Company Responses to Gender Equity Survey (2022).

Note: Table shows the percentage of comparisons in which older workers’ layoff rate or voluntary departures rate was better than, similar to, or worse than the
layoff rate or voluntary departures rate of younger workers of the same gender and on the same pay schedule at companies surveyed by the Select Subcommittee.
Older workers are defined as those aged 50 and older, while younger workers are those under age 50. For example, the Select Subcommittee made 58
comparisons of older salaried workers’ layoffs to younger salaried workers’ layoffs, covering 2019-2021 and both male-to-male and female-to-female
comparisons; of these, older salaried workers’ layoffs were better than their younger salaried counterparts’ in two cases (3.4%), were similar in 16 cases (27.6%),
and were worse in 40 cases (69.0%). The total number of comparisons ranged from 15 to 109, varying based on three factors: 1) whether or not companies
engaged in layoffs in a given year; 2) whether companies did (or did not) provide requested data; and 3) whether a group of workers was sufficiently large to be
included in the analysis (data was excluded for groups of less than 100). Older workers’ layoffs and voluntary departures were considered similar to younger
workers’ layoffs and voluntary departures if they were within one percentage point, and they were considered better or worse than younger workers’ layoffs and
voluntary departures if they differed by greater than or equal to one percentage point. “Better” is defined as a lower rate of layoffs or voluntary departures, and
“worse” is defined as a higher rate of layoffs or voluntary departures. The Select Subcommittee’s survey defined voluntary departures as quits, resignations, and
retirements, although two companies also included voluntary layoffs (e.g., when a worker is offered a buyout) in this category, defining layoffs as only
“involuntary” layoffs.
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