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Abstract

As a provider of both wages and benefits, employers are uniquely positioned to influence
employee financial stability. Inequities in benefit provision across demographic groups,
however, may lead to systematic disparities in financial security. This paper uses longitudinal
data from a nationally representative internet panel to examine the post-pandemic evolution of
racial/ethnic and sex disparities in access to employer-sponsored benefits and how benefits relate
to employee financial stability. We find substantial, persistent, and in some cases growing,
disparities in access to benefits between Whites and non-Whites, and men and women, over the
2021 — 2023 period. Importantly, these disparities matter — employer-sponsored benefits are
systematically linked to higher employee financial security. We also find that access to benefits
is predictive of lower employee turnover, suggesting possible impacts on employer productivity.
Our results suggest that persistent, inequitable access to employer-sponsored benefits may be
contributing to the well-known gaps in financial security across race and sex.
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1. Introduction

Fringe benefits constitute a significant proportion of compensation workers receive in
exchange for labor. According to the Department of Labor’s National Compensation Survey, in
2022, wages and salaries cost employers $28.16 per hour and accounted for 68.8 percent of total
compensation, while benefits cost $12.74 per hour and accounted for the remaining 31.2 percent
of employer personnel costs. Over the past few decades, employers have sought to innovate on
the benefits offered to workers and align benefit packages with workers’ changing financial,
family, and health needs.

Despite the importance of workplace benefits, employer-sponsored benefits are
inequitably distributed. Benefit costs to employers, as a share of total compensation, vary
considerably by household income. Employer benefits constitute a larger share of compensation
costs for higher income workers than individuals at the lower end of the income distribution.! In
2022, employer benefit costs for private sector workers at the 90" percentile of income was
$74.46 per hour worked, 79 percent higher than employer benefit costs for workers at the 10™
percentile (Department of Labor, 2022). Further, between 2013 and 2022, benefit costs for
employees in the 90" percentile of the income distribution rose by 35 percent, which is higher
than the 32 percent increase for workers in the 10" percentile.

This paper examines inequities in access to employer-sponsored benefits by demographic
characteristics and their influence on employees’ financial well-being and worker productivity.
Using data from the Understanding America Study, a nationally representative internet panel of
US households, the paper examines how disparities in access to employer-sponsored benefits
evolved between 2021 and 2023 and assesses the impact of employer-sponsored benefits on
several indicators of employee financial well-being and workplace productivity.

The findings reveal substantial, persistent, and in some cases growing, disparities in
benefit access among certain demographic groups, as well as between men and women.
Importantly, these disparities matter: employer-sponsored benefits are systematically linked to
higher employee financial security. The findings further reveal that access to benefits is

predictive of lower employee turnover, suggesting possible impacts on employer productivity.

! This refers to benefit costs are computed as a share of employee salary.



Moreover, persistent, inequitable access to employer-sponsored benefits may be contributing to

the well-known gaps in financial security across race and sex.

IL. The importance of employer-sponsored benefits in compensation

Employer-sponsored benefits have expanded over time. In addition to traditional benefits
like health insurance and retirement savings, employers now often provide paid leave benefits
such as sick leave, vacation leave, and personal leave. Employers have also expanded the types
of insurance they provide to include life insurance and short-term and long-term disability
insurance. More recently, employer-sponsored benefits have included emergency savings
accounts and financial wellness benefits such as financial counseling and debt management
advice.

Access to benefits vary by benefit type. For instance, in 2022, medical care and health
insurance benefits were available to 72 percent of private sector workers, but only 43 percent had
access to dental benefits and 28 percent had access to vision benefits (Department of Labor,
2022). Access to benefits also vary widely by occupation. While 94 percent of workers in
management, business, and financial occupations had access to medical care benefits, only 52
percent of workers in service occupations had access to these benefits. Similarly, only 56 percent
of workers in establishments with less than 50 workers had access to medical care benefits; in
establishments with 500 workers or more, access jumps to over 91 percent of workers.

Similarly, nearly 75 percent of private sector workers had access to retirement benefits in
2022, but access was inequitably distributed. Over 90 percent of workers in the management,
business, and finance occupation had access to these benefits, compared to only 47 percent of
workers in service occupations. Additionally, 93 percent of workers in the highest 10" percentile
of the wage distribution had access to retirement benefits, yet only 52 percent of workers in the
bottom 25" percentile had access to these benefits. Access to retirement benefits is also higher
for employees of larger firms (90 percent) compared to smaller firms with less than 100
employees (58 percent). Similar trends are observed in the case of access to employer sponsored
life insurance benefits. Nearly 83 percent of employees in management, business, and finance

occupations had access to this benefit in 2022 compared to an overall access rate of 58 percent,



indicating substantive disparities in which employers provide such benefits. And, while overall,
76 percent of employees had access to paid sick leave benefits, close to 96 percent of employees
in management, business, and finance sectors had access to these benefits and between 64 to 66
percent of workers in retail services and construction industries had access to paid sick leave
benefits.

Previous research shows that benefit access and employer costs for workplace benefits
for certain occupations and income groups have outpaced others by significant margins. For
instance, Bloomfield et. al. (2025) finds that between 1990 and 2020, rising non-wage costs are
exacerbating compensation inequality by disproportionately benefiting higher wage workers.
Despite well documented inequities in access to employer-sponsored benefits across
occupations, less research has examined disparities in access by demographic characteristics.
Moreover, an under-researched question is the extent to which benefit inequities influence
workers’ financial well-being. Further, there is relatively limited research on how provision of

employer-sponsored benefits translates into productivity outcomes for employers.

III. Data and sample characteristics

To examine the prevalence of, and disparities in, access to employer-sponsored benefits, this
study draws on several years of data from the Understanding America Study (UAS). The UAS is
a probability-based internet panel that longitudinally tracks a U.S. representative sample of over
15,000 adults. Panel members are recruited exclusively through Address Based Sampling and
receive a tablet and broadband access (and related training) if they do not have internet access.
This mitigates selection problems facing convenience panels, where respondents are recruited
from existing Internet users. The UAS contains a large set of background characteristics for all
panel members, including demographic (e.g., age, gender, race, education), financial (e.g.,
income, financial literacy), health (e.g., self-assessed general health, self-reported doctor’s
diagnoses of conditions), personality traits (the big five) and cognition measures (e.g., number
series, propositional analogies, picture vocabulary).

The primary analytic sample comes from three surveys fielded each year in April and
May from 2021 to 2023. The surveys were designed to measure respondents’ financial stability
in detail and contain numerous indicators of financial security and economic distress. These

measures include employment and income shocks, spending and saving behavior, debt



accumulation and levels, and retirement savings behavior, among others. The paper leverages
two key measures capturing overall financial situations. The first asks respondents, “Overall,
how satisfied are you with your current financial situation?” on a 1 — 5 scale from “extremely

satisfied” to “not at all satisfied.” The second asks “how much stress, if any, do your finances
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cause you?” with response options of “high stress,” “moderate stress,” “some stress,” or “no
stress.” Responses are coded as high financial satisfaction if respondents report being either
“extremely satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their financial situation. Responses are coded as
financially stressed if respondents report that their financial situation is causing them either
“moderate” or “high” stress. The paper also measures whether respondents are actively saving
for emergencies by asking, “Are you currently setting aside money for an emergency?” In 2023,
the question was changed to elicit whether respondents are regularly setting aside money, setting
aside money when they can but not regularly, or not setting aside money. Responses are coded
as saving for emergencies if respondents report currently setting aside money in 2021 or 2022 or
regularly doing so in 2023.?

Importantly for the research questions examined in this paper, these surveys also ask
respondents whether they have access to a litany of employer-sponsored benefits programs,
whether or not they personally use them. In particular, the surveys elicit access to paid vacation
or sick leave, health insurance, life insurance, disability insurance, defined contribution
retirement plans, student loan repayment, access to an emergency savings account or
contributions toward emergency savings, childcare, and an ability to work-from-home. There
were a few changes to the nature of the questions over time. In the first two waves of the data,
paid vacation and sick leave were asked about separately, yet elicited jointly in the 2023 wave.
Accordingly, an indicator was created for whether a respondent had access to either paid
vacation or sick leave in the 2021 and 2022 waves to preserve comparability. Additionally, the
2021 and 2022 survey waves ask if respondents’ employers provided “childcare” benefits, while
the 2023 survey asks whether employers provide “subsidies to pay for childcare.” The paper

assesses these questions as substantively similar and combine across waves. Access to (or

contributions towards) an emergency savings account was not asked in the 2021 wave.

2 Qur results are robust to excluding the 2023 question, or coding those setting aside money irregularly as saving for
emergencies.



Table 1 presents summary statistics for the sample. To focus on access to, and the
impacts of, employer-sponsored benefits, the paper restrict attention to individuals who were
employed at the time of the survey.? In total, we have over 11,000 person-year observations.
Average age in the sample is 46 years old and 58% of the sample is female. A little less than
two-thirds of observations are non-Hispanic white adults, 57% are married, and 11% self-report
to be in poor health. Consistent with restricting the sample to employed individuals, the sample
is a little higher educated and higher income than the population writ large; 52% of observations
have a bachelor’s degree or more education and 40% have a household income of $100,000 or
more, though there is variation along both dimensions. Equal proportions of the sample, 34%,
are financially stressed and have high financial satisfaction, while 52% report actively saving for

emergencies.

Table 1: Worker Characteristics (Person-Year)

Age 46.08
Female 0.58
Non-Hispanic White 0.63
Married 0.57
Poor Health 0.11
Education
High school or less 0.15
Some college 0.33
Bachelors or more 0.52
Household Income
<830,000 0.12
$30,000 — 359,999 0.22
$60,000 — 399,999 0.27
$100,000+ 0.40
High Financial Satisfaction 0.34
Financially Stressed 0.34
Saving for Emergencies 0.52
N 11,494

Notes: Observations are person-year drawn from annual surveys
conducted from 2021 — 2023. High Financial Satisfaction denotes
individuals who reported that they were either “extremely
satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their financial situation.
“Financially Stressed” captures individuals reporting “high” or
“moderate” financial stress.

3 Approximately 11% of our sample reported that they were self-employed. We include these individuals in the
analysis, though results remain qualitatively unchanged when they are excluded.



Table 2 examines the prevalence of employer-sponsored benefits in the sample. Paid
vacation or paid sick leave is the most commonly offered benefit among respondents, with just
under three-quarters of the sample indicating that this is a benefit their employer provides.
Approximately two-thirds of the sample has access to health insurance through their employer,
61% report access to a defined contribution plan, and 51% report access to employer-sponsored
life insurance. Less than half the observations have access to disability insurance, while a third
indicate that they have a benefit of working-from-home. Relatively few respondents indicate

access to student loan repayment, emergency savings accounts, and childcare benefits.

Table 2: Employer-Sponsored Benefits Access

Paid Vacation or Sick Leave 0.73
Health Insurance 0.68
Retirement 0.61
Life Insurance 0.51
Disability 0.41
Work from Home 0.33
Student Loan Repayment 0.07
Emergency Savings Accounts 0.04
Childcare 0.04
N 11,494

Notes: Observations are person-year drawn from annual surveys
conducted from 2021 — 2023. Access to an Emergency Savings
Account was not elicited in 2021.

As might be expected, there are positive correlations across access to employer-
sponsored benefits; in other words, if an employer offers certain benefits, it is more likely to
offer certain others. Table 3 presents the correlation matrix for the six most commonly provided
benefits in the sample. Findings indicate moderately strong correlations across most of these
benefits. Employers who provide paid sick leave or paid vacation are, for example, more likely
to also provide health insurance. Work-from-home (WFH) benefits are less strongly correlated
with other benefits under study. Results show weaker, though still positive, correlations between
the less commonly offered benefits — student loan repayment, emergency savings accounts,

childcare and others (not shown).

Table 3: Emplover-Sponsored Benefit Access Correlation Matrix




Sick/Vacation Health Retirement  Life Disability WFH

Sick/Vacation | 1.00

Health 0.63 1.00

Retirement 0.54 0.64 1.00

Life 0.50 0.62 0.59 1.00

Disability 0.42 0.52 0.51 0.63 1.00

WFH 0.19 0.23 0.25 0.25 0.26 1.00

Notes: The table presents correlations across access to employer-sponsored benefits.
Sick/Vacation captures whether respondents have access to either paid sick leave or paid vacation.
Health, Life, and Disability capture access to employer provided insurance of that those types,
respectively. WFH denotes an ability to work-from-home.

IV.  Results: Disparities in Access

Sample averages can mask important differences in access across subgroups. This section
explores how access to employer-sponsored benefits varies across race/ethnicity and sex. To do
so, we divided the sample between non-Hispanic white adults and other groups in aggregate, and
male and female. When collapsing all such groups into a single category, we unfortunately lose
insights into how experiences vary across different races and ethnicities. While lamentable, we
implement this categorization to preserve statistical power, as there are relatively few

observations in most non-white racial categories.

Figure 1 explores differences in access to paid sick leave or paid vacation. Over the full
three years of the data, there are no statistically significant differences in access across non-
Hispanic white adults and the other groups in aggregate, on average. In 2021 and 2022, those
groups report statistically significantly higher levels of access, by 3 percentage points on
average, yet this reverses in 2023 with non-Hispanic white adults reporting statistically
significantly higher access (70% vs 65%). As noted above, how access to these benefits was
elicited changed in 2023 — combining separately asked questions about access to paid sick leave
and access to paid vacation into a single question asking about access to either. This change in
elicitation method likely contributed to the reduced rate of reported access in 2023 observed

across groups.

In contrast, women report consistently, and statistically significantly, lower rates of

access throughout the period, though differences abate somewhat over time. In 2021, men were



5 percentage points more likely to indicate they had access to employer-sponsored paid sick

leave or paid vacation than women, yet this gap dropped to 2 percentage points in 2023.

Figure 1: Disparities in Access to Paid Sick Leave or Vacation
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Figure 2 examines disparities in access to employer-sponsored health insurance.
Findings show consistent, and growing, gaps in access between non-white Hispanic adults and
those in other racial and ethnic groups. In 2021, non-Hispanic white adults were 2 percentage
points more likely to report access than those in other groups (not statistically significant), yet
this gap grew to 5 percentage points at the end of the sample in 2023 (statistically significant).
Conversely, findings show relatively large differences in access between men and women that
close over time. In 2021 men were 10 percentage points more likely to report their employer
offers health insurance, while this gap reduced in half by 2023 to 5 percentage points (both

differences are statistically significant).
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Figure 2: Disparities in Access to Employer-Sponsored Health Insurance
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Figure 3 explores differences in access to employer-sponsored defined contribution
accounts. Here findings show relatively temporally stable, and large, racial and ethnic
differences — non-Hispanic white adults are 6 — 8 percentage points more likely to report access
than the other aggregated groups in each year (all differences are statistically significant).
Similar to differences between genders in access to employer sponsored health insurance,
initially large male-female differences in access to employer-sponsored retirement accounts
reduce somewhat over time, but do not disappear; men are 9 percentage points more likely than
women to report access to a retirement plan at their workplace in 2021, yet this difference

reduces to 4 percentage points in 2023 (both differences are statistically significant).
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Figure 3: Disparities in Access to Employer-Sponsored Retirement Accounts
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Figure 4 documents differences over time in access to employer-sponsored life insurance.
The findings show sizeable gaps in access between non-Hispanic white adults and the other
aggregated groups that increased over the window of analysis, from 6 percentage points in 2021,
to 11 percentage points in 2023 (both differences are statistically significant). Male-female
differences are relatively constant — with men reporting higher levels of access by about 4 — 6

percentage points over the period (all differences are statistically significant).

12



Figure 4: Disparities in Access to Employer-Sponsored Life Insurance
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Figure 5 examines disparities in access to employer-sponsored disability insurance. Here
the findings show relatively substantial, and persistent, gaps in access across race/ethnicity and
sex. Non-Hispanic white adults are 7 — 8 percentage points more likely to report access than the
other groups in aggregate, while men are 5 — 6 percentage points more likely to report access

than women across years (all differences are statistically significant).

Figure 5: Disparities in Access to Employer-Sponsored Disability Insurance
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Figure 6 explores gaps in access to work-from-home benefits across race/ethnicity and
sex over time. In 2021, we observe a relatively modest, and marginally significant, 3
percentage-point gap between non-Hispanic white adults and the other groups, which grows to 5
— 6 percentage points in 2022 and 2023 (both statistically significant). In contrast, while men
were 4 percentage points more likely to report an ability to work-from-home than women in
2021, this difference reduced to 1 — 2 percentage points in 2022 and 2023 and was no longer

statistically significant.

Figure 6: Disparities in Access to Work-From-Home Benefits
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The findings show little variation in access to student loan benefits or employer-sponsored
emergency savings accounts (or contributions towards these accounts) across race/ethnicity and
sex (not depicted). In each of the three years, approximately 7% of all groups indicated that their
employer offered access to student loan repayment. Access to emergency savings accounts grew
in the sample from approximately 2% in 2022 to 5% in 2023, with little observable differences
between non-Hispanic white adults and other groups, or men and women, in either year. We do
observe racial and ethnic differences in access to childcare benefits — access among the
aggregated groups was 2 percentage points higher than among non-Hispanic white adults in 2021
and 2022, yet statistically indistinguishable in 2023. We do not observe any differences in

access to childcare benefits by sex, on average, across our sample.

Taken together, the findings show sizeable, and in some cases growing, differences in
access to commonly offered employer-sponsored benefits between non-Hispanic White
individuals and those in other groups, with the former consistently reporting higher levels of
access to benefits. We also find that men have persistently higher levels of access to employer-
sponsored benefits than women, with some gaps between the sexes closing over time. Part of the
sex differences are attributable to differences in the nature of employment across men and

women, who are approximately twice as likely to be working part-time than men in our sample
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(22% vs 11%); benefits access is systematically lower among part-time employees. Still, this
difference does not fully explain gaps in access between men and women. Restricting the
sample to only those who are working full-time, the findings still show statistically significant
gaps in access to retirement accounts and disability insurance across sex even though Non-
Hispanic white and workers of all other groups are equally likely to be working full-time in the

sample.

V. Results: Employer-Sponsored Benefits and Employee Financial Stability

The previous section documented persistent gaps in access to employer-sponsored benefits
across race/ethnicity and sex. In this section, we explore whether these gaps matter to financial
stability — is access to employer-sponsored benefits associated with higher levels of financial

security? To examine the associations, we estimate specifications of the following form:

Yit = a+ ﬁlBenefitit + ﬁZXit + Yt + Eit (Equation 1)

where Y;; captures a key outcome measure of interest (e.g. self-reported financial satisfaction) for
individual 7 in year ¢, Benef'it;; denotes whether one’s employer offers the benefit in question,
Xt 1s a vector of individual demographic and financial characteristics described in Table 1
(including age, income, education, race, marital status, and health status), and y, captures year
fixed effects. Given the strong correlations across employer-sponsored benefits observed in
Table 3, the paper examines each in isolation. Standard errors are clustered at the individual

level.

Table 4 examines the relationship between employer-sponsored benefits and financial
satisfaction. As above, we denote individuals as having high financial satisfaction if they report
being “extremely” or “very” satisfied with their financial situation. We find that access to
employer-sponsored life insurance, disability insurance, and an ability to work-from-home are all
statistically significantly, linked with high levels of financial satisfaction. For example,

individuals who work for employers that provide life insurance benefits are 3.3 percentage points
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more likely to be highly financially satisfied, a 10 percent increase relative to the sample mean.
The findings show similar estimated effect sizes for two less commonly offered benefits —
student loan repayment and childcare benefits — though the estimates are imprecise given low
incidence of these benefits in our sample. Importantly, all of the point estimates are positive,

suggesting each benefit is at least directionally related to higher financial security.

Table 5 examines associations between employer-sponsored benefits and financial stress.
Paid vacation or sick leave, access to a defined contribution plan, and access to health, life, and
disability insurance are all statistically significantly associated with a lower likelihood of being
financially stressed. For example, those working for an employer who provides paid leave are
3.7 percentage points less likely to report “high” or “moderate” amounts of stress due to their
financial situation (an 11% reduction relative to the sample mean). There are also large,
estimated effects for access to an emergency savings account and childcare benefits, though
neither estimate is statistically significant given a lack of statistical precision due to these
benefits being relatively scarce in the sample. Similar to the analysis for financial satisfaction,
the findings show that all the employer-sponsored benefits studied are at least directionally

positively related to financial security — in this case negatively related to financial stress.

Table 6 explores how employer-sponsored benefits relate to emergency savings behavior.
The findings show a clear relationship — employer-sponsored benefits are associated with a
higher likelihood of saving for emergencies. Paid vacation or sick leave, access to a defined
contribution plan, an ability to work from home, student loan repayment benefits, childcare
benefits and access to health, life, and disability insurance are all significantly associated with
saving for emergencies. For example, an ability to work from home is associated with a 5.6
percentage point increase in the likelihood of actively saving for emergencies (an 11 percent
increase relative to the sample mean). Thus, our results are consistent with the possibility that
employer-sponsored benefits help facilitate savings behavior. Working from home, for example,
may reduce employees’ transportation costs, increasing the likelihood they devote those
resources towards savings. While encouraging for employees who work at firms that offer such
benefits, it is also somewhat concerning for those who do not. The results imply that individuals

who do not have access to employer-sponsored health insurance, for example, are also less likely

17



to be saving for emergencies, potentially leaving them both at risk for higher surprise medical

bills and increased difficulty paying for them.

These findings underscore that the racial/ethnic and sex disparities in access to employer-
sponsored benefits that are observed matter — access to employer-sponsored benefits are
systematically linked to higher financial security. These findings suggest that inequitable access
to employer-sponsored benefits may be contributing to the well-known gaps in financial security

across race and sex (Hasler et al., 2018, Lusardi et al., 2025).
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Table 4: Employer Benefits and Financial Satisfaction

(1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6)
VARIABLES High Fin Sat High Fin Sat High Fin Sat High Fin Sat High Fin Sat High Fin Sat
Paid Vacation or Sick Leave 0.015

(0.011)
Health insurance 0.007

(0.011)
Retirement plans 0.012
(0.010)
Life insurance 0.033%%**
(0.010)
Disability insurance 0.023**
(0.010)
Ability to Work from Home 0.025%*
(0.011)

Constant 0.269%*** 0.273%** 0.272%** 0.271%** 0.273%** 0.273%**

(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)
Includes Covariates? Y Y Y Y Y Y
Includes Year FEs? Y Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 11,494 11,494 11,494 11,494 11,494 11,494
R-squared 0.134 0.134 0.134 0.135 0.134 0.134

Notes: High Fin Sat is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who reported that they were either “extremely satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their
financial situation. Each specification includes all covariates included in Table 1 (outside of financial stress and emergency saving) and survey year fixed effects.
Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 4 (cont’d): Employer Benefits and Financial Satisfaction

(1) (2) 3)
VARIABLES High Fin Sat High Fin Sat High Fin Sat
Student Loan Repayment 0.029

(0.019)
Emergency Savings Account 0.002

(0.027)
Childcare 0.021
(0.025)

Constant 0.273%** 0.147%%** 0.274%%**

(0.037) (0.041) (0.037)
Includes Covariates? Y Y Y
Includes Year FEs? Y Y Y
Observations 11,494 8,003 11,494
R-squared 0.134 0.125 0.134

Notes: High Fin Sat is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who reported that they were either “extremely satisfied” or “very
satisfied” with their financial situation. Each specification includes all covariates included in Table 1 (outside of financial stress and
emergency saving) and survey year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



Table 5: Employer Benefits and Financial Stress

(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6)
VARIABLES Fin Stressed Fin Stressed Fin Stressed Fin Stressed Fin Stressed Fin Stressed
Paid Vacation or Sick Leave -0.037%**

(0.012)
Health insurance -0.025%*

(0.011)
Retirement plans -0.0327%**
(0.010)
Life insurance -0.038***
(0.010)
Disability insurance -0.028***
(0.010)
Ability to Work from Home -0.017
(0.011)

Constant 0.43]1*** 0.424*** 0.424*** 0.422%*%* 0.42]1*** 0.420%**

(0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051)
Includes Covariates? Y Y Y Y Y Y
Includes Year FEs? Y Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 11,494 11,494 11,494 11,494 11,494 11,494
R-squared 0.085 0.084 0.085 0.085 0.084 0.084

Notes: Fin Stressed is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who reported that they have “high” or “moderate” amounts of stress from their financial
situation. Each specification includes all covariates included in Table 1 (outside of financial satisfaction and emergency saving) and survey year fixed effects.
Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table S (Cont’d): Employer Benefits and Financial Stress

(1) (2) 3)
VARIABLES Fin Stressed Fin Stressed Fin Stressed
Student Loan Repayment -0.018

(0.018)
Emergency Savings Account -0.043

(0.026)
Childcare -0.033
(0.022)

Constant 0.419%** 0.514%%** 0.419%%**

(0.051) (0.061) (0.051)
Observations 11,494 8,003 11,494
R-squared 0.084 0.082 0.084

Notes: Fin Stressed is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who reported that they have “high” or “moderate” amounts of stress
from their financial situation. Each specification includes all covariates included in Table 1 (outside of financial satisfaction and emergency
saving) and survey year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

22



Table 6: Employer Benefits and Emergency Savings

(1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6)
VARIABLES Saving Emg  Saving Emg  Saving Emg  Saving Emg  Saving Emg  Saving Emg
Paid Vacation or Sick Leave 0.059%**

(0.012)
Health insurance 0.035%**

(0.012)
Retirement plans 0.038%**
(0.011)
Life insurance 0.053%%**
(0.011)
Disability insurance 0.060%**
(0.011)
Ability to work from home 0.056%%**
(0.012)

Constant 0.302%** 0.313%*** 0.315%** 0.316%** 0.317%** 0.318%**

(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.038) (0.038)
Observations 11,489 11,489 11,489 11,489 11,489 11,489
R-squared 0.089 0.087 0.088 0.089 0.090 0.089

Notes: Saving Emg is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who reported currently saving for emergencies. Each specification includes all covariates

included in Table 1 (outside of financial satisfaction and financial stress) and survey year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 6 (Cont’d): Employer Benefits and Emergency Savings

(1) () 3)
VARIABLES Saving Emg  Saving Emg  Saving Emg
Student Loan Repayment 0.036*

(0.019)
Emergency Savings Account 0.015

(0.028)
Childcare 0.055**
(0.023)

Constant 0.320%** 0.3171%*** 0.320%***

(0.038) (0.040) (0.038)
Observations 11,489 7,999 11,489
R-squared 0.087 0.090 0.087

Notes: Saving Emg is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who reported currently saving for emergencies. Each specification includes all covariates

included in Table 1 (outside of financial satisfaction and financial stress) and survey year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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VI.  Results: Employer-Sponsored Benefits and Employee Turnover

The analysis finds substantial, and persistent, racial and ethnic gaps in access to employer-
sponsored benefits, and that employer-sponsored benefits are systematically linked to higher
employee financial security. This section examines how employer benefits are related to
employee turnover. To address this question, the paper leverages questions in the 2022 and 2023
surveys eliciting whether respondents changed employers over the last 12 months. Leveraging
these data, it examines how benefit access in 2021 and 2022 influences whether an individual
changes employers in the next year. Approximately 9 percent of individuals changed employers

in 2022 and 2023.

To examine associations between employer benefits and employee turnover, the paper
estimates equation (1) above. Table 7 presents results. Findings show that, outside of employer-
sponsored emergency savings accounts, all the benefits that are examined are at least
directionally associated with lower employee turnover. Two of the estimated associations are
statistically significant — paid vacation or sick leave and an ability to work from home are
associated with a 2.3 — 2.4 percentage point reduction in the likelihood of leaving one’s
employer in the next year, corresponding to an approximate 25% reduction in the sample mean

turnover.
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Table 7: Employer Benefits and Employee Turnover

() (2) 3) “4) (5) (6)
VARIABLES Turnover Turnover Turnover Turnover Turnover Turnover
Paid Vacation or Sick Leave -0.023**

(0.011)
Health insurance -0.002

(0.009)
Retirement plans -0.002
(0.009)
Life insurance -0.013
(0.008)
Disability insurance -0.007
(0.008)
Ability to Work from Home -0.024 %
(0.009)

Constant 0.100%**  (0.093***  (.093***  (0.094%**  (.093***  (.095%**

(0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
Observations 5,384 5,384 5,384 5,384 5,384 5,384
R-squared 0.023 0.022 0.022 0.022 0.022 0.023

Notes: Turnover is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who changed employers in the following 12 months. Each specification includes all
covariates included in Table 1 (outside of financial satisfaction and financial stress) and survey year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the

individual level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table 7 (Cont’d): Employer Benefits and Employee Turnover

(1) (2) 3)
VARIABLES Turnover  Turnover  Turnover
Student Loan Repayment -0.017

(0.015)
Emergency Savings Account 0.010

(0.044)
Childcare -0.007
(0.022)

Constant 0.093***  (0.098* 0.093*x**

(0.034) (0.052) (0.034)
Observations 5,384 2,713 5,384
R-squared 0.022 0.031 0.022

Notes: Turnover is an indicator variable equal to 1 for individuals who changed employers in the following 12 months. Each
specification includes all covariates included in Table 1 (outside of financial satisfaction and financial stress) and survey year
fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the individual level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.



VII. Conclusion

Employers are uniquely positioned to help their employees secure financial stability. Beyond
wages, employers also frequently provide benefits, such as paid time off and health insurance,
which can play an important role in helping individuals cope with life shocks and financial
emergencies. There are gains to employers as well in terms of lower turnover and reduced costs

associated with hiring and training new workers.

This paper uses longitudinal data from a nationally representative internet panel to
examine the evolution of racial and gender gaps in access to employer-sponsored benefits over
the 2021 to 2023 period and explore how benefits relate to financial security. We find
substantial, persistent, and in some cases growing, differences in access to benefits between non-
Hispanic white adults and those in other groups. For example, in 2021 working non-Hispanic
White adults were 2 percentage points more likely than working members of other groups to
have access to employer-sponsored health insurance, yet this gap more than doubled to 5
percentage points in 2023. The findings also show that men have persistently higher levels of
access to benefits than women, with gaps in access to some benefits narrowing during our

window of analysis.

Importantly, the analyses of the relationship between employer-sponsored benefits and
employee financial security underscore that these racial/ethnic and sex disparities matter. The
finding show access to employer-sponsored benefits is systematically linked to higher financial
security. For example, access to a defined contribution plan, health, life, and disability insurance
(benefits with notable racial/ethnic and sex gaps in access) are all statistically significantly
associated with a lower likelihood of being financially stressed. Moreover, there is consistent
evidence that access to employer-sponsored benefits is positively related to saving for
emergencies. This suggests that employer benefit provision may help facilitate emergency saving

behavior, potentially further mitigating the impacts of incurred life shocks.

The findings also present evidence suggesting that benefit provision can directly help
employers; all the benefits examined (except for employer-sponsored emergency savings
accounts) are at least directionally associated with lower employee turnover. There are
statistically significant associations with two benefits, paid leave and an ability to work from

home, suggesting that provision of these benefits reduce annual turnover on the order of 25%.
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These results suggest that persistent, inequitable access to employer-sponsored benefits
may be contributing to the well-known gaps in financial security across race and sex (Hasler et
al., 2018, Lusardi et al., 2025). Additionally, the finding reveal that increased provision of
benefits might not only reduce disparities in financial stability but may also improve employer
outcomes by reducing employee turnover. It is important to note, however, that while the

analyses find consistent results across a host of benefits, they do not establish causality.

Additionally, due to data limitations, the paper is not able to conduct a cost-benefit analysis from

the employer’s perspective. These important issues await future work.
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