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This research was designed to determine to what extent 

employees relocated domestically are protected financially 

by company practices and policies. Since international 

relocation has as its objective protecting employees from 

financial loss, these policies were used as a point of com-

parison in evaluating domestic relocation. 

The study was conducted through the use of a mail ques-

tionnaire survey of 326 randomly selected companies within 

the Fortune 500 top industrial organizations. A total of 153, 

47 per cent, questionnaires were returned. This survey 

attempted to establish the basic policies that are applied by 

these organizations in domestic employee relocation. 

The results of this study indicated a great deal of 

variety exists in domestic relocation policy. In fact the 

present approach to determining the content and extent of 

domestic relocation policy appears to be something of a 

management by crisis approach. 

Considering all facets of the responses from this survey, 

employee relocation is a current concern among both employers 

•A/L 



and employees. As the rate of inflation continues to spiral 

upwards employees are actually losing a considerable amount 

of ground financially by accepting a relocation opportunity 

with their company. 

Analysis of the data presented in this study led to five 

conclusions. 

1. There are no consistent domestic relocation policies. 

Rather, domestic relocation policies appear to meet the needs 

or preferences of individual companies. While some companies 

say they attempt to maintain the discretionary income of 

domestically relocated employees, there is no indication that 

company policies or practices are designed with this purpose 

in mind. It would appear that many companies provide only 

the minimum amount of relocation compensation to entice 

employees to continue accepting relocation opportunities. 

2. Current domestic relocation compensation practices 

discriminate between domestically relocated employees. This 

occurs due to the fact that one employee may be asked to 

relocate to a high-cost area while another employee may be 

requested to relocate to a low-cost area. Not only is it 

likely that the relocation compensation benefits will be the 

same in both situations but it is possible that base pay 

increases could also be the same. 

3. Companies that relocate employees both domestically 

and internationally have separate policies and standards for 

providing relocation compensation benefits. These same 



companies that assure financial protection for their 

internationally relocated employees do not provide such 

protection for their domestically relocated employees. 

4. The data indicate that the employees may lose 

discretionary income when transferred domestically. While 

companies realize domestically relocated employees may lose 

discretionary income, they have not addressed the situation 

to the point of providing full financial protection. 

5,. The data indicate the companies are not anticipat-

ing changes in domestic relocation policy that would keep 

relocated employees whole. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Chapter Page 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Statement of the Problem 
Purpose of the Research 
Limitations of the Study 
Definitions of Terms 
Methodology 
Background and Significance of 

the Problem 
Summary 

II. METHODOLOGY AND STUDY RESULTS 25 

Introduction 
Methodology 
Study Results 
Summary 

III. ANALYSIS OF DATA 54 

General Relocation Policy Guidelines 
Monetary Considerations 
Summary 

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 87 

Conclusions 
Implications 

APPENDICES 91 

BIBLIOGRAPHY Ill 

xxi 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Personnel managers across the world each day are faced 

with situations involving employee relocation. It may be 

determined within an organization that there is benefit to 

the organization for one of their employees to move from one 

location to another. This may involve relocation anywhere 

the company operates in the world. 

Considering the international aspect of relocation, 

there are three basic relocation situations that may occur. 

An employee may be asked to relocate from one international 

location to another international location. Also, an employee 

may be asked to relocate from a location within the domestic 

United States to an international location. Finally, an 

employee may be asked to relocate from an international loca-

tion to a location within the domestic United States. 

There is also the possibility of a domestic employee 

relocation. That is, an employee may be asked to relocate 

from a location within the continental confines of the United 

States to another location within the continental confines of 

the United States. 

International relocation compensation practices seem to 

have evolved into a fairly uniform procedure based on the 



principle of "keeping the employee whole." This practice 

is well documented and appears to be applied consistently 

in situations involving international relocation. 

However, when it comes to domestic relocation, there 

seems to be no uniform, well-developed procedures involving 

compensation practices. Rather, there seems to be evidence 

in the literature of a wide variance from company to company. 

One company might attempt to "keep the employee whole" 

totally or only for a relatively short period of time. 

Another company might recognize and readily admit the 

employee will lose financially from the company requested 

domestic relocation. These companies seem to feel that such 

situations just go with the job and make no attempt to com-

pensate the domestically relocated employee at a level that 

would enable him to maintain an equal level of discretionary 

income. 

The internationally relocated employee does not seem to 

lose financially due to specific relocation compensation 

practices of the company. The domestically relocated 

employee, however, may lose financially without the company 

taking any steps to prevent such loss even though they may 

be aware that this financial loss is occurring. As infla-

tion and prices continue to increase, an organization may 

find itself adversely affected by such domestic relocation 

compensation procedures. 



Statement of the Problem 

Inflation seems to be eroding discretionary income at 

all levels of employees within business organizations. This 

not only applies to employees who continue to work at the 

same location in the same city, but it is particularly 

applicable to employees who move from city to city within 

the United States. The problem addressed in this study con-

cerns the loss in discretionary income of employees who are 

relocated domestically. 

Purpose of the Research 

It is the purpose of this study to determine to what 

extent employees relocated domestically are protected 

financially by company practices and policies. A concomitant 

purpose is to use international relocation policies as a 

point of comparison. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study has one major limitation. The population 

was drawn on a random sample basis from the Fortune 500 

firms. The sample size was 326 firms. It is not intended 

to be a statistical representation of all the firms within 

the United States. 

Definition of Terras 

Domestic employee relocation policy.—Includes employee 

transfers or promotions within the continental confines of 

the United States. For the purpose of this study, Alaska 



and Hawaii, as well as United States territories, are 

excluded. 

Kept-whole.—Refers to the objective of an organization 

to assure that a relocated employee does not lose discre-

tionary income. 

Methodology 

The following procedures were involved in collecting 

data for this study: 

First, an extensive review of the related literature 

was made. Literature relating to international relocation, 

domestic relocation, compensation theory and policy, domestic 

inflation, wage compression as it relates to employee reloca-

tions, and various methods for determining cost of living in 

different geographic locations of the United States was 

reviewed. 

Second, discussions were held with a number of compensa-

tion managers who attended the 1978 Annual American Compensa-

tion Association Conference in Dallas, Texas. It was the 

purpose of these discussions to determine perceived problems, 

policy, procedures involved in domestic employee relocation 

as viewed from other locations within the United States than 

the Dallas-Fort Worth area. 

Third, selected compensation managers in the Dallas-

Fort Worth area who are involved with domestic employee 

relocation were interviewed to determine their reactions to 



the ease of providing the information requested in the 

questionnaire, the questionnaire content, and format. 

Fourth, based on the results of these interviews, the 

questionnaire was revised to reflect this input. 

Finally, a mail questionnaire survey of randomly 

selected companies within the Fortune 500 top industrial 

organizations established the basic policies that are applied 

by these organizations in domestic employee relocation. 

Throughout this paper, but particularly in Chapter III, 

references will be made for purposes of comparison and con-

trast with established, accepted and published international 

relocation policies. It is the assumption underlying this 

comparison that firms have clearly defined practices and 

procedures for keeping the employee whole during interna-

tional relocation but such procedures are not clearly defined 

for domestic relocation. 

Comparisons and contrasts of questionnaire data will 

indicate support for or lack of support for the related 

areas of this study. At this time it is not anticipated 

that sophisticated statistical procedures will lend them-

selves to the analysis of the data obtained. 

Background and Significance of 
the Problem 

Compensation has been defined by Dunn and Rachel as a 

reward for services rendered (5, p. 1). Also indicated is 

the fact that rewards may be extrinsic, that is controlled 



by the organization such as wages, salaries, pensions, pro-

motions, praise, and employee achievements, or intrinsic, 

that is those rewards an employee gives to himself for good 

performance (5, p. 1). 

It is mainly the extrinsic rewards with which this 

study is concerned. Although extrinsic rewards are con-

trolled by the organization, the employee may perceive the 

distribution of these rewards with varying degrees of equity. 

An exempt employee, for example, who lives in Dallas, Texas 

and relocates at the company's request to New York City may 

have a different perception of the equity of the company's 

extrinsic reward system than an exempt employee at a similar 

level in the company hierarchy who relocates at the company's 

request to Dallas, Texas from Los Angeles, California. The 

discretionary income of the exempt employee relocating from 

Dallas, Texas to New York City will be affected. Also, the 

discretionary income of the exempt employee relocating from 

Los Angeles, California to Dallas, Texas will be affected. 

However, as the following illustration indicates, the way in 

which the discretionary income of each employee is affected 

is quite different. 

For example, the employee moving from Dallas to New 

York City could expect to sell his home for $57,800. He 

could anticipate paying an additional $8,300 for a similar 

existing home in New York City or an additional $20,600 for 

a similar new home in New York City. The employee moving 



from Los Angeles to Dallas, however, could expect to sell 

his home there for $81,600. Thus he can anticipate 

a gain of $23,800 or $17,600 depending on whether he bought 

an existing home or a new home (16, p. 20). 

Closely connected with profit or loss in the purchase 

of a home is the mortage differential. A policy of the 

Western Electric Company is designed to soften the impact 

of a higher mortgage rate for three years rather than to 

absorb totally all higher mortgage rate costs involved for 

the employee. A recent article in The Wall Street Journal 

indicates Western Electric Company's application of this 

benefit is typical and works as follows: 

An employee with, say, a $30,000 mortgage at 
8.5% on his $60,000 home might be asked to move 
to California, where mortgage money costs well 
over 10%. If he is lucky enough to land another 
$60,000 home but with a 10.5% $30,000 mortgage, 
Western Electric calculates the difference, which 
in this case amounts to $600 a year, multiplies 
by three and gives him the result, $1,800, in one 
lump sum (20, p. 1). 

A study by Baer in 1974 involving employee desires in 

residential relocation situations indicates at that time 

financial considerations were by far the most important 

concern of employees who were considering a relocation. 

None of the employees sampled indicated moving allowance or 

aid from employer as the most important factor in their 

decision to move and only five of the employees sampled 

indicated this as the second most important factor in their 

decision to move (2, p. 20). 
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Only five years later, 1979, compensation managers 

across the nation indicate their employees voice three major 

concerns to relocation. These are (1) home-buying problems, 

(2) living-cost disparities, and (3) a working spouse 

interested in pursuing his or her career (20, p. 1). Each 

of these concerns can be related directly to financial con-

siderations . 

Conditions such as the value of houses can directly 

affect the ability of the employee to meet status, esteem, 

and self-fulfillment needs (5, p. 2). Also involved may be 

the employee's perception of the company's valuing of him. 

As King has indicated, satisfaction may be "more a matter of 

how employees regarded their circumstances than of what the 

circumstances were" (15, p. 39). A company policy that will 

expect the employee to incur financial loss to relocate for 

the company's benefit may cause the employee to feel the 

company is devaluing the worth of him to the company. In such 

a case a relocated employee might consider terminating employ-

ment with the company more quickly if he was not adjusting 

easily in the new location. 

It has been stated that the major compensation objectives 

of organizations are (1) to attract employees, (2) to hold 

employees, and (3) to motivate employees (5, p. 9). The hous-

ing situation described earlier could conceivably encourage 

an employee to leave the company, or perhaps even less 



desirable, to stay with the company unhappy, dissatisfied 

and certainly not highly motivated. 

Dyer, Schwab, and Fossum indicate that pay is probably 

the most important reward an organization has to work with 

and that many, if not most, organizational attempts to use 

pay for motivational purposes fail to produce the desired 

behaviors and often lead to high levels of pay dissatisfac-

tion as well (6, p. 51). As mentioned earlier, the employee's 

perception of the equity of the pay he receives varies. Not 

only does the perception of the equity of pay vary but the 

employee1s perception may vary concerning the amount of pay 

he should receive. According to Dyer, Schwab and Fossum, 

this perception is also influenced by a person's (1) sense of 

financial need (determined by his past earnings, his family 

and other financial obligations and changes that occur in 

cost-of-living); (2) perception of the financial condition 

of his employer (i.e., its ability to pay); and (3) perception 

of the value of non-monetary rewards received from his job, 

including fringe benefits and degree of psychological satis-

faction experienced (6, p. 55). 

Impacting on compensation and employee relocation is 

inflation. As Paine indicates, "Inflation has been a con-

tinuing problem for the last two decades, but today it's 

rising at its most rapid rate since price controls were 

lifted at the close of World War II" (18, p. 31). Inflation 

has been marked as the number one worry for most people in 
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the United States and appears to be changing the life-styles 

of American consumers and investors (12, p. 21). According 

to Gibson, "inflation has put psychological pressure on 

people to buy now before prices rise still higher" (25, p. 59). 

An employee who succumbs to such pressure could feel unable 

to meet the perceived financial costs of a relocation. 

With inflation and higher taxes of all types, it now 

takes $25,000 to give a family of four the buying power it 

had with $13,200 in 1970. It seems this family will pay 

almost four times as much in federal income taxes as it did 

earning $13,200 nine years ago. Also, inflation erodes $9,200 

of that $25,000. That leaves the family with $11,200—just 

what it had left in 1970 at roughly half the income (23, p. 13) 

Of course the 1970 prices of goods and services are no longer 

available. Employees may find their pay increases are barely 

staying even with the rate of inflation. In fact they may 

already be losing spending power while staying in their 

present location. The prospect of relocating to an area 

where cost of living, especially for their accustomed style 

of life, will be increased disproportionately to a pay 

increase may look particularly dismal. 

This type of concern by employees is reflected some-

what in the report by David Sirota and Alan Wolfson of some 

forty-four employees who were retrained with relocation 

being a mandatory aspect of retraining. After relocation 45 

per cent indicated if they had to do it over they would not 
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have opted for the retraining with the mandatory relocation. 

There were two major concerns of employees who expressed 

dissatisfaction with their new locations: the high cost-of-

living and moving away from friends and family (21, p. 34). 

These were employees who volunteered to relocate rather than 

the company requesting their relocation for the benefit of 

the company. 

The finding that employees are concerned about moving 

away from friends and family is supported by Baer. When the 

employees who were surveyed by Baer were asked to list the 

reasons why a person would not like to move, 46 per cent of 

the respondents replied that one must leave family and 

friends behind when he relocates (2, p. 21). 

The availability of job location assistance for the 

spouse may be an important consideration for an employee in 

determining whether or not to accept a company requested 

relocation opportunity. When job location assistance is not 

available for the spouse of the relocated employee, it may 

prove unprofitable from a dollars-and-cents standpoint for 

an employee with a working spouse to accept a transfer. The 

following example illustrates part of the financial loss that 

may be involved in accepting a transfer: 

Robert Marshall, 32, lived in New City, New York, 
worked at Corporation X and was earning $27,000. 
His wife, Sally, a fourth grade teacher, had been 
at her elementary school in the Bronx for seven 
years, earning $19,000. Bob's company asked him 
to relocate to Des Moines, Iowa. They offered to 
pay all his moving expenses, give him a $1,000 
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bonus and a $5,000 raise. However, Sally was not 
at all anxious to give up her good teaching job and 
it was unlikely that she would find a new job 
immediately in Des Moines. To the Marshalls, Bob's 
transfer would cost them an annual loss of $13,000 if 
Sally could not get another job (22, p. 55). 

In addition, according to Pogalies, it is the wife who 

is "also in charge of organizing the house and yard, placing 

the children in schools, making new friends, and establishing 

a new social life" (19, p. 17). Baer seems to lend support 

to this idea with his observation that, "examination of 

popular women's magazines or advice columns in daily news-

papers will indicate the concern of large numbers of people 

with the problems of moving and leaving behind schools, 

playmates, relatives, neighbors, and frequently one's own 

feelings of social and personal security" (2, p. 19) . 

In other words, the husband may easily assume a 

familiar role on the job while the wife must look for new 

roles in several areas (10, p. 26). These sentiments are 

echoed by Jerome Rosow, former manager of employee relations 

for a unit of Standard Oil Company, in a statement that the 

wife, "takes the biggest strain" (11, p. 26) . 

In addition to the increased stress that may be 

suffered by the wife in a relocation, there are indications 

that the family as a whole also suffers. According to 

Jones, "church dropout rates rise among those moving to new 

communities" (14, p. 74). 
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Apparently children are also affected by relocation. 

According to Mitchell, "children who change schools every 

few years tend to avoid participation in school clubs, 

student government, and other extra-curricular activities" 

(19, p. 24). When a family views a location as temporary, 

there may be more likelihood on the part of all family 

members to make only superficial relationships and to avoid 

involvement in community or political affairs. 

One extreme illustration of the effects of frequent 

relocation on a family has been presented by Foster and 

Liebrenz. 

The relocation process was typical. Mason was 
given about six weeks' notice. The corporation flew 
him and Anne, his wife, to Los Angeles for a week's 
orientation, including househunting, dinners at the 
club, and a day aboard the division manager's 36-foot 
sloop. By November, the move was made; Mammoth 
covered all selling costs on the old home and closing 
costs on the new and provided a relocation allowance 
equal to one month's salary to cover incidentals. 

In early February the family came unglued. 
Margy, a junior in high school, disappeared for a week, 
finally resurfacing in Houston. Kent, two years 
younger, was drinking heavily and, according to the 
principal at Pacific Junior High, was incorrigible 
on the few days he was in the classroom. Anne was 
a composite of despondency and unbridled hostility— 
toward Ray, toward Mammoth, toward Los Angeles, 
toward life in general. Even Sultan, the family 
schnauzer, had taken to growling at Ray from under 
the kitchen table (8, p. 68). 

The man in this example had just received his twelfth 

promotion in fifteen years and his eighth move. As indicated 

earlier this is an extreme example of the severe dysfunc-

tional effects relocation can have on families. Certainly 
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all families who suffer the stress of frequent relocation 

may not disintegrate. However, according to Foster and 

Liebrenz, "the more common, less dramatic costs include 

bitterness toward the organization and lower executive per-

formance for a time" (8, p. 68). In the illustration cited 

previously the costs of frequent relocation were not only 

high for this particular family but for the company also. 

Ray Mason chose to leave Mammoth and return with his family 

to Houston where the family once again stabilized. Mammoth 

lost more than $12 million of electronic business that 

followed Ray to the electronic business he joined in Houston. 

An even greater stress may be created by frequent 

relocation for single employees. When a family is relocated, 

regardless of how frequently, they still have each other. 

They have the family memories, traditions, activities and the 

potential for mutual support of each other. In most reloca-

tions the single employee has no one. He must begin all 

local relationships anew and alone. One upper-level executive 

who had relocated some fourteen times in thirteen years 

commented that after awhile you just do not care. No one 

really knows you, the you that evolved in growing up to what 

you are today, and it is just too much trouble to keep 

telling them (13). 

There are indications that organizations are aware of 

the stress that may be involved in relocating. Many companies 

do not insist that an employee relocate. That is, an 
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employee's present job will not be lost by a refusal to 

relocate. However, most companies also indicate the neces-

sity of relocation depends on where the employee wants to 

be career wise. Many upper level jobs seem to require the 

experience gained by working for the company in several 

locations. Otherwise, promotion may be stymied beyond a 

certain level. For the employee who would like to advance 

further, then, there may be at least an employee perceived 

pressure to relocate. At least one example that such pres-

sure has been more than employee perceived is illustrated 

in the following quotation of a company president by William 

Whyte in 19 56: 

We never make a man move. Of course he kills his 
career if he doesn't. But we never make him do it 
(2, p. 19) . 

It would seem possible that in the twenty-three years 

since this statement was made there has been a change in 

the way a growing number of employees view their job and 

success. Norriss Ewalt, employment director for Esmark, 

remarks, "The attitude that what's good for the career is 

the most important thing has changed. People are more con-

cerned about their working and living environment and what's 

good for the family" (26, p. 48). 

It seems reasonable to assume that many people who do 

choose not to relocate, realize that major advancements 

could require experience which could be gained only by 

working at various company locations throughout the nation 
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or even at international locations. Perhaps, then, success 

to these people involves more than just what happens at the 

job. It might be that family life, hobbies and charity 

work could rival or exceed the job as far as a measure of 

success is concerned. As has been indicated, perhaps "the 

drive for money and power seems to be losing favor as a 

human motivator" (26, p. 48). 

Domestic relocation policies seem to vary somewhat 

from company to company. Basic to such policies and some-

what similar in content, as indicated by DiDomenico, are 

the areas of household goods, househunting trips, travel at 

the time of the move and temporary living at the time of 

the move. More variety appears to exist in real estate 

assistance, taxes, cost of living allowances, and mortgage 

differentials. 

According to DiDomenico, "the sophisticated approach 

to relocation policies began in earnest between the mid '60s 

and the early '70s" (4, p. 17). He attributes this to the 

post war babies entering the job market causing increased 

competition for key management and executive talent. Also 

cited as related factors are changing social attitudes and 

the inroads of inflation and congressional activity. John 

Veiga indicates, "the organization's needs are a primary 

influence on intraorganizational movement" (24, p. 116). 

Intraorganizational movement as used by Veiga encompasses 
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both movement upward in the company and geographic reloca-

tion. 

It would seem in many, if not most, situations involving 

company initiated employee relocation the company is gaining 

in that they perceive the relocation as being advantageous 

to the company. If the employee loses financially in the 

process of relocation, in the actual moving process or in the 

amount of discretionary income available in the new location, 

it seems likely there will be a change in the employee's 

perception of their worth to the company and of the company's 

worth to them. It seems possible that the advantages to the 

company of such a relocation might be related to the employee's 

perception of the situation. According to the concepts 

embodied in international relocation, it is not necessary that 

the employee lose financially in such a relocation. 

Associates for International Relocation, Inc., indicate 

the value or worth of a salary to an employee is what it will 

buy. According to this source, a salary buys taxes, savings, 

and consumption. A comparison might be made at this point 

between employees relocated domestically and those relocated 

internationally, both at the same company's request. As has 

been discussed earlier, a domestically relocated employee 

may lose financially. That is, this employee's taxes may be 

increased, the amount of money the employee is able to save 

may be decreased, and the amount of money necessary for 

consumption may be increased. The internationally relocated 
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employee does not seem to suffer the same treatment. The 

following statement by Associates for International 

Research, Incorporated, rather succinctly summarizes the 

philosophy involved in the concept of international 

relocation: 

An employee transferred overseas should (1) bear 
the same tax burden as at home neither paying a 
penalty nor receiving a windfall; (2) have at least 
the same opportunity to save as he would at home; 
and (3) receive sufficient funds to realize purchas-
ing power from his current consumption expenditure 
reasonably equivalent to what he would realize at 
home (1, p. 87). 

As indicated by Hendricks, "What is important to U.S. 

expatriates is that they neither gain nor lose as a result 

of the transfer" (10, p. 25). Still another way of expres-

sing the international employee relocation policy embodied by 

most companies is discussed by Marion Foote. She indicates 

that "most United States companies base their compensation 

of American expatriates on a balance-sheet concept—that is, 

that the expatriate should be financially induced to go over-

seas but otherwise should neither gain nor lose from the 

assignment" (7, p. 126) . 

In addition, Peter Frerk indicates a basic premise 

involved in determining the salaries of overseas personnel 

is that the salary should ensure the employee's accustomed 

standard of living (9, p. 33). Neither of these concerns 

seem to be apparent in domestic relocation policies. In 

order to ensure the maintenance in standard of living for 
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the internationally relocated employee, there appear to be 

several major categories which are carefully and specifi-

cally examined by companies who are in the process of relocat-

ing an employee to an international location. The items 

discussed by Howard, Associates for International Research, 

Inc., and Hendricks are fairly typical of the areas con-

sidered. 

(1) A base rate of pay, by United States standards, is 

established; 

(2) A premium may be paid, enticing the employee to 

accept the international assignment; 

(3) a hardship differential may be paid if living 

conditions are sufficiently primitive by United 

States standards; 

(4) A housing or shelter allowance generally allows 

the employee to make payments similar in amount 

to those he was making in the United States with 

the employer paying any additional costs; 

(5) A cost-of-living allowance may be added to the 

employee's base rate of pay. The United States 

Department of State calculates an index of living 

costs abroad, excluding housing and education, 

compared with living costs in Washington, D.C. which 

many companies use in determining the expatriate's 

cost-of-living allowance (3, p. 78); 
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(6) Income tax adjustments are made by the company so 

that regardless of the amount of international 

taxes the employee may pay, he is compensated 

additionally for all taxes above what the employee's 

tax liability would be in the United States; 

(7) An educational allowance is generally made avail-

able where it is determined there are not adequate 

schools in the area. If the children are in college 

the company generally provides transportation to the 

international location once or twice a year; and 

(8) Relocation expenses generally involve moving the 

employee's household goods, assisting with sale 

or lease of the house, transportation expenses to 

the international location. The employee's car 

may be shipped to the international location or 

the company may assist with the purchase of an 

automobile after the employee is relocated. 

Various allowances may also be paid such as language 

training allowance, entertainment allowance, and club member-

ships. Vacation policies may vary depending on the particu-

lar country. In some countries it is the local practice to 

provide a month's vacation and additional pay equivalent to 

what an employee normally receives for a one-month period of 

time. Many United States companies make it a practice to 

follow the customs of the host country in this respect. 
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Summary 

The studies and literature reviewed indicate that the 

majority of companies relocate employees internationally 

for a predetermined period of time, usually three years. 

Rather definite practices are followed to assure that these 

employees do not lose financially due to such a relocation. 

Yet employees who are relocated domestically at the company's 

request may not be so protected by the company. It is the 

purpose of this study to determine to what extent employees 

relocated domestically are protected financially from loss 

of discretionary income by company practices and policies. 

A concomitant purpose is to use international relocation 

policies as a point of comparison. 

Chapter II discusses the methodology involved in collect-

ing the data used in this study and presents the data compiled 

in this study. 

Chapter III contains a critical analysis of the data 

compiled in this study. 

Chapter IV contains the conclusions and recommendations 

which have been drawn as a basis of the analysis of the data. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY MID STUDY RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter briefly describes the methodology used in 

this study and presents the findings from the returned ques-

tionnaires as supplemented by personal discussions with 

compensation executives. No effort is made in this chapter 

to analyze the results. Rather, it is the purpose of this 

chapter simply to report the findings. The analysis will 

follow in the next chapter along with appropriate references 

to the literature. 

Methodology 

Data were gathered from primarily four sources for use 

in this study. 

First, an extensive review of the related literature 

indicated the major tenets of international compensation 

policy. These principles formed the basis from which compari-

sons and contrasts were drawn regarding international compen-

sation policy and domestic relocation compensation policy. 

Second, discussions with various compensation managers 

who attended the 1978 Annual American Compensation Associa-

tion Conference held in Dallas, Texas provided input from 

people who each day are faced with the realities of both 
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domestic relocation compensation policy and international 

relocation compensation policy. Input from these managers, 

their view of the problems, needs, procedures involved with 

international and domestic relocation compensation policy 

formed part of the base for a questionnaire. 

Thus, a questionnaire was designed based on input from 

these two sources. The questionnaire was designed to cover 

the areas contained in international compensation policy. 

At the same time, however, the questionnaire was more 

detailed and comprehensive. This was necessary in order 

to determine similarities and differences in international 

compensation policy as compared with domestic compensation 

policy. Also of interest were possible alternatives which 

may be available to employees who were requested to make a 

domestic relocation. Finally, it was expected that the 

information obtained from this indepth questionnaire would 

indicate current trends in domestic relocation policy. 

Third, discussions with selected compensation managers 

in the Dallas-Fort Worth area revealed their opinions 

regarding the type of information requested in the question-

naire, the availability of such information, and the format 

of the questionnaire itself. Considering the input provided 

through these discussions, the questionnaire was redesigned 

to attempt to better provide the following: (1) The informa-

tion the writer was actually seeking; and (2) Information in 

a form companies could easily supply. 
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Finally, data gathered from a mail questionnaire survey 

of randomly selected companies within the Fortune 500 top 

industrial organizations indicated trends in domestic reloca-

tion compensation policy and practice. Initially, a total 

of 326 questionnaires were mailed to the selected Fortune 

500 companies. Approximately four weeks after this date, 215 

questionnaires were mailed to companies who had not responded 

at that time. 

The following section presents a summary of the informa-

tion obtained from the mail survey. Results are discussed 

according to the major sections of the questionnaire. 

Study Results 

This section presents a summary of the results received 

from the companies participating in the study. An analysis 

of these results will be presented in the next chapter. 

A total of 153 questionnaires were returned and are 

the basis for the data used in this study. This represents 

47 per cent of the companies who were originally contacted. 

Throughout the presentation of study results the total num-

ber of companies responding to a particular item may be less 

than 153. When this occurs, percentages are computed based 

on the total number of companies who have responded to that 

particular item. 

A total of 147 companies indicated a response when 

asked if they were completing the questionnaire based on 
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data relating to a parent company of a subsidiary. Eighty-

six per cent indicated the data represented the parent com-

pany while 12 per cent of the companies indicated the data 

represented a subsidiary. Two per cent of the companies 

wrote in additional comments indicating their data repre-

sented a division of a company rather than either a parent 

company or a subsidiary. 

When asked about the number of salaried exempt per-

sonnel presently employed by the company, answers ranged from 

13 to 50,000. The average of all responses was 2,956. 

When asked to indicate their company's classification by 

industry, the responses by category with the number of 

companies responding to each category included the following: 

Other 39 
Metals Manufacturing 17 
Industrial Machinery and Equipment 16 
Food Preparation and Distribution 15 
Chemicals and Plastics 14 
Petroleum and Gas 13 
Aeronautics, Space and Electronics 10 
Pharmeceuticals and Cosmetics 9 
Wood and Paper Milling and Manufacturing 8 
Textiles, Clothing and Carpeting 7 
Computers, Calculators, and Business Machines 6 
Retailing and Wholesaling 5 
Automotive Manufacturing (including suppliers 

to manufacturers) 5 
Rubber and Rubber Products 3 
Mining 2 
Publishing and Printing 2 
Transportation (including railroads, airplanes 

and trucking) 1 
Public Utilities 1 
Hardware, Appliances and Housewares 1 
Banking, Finance, Accounting and Insurance 0 

174* 
*Exceeds the number of questionnaires received because 

some firms indicated more than one industrial classification. 
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The category receiving the largest response was that 

of "Other." The category, "Other," can be more precisely 

defined by identifying components as classified by respon-

dents. A subdivision of the category, "Other," includes 

the categories and number of responses for each category as 

follows: 

Diversified 15 
Food, Beverages and Tobacco 6 
Glass and Glass Products 5 
Heavy Machinery 5 
Electronics 2 
Cement Industry 1 
Communications 1 
Energy Research and Development 1 
Entertainment 1 
Holding Company 1 
Packaging and Storing Products 1 

General Relocation Policy Guidelines 

Of the 153 questionnaires which were returned, 150, or 

98 per cent, of the companies indicated that they do relocate 

salaried exempt employees within the continental United States, 

There were no negative responses. 

Of the series of questions relating to maintaining 

discretionary income, 35 per cent of the 135 companies 

responding indicated that they have a specific policy to 

maintain equal levels of discretionary income. Ninety-nine 

per cent of the 147 companies responding indicated their 

policy is written. One hundred thirty-eight, or 94 per cent, 

of the 147 companies having a written policy indicated 

they reimburse the employee to some extent for relocation 

expenses. 
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When considering specific practices with respect to 

relocation policy, eligibility for relocation benefits had 

several limitations. Three areas which some companies use 

to determine relocation eligibility include the categories 

and number of companies indicating each category as follows: 

Mileage 119 

Other 30 

City of Residence 

Designation 18 

Commuting Time 12 

Only 51 companies indicate a specific number of miles 

used in determining eligibility for relocation benefits. 

Most companies, 30 out of 51, recognize the standard required 

by the Internal Revenue Service for tax purposes. This 

standard is 35 miles. However, 33 per cent, 17, of the 

companies specifying required mileage require 15 miles more 

than the minimum required by the Internal Revenue Service. 

Of the twelve companies who indicated commuting time 

was a constraint imposed in determining eligibility, only 

two indicated a specific amount of time. Of these two 

companies, one indicated the number of hours to be one and 

one-half to three while the other company indicated only 

more than one hour. 

The responses received for the category labeled "Other" 

indicated no clearly defined trend and seemed to meet the 

needs of each particular company. 
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The companies participating in this survey relocated an 

average of 215 exempt employees per company during 1978. 

These responses range from a low of 2 to a high of 1,700 

salaried exempt employees relocated at the company's request 

during 1978. 

An analysis of the functional areas incurring the most 

relocation activity follows expected patterns. Sales and 

marketing is the area where the most relocation activity 

occurs while home office has the least activity. Manufactur-

ing was a high second. 

Four possible priorities were provided as choices for 

possible replacement when an exempt vacancy occurs within 

an organization. Each company had the opportunity to indi-

cate by rank order their preference. When considering 

preference by weighted average, companies indicated about 

as much preference for Relocating from another Area (from 

within the organization) as for Recruiting from the Local 

Area (from outside the organization). As the listing below 

indicates, the smaller the value of the weighted average, 

the more the responding companies preferred this particular 

category. A weighted average by preference of these 

priorities indicating each category, the number of companies 

ranking each category, the rankings possible, the number of 

companies responding to each category, and the weighted 

average for each category follows: 
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a. Recruiting from the Local Area 7 X 1 = 7 
(from outside the organization) 108 X 2 = 216 

14 X 3 = 48 
n = 132 x = 2.08 1 X 4 = 4 

275 

b. Relocating from Another Area 5 X 1 — 5 
(from within the organization) 118 X 2 = 236 

11 X 3 = 33 
n = 135 x - 2.06 1 X 4 = 4 

278 

c. Recruiting from Outside the Local Area 114 X 1 — 114 
(from outside the organization) 13 X 2 = 26 

4 X 3 = 12 
n = 131 x = 1.16 0 X 4 = 0 

152 

d. Promoting from the Local Area 136 X 1 136 
(from within the organization) 3 X 2 = 6 

1 X 3 = 3 
n = 140 x = 1.04 0 X 4 = 0 

145 

The series of questions concerning reluctance of 

employees to relocate indicate the following results. Sixty-

eight per cent of the 136 companies replying to this question 

indicated that they had experienced reluctance to relocate. 

When asked about the percentage of the company's employees who 

had refused to relocate or who were reluctant to relocate 

during 1978 that had indicated their major reason for such 

refusal or reluctance was due to the employment of their 

spouse, replies ranged from none to as high as 50 per cent. 

Thirty companies replied they "don't know." However, the 

average percentage indicated by the remaining 72 companies 

is 6.85. Seventy-six per cent of the 140 respondents do not 

offer assistance to the spouse in locating a new job. 
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Most respondents indicated the majority of employees 

who had been relocated over the past five years were still 

with the company at the time of the study. The response 

varied from a low of 5 per cent to a high of 100 per cent. 

However, an average of the responses indicated 84 per cent 

of these employees are estimated to have remained with the 

company. 

A large majority of respondents, 82 per cent of 128, 

indicated that in their opinion the employees who had left 

the firm did not do so primarily because of the relocation. 

Only 11 per cent of the 128 respondents felt relocation had 

been a major factor in some relocated employees leaving the 

firm. Two per cent of the respondents indicated relocation 

might have had a minimal impact on the loss of some of the 

employees while 5 per cent of the respondents responded 

that this information was unknown. 

Of the 11 per cent of the 128 respondents who did feel 

that the relocation of the employees who were no longer with 

the firm was due to the relocation itself, several reasons 

were suggested as to why these employees had left. Typical 

reasons cited by the respondents as to why the employees 

left are listed below by category with the percentage of 

companies responding to each category: 

Job Related Reasons 41 Per Cent 
Family Related Reasons 32 Per Cent 
Geographic (Climate) Area 14 Per Cent 
Higher Cost Area 9 Per Cent 
Could Not Sell Old Home 5 Per Cent 
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Ninety-one per cent of the 146 respondents indicated 

their company did not have a policy of tracking employees who 

were relocated to determine their adjustment, acceptance, 

or other factors related to their job or their environment. 

Considering the 9 per cent of the 146 companies who have such 

a program, responses as to the type of plan utilized by their 

company varied considerably. A summary of the description 

of the tracking procedures used by the respondents indicating 

each category and the number of companies responding to each 

follows: 

Local Personnel Department 6 
Not Formally 5 
Counseling 1 
They Usually Let Someone Know if 

Things Don't Go Well 1 
No Formal Policy but Both Positive 

and Negative Reports do Come Back 1 
Informal Letter—Follow up with 

Personal Contact and Interview 1 
No Corporate Policy 1 
By Phone with Spouse 1 
Not Necessary—We Only Transfer 

Key Personnel in the Upper 
Manager Levels and are Well 
Aware if Problems Occur or 
are Developing 1 

Informal (Part of Annual Per-
formance Evaluation) 1 

The companies providing counseling for relocated 

employees indicated that the counseling was available but on 

a varying basis. Four of the ten companies who indicated 

such counseling was available limited the availability to 

the employee only. Four companies included the employee and 

the employee's spouse while only two companies included the 
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employee, the employee's spouse and the employee's other 

dependents. 

Two additional companies indicated that while they 

normally did not provide counseling for relocated employees, 

that in the event of a mass move such counseling would be 

available. One of these companies indicated the counseling 

would be available to the employee, the employee's spouse 

and the employee 1s other dependents. The other company 

indicated the counseling would be available only to the 

employee and the employee's spouse. 

Several comments, although not specifically requested, 

were provided in this area. One company indicated that 

while their company did not provide any type of social or 

psychological counseling for employees who are relocated 

either before or after the relocation, their company paid 

benefits include psychiatric counseling care. Another 

company indicated briefing about the area was available 

from other employees at the new location. Still another 

company replied they expected homefinding services to ful-

fill this need if it existed. Finally, one company indicated 

they only provided counseling regarding the destination area. 

Companies were asked whether or not they employed formal 

programs to assist the employee in becoming established in 

the community as soon as possible. A large majority, 89 per 

cent of the 129 firms, indicated they provided no programs 

to assist the employee in becoming established in the area 
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as soon as possible. The 11 per cent of the 129 companies 

who do provide such programs indicated a variety of responses. 

A summary of these responses including each category pro-

vided and the percentage of companies responding to each 

category follows: 

Homefinding Services 55 Per Cent 
Informally 15 Per Cent 
Mass Relocation Only 10 Per Cent 
Realtors, Bankers, Medical 

Profession, and School 5 Per Cent 
If Requested 5 Per Cent 
May Provide Informal "Sponsors" 

in Some Locations, but 
Usually Not 5 Per Cent 

Previously Transferred Employee 
and Family 5 Per Cent 

Data were also collected concerning subsequent reloca-

tion of an employee who was dissatisfied with an initial 

relocation. The percentage of companies responding to 

predetermined options as provided in the questionnaire 

include the following: 

Return to the original location only if 
a similar level job is available (similar 
to the level job that the employee 
previously held at the original location). 41 Per Cent 

Relocate to some other area where there is 
a job available that the employee is willing 
to accept. 40 Per Cent 

Return to original location to any 

available job. 19 Per Cent 

A rather wide variety of responses were received concern-

ing the policies and limits of reinbursement that apply when 

the normal relocation policy does not cover the situation 

described above. While these do vary and follow no pattern, 
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a summary of the practices noted by the participating 

companies and the number of companies responding to each 

category follow: 

Each Case Individually Reviewed 22 
Does Not Apply 10 
Full "Package" if Company Opted to Move 

Employee to Still Another Location 8 
Only if in the Best Interests of the Company 5 
Company Will Not Reinburse for Moves Requested 

by Employee 5 
No Experience or Policy 3 
Would Relocate but Reinburse for Only Partial 

Expenses 3 
Normal Requirement One Year in a Position— 

Otherwise Treated as Exemption to Policy 2 
This has not been a Problem—Give Employees 

Ample Visits to New Locations before 
Transfer 1 

Probably Very Limited 1 
For Personal Reasons 1 
Usually They Leave the Company 1 

When asked if their relocation policies were different 

for those employees who request relocation, 62 per cent of 

the 137 companies responding indicated no. The companies 

who answered yes to this question, that is 38 per cent of 

137, were asked to describe these differences. A summary 

of the difference in policies provided by category and the 

percentage of the 52 companies responding to these categories 

includes the following: 

Reimbursement Occurs When Relocation is At the 
Request of the Company 52 Per Cent* 

Reduced Benefits 15 Per Cent 
Reinbursement for Employee-Requested 

Move is Discretionary 13 Per Cent 
At the Employee's Expense 12 Per Cent 
No Set Policy 6 Per Cent 
Assumes Move is Mutually Beneficial to 

Company and Employee 2 Per Cent 
*Although this is an inappropriate response to this 

question, many respondents wrote in this comment. 
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The firms contacted were asked if their relocation 

policies were significantly different for the four classes 

of exempt employees (top management, middle management, 

lower management, professional/technical). Ninety-seven 

per cent of the 147 firms responding indicated there was no 

difference for these classes of employees as far as their 

relocation policies were concerned. The 3 per cent indicating 

differences were asked to describe the key differences in 

their relocation policies for the various classes of employees. 

The responses to this request are summarized by category and 

number of companies responding to each category as follows: 

Less Real Estate Assistance for Lower 
Management 3 

Negotiated Differences (Top Management) 1 
Only Over-the-Road Moving Expenses 

Reimbursed for Professional/Technical 
Employees 1 

Benefits Differ for Employees Making 30K 
and Above 1 

Companies were questioned concerning what effect, if 

any, refusal to relocate might have on the career develop-

ment of an employee within their company. Responses to this 

question indicate by category the percentage of companies 

responding to each category as follows: 

Employee Can Pass Relocation Opportunities 71 Per Cent 
Other 14 Per Cent 
Employee Can Pass Limited Number of Relocation 

Opportunities 8 Per Cent 
Employee Can Pass Limited Number of Relocation 

Opportunities and then is Eliminated from 
Further Consideration and Left on the Same 
Job 8 Per Cent 
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Employee Can Pass Limited Number of Relocation 
Opportunities and Then is Eliminated from 
Further Consideration and Moved to a 

Different Job so as not to Restrict Others 1 Per Cent 

As indicated above, 14 per cent of the 153 respondents 

checked the category labeled "Other." The individual 

responses provided by the companies checking the category 

labeled "Other" indicated no set policy and depended on the 

needs of the individual firm. 

Seventy-two per cent of the 145 responding firms indi-

cated they did not make any relocations for specific limited 

time periods within the continental United States. The 

responses of the firms who indicated such a possibility 

either existed or could exist varied considerably. While 

there is no pattern to these responses, the comments pro-

vided by the companies and the number of companies respond-

ing include the following: 

Temporary Assignment—Specific Skills Needed 
at Facility 12 

On an Individual Situation Need Basis 6 
Not Generally 5 
In Some Instances, an Employee is Relocated 

for a Couple of Years as a Training 
Experience. No Written Agreement Usually. 5 

Temporary Relocations for up to 18 Months 
for Training Purposes 2 

Such Relocation is not Precluded 2 
Yes, Years or Months 1 
Field Assignment 1 
Sales Representatives can be Relocated with 

Understanding Could Move to Another Branch. 
Requirement of Their Job. 1 

Engineering Personnel are Relocated and 
Returned Pending Project Completion 1 

Employee Sent to Training Center—Usually 
One Year 1 
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Rare—Usually 2-3 Years, but Flexible 1 
Rotational Assignments to Headquarters 1 
According to Specific Contracts 1 
Engineers, Primarily—Some Selected Cases 1 
For Some Short Term (Less Than 1 1/2 Years) 

R & D Projects X 
Only in Limited Instances Where the Need was 

Short Term at the New Location 1 
Have Not Done So 1 
Two Year Staff Positions at Headquarters for 

Certain Career Paths 1 

When asked if the company has separate relocation 

policies for exempt salaried employees who relocate regularly 

as a condition of their job, 93 per cent of the 146 respon-

dents indicated they did not do so. 

Sixty-three per cent of the 144 respondents indicated 

they did use the assistance of companies that specialize in 

providing total relocation services to firms who are trans-

ferring an employee. Seventy-three per cent of these 59 

firms who do not use such services indicated they had con-

sidered this possibility in the past. The reasons provided 

for not using the services of such firms are quite varied. 

Although there is not a definite pattern, the responses pro-

vided by category and the number of firms responding in each 

category are as follows: 

Cost 27 
Satisfactory In-House Program 18 
Not Necessary 5 
The Small Number of Transfers Does Not 

Warrant Third-Party Expense 4 
Not Using Company Doing Total; However, We Use 

A Company Who Buys House, etc. 4 
Gets the Employee on the Job Faster 3 
Presently in Process of Changing Policy to Use 

Third-Party Relocation Firm 2 
We Prefer to Deal Directly with Our Employees 2 
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Tax Advantages to Employee 2 
Preference 1 
Generally not Structured to Assist in Communities 

Where We Operate (small towns) 1 
Has not Found a Satisfactory Service Yet 1 
Using on a Trial Basis to See What Effect a 

Third Party Might Have; General Observation 
to Date--Less Stress on the Employee 1 

Use the Services of a Person Who Provides Free-
Lance Assistance 1 

Thirty-seven per cent of the 144 respondents indicated 

their firms did use the assistance of companies that 

specialize in providing total relocation services to firms 

who are transferring an employee and commented as to the 

benefits and advantages they felt this provides to their 

company. These responses are quite varied and generally 

follow no set pattern. However, these responses may be 

summarized by category and number of companies responding 

in each category as follows: 

Frees Up Company Personnel Helping to Relocate 
Employee and Frees Employee Up So Can Be 
Settled in New Job Much Faster 13 

Assists in Disposal of the Old Home and Obtaining 
a Home at the New Location 11 

Use Third Party to Purchase Home. Reduced Anxiety by 
Reducing Financial Risk of Not Selling Home 10 

Are Just Beginning to Experiment with Third-Party 
Purchase Scheme 4 

Adjustment Period Lessened, Home Selections More 
Closely Match Life Style and Income 2 

Cost 2 
Personal Attention and Cost Control 2 
Makes Available Help and Services that Some 

Employees May Find Desirable During Relo-
cation. However, All Employees Do Not 
Avail Themselves to Such Services 1 

Tax Advantage Is the Largest 1 
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Monetary Considerations 

Cost-of-living.—Eighty-seven per cent of the 144 

respondents indicated they did not pay a cost-of-living 

differential to employees who were relocated. Among the 

firms who indicated they did pay such differential, the 

response was quite varied when asked how such differential 

was determined. A summary of these replies by category and 

the number of companies responding within each category 

includes the following: 

Consumer Price Index 7 
Urban Family Budget 7 
Direct Comparison of Each 

Geographical Location 5 
No Scientific Method 1 
Runzheimer and Company Study 1 
Organization Resources Counselors 1 

Nineteen responses were provided by companies when asked 

what metropolitan area was used to determine the base cost of 

living index. These responses follow no set pattern but vary 

according to the needs and decision of the individual firm. 

A summary of these areas by category and the number of 

companies responding within each category include the follow-

ing: 

New York 3 
Departed Location 3 
United States Average 2 
Cleveland, Ohio 1 
Nashville 1 
Bartlesville, Oklahoma 1 
Milwaukee 1 
Metropolitan Area Closest to 

Location Employee is Leaving 1 
Chicago 1 
The Two Areas Involved 1 
Determined by ORC 1 
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Only two companies indicated that the base area used 

for determining cost-of-living differential would be dif-

ferent for those employees who are relocated a second time 

within a defined period of time. 

When asked how often cost-of-living differential was 

determined, a variety of answers were provided. A summary 

of these responses by category and the number of companies 

responding within each category follows: 

At Time of Move Only 6 
Annually 4 
Quarterly 1 
Semi-Annually 1 
Determined by ORC 1 

When asked how often subsequent changes were made in 

the cost-of-living differential payment received by relocated 

employees, again responses were quite varied. A summary of 

these responses by category and the number of companies 

responding within each category follow: 

None 6 
Quarterly 1 
One-Time Payment 1 
When Required 1 
Not Done Unless Unqualifies 1 
Salaries Review Annually 1 
When Adjustment is Deemed "Significant" 1 

Only one company indicated that if the cost-of-living 

index were redefined or recalculated during the time period 

an employee was receiving a cost-of-living differential pay-

ment, that the employee's salary would be readjusted for the 

remaining time he would receive a cost-of-living differential. 

Nine respondents indicated the pay adjustment for cost of 
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living would be withdrawn if the employee were later relo-

cated to an area where cost—of—living were not considered a 

pay adjustment factor. 

Premium pay.—Ninety per cent of the 140 respondents 

indicated their firm did not consider premium pay to encour-

age an employee to relocate to an undesirable location 

(undesirable as seen or defined by the employee). Although 

only 14 companies responded positively to this question, 16 

companies provided input regarding the determination of 

premium pay. A summary of this input by category and per 

cent of the 16 companies responding within each category is 

provided as follows: 

Predetermined Amount 56 Per Cent 
Negotiated with the Employee 44 Per Cent 

Education allowance.—All of the 142 companies respond-

ing to this survey area indicated they would not assist a 

domestically relocated employee who felt the local public 

schools were unsatisfactory (his opinion) with the cost of 

sending his children to a private school. Also, none of 

the responding companies indicated a willingness to provide 

education allowance payments that would include board and 

lodging either at a private school or at the original loca-

tion while the students finished school. All responses 

indicated education allowance was not a part of the company 

relocation policy and that such payment was simply not 
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negotiated. Therefore, there would be no pay adjustment for 

education allowance to be withdrawn if the employee were 

later relocated to an area where education allowance was not 

considered a pay adjustment factor. From all indications, 

an education allowance for domestically relocated employees 

does not exist. 

Taxes.—Eighty-six per cent of the 90 respondents 

indicated that taxes were not considered in a cost-of-living 

index referred to in an earlier section. When asked, if 

tases were not considered in a cost of living index for 

domestically relocated employees, to indicate which of a 

selected group of taxes were considered in adjusting the 

relocated employee's pay, a total of 49 responses were 

received. The categories provided and the number of 

companies responding within each category follow: 

State Income Tax 15 
City Income Tax 9 
Property Tax 8 
None 7 
State Sales Tax 5 
City Sales Tax 4 
School Tax 1 

Seventy-three per cent of 22 companies indicated the pay 

adjustment for taxes was not withdrawn if the employee was 

later relocated to an area where taxes were not considered 

a pay adjustment factor. 

Commuting costs.--For the purpose of this survey these 

costs were restricted to public transportation. Ninety-four 
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per cent of 108 companies indicated that commuting costs 

were not considered in a cost-of-living index for relocated 

employees. One company out of 101 companies indicated a 

separate pay adjustment was made for commuting costs. 

Seventy-nine per cent of 14 respondents indicated that the 

pay adjustment for commuting costs would not be withdrawn 

if the employee were later relocated to an area where 

commuting costs were not considered a pay adjustment factor. 

Seventy-nine per cent of 19 respondents indicated that 

if commuting costs were considered and public transportation 

was not available, the cost of an additional automobile and 

parking costs would be considered as commuting costs in 

calculating pay adjustments. If commuting costs are con-

sidered in calculating the employee's pay, 85 per cent of 

the 20 respondents indicated the area the employee selects 

to live does not determine whether or not the employees1 pay 

will be adjusted to include commuting costs. 

Seventeen companies indicated that if an employee works 

in downtown New York City but elects to live in an adjoining 

or nearby area rather than live in downtown New York City, 

the company would not pay the employee's commuting costs. 

Real estate.—Companies were asked to indicate which 

of a predetermined number of possible situations would best 

describe their policy for disposing of a relocated employee's 

former living quarters. A summary of the 187 responses are 
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included by category and the percentage of responses provided 

within each category as follows: 

The employee must arrange for the sale of his or 
her own home but is reimbursed for some or all 
of the home sale expense 42 Per Cent 

The company contracts with a relocation firm or 
similar organization to handle the employee's 
real estate 3 5 Per Cent 

The company has a policy to purchase the employee's 
home based on fair market value 16 Per Cent 

Other considerations 3 Per Cent 
The employee is not given any assistance or 

reimbursement in the sale of his or her home 2 Per Cent 
No policy 1 Per Cent 
Negotiated individually 1 Per Cent 

There is some variety in the way in which fair market 

value is determined. While one company may require a relo-

cation service to obtain the appraisals and another may 

allow the employee to obtain the appraisals, most companies 

require an average of two or three appraisals to determine 

the fair market value of the employee's former living 

quarters. Of 51 companies, 36 required an average of two 

appraisals while 15 companies required an average of three 

appraisals to determine the fair market value. 

The participants were asked to indicate which of a pre-

determined group of expenses would be reinbursed should the 

employee choose to sell his own home. A summary of the 

responses is provided by category below. The percentage of 

companies responding within each category is computed from 

the possible 153 companies who returned questionnaires and 

includes the following: 
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Brokerage Commission 80 Per Cent 
Normal Closing Costs 76 Per Cent 
Mortgage Prepayment Penalty 61 Per Cent 
Mortgage Discount Points 44 Per Cent 
Duplicate House Carrying Expenses 39 Per Cent 
Additional Income Tax Liability 31 Per Cent 
Loss on Sale Below Fair Market Value 19 Per Cent 
Maintenance, Repair or Remodeling 

Costs 10 Per Cent 
Other Costs 10 Per Cent 
Loss on Sale Below Investment Cost 8 Per Cent 
No Reinbursement 8 Per Cent 

Eighty-nine per cent of the 141 respondents indicated that 

if the employee chooses to sell his own house, the company 

will pay the employee's living expenses in the new location 

while the employee's wife or family stay to sell the house. 

Time or expense limitations varied from one month to six 

months. However, 47 per cent of the 111 companies respond-

ing to this item indicated one month would be the standard 

time period for such payment. 

A variety of responses were received when asked which, 

if any, of a predetermined category of expenses would be 

reimbursed to the employee or paid for directly by the com-

pany for a new home purchase. A summary of these responses 

is provided by category below. The percentage of companies 

responding within each category is computed from the possible 

total of 153 companies who returned questionnaires and 

includes the following: 

All Normal Closing Costs 67 Per Cent 
Attorney or Escrow Officer Fees 66 Per Cent 
Title Costs 65 Per Cent 
Mortgage Origination Fees 52 Per Cent 
Mortgage Discount Points 39 Per Cent 
Interest on Interim or Bridge Loans 28 Per Cent 
Mortgage Rate Differential Between 

Old and New Homes 16 Per Cent 
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Companies were also asked about reinbursement with 

respect to non-homeowner employees (renters) at the old 

location. Each percentage for old location reimbursements 

is computed independently based on a possible total response 

of 153 for each category. Therefore, these percentages do 

not total 100. A summary of the responses by category and 

the percentage of companies responding within each category 

include the following: 

Lease Termination Penalties 79 Per Cent 
Legal Fees 27 Per Cent 
Security Deposits 14 Per Cent 
Finder's Fees 5 Per Cent 
No Expenses Reimbursed 

When considering reinbursement for non-homeowner 

employees (renters) for related domicile expenses incurred 

at the new location, the percentage response per category 

was rather small. Each percentage for domicile expenses 

incurred at the old location is computed independently based 

on a possible total response of 153 for each category. 

Therefore, these percentages do not total 100. A summary of 

the responses by category and the percentage of companies 

responding within each category include the following: 

Finder's Fees 16 Per Cent 
Legal Fees 11 Per Cent 
No Expenses Reimbursed 7 Per Cent 
Security Deposits 2 Per Cent 
Lease Termination Penalties 1 Per Cent 

When asked if the company had a policy whereby the 

employee's real estate other than domicile will be purchased 
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or sales assistance provided, all 142 respondents, or 93 

per cent of the possible 153, replied negatively. 

Relocation expenses.—Ninety-seven per cent of the 149 

respondents indicated they do reimburse employees for house-

hunting trips to the new location. When asked how many 

househunting trips would be allowed, responses varied from 

one to five. However, 92 per cent of the 118 companies 

responding to this item allowed either one or two trips. 

Forty-nine per cent of the 118 companies allowed one trip 

while 43 per cent allowed two trips. 

Thirty-five per cent of 132 respondents indicated that 

reimbursement for househunting trip expenses includes reim-

bursement for expenses incurred by dependents other than the 

spouse. Also, 49 per cent of 139 respondents indicated they 

would reimburse the spouse for separate househunting trips 

to the new location. When asked about the number of trips 

that are usually permitted, 59 per cent of the 51 responses 

indicated one trip while the remaining 41 per cent indicated 

two trips. 

Ninety-nine per cent of 143 respondents indicated they 

reimburse the relocated employee for temporary living 

expenses at the new location. When asked about the period 

of time the employee would be eligible for this reimbursement, 

responses varied from 14 days to 180 days. However, 87 per 

cent of the 142 responses comprise three categories. These 
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categories and the percentage of responses within each 

category include the following: 

Up to 30 days 47 Per Cent 
Up to 60 days 20 Per Cent 

Reasonable Time 90 Per Cent 

Ninety-one per cent of 134 respondents indicated that if 

the employee prefers to move himself and can do so at less 

than the commercial rates, they will not share the savings 

with the employee. 

When asked about reimbursement to the employee for 

incidental expenses incurred during the relocation, responses 

were varied. A summary of these 144 responses by category 

and the percentage of response within each category follows: 

Flat Allowance 45 Per Cent 
Other 36 Per Cent 

Itemized Allowance 19 Per Cent 

Eight predetermined categories were available for selec-

tion in the Flat Allowance category. However, 88 per cent of 

the 65 responses comprise three categories. These three 

categories and the percentage of responses within each 

category include the following: 

1 month's salary 57 Per Cent 
$ 500-$ 999 17 Per Cent 

$1,000-$l,499 14 Per Cent 

The explanations which accompanied the category "Other" 

indicated no clearly defined trend and seemed to meet the 

needs of each particular company. 

Ninety-seven per cent of 142 respondents indicated they 

do reimburse domestically relocated employees for the shipment 
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of household goods. When asked about limitations for four 

specific categories, responses basically indicated there 

were few to no limitations. 

When asked whether or not the company reimbursed 

relocated employees for the shipment of other than usual 

household goods, 71 per cent of the 140 respondents replied 

in the affirmative. The 100 firms who asnwered yes to this 

question were asked to indicate for predetermined areas those 

items for which their firm would reimburse the relocated 

employee. A summary of these responses by category and the 

percentage of responses received based on the 100 affirmative 

replies include: 

Second Automobile 100 Per Cent 
Storage of Personal Goods 

Awaiting Permanent Quarters 95 Per Cent 
Storage of Personal Goods 

While in Transit 80 Per Cent 
Household Pets 60 Per Cent 
Shop and Hobby Equipment 44 Per Cent 
Third Automobile 21 Per Cent 
Fishing Boats 19 Per Cent 
Sail Boats 18 Per Cent 
Four or More Automobiles 18 Per Cent 
Travel Trailers 17 Per Cent 
Cruising Boats 17 Per Cent 
Animals 14 Per Cent 
Recreational Vehicle 11 Per Cent 
Other 5 Per Cent 
Driveaway Service 2 Per Cent 
Airplane 1 Per Cent 

The explanations which accompanied the category "Other" 

indicated no clearly defined trend and seemed to meet the 

needs of each particular company. 

When asked what changes companies were considering for 

their present relocation policy, a variety of responses were 
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received. There was no identifiable trend to these responses 

and they seemed to meet the needs of each particular company. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented a summary of findings of 

this study. The data when looked at from an overall per-

spective indicate a lack of consistency and little unifor-

mity in domestic relocation compensation policy and practices 

within these companies. 

Chapter III analyzes these findings in light of current 

literature and related studies. 



CHAPTER III 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The data gathered in this survey form a base from which 

comparisons and contrasts may be made. Current literature, 

as well as related surveys, have been reviewed in an attempt 

to provide an objective analysis of the data. 

The analysis presented in this chapter emphasizes vari-

ances that exist within companies in the areas of domestic 

and international relocation compensation policy and prac-

tices. According to Associates for International Research, 

Inc., the value or worth of a salary to an employee is what 

it will buy. They report a salary buys taxes, savings, and 

consumption. Further, they specifically recommend a 

generally well accepted philosophy regarding international 

employee relocation. 

An employee transferred overseas should: 
(1) Bear the same tax burden as at home neither 
paying a penalty nor receiving a windfall; 
(2) Have at least the same opportunity to save 
as he would at home; and (3) Receive sufficient 
funds to realize purchasing power from his 
current consumption expenditure reasonably 
equivalent to what he would realize at home (1, 
p. 87) . 

General Relocation Policy Guidelines 

Discussions with corporate compensation directors con-

cerning their company policy regarding international 

54 
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relocation and domestic relocation indicate very little 

interest in a domestic relocation policy which would parallel 

the intent and purpose of their company's international relo-

cation policy. Yet many of the areas of reimbursement for 

internationally relocated employees are areas of potential 

financial loss for domestically relocated employees. While 

the internationally relocated employee is protected from 

such financial loss, their domestically relocated counter-

part is not. Furthermore, corporate compensation directors 

acknowledged that this discrepancy does exist but do not 

acknowledge a desire to adopt the international relocation 

philosophy as also applicable to domestic relocation. 

It is only as companies find increasing difficulty in 

persuading employees to accept domestic relocations that 

major policy changes are made. Even then some companies 

attempt stop gap measures rather than assuming the responsi-

bility of attempting to keep the domestically relocated 

employee from losing financially. Such efforts may range 

from paying a piano tuner to providing interest-free loans 

and an allowance to compensate for the mortgage differential 

encountered by the relocating employee (21, p. 1). Closer 

analysis will reveal that most companies more realistically 

attempt to only partially compensate for the mortgage dif-

ferential . 

Certainly it is not surprising that a report conducted 

by Employee Transfer Corporation of Chicago shows about 
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90 per cent of the companies they surveyed who regularly 

relocate employees were greatly or considerably concerned 

about moving them from low-cost to high-cost areas in 1979 

(14, p. 93). Also, this finding was consistent with their 

1978 research. What is not indicated is the definition of 

"greatly or considerably concerned." Apparently a number of 

companies recognize the situation that exists in relocating 

employees from low-cost to high-cost areas but do not trans-

fer that recognition into company policy in the form of 

monetary compensation to the employee. The literature was 

void of any reluctance of employees relocating from high-cost 

to low-cost areas because of financial reasons. 

In examining questionnaire responses, inconsistencies 

in company relocation policy as contrasted with company 

practice were apparent. For example, many companies indi-

cated they have a written policy of maintaining discretionary 

income. However, when asked about specific ways in which 

discretionary income would be maintained, such as cost of 

living adjustments from low-cost to high-cost areas or tax 

variances, many of these companies indicated they did not 

in fact apply practices that would maintain the relocated 

employee's discretionary income. 

Analysis of questionnaire responses revealed a train of 

thought among many companies that relocation benefits were 

available only for the employee whom the company requested 

to relocate. If the employee himself asked for the relocation 
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it is very likely that relocation benefits may be withdrawn 

entirely or reduced greatly. Yet theoretically the company 

is still going to benefit from the employee's relocation 

because a vacancy is being filled with both a qualified 

employee and one which desires that particular location. 

Then it is logical to assume this employee will be more 

productive and more satisfied. 

When companies have several plants in a metroplex area 

it is possible for an employee to be asked to transfer from 

one plant to another. Such a transfer may increase travel 

time to and from work. Friendships with people living 

closer to the new location may be formed. The employee may 

decide that moving from the west side of the metroplex area 

to the east side would enable him to have reduced travel 

time to and from work, more easily socialize with new friends 

and in general establish a pattern-of-living within a different 

geographic area. The company, however, may refuse to pay 

relocation benefits because of mileage restrictions. So in 

order to maintain their accustomed pattern-on-living the 

employee and his family may be forced to bear the financial 

burden of relocating even though the company is, at least in 

theory, benefitting by having a qualified employee in a job 

location preferable to the company. 

When considering eligibility for international reloca-

tion benefits, there appears to be no variance in the 
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benefits regardless of whether the employee requests the 

overseas assignment or whether the company makes the request. 

It is interesting to note that while the most relocation 

activity occurs in the functional area of sales and marketing 

managements, the only article in current related literature 

which specifically recommends not compensating differences 

in cost-of-living areas is directed specifically at the com-

pensation of the sales and marketing management area. The 

author of this article supports such a recommendation by 

stating the following: 

It's obvious that if a sales representative in 
Cedar Rapids believes relocation to Los Angeles 
is good for career advancement, the transfer will 
be accepted regardless of any short-term economic 
hardship (15, p. 90). 

Such a comment is slightly reminiscent of a quotation 

appearing in Chapter I of this study. It is appropriate to 

repeat it at this point. 

We never make a man move. Of course he kills 
his career if he doesn't. But we never make 
him do it (28, p. 134) . 

Sales managers must meet their economic needs as must 

other managers. John Moynahan indicates that, "salespeople 

perceive moving to certain high cost-of-living areas as a 

threat to their quality of life. Family preferences, cli-

mate, housing, even the rate of crime are just a few of the 

issues that take precedence in reaching decisions"(15, p. 90) 

The perceptions of sales managers in this area are reflected 

by other relocated employees. An accurate statement might 



59 

be that sales managers recognize moving to certain high 

cost-of-living areas can lower their quality of life. 

The following example rather succinctly describes what 

can happen when an employee moves from a low-cost to high-

cost living area: 

An executive with a large manufacturing company 
announced to his family one day that he had been 
offered a promotion to a new job at the company's 
headquarters. The change involved transferring from 
the suburbs of Detroit to Westchester County, outside 
of New York City, but with his current annual $38,000 
salary plus the modest raise he had been offered, he 
anticipated no problems in finding a suitable home 
for his family of four within commuting distance to 
his new job. 

Weeks later, after the executive and his wife 
had accurately calculated their new expenses, they 
were forced to admit the truth. The job was all 
that had been promised, but even with the raise, 
it would cost them an additional $5,643 a year to 
match the standard of living they had enjoyed in 
suburban Detroit--a discouraging discovery, to say 
the least (17, p. 68). 

Again, great care is taken by a company when relocating 

an employee to an international location to see that a 

pattern-of-living similar to the accoustomed pattern-of-

living is available. If it is determined by the company 

that such a pattern-of-living will not be available, the 

company usually assumes the responsibility for educating 

the employee and his family about the pattern-of-living, 

social customs, and language they will find in the host 

country. According to Chruden and Sherman such an educa-

tion may include close attention to the following details: 
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A. Environment 
1. Geography; climate; temperature 
2. Composition of population; ethnic mix 
3. Type of clothing worn; what to bring 

B. Living Conditions 
Housing 
4. Cost of housing and utilities 
5. Appliances to bring; need for transformers 
6. Servant situation; wages; benefits 
Transportation 
7. Local transportation facilities 
8. Cost of cars and repairs 
Recreation 
9. Recreational facilities; club costs 
Business Associations 
10. Local trade, commerce, and industry associations 
Food 
11. Popular local foods; available foreign foods 
12. Average food costs 
Health 
13. Directory of hospitals and doctors 
14. Available pharmaceuticals 
15. Potability of water 
Education 
16. Nearest international school; cost 
17. Local school conditions, costs 

C. Personal Business 
18. Passports and visas; innoculations 
19. Insurance; medical coverage 
20. Customs requirements 

D. Compensation Policies 
21. Travel arrangements; relocation allowance 
22. Base pay; allowance breakdown 
23. Tax; social security deductions 

24. Vacation; home leave policies (3, p. 53). 

This listing indicates the thoroughness of the company 

in trying to help the internationally relocated employee 

adjust to the new environment. It is possible for domestic 

relocations to be as traumatic an experience for the 

employee and his family yet the company expects the domesti-

cally relocated employee to adjust without structured 

assistance from the company. In a domestic relocation it is 

possible for an employee to leave a smaller mid-western town 
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where he and his family have lived most of their lives. 

Perhaps he and his wife both have relatives living there, 

strong social ties, a very relaxed, free environment. They 

may both be active in community affairs—a part of many of 

the community activities. For this family to relocate at 

the company's request to a large metropolitan area in the 

northeast or perhaps the west coast would create a need for 

a total readjustment in their life style. Civic opportuni-

ties available to them in the smaller community might not 

be available in the new location. The freedom to come and 

go as securely would be gone. Where once the children 

could walk to and from school now they must be driven. The 

wife may be much more reluctant to travel alone after dark. 

School itself may be a major factor. The quality and even 

security within the public schools in the new location may 

leave much to be desired forcing the parents to turn to 

expensive private schools. Relatives and close friends 

once only next door or a few blocks away are now relatively 

unavailable except by telephone or letter. In short the 

family's entire support system has been withdrawn. Yet the 

same company who works so diligently to help the interna-

tionally relocated employee adjust is offering little, if 

any, structured assistance to the domestically relocated 

employee. Rather, with a very real possibility of reduced 

discretionary income, the employee and his family must 

adjust to the new location. At the same time the employee 
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must also adjust to the requirements and environment of a 

new job. 

Considering these possibilities, it is not surprising 

to note in U. £L News and World Report that companies are 

more hesitant about shifting people from one town to another 

because of increasing costs and increasing resistance from 

workers (25, p. 66). 

According to J. H. Foegen, "Willingness to relocate 

used to be a key to winning the corporate promotion sweep-

stakes. Many of today's young managers, however, are more 

inclined to 'stay put'" (5, p. 414). This seems to be true 

regardless of whether or not the wife is employed also. 

Foegen suggests one reason for the decline in willingness 

of employees to relocate is a decline in the authority of 

the company as viewed by the employee (5, p. 414). While 

employees might have once been willing to move at the com-

pany's request regardless of the money involved, that is 

not true today. With the increasing rate of inflation an 

employee can ill afford to move from a low-cost to a high-

cost area with no regard for the monetary considerations. 

While "moving may once have been the fast track to money" 

(5, p. 414) that is not necessarily the case today. Accord-

ing to a recent study at the University of Illinois, people 

who move do not necessarily gain financially over those who 

stay in one location (22, p. 1). 
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The literature is a study of contrasts in discussing 

relocation. According to Joan L. Pogalies in an article 

published in 1973 in The Personnel Administrator: 

Women tend to work less than a year at one job. 
Slightly over one-fourth of the women work 27-
49 weeks, and even more work 26 weeks or less. 
In many cases their income is only supplementary 
to another family worker. So, they can afford 
to be transient employees (16, p. 17; emphasis 
added). 

Another writer in 1973, Cynthia Mitchell, also in an 

article which appeared in The Personnel Administrator, made 

an interesting statement concerning women and relocation: 

"A woman can often be promoted from within a company, thus 

alleviating the necessity of moving a man from another city" 

(13, p. 24). This statement reflects the philosophy existing 

in 1973. However, current philosophies regarding promotion 

and relocation of women are beginning to change slowly. 

According to J. H. Foegen, writing in 1977, wives often 

resist corporate relocation due to their own careers (16, 

p. 415) . This article stresses that many wives have 

established themselves in a job only after much "proving" 

and they refuse to leave unless they will achieve professional 

advancement. Foegen indicates that, "more than 35 per cent 

of final candidates for executive jobs will not negotiate 

further unless the proposed move also meets their wives' 

goals" (5, p. 415). 

In an article published in 1979, the New York firm of 

Gilbert Tweed Associates indicates that, "one in three 



64 

executives cannot or will not relocate because it would 

interfere with the career or studies of a spouse" (14, 

p. 469) . Studies by Larry Long point out that men with 

working wives are consistently less inclined to make long-

distance moves. Sussman and Cogswell also note that if 

both spouses are well established in their careers, the 

tendency to consider job-related moves lessens (12, p. 469). 

Some employees have accepted a relocation while the wife 

remained in the old location and simply began long-distance 

commuting. According to George Getschow this solution has 

produced its own psychological, financial and even physical 

problems. A few companies have taken steps to ease commuting 

difficulties for their employees while others simply refuse 

to allow long-distance commuting (23, p. 1). 

Thirty-four per cent of 140 respondents in this study 

offer assistance to the spouse in locating a new job. Cur-

rent literature provides support for either extreme when 

considering this situation. For example, Cathleen Maynard 

indicates, " . . . the company will even help in finding a 

job for the spouse in the new location" (12, p. 470). An 

example of the opposite position is presented by Amy Stillman: 

It is not practical to expect corporations to find 
jobs for the spouses of transferring employees. 
However, you can provide spouses with information 
that will help them organize their job search, get 
started early and get results fast (19, p. 56). 

It is interesting to note that the literature regarding 

international relocation is relatively silent concerning 
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working wives. Implied in the majority of such literature 

is that the wife will remain at home, care for the family, 

and not work oustide the home (9, p. 26). In 1977 Marion 

Foote mentioned companies facing increasing difficulty in 

getting employees to accept an international relocation if 

the wife has a career unless the company finds a job for her 

also (9, p. 126). In 1979 Peter Frerk reported that one 

basic premise underlying the salaries of overseas personnel 

is that such salary should ensure their accustomed standard 

of living (7, p. 33). By implication it could be assumed 

that the company would indeed help the spouse find a suit-

able job overseas or ensure the family's accustomed standard 

of living with the wife not receiving additional income. 

In 1978 the estimated average cost for each domestic 

employee relocation was $16,000 (25, p. 66). If altering 

the relocation policy could reduce the turnover rate it could 

result in significant cost savings to the company who relo-

cates regularly a large number of employees. Eleven per cent 

of 128 companies felt that the termination of their relocated 

employees was due to the relocation itself. What is interest-

ing is that all of the reasons provided by the companies as 

to why employees had elected to leave the company are areas 

that can be covered by a relocation policy, some perhaps more 

directly than others. 

For example, two categories that directly relate to a 

relocation policy include Sale of Former Home (5 per cent) 
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and Higher Living Costs (9 per cent). These categories 

account for 14 per cent of the reasons located employees 

elect to leave the firm. Yet both of the problems reflected 

in these categories can be anticipated and assistance pro-

vided by the company if the company so desires. A company 

specializing in relocation assistance will help the employee 

sell their home or even buy the home outright. 

Two additional areas that companies indicated as reasons 

for termination by relocated employees include Family Related 

Reasons (32 per cent) and Geographic (climate) Area (14 per 

cent). A relocation policy that will provide adequate 

opportunity for the family to see the new area, realize as 

fully as possible ahead of time the type of climate available 

can help ease this adjustment. Also, a formal policy by the 

company to help the new arrivals get settled in could greatly 

decrease dissatisfaction for family related reasons. This is 

one area where a formal tracking program might identify if 

not prevent dissatisfactions. By assigning area personnel on 

a formal basis, as part of their job responsibilities with 

released time if necessary, the specific duty of helping the 

new family get settled in, family related reasons as a basis 

for terminating could decrease significantly. This settling 

process could include social contacts, helping them settle 

into the community in general with such things as schools, 

shopping, churches, community activities and clubs, as well 

as helping settle into a new job. Even though family related 
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reasons were provided by 32 per cent of 128 companies as 

reasons for termination by relocated employees, only 9 per 

cent of 146 companies indicated they had such a program. 

Of these 9 per cent, representing 13 companies, none indicated 

their tracking program was formal, well-developed or even part 

of their relocation policy. It seemed to be a much more 

informal situation where something along this line might occur 

and then again it might not. 

However, in an international relocation all of these 

services seem to be provided as a normal part of the reloca-

tion compensation package. It is interesting to note that 

many companies will request an employee to relocate; expect 

him and his family to simply adjust to the new environment 

without structured assistance from the company. Yet once 

such a relocation is made and the employee and his family 

do not adjust, many companies are reluctant to return the 

employee to his original location with the company again 

providing the same amount of relocation expense reinburse-

ment. Again, many companies expect their relocation policies 

to apply only for company requested relocations—not employee 

requested relocations. 

While inflation continuously moves upward, and interest 

rates continue to rise, more employees are refusing to relo-

cate. Such a refusal may or may not adversely impact the 

employee's career development. At one time such a refusal 

to relocate automatically affected any future possibilities 
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with the company as indicated by Whyte in a quotation which 

was used earlier in this chapter but which also applies here: 

"We never make a man move. Of course, he kills his career 

if he doesn't. But we never make him do it" (2, p. 19). 

Foegen focuses on a change that seems to be occurring. He 

indicates, "Willingness to relocate used to be a key to 

winning the corporate sweepstakes. Many of today's young 

managers, however, are more inclined to 'stay put'" (5, 

p. 414) . According to Compensation Series compiled by the 

Bureau of National Affairs, "the number of companies 

experiencing a reluctance to relocate increased to seventy-

one per cent in 1978 from 66 per cent in 1977" (20, p. 42). 

While an employee's career may not be intentionally 

stymied by the company because he refused to relocate, it 

seems logical that experience necessary for higher level 

jobs may require relocation. If a company has 15 branch 

offices across the nation a position at company headquarters 

could conceivably require experience in at least one of 

these branches. Of course a company could make temporary 

relocations at various locations and allow the employee to 

gain the same work experience as if they had permanently 

relocated. There is always the possibility that an employee 

does not perform as well in the new position as was antici-

pated. In a temporary relocation, he could be returned to 

the original location—where he was performing well. There 

could be cost savings as well as improved performance and 
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job satisfaction. Both the company and the employee could 

benefit. 

In making a temporary relocation an employee is almost 

being assured of a higher level job at the original location 

or at least returned to the same job in the original loca-

tion. Of course, on a large scale this type of temporary 

location system could create contingent movement of a large 

number of people. With a permanent relocation there is no 

commitment past the present position. 

Some companies indicated temporary relocations were 

normally used only when an employee would be returned to the 

same job after a predetermined time period or as part of a 

training program. Yet most international relocations are 

considered to be temporary relocations in that they are 

usually for a predetermined time period such as two or 

three years. After this time the employee is normally 

returned not to his former job but to a higher level position. 

The international relocation can be a critical part of 

an employee's career development almost assuring him of an 

even higher level position. The domestic relocation may or 

may not assure the employee of a higher level position. 

Also, some exempt salaried employees must relocate regularly 

as a condition of their jobs. That is, a job at one loca-

tion might require three or four months. The time period at 

the next job location might be twelve months. Perhaps it 

would vary depending on the particular job; however, it seems 
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logical that frequent relocation could create requirements 

different from a one time permanent relocation. An employee 

who expects due to his particular position to be required 

to relocate every 21 to 18 months might not buy a home. With 

rising inflation this could equal a serious financial loss 

for the employee. However, if the employee does elect to 

buy each time relocation occurs the company may be in a 

position of assisting in the home sale each time. Depending 

on the relocation policy of the company this could be quite 

expensive for the company. 

Of course some companies get more directly involved in 

the sale of the employee's former home by guaranteeing pay-

ments for a predetermined period of time or even temporarily 

buying the home. In these situations companies may provide 

cash to the employee so that he can go ahead with a new 

home purchase without having to wait for the sale of the 

old home. Other companies prefer to use companies that 

specialize in providing total relocation services to firms 

who are transferring an employee. Apparently, "selling the 

old house and buying a new house appear to be the aspects 

of a transfer that give the employee the greatest trauma— 

and cost the most in loss of his time and efficiency" (11, 

p. 21). Regardless of whether or not the services of an 

outside firm are used, "the single largest expense of any 

transfer is the cost of selling the home at the old location" 

(4, p. 18). From the employee's point of view, however, 
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"the biggest concern is of the cost of buying a home" (14, 

p. 93). The major concern of both the company and the 

employee seem to center around the home and this seems to 

be the major service an outside firm can provide to meet 

both concerns. 

When comparing the general policy behind domestic 

relocation compensation and international relocation com-

pensation there is little similarity. Both the domestically 

and internationally relocated employee may work for the same 

company but basic policy format prevents equal treatment 

regarding relocation. It is widely accepted and practiced 

that the internationally relocated employee will not lose 

financially and may even gain somewhat because of the 

premium and hardship differentials. However, such is not 

true for the domestically relocated employee. First, the 

company relocation policy is not designed to keep this 

employee whole or financially the same. Second, the company 

almost expects the employee to accept some financial loss 

due to a domestic relocation as part of the price of moving 

up within the company. Third, the employee who is relocated 

from a high-cost area to a low-cost area may do so at much 

financial profit. However, this gain has no effect on the 

relocation compensation provided to the employee. The fol-

lowing section looks specifically at monetary considerations 

which may or may not be provided for the employee. 
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Monetary Considerations 

Cost-of-Living 

Current literature reflects a concern among employers 

regarding an increasing reluctance of employees to accept 

relocations (24, p. 1; 14, p. 93). However, companies as a 

whole do not seem to translate this concern into payment of 

a cost-of-living differential to employees who are relocated. 

Of the relatively small number of employers who do pay a 

cost-of-living differential to relocated employees, there 

are predominantly three methods used to determine the 

differential: (1) Consumer Price Index; (2) Urban Family 

Budget; and (3) Direct Comparison of Each Geographical 

Location. 

According to the United States Department of Labor, 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, "the CPI measures the price 

change of a constant market basket of goods and services 

over time" (27, p. 1). According to Julius Shiskin, the 

CPI serves two major functions: 

1. It is a yardstick for revising wages, salaries, 
and other income payments to keep in step with 
rising prices; and 

2. It is an indicator of the rate of inflation in 
the American economy (18, p. 3). 

Another method used by some companies to determine the 

cost-of-living differential, the Urban Family Budget repre-

sents expenditures of a hypothetical urban family of four. 

The family is defined as: "a 38-year-old husband employed 



73 

full time, a wife not working outside the home, a 13-year-

old boy, and an 8-year-old girl. The parents have been 

married for 15 years; the husband is experienced in his 

work, and the family is neither in the process of moving 

nor has it moved recently" (26, p. 1). "This budget reflects 

the assumption made about the manner of living at each of 

three levels. Area indexes reflect not only differences 

among the areas in price levels, but also regional variations 

in consumption patterns and differences in climate, types of 

transportation facilities, and taxes" (26, p. 2). 

"In addition to their primary use as tools in evaluat-

ing income adequacy, family budgets are used to measure 

place-to-place differences in living costs, as a basis for 

family counseling, in wage negotiations, and as an aid in 

consumer education" (26, p. 84). Since the Urban Family 

Budget is designed to measure place-to-place differences in 

living costs it would seem logical that more companies would 

base their cost-of-living differential payments on this 

index. However, data received do not indicate this to be 

true now nor do they indicate plans by a large number of 

companies to move to the use of this index. 

Regardless of which method is used, the CPI or the 

Urban Family Budget, at least some companies are attempting 

to use a consistent method for determining equitable rates 

of base pay in domestic employee relocations. While this 

may be the exception in domestic employee relocations, it 
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is certainly standard practice for international employee 

relocations. According to Associates for International 

Research, Inc., both of these methods are commonly employed 

in international employee relocations. Through the combina-

tion of data describing income distribution and detailed 

expenditure patterns for a typical family of four and the 

CPI many companies establish a base pattern-of-living and 

cost-of-living within the United States. Similar data are 

compiled for the host country and the employee is then com-

pensated for the differences that exist. Again, the company 

makes a very concerted effort to see that the internationally 

relocated employee remains financially whole through the 

relocation process. This same company, however, may well 

acknowledge that their domestically relocated employees are 

losing financially but appear unwilling to prevent such loss. 

Rather it is almost as if such personal sacrifice were 

expected—part of the price one must pay to advance with the 

company. 

Premium pay is another monetary consideration in 

employee relocation. 

Premium Pay 

Premium pay in domestic employee relocation is almost 

nonexistant. Current literature does not address the use of 

premium pay in domestic relocations. A recent article in 

The Wall Street Journal focuses on current approaches to 
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overcoming employee reluctance to relocate. Premium pay is 

not mentioned. In 1978 Merrill Lynch Relocation Management, 

Inc., conducted a study of employee relocation policies among 

major United States corporations. Again, premium pay was not 

mentioned. 

In international employee relocations, however, an 

overseas salary premium may amount to 15 per cent of the 

employee's base salary regardless of the location (8, p. 26). 

A domestic relocation, especially if from a low-cost area 

to a high-cost area and a relocation that includes leaving 

close family and friends far away, has the potential of 

being as uncomfortable, inconvenient, and disrupting to 

personal and family life as an overseas assignment. Yet 

very few companies recognize or admit financial responsibility 

for this. 

Another area where the domestically relocated employee 

may face additional costs due to a company requested reloca-

tion involves education. 

Education Alloy;ance 

Apparently no company provides financial assistance to 

a domestically relocated employee who feels the local public 

schools are unsatisfactory (his opinion) with the cost of 

sending his children to a private school. Neither will 

companies provide education allowance payments that would 

include board and lodging either at a private school or at 
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the original location while the students finished school. 

However, discussions with employees who have lived both in 

the northeastern United States and in the southwestern 

United States with school age children reflect similar con-

cerns about the quality of the public schools. All comments 

concerning their children attending public schools in the 

northeastern United States have been negative. Some people, 

when transferred from the northeastern area of the United 

States have continued the practice of enrolling their chil-

dren in private schools. Others, however, have been 

relatively pleased with the quality of the public schools 

in the southwestern United States. 

When an employee is relocated internationally, educa-

tion allowance is automatic. Benefits can even include 

holiday transportation for college age children. Yet is is 

possible that the domestically relocated employee must bear 

the expense of private school for the children in addition 

to moving from a low-cost to a high-cost area thus further 

increasing his financial burden due to the relocation. 

A relocation may also cause an increased tax burden for 

the employee. 

Taxes 

Changes in tax liabilities due to a domestic relocation 

are seldom addressed as a separate compensation item. If 

considered at all, they appear to be rather vaguely included 
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in determining the employee's overall compensation. 

Specific comparisons of taxes in old and new areas are 

generally the exception rather than the rule. 

A reason for concern with state and local taxes has 

been illustrated in information published in the January 21, 

19 80 issue of U. S. News and World Report. According to an 

article in this issue, states vary in local taxes by as 

much as 7.6 per cent. Missouri and Ohio require 9.9 per 

cent of personal income while Alaska requires 17.5 per cent 

of personal income. The United States average for state and 

local taxes is reported as 12.8 per cent (10, p. 8). An 

employee moving from either Ohio or Missouri could expect, 

on the average, an increase of 2.9 per cent in their state 

and local taxes and could face an increase of 7.6 per cent. 

However, according to Charles Hendricks, "corporations 

almost universally reimburse U. S. expatriate employees for 

foreign taxes above equivalent U. S. income taxes" (8, p. 27). 

Again the domestically relocated employee may face an 

increased financial burden while the internationally relocated 

employee is protected financially by the company. 

Commuting costs may also be a new source of concern for 

the domestically relocated employee. 

Commuting Costs 

Commuting costs, i.e., public transportation, are 

basically not considered as a separate compensation item 
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when an employee is domestically relocated. If commuting 

costs are considered at all they are vaguely supposed to be 

included in the total pay package offered the employee. 

However, v/hen an employee is relocated internationally, 

transportation costs at the new location receive as much 

company attention as does cost-of-living allowance or educa-

tion allowance. Chruden and Sherman, Hendricks, and Foote 

indicate that companies may provide assistance with purhcase 

and upkeep of an automobile. A domestically relocated 

employee moving from an area where mass transportation was 

available may find a second car now a necessity. Yet pur-

chase and upkeep of the car may exceed commuting costs. Also 

a reverse situation could be true. A domestically relocated 

employee living in the southwestern United States who 

relocates to New York may find it impossible to afford the 

luxury of keeping a second car or even one car. He may not 

be able to pay garage costs and commuting costs. Yet it may 

not be feasible to drive to work. He could be forced to sell 

both cars and could lose in the process, although the employee 

gained the convenience of public transportation at the new 

location. 

With the cars paid for in the southwest there could be 

a minimum of upkeep. While in New York he could find it 

impossible to leave the automobile parked on the street. 

Rather garage space must be obtained and paid for—an 

additional cost. Insurance rates may be higher. Yet most 
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companies consider personal transportation out of their 

general area of financial responsibility. 

An area most companies do consider closely in a domes-

tic employee relocation is real estate. 

Real Estate 

According to an article published in The Personnel 

Administrator in June, 1979 and The Wall Street Journal in 

May, 1979, employees' major concern with a relocation is 

with buying a new home. Concern for selling the presently 

owned home is not mentioned. However, as interest rates 

increase and the rate of inflation continues to increase, 

a home may double or even triple in value in a relatively 

short period of time. Thus the present home of an employee 

may represent for that employee a much more significant 

investment value than ever before. If this trend continues, 

assistance to the employee in the sale of this investment 

could become even more valuable, if not necessary. Companies 

may also be faced with increasing situations where due to 

high interest rates and lack of loan moneys available, houses 

may sit vacant longer before selling, if selling at all. 

This can create an unfair financial burden for the employee 

who relocates at the company's request unless some type of 

assistance is made available. 

The real estate assistance that is made available seems 

to vary greatly from one company to another. When consider-

ing expenses directly related to the sale of the employee's 



80 

home, only three items out of nine were paid by 50 per cent 

or more of the respondents: brokerage commission, normal 

closing costs, and mortgage prepayment penalty. 

When considering expenses directly related to the pur-

chase of a new home, four out of seven items were paid by 

50 per cent or more of the respondents: all normal closing 

costs; attorney or escrow officer fees; title costs; and 

mortgage origination fees. 

Coverage of a particular item seems to be a matter of 

chance rather than a methodical approach to reach a pre-

determined goal. If a company finds employees are refusing 

to accept relocations they may add an item or increase por-

tions of their coverage on other items. However, if an 

employee is relocated internationally, there is an underlying 

philosophy of keeping the employee whole, seeing that he 

neither gains nor loses from the relocation. 

For the domestically relocated employee coverage of 

expenses directly related to the relocation may also vary. 

Relocation Expenses 

If reimbursement indicates preference by the company, 

companies would prefer that husband and wife make one or two 

trips to the new location, without any other dependents. 

Certainly this gives the husband and wife an opportunity to 

discuss the relocation, look at housing, location of schools, 

and in general consider whether or not this is the move they 
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want to make. However, especially if other dependents are 

old enough to feel reluctance about being moved, this could 

be a good opportunity to let them see the new location. 

Sometimes advance preparation such as a trip to the proposed 

new home, could be all it would take for a reluctant teenager 

to change to eager. This could make the resultant move easier 

on all concerned. Most of the relocation expenses covered by 

companies, again, seem aimed more toward defraying the 

employee's costs rather than eliminating them. 

Summary 

Basically, there seems to be a great deal of variety in 

domestic relocation policy. Much of this variety may come 

from differing needs and desires of individual companies. 

However, the result is a lack of consistency from one com-

pany to another as to coverage available for reinbursement 

of relocation expenses. 

The present approach to determining the content and 

extent of domestic relocation policy appears to be something 

of a management by crisis approach. For example, rapidly 

increasing mortgage rates have made it difficult to sell 

homes. Some companies have reacted by offering a mortgage 

differential to the buyers of their employees' houses. This 

may make it possible to sell a home at a time when houses 

are not selling, however, it does not assure the employee 

that the relocation will not cause a financial setback from 



82 

which he will never completely recover. Certainly this seems 

a high price to pay for providing needed beneficial services 

to a company. 

Considering all facets of the responses from this sur-

vey, employee relocation is a current concern among both 

employers and employees. As the rate of inflation continues 

to spiral upwards employees are actually losing a considerable 

amount of ground financially by accepting a relocation oppor-

tunity with their company. If it were not for the rapidly 

increasing rate of inflation, employees might be able to 

overcome a temporary financial set back. However, as indicated 

by a recent study at the University of Illinois, employees do 

not necessarily regain financial losses suffered due to relo-

cation even when partial relocation expenses are reimbursed 

the employee. 

Actually, the relocation policies of most companies are 

designed only to serve as a buffer rather than actually 

absorb losses incurred by the employee. As home mortgage 

interest rates have increased as much as 6 percentage points, 

or a 50 per cent increase, in a 12-month period, companies' 

attention has been specifically focused on this item. An 

employee selling a home with even a 9 per cent mortgage 

interest rate who can only get new financing at 15 per cent 

is going to pay a much higher amount for a new home over a 

20 year period of time. Some companies have a policy of 

paying the difference in this cost for three or four years. 
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This may leave the employee paying a considerable difference 

for 16 or 17 years, however. According to Merrill Lynch 

Relocation Management, "this means the equivalent of an annual 

payment to the employee of $4,800 on an $80,000 mortgage if 

the rate on the old one was 8 per cent and on the new one, 

14 per cent. If such a payment is made by the company for 

four years and the total loan period is 20 years the addi-

tional amount the employee would pay is $76,800. That seems 

a high price to pay to accept a relocation made at the 

request of the company presumably for the company's benefit. 

The economic price a domestically relocated employee 

may pay seerns even higher when compared to an internationally 

relocated employee who is in practice and policy kept 

financially whole by the company. Yet most companies admit 

they expect the domestically relocated employee to accept 

a financial loss if necessary while the internationally 

relocated employee should be carefully protected from a loss 

or a large gain. 

Chapter IV presents conclusions drawn from the informa-

tion and implications for further research. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Conclusions 

Analysis of the data presented in this study leads to 

the following conclusions. 

1. There are no consistent domestic relocation policies. 

Rather, domestic relocation policies appear to meet the needs 

or preferences of individual companies. While some companies 

say they attempt to maintain the discretionary income of 

domestically relocated employees, there is no indication that 

company policies or practices are designed with this purpose 

in mind. It would appear that many companies provide only 

the minimum amount of relocation compensation to entice 

employees to continue accepting relocation opportunities. 

For example, companies may refuse to increase relocation 

compensation benefits until most, if not all, employees refuse 

to relocate. Then the relocation policy will be increased only 

as much as necessary to once again entice employees to con-

tinue accepting relocation opportunities. There is no indi-

cation that the purpose of such changes are actually to 

maintain the domestically relocated employee's discretionary 

income. 

2. Current domestic relocation compensation practices 

discriminate between domestically relocated employees. This 
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occurs due to the fact that one employee may be asked to 

relocate to a high-cost area while another employee may be 

requested to relocate to a low-cost area. Not only is it 

likely that the relocation compensation benefits will be 

the same in both situations but it is possible that base 

pay increases could also be the same. 

3. Companies that relocate employees both domestically 

and internationally have two separate and different stan-

dards for providing relocation compensation benefits. Com-

panies assure internationally relocated employees they will 

be protected financially and their relocation policy pro-

vides for such protection. However, there appears to be a 

common belief that the domestically relocated employee may 

lose financially but that is just part of the price of 

moving up within the organization. Domestic relocation 

policies do not even attempt to assure protection from 

financial loss for the domestically relocated employee. 

4. Companies seem to be aware of the impact of their 

present domestic employee relocation compensation policy 

on their relocated employees. The companies are not, in 

fact, intentionally trying to cause significant financial 

loss for their employees. 

5. Neither are companies expressing interest in moving 

even close to the international relocation compensation 

policy of keeping the employee financially whole. 
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The following section presents implications for further 

research. 

Implications 

Analysis of the data presented in this study indicated 

a need for further research in several areas. 

1. Longitudinal research is needed which will show the 

financial impact of domestic relocation on an employee(s) 

over a period of time. Findings which reflect the conse-

quences of moving to a low-cost area, a high-cost area or 

even of not relocating over an extended period of time could 

form a sound base from which future domestic relocation 

policy revisions could be made. Such research could provide 

a valuable source of information for companies who wanted 

to formulate domestic relocation policies which would attempt 

to eliminate economic discrimination between domestically 

relocated employees. 

2. Cost comparisons could be drawn between a domestic 

relocation compensation policy that is designed to keep the 

employee financially whole and present domestic relocation 

compensation policy. At the present time companies are not 

necessarily aware of their current compensation costs in 

that they do not formally track domestically relocated 

employees. Therefore, such costs as turnover due to employee 

or family dissatisfaction with the new area are not included 

in computation of current compensation costs. A longitudinal 
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comparisons of such costs might encourage companies to be 

more selective in their domestic employee relocations but to 

financially protect those they do relocate. 

3. Research is needed as to the impact of temporary 

(two to three year) domestic relocations which could serve 

as training or growth experiences for the employee which 

could then allow the employee to return to the original 

location at a higher level. For example, an employee might 

be considered potentially qualifiable for the plant manager 

level. However, the company might prefer he obtain additional 

experience at another company location before assuming these 

responsibilities. This employee could be requested to 

temporarily relocate to a position where such experience 

could be gained. Knowing this was intended as a temporary 

relocation, the employee might make significantly different 

financial decisions concerning real estate and other invest-

ments. The disruption to family life could be less if the 

family viewed not a final departure from close friends and 

relatives but instead an opportunity to experience living 

in a different part of the country and then returning. 

The company might find the employee more highly motivated, 

more interested in learning at the new location so that this 

knowledge could be applied after returning to his previous 

location. There is also a possibility that the company's 

relocation costs would be less in such a situation. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE REGARDING RELOCATION COMPENSATION POLICIES 92 

FOR SALARIED EXEMPT PERSONNEL 

(Salaried exempt is defined as all exempt 
employees except commissioned sales.) 

I. QUESTIONS RELATING TO GENERAL DATA FOR PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS 

1. Name of Company 

2. Address 

3. Completed for: (Please check) 

Parent Company Subsidiary 

4. Approximately how many salaried exempt personnel are presently employed by 
your firm? 

5. Please indicate your company's classification by industry (check the Fortune 
500 classification which most closely resembles the operations of the branch 
or division which was the basis for this questionnaire). 

Petroleum and Gas 

Food Preparation and Distribution 

Metals Manufacturing 

Mining 

Industrial Machinery and Equipment 

Banking, Finance, Accounting and Insurance 

Retailing and Wholesaling 

_ Transportation (including railroads, airlines and trucking) 

Public Utilities 

Aeronautics, Space and Electronics 

Computers, Calculators, and Business Machines 

Chemicals and Plastics 

Pharmaceuticals and Cosmetics 

Hardware, Appliances and Housewares 

Wood and Paper Milling and Manufacturing 

Rubber and Rubber Products 

Textiles, Clothing and Carpeting 

Publishing and Printing 

Automotive Manufacturing (including suppliers to manufacturers) 

Other (please describe) 



II. QUESTIONS CONCERNING RELOCATION POLICY 
RELATING TO SALARIED EXEMPT EMPLOYEES 93 

Please attach a copy of any relocation policy statements and/or 
brochures your company has relating to salaried exempt employee 
relocation. This should also include areas related to relocation 
such as cost-of-living, premium pay, education allowance, com-
muting costs, real estate (i.e., sale of the employee's former 
living quarters and purchase of new home), and general relocation 
expenses (i.e., househunting trips and shipment of household goods). 

Note: This document will not be released to anyone. It will be used 
only by the researcher for group comparison purposes. 

6. As part of your normal company operating procedures, do you relocate salaried 
exempt employees within the continental United States? Yes No 

7. Does your company have a policy of maintaining equal levels of discretionary 
income when relocating employees? Yes No ___ 

8. Does your company have a written policy concerning employee relocation 
procedures (as opposed to "no set policy1')? Yes No 

If yes, does your company reimburse the employee to some extent for relocation 
expenses? Yes No 

9. What constraints are imposed on a relocation to determine eligibility for 
relocation benefits: (check as many as apply) 

mileage number of miles 

commuting time number of hours 

city of residence designation 

other (please explain) 

For example, suppose an employee is moved from the branch office on the east 
side of a metroplex area to a branch office on the west side and wishes to 
live in the new area. Would that employee be eligible for relocation benefits? 
Yes No 

10. How many salaried exempt employees were relocated by your company during the 
calendar year 1978? (estimate if data not readily available) 

11. On an average, how many of those employees who were relocated in 1978 would 
fall into the following functional areas of your company?s organization: 

a. Sales and Marketing Management 

b. Manufacturing Management 

c. Employee Relations Management 

d. Accounting/Finance Management 

e. Other (please identify) 



12. When an exempt vacancy occurs, what are the priorities given for possible 94 

replacement? (Number in order of priority with 1 representing the first choice.) 

a. Promoting from the local area (from within the organization) 

b. Relocating from another area (from within the organization) 

c. Recruiting from the local area (from outside the organization) 

d. Recruiting from outside the local area (from outside the organization) 

13. Has your company experienced a reluctance of employees to relocate when their 
spouse also works? (More reluctance as compared with reluctance on the part 
of employees whose spouse is not employed.) Yes No 

Approximately what percent of your employees who have refused to relocate or 
who were reluctant to relocate during 1978 indicated their major reason for 
such refusal or reluctance was due to the employment of their spouse? 

15, Does your company offer assistance to the spouse in locating a new job? 
Yes No 

16, In your opinion, during the five year period of 1974 through 1978, of the 
total number of people who were relocated, approximately what percent are 
still with the firm today? _ _ _ _ _ _ 

In your opinion, of those who are no longer with the firm today, was the 
relocation of these employees a factor in their leaving your organization? 
Yes __ No 

If yes, please list typical reasons cited by the employees for leaving: 

17. Does your company have a policy of tracking employees who are relocated to 
determine their adjustment, acceptance, or other factors related to their job 
or their environment? Yes No 

If yes, please describe the tracking procedure used by your firm: 



18• Does your company provide any type of social or psychological counseling for 
employees who are relocated either before or after the relocation? 9 5 
Yes No 

If yes, is this counseling available: (please check all that apply) 

a. to the employee 

b. to the employee's spouse 

c. to the employee's other dependents 

19. Does your company employ formal programs to assist the employee in becoming 
established in the community as soon as possible? Yes No 

If yes, please describe below: 

20. If an employee is dissatisfied at the new location, in which of the situations 
described below would you pay for subsequent relocation expenses (that is, when 
would your normal relocation policy apply)? Please check all that apply. 

(1) return to the original location only if a similar level job is 
available (similar to the level job that the employee previously 
held at the original location) 

(2) return to original location to any available job 

(3) relocate to some other area where there is a job available that 
the employee is willing to accept 

If your normal relocation policy would not cover this situation, what are the 
policies and limits of reimbursement that would apply? 

21. Are your relocation policies different for those employees who request reloca-
tion? Yes No 

If yes, please describe these differences. 



22. Does your firm have relocation policies that are significantly different for 
the four classes of exempt employees (top management, middle management, lower 9 6 
management, professional/technical)? Yes No 

If yes, please describe the key differences. 

23. This question refers to the effect that refusal to relocate may have on the 
career development of an employee within your company. That is, is an employee 
allowed to pass a certain number of relocation opportunities without damaging 
his future career development? Please check the situation below that applies 
to your firm: 

a. employee can pass relocation opportunities 

b. employee can pass limited number of relocation opportunities 

What is the usual limit? 

c. employee can pass limited number of relocation opportunities 
and then is either eliminated from further consideration and 

(1) left on the same job 

(2) moved to a different job so as not to restrict others 

d. other (please explain) 

24. Does your company make any relocations within the continental United States for 
a specific limited time period? That is, does your company relocate an employee 
for a predetermined number of years with an agreement or a commitment to either 
return the employee to his original location or relocate him to another 
location of his choice? Yes No 

If yes, please explain. 



25. Does your company have separate relocation policies for exempt salaried 

employees who relocate regularly as a condition of their job? (For example, g-j 

positions such as geologist or trouble shooter) 

Yes No 

If yes, please describe. 

26. Does your firm use the assistance of companies that specialize in providing 
total relocation services to firms who are transferring an employee? 
Yes No 

If no, has your firm considered these sources in the past? Yes No 

If your firm does not use the assistance of companies that specialize in 
providing total relocation services to firms who are transferring an employee, 
why did your company elect not to use relocation companies? 

If your firm does use the assistance of companies that specialize in providing 

total relocation services to firms who are transferring an employee, what 

benefits and advantages do you feel this provides to your company: 



III. MONETARY CONSIDERATIONS INVOLVING EMPLOYEE RELOCATION 
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27. When an employee is relocated, the employee's pay may be readjusted to 

include any merit pay increase earned by the employee at that time, as well 

as any base pay adjustment due the employee if the relocation involves a 

promotion. In addition to these items, is the. employee's pay readjusted to 

include any of the following: (please check those that apply and indicate 

any limitations) You may elaborate below the chart or use additional pages 

if necessary. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

^Increment 

Allocated as 

Identifiable 

Portion of 

Employee 1s Pay 

Permanent 

Pay 

Adjustment 

Limited 

Pay 

Adjustment 

Terms of 

Limitations 

cost-of-living 

premium \ 

education allowance \ 

taxes 

(1) city sales tax 

(2) state sales tax 

(3) city income tax 

(4) state income tax 

(5) property tax 

(6) school tax 

commuting costs 

real estate/housing 

relocation expenses 

(i.e., moving household 

goods, transportation 

expenses) 

other (please identify) h. 

*That is, the employee's salary statement identifies the specific increment 
allocated for each category indicated so that it may be changed if the 
employee is subsequently relocated or the time period for the increment has 
expired. 



A. QUESTIONS RELATED TO COST-OF-LIVING (COL) 
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28. Does your company pay a COL differential to employees who are relocated? 
Yes No 

29. If your company pays a COL differential, how is the differential determined: 

a. Consumer Price Index 

b. Urban Family Budget 

c. Wholesale Price Index 

d. Other (please identify) 

30. What metropolitan area is used to determine the base COL index? 

31. Is the base area used for determining COL differential different for those 
employees who are relocated a second time within a defined period of time? 
Yes No 

For example, suppose an employee working in Dallas, Texas is relocated at 
the company's request to Denver, Colorado. Later this employee is relocated, 
again at the company's request, to San Francisco, California. What is the 
base COL area for pay considerations for each move? 

COL AREA 
a. Dallas to Denver 

Denver to San Francisco 

32. How often is the COL determined? 

33. How often are subsequent changes made in the COL differential payment received 
by the employees? 

34. If the COL index is redefined/recalculated during the time period an employee 
is receiving a cost-of-living differential payment, is that employee's salary 
readjusted for the remaining time he is to receive a COL differential? 
Yes No _____ 

35. Is the pay adjustment for COL withdrawn if the employee is later relocated to 
an area where COL is not considered a pay adjustment factor? 
Yes No 



B. QUESTIONS RELATING TO PREMIUM PAY 

36, Does your company consider premium pay to encourage an employee to relo-
cate to an undesirable location (undesirable as seen or defined by the 
employee)? Yes No 

If yes, how is the amount of premium pay determined: 

a. Negotiated with the employee 

b. Predetermined amount 

c. Other (please explain) 

If yes, is the pay adjustment for premium pay withdrawn if the employee is 
later relocated to an area where premium pay is not considered a pay adjust-
ment factor? Yes No 

C. QUESTIONS RELATING TO EDUCATION ALLOWANCE 

37. If a domestically relocated employee feels the local public schools are 
unsatisfactory (his opinion) will the company assist with the cost for sending 
his children to a private school? Yes No 

If yes, what percent of the cost will the company pay? 

38. Would education allowance payments include board and lodging either at a 
private school or at the original location while the students finished the 
school? Yes No __ 

39. Is this payment a part of the company relocation policy? 

40. Is this payment negotiated based on each situation? Yes No 

41. Is the pay adjustment for education allowance withdrawn if the employee is 
later relocated to an area where education allowance is not considered a 
pay adjustment factor? Yes No 

D. QUESTIONS RELATING TO TAXES 

42. Are taxes considered in a COL index referred to in an earlier section? 
Yes No 

43. If taxes are not considered in a COL index for domestically relocated employees, 
which of the following taxes are considered in adjusting the relocated 
employee's pay: (please check any that apply) 

a. city sales tax 

b. state sales tax 

c. city income tax 

d. state income tax 

e. property tax 

f. school tax 



44. Is the pay adjustment for taxes withdrawn if the employee is later relocated 
to an area where taxes are not considered a pay adjustment factor? 101 
Yes No _____ 

E. QUESTIONS RELATING TO COMMUTING COSTS 
(Public Transportation) 

45. Are commuting costs considered in a COL index for relocated employees? 
Yes No 

If no, is a separate pay adjustment made for commuting costs? 
Yes No 

46. Is the pay adjustment for commuting costs withdrawn if the employee is later 
relocated to an area where commuting costs are not considered a pay adjust-
ment factor? Yes No 

47. If commuting costs are considered and public transportation is not available, 
Is the cost of an additional automobile and parking costs considered as com-
muting costs in calculating pay adjustments? Yes No 

48. If commuting costs are considered in calculating the employee's pay, does the 
area the employee selects to live determine whether or not the employeeTs pay 
will be adjusted to include commuting costs? Yes No _ _ 

For example, if an employee works in downtown New York City but elects to live 
in an adjoining or nearby area rather than live in downtown New York City, will 
the company pay the employee's commuting costs? Yes No 

F. QUESTIONS RELATING TO REAL ESTATE 

49. Which of the following situations best describes your policy for disposing of 
a relocated employee's former living quarters: (please check all that apply) 

a, The employee must arrange for the sale of his or her own home but is 
reimbursed for some or all of the home sale expense 

b. The company contracts with a relocation firm or similar organization 
to handle the employee's real estate 

c. The company has a policy to purchase the employee's home based on 
fair market value 

d. The employee is not given any assistance or reimbursement In the 

sale of his or her home 

e. Other considerations (please explain) 

f. No policy 

g. Negotiated individually 

50. If your company's policy provides for the purchase of the employee's home, 
please describe how the fair market value is determined: 



51. Should the employee choose to sell his own home, which of the following expenses 
are reimbursed: (check all that apply and indicate limits to expenses if any) ]_02 

a. Brokerage Commission 

_ h. Normal Closing Costs 

c. Mortgage Prepayment Penalty 

d. Duplicate House Carrying Expenses 

e. Mortgage Discount Points 

f. Loss on Sale Below Fair Market Value 

g. Loss on Sale Below Investment Cost 

h. Maintenance, Repair or Remodeling Costs 

i. Additional Income lax Liability 

j . Other Costs (please explain) 

k. No Reimbursement 

52. If the employee chooses to sell his own house, will the company pay the 
employee's living expenses in the new location while the employee's wife/family 
stay to sell the house? Yes No 

If yes, what time and/or expense limitations apply if any? 

53* Which, if any, of the following expenses are reimbursed to the employee or paid 
for directly by the company for a new home purchase? (indicate any limitations) 

a. All Normal Closing Costs 

b. Attorney or Escrow Officer Fees 

c. Title Costs 

d. Mortgage Origination Fees 

e. Mortgage Discount Points 

f. Interest on Interim or Bridge Loans 

g. Mortgage Rate Differential Between Old and New Homes 

54. With respect to non-homeowner employees (renters), which of the following 
does your company reimburse relocated employees: (indicate limits if any) 

a. Lease Termination Penalties 

b. Legal Fees 

c. Finder * s Fees 

d. Security Deposits 

e. No Expenses Reimbursed 

Old Location New Location 

55. Does your company have a policy whereby the employee's real estate other than 
domicile will be purchased and/or sales assistance provided? 
Yes No 



If yes, please explain. 
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If yes, how is the value of this property determined? 

G. QUESTIONS RELATING TO RELOCATION EXPENSES 

56. Does your company reimburse employees for househunting trips to the new 
location? Yes No Negotiated 

If yes, how many? 

Does the above reimbursement include expenses incurred by dependents other 

than the spouse? Yes No 

57. Does your company reimburse the spouse for separate househunting trips to 

the new location? Yes No 

If yes, how many trips are usually permitted? 

58. Does your company reimburse the relocated employee for temporary living 
expenses at the new location? Yes No 

If yes, for what period of time is the employee eligible for this reimbursement: 

Days 

Reasonable time 

Negotiated 

59. If the employee prefers to move himself and can do so at less than the com-
mercial rates, will the company share the savings with the employee? 

Yes No 

If yes, to what extent? 

60. Does your company reimburse the employee for incidental expenses incurred 
during the relocation? (please check the following that apply) 

a. Itemized Allowance 

b. Flat Allowance of: 

(1) Less than $250 

(2) $250 - $499 

(3) $500 - $999 

(4) $1,000 - $1,499 

(5) $1,500 - $1,199 

_____ (6) $2,000 or over 

(7) 1 month's salary 

(8) 2 month's salary 

c. Other (please explain) 
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61. Do you reimburse domestically relocated employees for the shipment of house-

hold goods? Yes No 

If yes, what limitations apply for each of the following: 

a. Size 

b. Amount 

c. Weight 

d. Type 

62. Do you reimburse relocated employees for the shipment of other than usual house-
hold goods? Yes No _ _ _ 

If yes, please check those items listed below for which your firm would reim-
burse the relocated employee and indicate limits imposed if any. 

a. Household pets 

b. Animals 

c. Fishing Boats 

d. Cruising Boats 

e. Sail Boats 

f. Additional Automobiles ( Mileage Allowance 

(1) Second Automobile 

(2) Third Automobile 

(3) Four or More Automobiles 

g. Driveaway Service (Please explain) 

h. Shop and Hobby Equipment 

i* Travel Trailers 

j. Recreational Vehicle (i.e., dune buggy) 

k. Airplane 

1. Storage of Personal Goods 

(1) While in Transit 

(2) Awaiting Permanent Quarters 

m. Other (please explain) 



63. What changes are you considering for your present relocation policy? 

(Additions, Deletions, etc.) 



Thank you for your time and effort in completing this questionnaire. 

Please put your name and address below if you would like a summary of 106 
the results. 
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June 25, 1979 North Texas 
State 

University 

Denton, Texas 
76203 

College 
of 

Business 
Administration 

Dear 

I need your help. I am writing a dissertation as part of my final 
requirements to earn a Ph.D. in Personnel and Industrial Relations. My 
area of research involves domestic employee relocation, I am attempting 
to determine the domestic relocation policy of Fortune 500 companies who 
also have membership in the American Compensation Association. 

Domestic employee relocation is something you as a compensation manager 
have to deal with each day, Surely it would be helpful to you to know 
how other companies are meeting the challenge of employee relocation. I 
will be glad to send you a summary of the results of my study if you 
would like. 

I assure you that any information you furnish me will be used to compile 
group data only. No individual, company data, will be identified, In-
dividual company data will not be seen or released to anyone other than 
myself or my major professor. 

With your help I will be able, to meet my research requirements and you 
will be able to learn what other companies are currently doing in the 
area of employee relocation. Please complete the enclosed questionnaire 
and return it to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelope. 

Thank you for helping me with this project. 

Sincerely, 

LaVe11e Mills (Mrs.) 

AC 8/7-788-23! 1 • Dallas-Ft. Worth Metro 267-2832 
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July 31 , 1979 
University 

Denton, Texas 
76203 

College 
of 

Business 
Administration 

The l a rge number of people who p r e f e r to take summer vaca t ions sometimes 
make i t necessary f o r companies to delay p a r t i c i p a t i n g in p r o j e c t s they 
r e a l l y f ee l a re worthwhile . I be l i eve t h i s may be t r u e concerning your 
company and my domestic employee r e l o c a t i o n r e s e a r c h . I s t i l l would 
welcome very much your input i n t o t h i s p r o j e c t . 

Domestic employee r e l o c a t i o n i s something you as a compensation manager 
have to deal with each day. Surely i t would be he lp fu l to you to know 
how o ther companies are meeting the chal lenge of employee r e l o c a t i o n . I 
wi l l be glad to send you a summary of the r e s u l t s of my study i f you 
would l i k e . 

I assure you t h a t any informat ion you f u r n i s h me wi l l be used to compile 
group data on ly . No ind iv idua l company data wi l l be i d e n t i f i e d . In-
dividual company data wi l l not be seen or r e l eased to anyone o the r than 
myself or my major p r o f e s s o r . 

With your help I wi l l be able to meet my research requirements and you 
wi l l be able to learn what o the r companies are c u r r e n t l y doing in the 
area of employee r e l o c a t i o n . Please complete the enclosed ques t i onna i r e 
and r e tu rn i t to me in the enclosed s e l f - a d d r e s s e d envelope. 

Thank you f o r helping me with t h i s p r o j e c t . 

S i n c e r e l y , 

LaVelle Mil ls (Mrs.) 

A ( SI 7-7SH-? ? / / • Dallas - Ft Worth Metro 26 7-2SM 
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