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WFH is stabilizing at about 25% of days: a 5-fold jump vs 2019
US full days worked from home, %

Source: N=198,742
(SWAA) N = 866,373
(HHP) SWAA data from
survey responses
weighted to match the US
population. Pre-covid data
from the American Time
Use Survey. CHPS
respondents weighted to
match the US population
aged 20 to 64 in
households with incomes
above $25,000.

Survey of Workplace
Attitudes and
Arrangements (Barrero,
Bloom and Davis 2021)
https://wfhresearch.com/

https://wfhresearch.com/


Office occupancy also stabilizing at about 50% of 2019 levels

2020-2022
rising occupancy

2023+
flat occupancy

Kastle office occupancy data



But views vary widely on the efficacy and duration of hybrid WFH



So I ran a Randomized Control Trial on Hybrid Working From Home



Experimental design

Drop in Quit Rates

No Impact on Performance



Working with trip.com on a hybrid WFH randomized control trial

Headquartered in Shanghai

Employs about 35,000 people

NASDAQ listed

Provides flights, hotel bookings, 
package and corporate travel

Pre-experiment employees in 
the office every day





The company has modern offices with teams working and training mostly in person

Figures from top-left clockwise:
1) Team meeting describing the experiment, August 2021
2) An employee training camp, September 2021
3) An employee workshop, October 2021

Source: trip.com internal photographs



Trip ran an RCT on the Apple hybrid plan on IT and Airfare divisions



These two divisions look similar to a typical US tech or finance firm

Notes: Data from 1612 experiment participants. Missing data on some variables from different number of participants.



Treatment Decided by Lottery 
- Odd Birthday (1st, 3rd, 5th day of month) Treatment
- Even Birthday (2nd, 4th, 6th day of month) Control



Office vs Home

Employees typically with team 
members on 4 person desks



Experimental design

Drop in Quit Rates

No Impact on Performance



Attrition fell 33% (significantly)
Attrition rates over 2021H2

Notes: Data on 1612 employees attrition between August 9th 2021 (volunteers) and September 13th (non-volunteers) to January 13th 2022.



See improvements in satisfaction surveys for treatment employees

Notes: Sample from 1345 employees (446 volunteers, 899 non-volunteers) in the endline survey. Values range from 0 
(lowest) to 10 (highest). For example, “recommend to friends” ranges from “Definitely no” at 0 to “Definitely yes” at 10. 
Robust standard errors.



Notes: Data on 1612
employees’ attrition until
January 23rd 2022. Top-
left panel is for all
employees. Only 1259
employees filled out the
baseline survey question
on commuting length, so
the commute-length (two
ways) sample is for 1259
employees. Samples
sizes are 820 and 792
for Control and
Treatment, 1217 and
395 for Non-managers
and Managers, 570 and
1042 for Female and
Males, and 648 and 611
for short and long
commuters, respectively.
Probability values are
calculated using two
tailed t-tests and
reported above for the
difference within each
group between the
control and treatment
groups.

p=XXX

p=XXX

Difference=2.40
Std. Error=1.18
Conf Int=[0.0748,7.18]
P-value=0.0431

Figure 2: WFH cut attrition by 33% overall, most for non-managers, females, and those with longer-commutes

Difference=3.26
Std. Error=1.46
Conf Int=[0.392,6.12]
P-value=0.0259

Difference=-0.169
Std. Error=1.73
Conf Int=[-3.57, 3.23]
P-value=0.922

Difference=5.01
Std. Error=2.08
Conf Int=[0.915,9.10]
P-value=0.0166

Difference=0.997
Std. Error=1.43
Conf Int=[-1.82,3.81]
P-value=0.487

Difference=2.61
Std. Error=1.93
Conf Int=[-1.19,6.41]
P-value=0.178

Difference=3.11
Std. Error=1.66
Conf Int=[-0.16,6.36]
P-value=0.0620



Experimental design

Drop in Quit Rates

No Impact on Performance



Notes: Results from 1507 employees in 2021H2, 1355 employees in 2022H1, 1301 employees in 2022H2 and 1254 employees in 2023H1. Samples are lower over time due 
to employee attrition from the original experimental sample. Probability values for difference in treatment and control distributions calculated using using two tailed t-tests 
after assigning each letter grade a numeric value from 1 (D) to 5 (A) and reported above for the difference of the letter grade between the control and treatment.

Figure 3: WFH treatment had no impact on performance reviews over the next two years

Difference=0.056
Std. Error=0.043
Conf Int=[-0.029,0.14]
P-value=0.198

Difference=0.034
Std. Error=0.044
Conf Int=[-0.0529,0.122]
P-value=0.440

Difference=-0.019
Std. Error=0.046
Conf Int=[-0.11,0.072]
P-value=0.677

Difference=.046
Std. Error=0.051
Conf Int=[-.054, 0.146]
P-value=0.369



Extended Data Table 7: WFH showed no impact on performance reviews for the 9 major sub-categories

Notes: Results from 1507 employees in 2021H2, 1339 employees in 2022H1, 1290 employees in 2022H2 and 1246 employees in 2023H1. Probability values for difference in 
treatment and control distributions calculated using two-sided t-tests. Results reported for sub-categories where a score existed – so for example in 2021H2, 1093 employees were 
assessed for “Development”.



Figure 4: WFH treatment had no impact on promotions over the next two years

Notes: Results from 1522 employees in 2021H2, 1378 employees in 2022H1, 1314 employees in 2022H2 and 1283 employees in 2023H1. Samples are lower over time 
due to employee attrition from the original experimental sample. P-values are calculated using two tailed t-tests and test statistics are reported above for the difference 
within each group between the control and treatment groups.

Difference=-0.86
Std. Error=1.34
Conf Int=[-3.51,1.74]
P-value=0.509

Difference=0.12
Std. Error=0.85
Conf Int=[-1.54,1.78]
P-value=0.892

Difference=-0.51
Std. Error=1.12
Conf Int=[-2.72,1.70]
P-value=0.651

Difference=-0.99
Std. Error=1.02
Conf Int=[-2.99, 1.00]
P-value=0.328



Notes: The data covers the experimental period starting on August 9th, 2021, for the 1st wave and September 13th for the 2nd wave, running to January 23rd, 2022, for
both waves. Lines of code submitted per day is available for 653 employees whose primary role was writing code, spanning a total of 95,494 days. Lines are those
uploaded to trip.com on a daily basis. Data plotted on a log-2 scale for readability. Reported P-value is calculated using a 2-sided t-test on the number of code-lines. When
using log2(codelines) the difference has a p-value of 0.750 (noting the sample is 27,605 days because of dropping 0 values). When using log2 (1+codelines) the difference
has a p-value of 0.0103, with treatment having the higher average values.

Extended Figure 6: No impact on lines of code written

Control mean=289.9
Treatment mean=280.4
Difference=9.60
Std. Error=7.05
Conf Int=[-4.22,23.4]
P-value=0.173



Notes: Sample from 1315 employees (314 managers, 1001 non-managers) at the baseline, 1345 employees (324 managers, 1021 non-managers) at the endline.
Probability values for the figure on the left are calculated using two tailed t-tests after assigning a numeric value corresponding to the midpoint of the bucket. P-values for 
the figure on the right are reported above for the difference between managers and non-managers separately for baseline and endline. 
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Figure 5: Views on the productivity impact of WFH improved after the experiment, particularly for managers

Baseline mean=-0.058
Endline mean=1.48
Difference=-1.54
Std. Error=0.40
Conf Int=[-2.33,-0.753]
P-value=0.000

Difference=-0.571
Std. Error=.604
Conf Int=[-1.76, .615]
P-value=0.345

Difference=-3.28
Std. Error=0.72
Conf Int=[-4.69,-1.86]
P-value=0.000



After the Experiment Ended…



On February 14th 2022 the HR board decided to roll out hybrid WFH to 
the entire company (starting on March 1st , announced immediately)



Summary of results
1. Employees appear to enjoy WFH – reduced attrition by about 33%

2. No impact on performance measures – if anything positive (from survey data)

3. For company highly profitable – turnover is very expensive – so rolled it out 

4. Why Hybrid is dominant for US professional and managers (it’s profitable)

Nature paper free access here: 
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-024-07500-2

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-024-07500-2
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