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Over the last ten years, flexible working practices have
become integrated into the economy – almost 60 per cent of
employees currently use a form of flexible working. This
Government has pledged to go even further – the right to
flexible working for all was enshrined in the Coalition
agreement – but it has vacillated in the face of pressure from
the business lobby.

Reinventing the Workplace argues that it would be both
economically short-sighted and socially irresponsible to 
roll back the progress made over the past decade, due to
pressures in a time of economic uncertainty. The recession
will not go on forever, whereas the need for flexible work 
has been a long time coming, as the care responsibilities of
those in employment have increased with the growth of
shared parenting, more mothers returning to work and an
ageing population.

There is a business case for flexible work – employers
benefit by lowering estate costs, retaining staff, increasing
productivity and reducing absenteeism. It proved its worth at
the height of the financial crisis, when cooperation between
employers and employees minimised job losses. But flexible
work also has clear, positive social outcomes. More involved
parenting improves the life chances of children, a better
work–life balance increases individual happiness, a more
flexible workforce is more able to bear the burden of care,
and the Big Society requires people to have more time to be
active citizens.

Dan Leighton is Head of the Public Interest programme at
Demos. Thomas Gregory is a Junior Associate at Demos.
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Foreword: Flexible working
is essential for growth
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It is in difficult economic times that government and business
should make the boldest decisions. We need to keep the long-
term firmly in view and that is not always easy. Political leaders
of all parties are calling for a culture of greater flexibility in the
workplace yet there is understandable nervousness about the
pace and direction of change. So this report is timely, and if it
does not hold all the answers, it should serve to harden our
resolve. If we adapt and learn now when times are tough we 
will be in a stronger position to grow in the future. It is clear 
that greater flexibility will be integral to the workplace of the
future.

The global landscape of work is changing dramatically. As
our economies grow, businesses will need to be agile and
responsive to new demands from consumers and employees. It is
inevitable. Our 24/7 economy demands flexibility.

That is why adaptable labour markets are essential. They
help to ensure that we can respond to the ups and downs of the
economic cycle. Most recently, flexible working helped to keep
people in employment during the recession. Car manufacturers
like Toyota and Jaguar Land Rover were able to maintain
production and protect jobs by reducing working hours.

At the John Lewis Partnership we are already voluntarily
implementing many of the recommendations in this report – not
because the Government wants us to, but because flexible
working brings many tangible benefits. It allows us to recognise
our employees as individuals as our business grows, and it
enables us to retain our best talent – the experienced mother
returning from maternity leave, the mature student gaining extra
qualifications, the home carer who needs some part-time income.
We offer various flexible arrangements – condensed weeks
(which allow partners to work four long days instead of five),



time banking and role changes that fit with preferred shift
patterns.

But flexible working is a two-way street. As employers place
increasing demands on their employees’ time – in our case,
asking for more weekend and evening hours – we should offer
greater flexibility in return. Even for the most dedicated
employees, we are only one part of their busy lives. If we make it
easier for them, they will be more engaged and productive when
they are at work.

Most of us agree with this principle and are looking at ways
of modernising workplaces. We know instinctively that a whole
new world of virtual working is opening up before us, and with
that comes new opportunities.

But legislation around these issues has become a divisive
sticking point and it shouldn’t be. By its very nature, flexible
working cannot be imposed purely from above. It requires
commitment and flexible thinking. We believe that flexible
working can be delivered most effectively by businesses, in their
own way, without the heavy hand of additional new regulation.

Businesses that get this right are putting themselves at a
significant competitive advantage over those that do not. To
maintain and increase productivity, employees must see the link
between their contribution and the success of the business as it
grows. They will have deployed the advantages of flexible
working in their plans, attracted a keen and equipped workforce,
retained the best talent and renewed the psychological contract
with their employees.

Charlie Mayfield
John Lewis Partnership
July 2011
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Executive summary
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This report, which is based on new polling of employees and
employers as well as extensive focus groups and structured
interviews with managers and employees in ‘vanguard’
businesses, makes the case for safeguarding and extending
flexible working practices. This is particularly important in a
sluggish economic climate where employment legislation has
been cast as a potential barrier to job creation and growth.

The core message is that the Government should be
resolute in implementing a maximal rather than a minimal
framework for entrenching and extending flexible working
practices. These are critical in ensuring that a framework for 
two-way dialogue between the needs of employers and
employees can take place. Yet while the legislation continues 
to be necessary it will never be sufficient; the ethos and culture 
of organisations will ultimately determine whether flexible
working entitlements can work to the mutual benefit of
employers and employees.

It would be short sighted to sacrifice flexible working
rights on the altar of short-term economic recovery, particularly
because they can be complementary, in that greater availability
of flexible working allows for a more inclusive labour market,
expanding the size of the labour force and increasing output. Yet
it would also betray a dangerously narrow interpretation of the
responsibilities employers owe toward not just their employees
but also society at large. By learning from vanguard employers,
society can forge a settlement on working practices that
enshrines flexibility on both sides – employer and employee – in
order to reap business and social benefits. Flexibility in the
workplace needs to be based on the principles of reciprocity and
mutual responsibility between employers and employees in order
to reach a mutual accommodation.



Our survey has given us the ability to identify certain
barriers, or ‘risk factors’, to flexibility such as firm size and
sector. This report draws on our polling, comparing it with other
datasets, to construct an image of the modern British workplace
and to analyse how risk factors are distributed across the
economy. We used varying statistical methodology including
regression analysis. Alongside this we draw on structured
interviews and focus groups by two major employers, BT and
John Lewis Partnership, and a small firm at the vanguard of
flexible working, Women Like Us. This allows us to identify the
areas of ‘low flexibility’ that policy makers need to address.

The results of our research show that flexible working has
become entrenched in the working lives of most people – a
substantial achievement for flexible working advocates:

Executive summary

· Today, 91 per cent of employers offer at least one form of flexible
working arrangement to their employees.

· Almost 60 per cent of employees stated they currently used a
form of flexible working and 83 per cent of requests for flexible
working are approved.

Yet our results also present some pessimistic predictions for
future expansion:

· 81 per cent of employers did not expect that their organisation
would extend flexible working in the next two years.

· Of the firms that currently do not offer any form of flexible
working arrangement, 92 per cent said they were unlikely to start
offering it in the next two years.

· Half of firms with fewer than 50 employees said they granted less
than 1 in 4 flexible working requests.

Compounding the problem is lack of knowledge: 60 per
cent of employees did not know who was covered by the legal
right to request. Flexible working has also not been able to
address many gender-based inequalities. Belying the narrative of
the ‘new man’, men were less than half as likely to use flexible
working in order to ‘look after children’ than women and 86 per



cent of men said they would not use a longer period of paternity
leave if it was offered to them.

It is with the current political context – and the principles
of reciprocity and mutual responsibility – in mind that this
report arrives at a series of recommendations to Government and
employers. It is not sufficient, nor is it likely to be wholly
effective, simply to legislate on the bare minimum that employers
must do. We must also provide employers with the guidance to
make flexibility work for their employees, give recognition and
support when they get it right, and join the vanguard and the
correct infrastructure to ensure that flexibility is not burdensome
for business.

Our recommendations aim to advance a maximal agenda of
workplace flexibility, to make flexible working practices a more
prominent indicator of corporate social responsibility and to
enable men and women to share more equally in their caring and
social obligations. Specifically they will:
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· extend and normalise flexible working to all employees by
making the right to request universal

· enhance shared responsibility between employers and employees
through a code of practice

· give recognition to vanguard employers, target support to those
struggling to implement flexible working practices and monitor
progress to ‘name and shame’ recalcitrant employers

· make shared parental leave affordable for both partners and
employers through a contributory ‘carers account’

· extend and formalise carers’ leave
· enable all workers, regardless of status, role or sector, to take up

volunteering.





1 Introduction: flexible
working in a cold climate

15

The way Britain works is at a critical juncture. This is particularly
true of our approach to flexible working. In the midst of a
faltering recovery from a traumatic global economic crisis, the
Government’s number one priority is job creation and economic
growth. It is undertaking a significant programme of reform to
employment law to ‘deliver growth by breaking down barriers,
boosting opportunities and creating the right conditions for
businesses to start up and thrive’.1 Employers’ associations have
claimed further extensions of flexible working rights are one
such barrier to job creation. For example, the chief executive of
the British Chambers of Commerce (BCC), David Frost, has
argued that ‘at a time when the government is looking to reduce
unemployment, making further changes to employment
legislation is absurd’.2

The narrative from some sections of the business
community is that the centrepieces of a more progressive
workforce – flexible working in particular – have reached their
limits and may even be the luxuries of a booming economy that
cannot be sustained as we seek to recover from recession.

The Government itself has sent mixed signals on its
intentions for the future of flexible working. It has outlined the
importance of flexible working to shared parenting and family
life, while at the same time scrapping aspects of flexible working
legislation to demonstrate a commitment to getting rid of red
tape for employers. Flexible working legislation is variously
framed as a social imperative and unnecessary hindrance on
business performance.

Having initially promised to extend the right to request
flexible working to all in the coalition agreement, the
Government appeared to retreat on this by delaying this measure
and at the same time rowing back on a promised extension to



parents of children under 18 rather than 17, and removing the
obligation to consider existing requests for small businesses. Yet
it signalled a return to its original intentions in May 2011, with a
publication following a consultation on the modern workplace,
which proposes the extension of the right to request flexible
working to all employees, together with additional entitlements
to maternity and paternity leave. Will the pendulum once again
swing in the opposite direction if there is overwhelming
opposition from employers in response to the consultation? This
report argues that this would be both economically short-sighted
and socially irresponsible.

Using immediate economic prospects to frame the viability
of extending flexible working rights and practices fails to do
justice to phenomena that are driven by long-term social changes
and reap long-term gains for employers, employees and society
at large. The recession and its impacts will not go on forever.
Current projections indicate that by 2020 the rate of unemploy-
ment is due to drop to 1.8 million from 2.5 million in 2011. The
number of economically active people is expected to reach 32.1
million in 2020, equivalent to an increase of 6.7 per cent from
2005. The economic activity rate of people aged 16 and over is
projected to fall to 61.7 per cent in 2020, and the activity rate of
people of working age (16–59/64) is projected to rise to 79.8 per
cent in 2020.3 In addition, these demographic projections show
an aging working population and shrinking talent pipeline made
up of people who want greater flexibility over when and how
they work. Flexible working provision will be essential for those
companies wanting to attract and retain the best talent.

But the justification for flexible working cannot be reduced
to the business case or be seen as entirely contingent on it. The
case for flexibility stems from a wider need to balance the
distribution of people’s time between different obligations, needs
and desires. The key question is not whether businesses can
afford flexible working arrangements but whether in the twenty-
first century countries like Britain can afford to forego them.
Flexible working is the means to a plurality of vital and positive
social outcomes; if unrealised, the state and middle-income
households that feel the impact of increased taxation the hardest

Introduction: flexible working in a cold climate



will end up being disproportionally burdened. There is now
strong evidence to show that more involved parenting improves
the life chances of children, a better work–life balance increases
individual happiness, a more flexible workforce is more able to
bear the burden of an ageing population, and the Big Society
will require people to have more time to be active citizens.

While it would be unreasonable to place sole responsibility
for the social harms indirectly created by the way people work on
employers, it would be equally unreasonable to claim they have
no responsibility at all. Corporate social responsibility is best
judged according to the extent to which organisations attempt to
mitigate the ‘negative externalities’ they may generate in the
process of pursuing core business goals. Flexible working
arrangements need to be framed more strongly as a social
obligation, and employers should do their utmost to respond by
meeting the needs of employees half way. And where employers
refuse to meet employees half way, there is an important role for
government in legislating to enforce a basic framework in which
employees can be empowered to start a dialogue with their
employers.

The next chapter provides context on the range of long
term drivers behind flexible working, the range of practices
available and evidence on benefits and barriers to take up.
Chapter 3 presents the findings from our quantitative and
qualitative research, investigating in greater detail the risk factors
that indicate that employees are likely to have low access or
usage of flexible working practices and how case study
organisations have mitigated such factors. Chapter 4 presents
recommendations based on these findings.
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2 Flexible working:
principles and practices

19

In this chapter we lay out the defining trends that have changed
Britain’s workplaces, the causes that have been identified, and
the sections of society that may have been left behind. It is not
enough simply to argue that ‘flexibility is good’ – we must
understand what has the potential to change working patterns
(and has succeeded in doing so).

Jones et al define flexible working in a usefully holistic and
encompassing manner:

[Flexible working] is about being able to work in different places, at and for
different times (shift systems, longer and shorter hours) and about being able
to work in different ways, using technology and the different skills that people
have. It is also about moving flexibility away from a singular perspective
towards a notion of ‘shared’ flexibility. Rather than restrict ideas about
flexibility to a small number of policies, we argue that flexibility is about
being able to achieve desired outcomes in a range of ways, being flexible
about how, when and where people work.4

From this definition it is possible to suggest that the term
‘flexible working’ comprises two elements: practices (or policies)
that centre on allowing employees to be flexible as to when and
where they work – harnessing their skills and new technological
advancements to good effect; and principles or ethos, main-
taining an adaptable and shared sense of flexibility so that
practices can be altered and adapted according to need. This
means that the very ‘definition of flexibility is itself flexible’.5
This understanding of flexible working is also made apparent by
the BCC and Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development
(CIPD), which in their report Flexible Working state that ‘flexi-
bility in the workplace means anything that allows either
employer or employee to adjust working arrangements’.6 Finally,



it is important to note that flexible working does not
automatically mean working fewer hours; for some individuals, it
may mean working more. Definitions of flexible working and
work–life balance can mean different things for different people
– for some, socio-economic circumstances may mean working
more out of financial necessity.7

Flexible working as practice
In practice, flexible working arrangements encompass a range of
options (box 1). According to the Family Friendly Working
Hours Taskforce, these include:

Flexible working: principles and practice

· part-time working
· job-sharing
· flexible hours (or flexitime)
· compressed hours (eg a four-day week)
· term-time working
· working from home
· varying start and finish times.8

Another option – one not mentioned above – is the
practice of mobile or teleworking.9 There are also, according to
Isles, the options of:

· time banking
· taking a career break
· working a ‘nine-day fortnight’
· working annualised hours.10

Isles suggests that – as well as encouraging greater use of
flexible working practices – the recession led to many employees
opting to take extended holiday or time off on lower or no pay.11



Box 1 Flexible working practices
These are some of the forms of flexible working:

· part-time working: frequently defined as working for less
than 30 hours a week, or for less than the typical working week
of a comparable job;12 according to the Family Friendly
Working Hours Taskforce, this is often regarded by employers
to mean working at fixed times during the working week – a
pattern which, the Taskforce argues, can be too restrictive to
adequately meet the needs of employers and employees13

· job sharing: part-time working when two or more people
share responsibility for a job between them14

· flexible hours or flexitime: when employees can choose how
to allocate their hours of work across a period of time

· varying start and finish times: when employees can choose
– within certain limitations – when to begin and end their
working day15

· compressed hours: the reallocation of time into fewer and
longer blocks during the week or fortnight16

· term-time working: when employees are on a permanent
contract, but can take paid or unpaid leave during school
holidays17

· career breaks: extended periods of leave or sabbaticals –
normally unpaid – for up to five years or more18

· annual hours: when the period within which full-time
employees must work is defined over a year 19

· mobile working: permits employees to work all or part of the
working week at a location remote from their employer’s
official workplace20

· hot-desking: when more than one employee can use a single
workstation and desk space as required; used to increase
flexibility, efficiency and employee mobility 21

· community working: when an employee is given time off to
work in the community

· secondment: when an employee is seconded to work in
another organisation22

Another, perhaps less typical, initiative is:
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· ‘duvet days’: used by staff for employees they feel have worked
particularly hard. On ‘duvet days’ employees do not need to set
their alarm, but instead can come into the office late in the
morning 23

Finally, flexible working is also said to include training
workers and employees so they can perform a wide range of
tasks more effectively.24

Flexible working as a principle
However, as Viser and Williams argue in Work-life Balance, there
remain reports of employers who pay ‘lip service’ to flexible
working policies and the ideas of a better work–life balance, but
fail to make sufficient investment in successfully implementing
initiatives.25 They note that although overall many people are
achieving a better work–life balance than in the past, ‘there are
some worrying variations in availability and take up’.26 The
current availability and prevalence of flexible working practices
is investigated in more detail in chapter 3.

Such instances notwithstanding, flexible working
arrangements seem to enjoy strong support – support that is
likely to grow.27 Data cited by Jones et al show some 60 per cent
of people support extending the right to request flexible working
arrangements to all employees.28 However, the term ‘flexible
working’ can also be perceived as encompassing a set of
principles against which work is arranged and organised. For
many, flexible working is about much more than the nature of
working arrangements; it is about having power to decide and
shape these arrangements for oneself. Jones et al note that
‘people want flexibility over time and space. They did not want
fixed hours but instead expressed a preference for choosing which
hours they work as long as they could ensure the job was done.’29

Indeed, Richard Reeves places control over working time at
the core of a new divide in the labour market. He argues:

Flexible working: principles and practice

It is no longer hours worked that is the issue; it is the ability to dictate those
hours. The division in the labour market is not between those who work long



hours and those [who] work short hours; it is between those who are in
control of their hours, the ‘time sovereigns’; and those for whom hours at
work are still laid down, the ‘time subjects’.30

23

There is evidence to suggest that employees place greater
value on time sovereignty than they do on their pay level. In an
example cited by the BCC and CIPD, employees of the legal
services firm PI Costings are said to place considerable value on
the ability to determine their own working arrangements and, in
this case, such sovereignty can even offset being paid at less
competitive levels.31

Drivers of change
The proliferation of flexible working is the result of a confluence
of diverse social, economic and technological trends. The
following five key drivers are of particular importance:

· the shift from a manufacturing-based to a service-centred
economy

· the growing presence of women in the work force and older
people in society

· rapid technological advancement
· public and political attention to ‘work–life balance’ debates
· the fallout from the financial crisis.

The rise of the service sector
In the shift to service-based industries from a manufacturing-
based economy production-line workers have to be physically
present at one spot at more or less the same time.32 Yet high-end
service sector workers are not under the same obligation: the
designer, the writer and the insurance broker can all work
outside normal working hours with relative ease.33

As figure 1 illustrates, in 2010 almost 80 per cent of
employees in the UK were employed in the service sector. This is
an increase of nearly a third since 1980. Of the peer nations
shown, Britain has the second largest proportion of workers



employed in its service sector after the USA – overtaking Sweden
and Canada in the last 30 years. The service sector, in contrast to
manufacturing, allows greater opportunity for work flexibility
mainly because it is not involved in the creation of physical
outputs.

Flexible working: principles and practice
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However, a key gap in our understanding of flexible
working is a lack of knowledge about how attitudes and
practices differ within sectors and even within companies. It is
clear that some sectors lend themselves better to flexibility. It is
also clear that one’s role is crucially important as a risk factor for
inflexibility. The pattern changes across different companies and
while broad sectoral pictures may be illustrative they do not
accurately describe the variation within the workforce.

Women in the workforce and an ageing population
The makeup of our workforce has also changed. In the UK the
proportion of women in work has risen from 59 per cent in 1980
to 70 per cent today. Now, the numbers of men and women at
work are almost equal, with men performing 12.8 million jobs
and women 12.7 million, though almost half of these are part-
time. This ‘feminisation’ of the workforce has forced issues of
family management and new debates about work–life balance
into public debate.35 This, combined with other demographic
changes such as an ageing population and an ageing workforce,
has created significant momentum for change.36 Figure 2 shows
the number of women in employment as a proportion of the
female population in the UK and other countries between 1980
and 2008.

Technological change
The rapid rise of networked computing devices has enabled
individuals to work more flexibly – where and when they want.38

According to Isles, ‘the advent of cheaper telecommunications,
mobile telephony and fast broadband access has made working
anytime, anywhere a reality’.39 One such example that is striking
in this instance is the case of IBM: less than two-thirds of the
company’s employees are office-based; 40 per cent work
elsewhere.40

Again though it is important to note that while ‘working
anytime or anywhere’ may be a reality for those in high end
service sector jobs, without a fundamental cultural and

25



organizational change it remains unfeasible for those whose
work requires them to be in a specific location or in customer
facing roles.

BT is a good example of a large corporation that has
successfully embedded aspects of the flexible working agenda in
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a way that was enabled by technology, but ultimately embedded
through leadership and cultural change. BT found that
establishing flexible working practices had a major positive effect
on retaining staff and cutting costs. Two measures the company
has introduced are allowing 15,000 employees to work from
home and equipping 64,000 to work flexibly. Although
technology has played a substantial role in enabling BT’s flexible
working practices, the organisation believes:

27

Flexible working should be seen as a philosophy of business organisation,
rather than a technological issue, comprising every aspect of the company,
from its headquarters and international facilities office employees and
remote employees, to its physical and intellectual assets, suppliers, partners,
and of course, customer.

Box 2 The BT Workstyle project: from flexible to agile working*
One of the largest flexible working projects in Europe, 70,000
BT employees are now involved in the BT Workstyle Project. By
2005, BT was saving €725 million-plus per annum through
reductions in its office estate. Within that figure, BT’s 11,600
home workers save the company €104 million a year in
accommodation costs, and are on average 20 per cent more
productive than their office-based colleagues. BT have come to
reframe flexible working as part of a wider concept of ‘Agile
Working’, which is about making the best use of the most
appropriate workplace locations to enable people to do their
job. A re-definition of the term flexible working, Agile Working
is based on the principle of selecting a work environment that
best suits the individual, not on a rigid definition of the
location and hours people can work.†

* Material drawn from BT White Paper, Flexible Working: Can your
company cope without it, London: BT, 2007. As a multi-national
corporation BT lists costs in Euros. To avoid inaccuracy, currencies
have not been converted.

† Pedder K, ‘Agile Working in BT, People, Property, Technology’,
presentation by Karl Pedder, Head of Property Services, BT
Commercial Partnerships.



Flexibility and competition
The starting point for the project was the recognition that in a
digital, networked economy, competitive advantage relies on
the ability to anticipate and react quickly to change. BT saw
that flexible working would be a key enabler of the required
transformation. Caroline Waters, BT Group Director of People
and Policy, is clear that consumer expectations have been one
of the key drivers of BT’s embrace of flexibility as an
organisational principle: 

We have to satisfy demands for our products and services around-
the-clock. There is no room for a traditional nine-to-five working
day because that just can’t meet the demands placed upon us as a
business… It’s about freeing our people. For customer-facing staff,
the shift to flexible working would allow us to move from a very
heavily process-oriented environment to one where our people
would be empowered to make real time decisions for the customer.

Key practices and enablers
In addition to the use of remote technology platforms, the
enabling factors for the BT Workstyle Project included clear
policies and careful measurement, leadership from the top,
cultural and behavioural change, and development of the right
equipment and workspaces for people’s jobs. 

A phased approach was taken, with focused projects
followed by a broader roll out. Home working is just one of the
work styles that BT has implemented in a spectrum that
includes nomadic and in-building flexible working around the
world. 

The Project incorporated the following key elements: 

· A robust, scalable and flexible technology platform 
BT’s Workstyle Technology Architecture provides platforms for
normal flexible working employees, as well as for more
specialised staff accessing corporate applications from home or
other locations.
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· Creation of a flexible estate and accommodation
rationalisation
The company established a number of carefully designed
buildings for BT employees around the world, equipped with
hot desks and touchdown areas. Employees can now book
rooms and facilities in over 170 buildings across the globe. In
2005, BT introduced flexible working in its Budapest office,
with employees working an average of three days a week from
home. The capacity of the building increased dramatically,
from 40 people to 90 people. 

The company’s flagship BT Centre in the City of London
was re-created as a Workstyle building as part of an initiative
that saw the closure of six major buildings in London. Now
1,600 workstations cater for 8,000-plus BT staff who choose to
visit the building every day to work when they are in the centre
of London. The building now acts as a resource for the entire
company, UK and international, rather than just as a base for
a small employee elite. 

· Leadership and culture change 
As a board-driven initiative, BT built a flexible working
business case with clear milestones and return on investment
calculations. Senior executives were then strongly encouraged
to be early adopters to demonstrate management commitment. 

Early on, a close working relationship was established
between HR, estate management and IT. Clear policies and
practices were defined and publicised. Mechanisms and
processes were put in place to ensure that BT assiduously
collected the data necessary to monitor and prove the flexible
working business case. Metrics such as quality of service,
productivity, staff retention, sickness absence and accidents
were employed. The focus shifted from rewarding people’s
attendance to rewarding their contribution to the business and
its customers. 

Ensuring a collaborative relationship across all levels 
of employees was a vital component of the culture enabling 
the embedding of flexible working. According to David
Dunbar:
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You can’t impose flexible working on individuals. It is effectively
a state of mind. Unless employees co-operate willingly and
enthusiastically, it won’t happen.

Policies were established to enable people to work flexibly
in a sustainable way, and significant time and resources were
allocated to training. A key focus was on ensuring that
managers had the decision-making information to help them
through the transition.  

The rollout of BT Broadband in the UK was undoubtedly
a key factor in the level of support that BT was able to provide
to its remote employees. In particular, fast access to the BT
corporate intranet was a crucial factor in cultural change.
However, the Workstyle project was not just about technology. A
number of flexible working arrangements were offered to staff,
and managers were actively encouraged throughout the
organisation to support flexible working requests, including job
sharing, home working, occasional home working, local
working (relocating to BT premises nearer home) and
flexitime.

In addition, the web has also been used to provide
information and guidance on managing and supporting these
arrangements. Support facilities are provided through the BT
intranet where an ‘Achieving the Balance’ website contains the
complete portfolio of BT flexible working products and services,
as well as working pattern alternatives. This enables staff to
find out more about flexible working before discussing it further
with their line manager. The intranet site also contains
practical advice for managers. 

Impact
BT’s integration of flexibility as an organisational wider
practice has produced tangible and substantial results in terms
of cost savings, productivity, employee retention and carbon
reduction: 
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· The proportion of female BT employees in the UK who return
to work after taking maternity leave is around 96–99 per cent
– more than double the national average. This is estimated to
save the company €7.4 million a year in recruitment and
induction costs.

· Each home worker is reported to save the company £6,000 a
year, a total of around £70 million per year.* Home working
call centre operators also handle up to 20 per cent more calls
than their office-based colleagues.

· The absentee rate among flexible workers is down 63 per cent
and is now 20 per cent below the UK average.

· Cost savings of over €725 million a year through reduced office
estate and €104 million a year through reduction in
accommodation.

· Teleconferencing has eliminated the annual need for over
300,000 face-to-face meetings, leading to savings of over €38.6
million a year.

· Avoiding the purchase of approximately 12 million litres of fuel
per year, resulting in 54,000 tonnes less CO2 being generated
in the UK. 

* Isles N, The Good Work Guide: How to make organisations fairer and more
effective, London: Earthscan, 2010.

Striking a balance
In recent decades there has been growing concern about working
arrangements constraining people’s ability to balance their
professional and personal responsibilities, and work–life balance
debates have received increasing attention in public and political
spheres. According to Visser and Williams:
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Work-life balance is most frequently used to describe the equilibrium between
responsibilities at work and responsibilities outside paid work; having a work-
life balance means that this equilibrium is in the right position for the
individual concerned.41

They argue that a poor work–life balance can have
deleterious consequences for the individual, resulting in lack of



motivation, stress and ill health.42 With this in mind, issues of
work–life balance have moved further to the centre of public
debate. Jones et al claim that during the last 30 years or so, more
and more people have expressed a desire for a better work–life
balance and the ability to work more flexibly.43 A survey by
PricewaterhouseCoopers conducted in 2010 showed flexible
working to be the most valued benefit for employees – more
valued than other, material benefits like bonuses.44 Of some 1,167
professionals surveyed, nearly half (47 per cent) rated flexible
working arrangements as the most important benefit.
Performance-related bonuses were rated second (19 per cent).45

Furthermore, this survey shows that flexible working
arrangements are given greater priority by women (54 per cent
ranking it as the most valuable benefit) than men (41 per cent).46

Whether or not this variation can be attributed to parenting and
childcare responsibilities remains to be seen, but the impact of
long working hours and an inadequate work–life balance on
parents in particular is integral to wider flexible working
debates. According to Hutton, around one in three fathers in the
UK works more than 48 hours a week,47 and as a result many do
not see their children as much as they would like. Data show that
some 62 per cent of fathers think that, generally, fathers should
spend more time caring for their children, and 51 per cent of
working parents felt their relationship with their children would
improve if they could work flexibility.48

Current flexible working policies for UK parents are briefly
set out in box 3.

Box 3 Flexible working policies for parents
Maternity leave: under current arrangements, women in the
UK are entitled to 52 weeks of maternity leave, regardless of
how long they have worked for their employer.49 The first 26
weeks of maternity leave are called Ordinary Maternity Leave
(OML). Following the 26-week period, women employees are
then able to take an additional 26 weeks’ maternity leave
called Additional Maternity Leave (AML) (totalling 52 weeks
when combined with OML). This must follow directly on from
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OML. During this period women are still entitled to the same
rights enshrined in their employment contract, but whether
they get paid or not is dependent on their contract. While
women on maternity leave are not entitled to normal pay, most
are able to receive Statutory Maternity Pay (SMP) or
Maternity Allowance.50 Through Statutory Maternity Pay a
mother receives 90 per cent of average gross weekly earnings for
the first six weeks followed by 33 weeks at £124.88.

Paternity leave: Men in the UK are entitled to only 2
weeks of ordinary paternity leave (OPL) (paid at £124.88 per
week). However, since April 2011 new mothers have been able
to transfer the second half of their maternity leave (AML) to
the father.51

Comparatively, Swedish policies appear more generous
and seem to strike a better balance between mother and father.
Swedish women are entitled to up to 15 weeks of maternity
leave, but parents receive a statutory parental allowance for
480 days – of which 420 can be taken by one parent.52

Elsewhere, job protected temporarily reduced hours
options are available as part of parental leave in 12 of the 15
EU member states and Norway. In Norway, parents are
entitled to paid parental leave full-time for up to one year.
Parents are also able to combine this with working anything
from 50 percent to 90 per cent of the usual working hours for
up to three years.53

In Belgium, an employee can extend their full-time job
protection – as part of parental leave for three months – for up
to 14 months if they combine it with working 80 per cent of
their usual working hours.54

Parents in Germany are able to work between 15 and 30
hours per week for up to three years after the birth of a child.
By the end of this period they are then entitled to return to a job
equivalent to the one they worked in before the child was
born.55

However, according to Visser and Williams, work–life
balance debates have since widened in scope to move beyond
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‘family-friendly’ policies – essentially aimed at enabling
previously working mothers to balance work and childcare
responsibilities and return to employment – in recognition that
flexible working is about helping employees access working
arrangements that are compatible with other lifestyle
responsibilities.56

Reeves suggests that such work–life balance debates –
which have undoubtedly influenced the increase in attention to
and introduction of flexible working practices – are based on a
false premise. He proposes that the idea that work and life are
separated from one another reflects an out-dated, industrial era
mindset, and assumes (wrongly) that most people do not like
their jobs.57 This mindset ‘assumes that work is dangerous and
exploitative drudgery’ and overlooks the possibility ‘that people
might actually like their jobs and therefore stick at them
longer’.58 This point is similarly articulated by Hutton, who says:
‘I would respond in any poll that I want to spend more time with
my friends and family, yet continue to inflict long hours on
myself. The answer is that I like what I do and, for the most part,
I am in control of the hours I work, however many they may be.’59

The financial crisis
The financial crisis did much to encourage the proliferation of
flexible working practices. According to the Family Friendly
Working Hours Taskforce, the recent recession ‘created a 
climate where there is an even stronger appetite for the business
case for flexible working’.60 The Taskforce points out that for
many businesses and companies the downturn necessitated a
shift towards flexible working practices in order to minimise
redundancies.61 In a similar vein, the CBI observes that flexible
working ‘proved its worth’ during the recession and claims that,
although unemployment rose, ‘unprecedented’ cooperation
between employers and employees helped minimise job losses.62

And while being encouraged by short-term circumstances, the
CIPD suggests that increasing use of flexible working practices
could well be something of a long-term effect from the recent
recession.
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In his CIPD report Working Hours in the Recession, Philpott
shows that the recession had a dual effect on flexible working,
causing a fall in employment, and a shift from full-time to part-
time employment.63 Between spring 2008 and spring 2010 full-
time employment levels fell 4.1 per cent in the UK, while part-
time employment rates rose 4.4 per cent. Philpott gives two
explanations for this shift. First, some employees voluntarily
opted for shorter working hours, enabling their employers to cut
labour costs and, consequently, reduce redundancies. Second,
there was an increase in the number and proportion of
employees who undertook part-time work because they were
unable to secure full-time employment; this shift in working
pattern was involuntary for these employees. According to
Philpott, the number of people in this situation increased by
400,000 to just over 1 million between spring 2008 and spring
2010. Between March and May 2008 and March and May 2010
the UK experienced a 3.5 per cent net fall (–32.7 million) in
weekly working hours.64

Legislation and prevalence of practice
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Flexibility is a business issue and legislation on the right to request flexible
working has had no effect at all.65

The Coalition Government appeared keen to put forward
measures that encouraged companies and businesses to employ
greater use of flexible working measures,66 and the promise to
extend the right to request flexible working practices to all
employees was a key pledge in its programme for government,
published in May last year.67 However, the Government has since
sent some confusing signals on its intentions on this issue.

In September 2010, the Government did extend rights to
request flexible working, but stopped short of extending it
universally. Legislation was to be limited to parents of children
under 18 years old (previous policy allowed employees with
children under 17 to request flexible working arrangements).68

Yet in March 2011, the Government scrapped the extension, on



the grounds of reducing red tape to encourage growth. While
this appeared to signal a reversal of its previous commitment, 
the position appears to have changed again with the consultation
on the modern workplace in May 2011.69 This once again
proposes extending the right to request flexible working to all
employees, with an intention to put new legislation into place by
2015. Making the ultimate decision contingent on the
consultation response could be seen as way of rowing back on
previous commitments or an attempt to bolster support for
going ahead with these commitments. Thus at present there is a
fair degree of uncertainty on where the Government stands on
the question of the extension of existing rights relating to
flexible working.

Policies in some European countries are quite different.
The Netherlands, Belgium, Germany France and Finland have
all introduced statutes that provide the right to request flexible
working arrangements to all employees – irrespective of their
reasons for seeking a change. It is also possible for employees to
challenge their employer in court, should the latter refuse such a
request.70

Hegewish highlights three different sets of legislative
approaches to encouraging flexible working practices:
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· statutes that make the right to request conditional to particular
activities such as caring for young children or dependent 
adults

· statutes that provide the right to request as part of protection
against discrimination on the basis of sex, or family or caring
responsibilities

· statutes that give the right to request to all employees, regardless
of their reasons

and suggests that the right to request as it stands in the UK
falls into the first category.71

Some advocates of flexible working have expressed deep
scepticism about the potential for legislation as an incentive for
employers to adopt flexible working patterns. This is emphasised
in the BCC and CIPD report Flexible Working:



The increased uptake of flexible working has not come about because
employers are required to do so by legislation: surveys suggest that two in five
employers offer the chance to work flexibly to employees who have no
statutory right to ask for it – in many cases, to all employees.72
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This is particularly pertinent in the case of small employers,
which, the report suggests, are ‘less interested in sophisticated
policies than in arrangements that will work and enable
individual employees to adopt the patterns of work that suit
them best’. Indeed, a very small-scale study cited in the report
indicates that legislation to adopt the right to request has failed
to ‘persuade’ businesses. Ultimately, ‘flexibility... is a business
issue’.73 The Third Work-Life Balance Employer Survey,
analysed in a report by the Family Friendly Working Hours
Taskforce in 2010, found that the vast majority of employers (92
per cent) would consider a request to change working patterns
from any employee, despite being legally obliged to only
consider the requests of some employees.74

However, the results of a 2005 survey of employers,
published by the CIPD, show that government legislation is a
significant influence on a firm’s decision to adopt flexible
working. Of some 564 respondents, 47 per cent said that making
use of flexible working ‘to comply with legislation’ was ‘very
important’. On a scale of 1 to 5, 1 being ‘not important’ and 5
being ‘very important’, a further 21 per cent ranked complying
with legislation at 4.75 These findings are reinforced by our own
polling, set out in the next chapter.

Benefits and barriers
The rewards
It is clear that the adoption of flexible working arrangements 
can result in real rewards for employer and employee alike. 
And while attention has already been paid to the wider socio-
economic factors that have acted as drivers of change, encoura-
ging greater use of flexible working, there are also more micro-
factors specific to business to be considered. Figure 3, taken 
from a CIPD survey of employers in 2005, shows there is a
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variety of reasons for businesses introducing flexible working
practices.

It shows that staff retention is perceived to be a major
benefit of adopting flexible working arrangements. Indeed,
retention is often cited in the existing literature as a reason for
and benefit of introducing such policies, but there are several
others. Visser and Williams suggest they include:
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· improving productivity
· improving employee commitment
· reducing absenteeism (from 12 per cent to 2 per cent, according

to Unison research)
· increasing retention rates (and reducing replacement costs)
· enabling organisations to recruit from a wider talent pool
· enabling organisations to offer services beyond usual business

hours by employing workers on different shifts to fit with any
caring responsibilities they may have.77

Research by the Family Friendly Working Hours Taskforce
supports this. The Taskforce found that evidence ‘demonstrates
there is a strong and compelling business case for flexible
working’:

· ‘65 per cent of employers said flexible working had a positive
effect on recruitment and retention’ (saving recruitment,
induction and training costs)

· 70 per cent of employers noted significantly improved employee
relations – suggesting greater loyalty among staff

· 58 per cent of small- to medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
reported improved productivity.78

Improving productivity is an oft-cited benefit of adopting
flexible working patterns. This appears especially apparent in
the case of home working. In the case of legal services firm PI
Costings, in contrast to office-based employees, individuals
working from home achieve efficiencies of 20 per cent or more in
output.79 The Institute of Directors gives a considerably higher



estimate and suggests that home workers are 65 per cent more
productive than their office-based counterparts.80

That flexible working practices can have a positive effect
on recruitment is also borne out by evidence focusing on
employees. According to the Family Friendly Working Hours
Taskforce, over half – 54 per cent – of employees considered the
availability of flexible working practices as ‘very important’ or
‘quite important’ in their decision whether or not to take up the
job.81 In a similar vein, Jones et al found that some 92 per cent of
non-working mothers said that flexible working would be
‘essential’ or ‘important’ in enabling them to return to work.82

Reduced costs are another evident benefit of introducing
flexible working practices. According to research conducted in
2000 cited by Jones et al, small businesses saved up to £250,000
by reducing staff turnover through implementing flexible
working.83

From the arguments, evidence and information outlined
above it is apparent that flexible working practices can lead to a
multitude of benefits, such as better staff retention and
recruitment, improved employee motivation and commitment,
higher productivity and lower costs. However, the benefits to be
gained from flexible working are not always enjoyed by the
employee – rather, as Jones et al argue, such arrangements can
be designed so they only really benefit the employer. Working
time flexibility can be organised so that employees are left with
little choice over the shifts they work, to the detriment of their
lives outside the workplace; or, additionally, workloads can be of
a size that any access to flexible working is practically
meaningless.84 As Visser and Williams point out: ‘when we look
at evidence on whether work–life balance policies have achieved
all they set out to do and whether people are really able to
achieve the work–life balance they want, a different picture
emerges’.85

The barriers
Despite the rewards that can result from introducing flexible
working practices, there appear to remain real barriers
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preventing organisations from successfully implementing such
arrangements. In some instances, employers may find it difficult
to see how to offer flexible working arrangements without
putting at risk production or service targets, or causing
resentment among other employees.86

The CIPD’s survey of human resources professionals also
sheds some light on problems in implementing flexible working
practices. Of the issues highlighted, operational pressures was
the most commonly reported: more than two-thirds of
respondents identified this as the most important constraint.87 A
survey of small businesses described by Peacock found that
smaller employers find costs to be a significant barrier to
adopting flexible and remote working. Of some 5,000 small
businesses, 29 per cent felt that the technology required to roll
out such programmes effectively was too expensive.88

Other issues and potential barriers to introducing flexible
working policies include:
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· the impact of home working on corporate and client
confidentiality

· issues of maintaining data protection and data management
when using remote working systems

· problems with managing remote staff and people who are not in
the office

· health and safety checks on home workers.89

As well as these issues, organisational culture can also pose
a significant challenge.90 Cultural barriers are covered in the
report by the Family Friendly Working Hours Taskforce, which
states that a cultural change should increase the number and
range of jobs that can be worked flexibly.91 This would in turn
increase the supply of high-quality staff to employers. As the
Taskforce points out, many employees are concerned that if they
ask to work shorter hours their employee will consider them to
be less committed to their job than other workers are. This is
particularly a concern for employees working from home.92

The Taskforce also draws attention to the problem of
flexible working being seen as something for female employees –



particularly women who are mothers – and not for their male
counterparts. As well as perceptions of flexible working being
mainly associated with female employees, the cultural fixation
with ‘hours’ is also problematic and can inhibit implementation.
The Taskforce notes that in the UK there is something of ‘a
cultural tendency to solely design and advertise jobs on the basis
of hours worked’, rather than consider how such roles could
accommodate flexible working arrangements. There is, it claims,
a tendency to offer flexible working reactively, rather than
proactively, when designing and developing a job. The Taskforce
points to a need for ‘a cultural shift to move managers and
employers away from thinking of full-time, fixed hours and
location as the norm’.93

Summary
The landscape of work has changed dramatically in modern
Britain. Over the course of the last 50 years there has been a
radical shift in the number of women who work, the type of work
people do and – crucially for this report – when and where they
are employed. As we emerge slowly from recession, with an
emphasis on growth and job creation, many business advocates
claim that flexible working rights have reached a limit that
cannot be breached without endangering recovery and inhibiting
employers’ willingness to take on new workers. The BCC’s David
Frost encapsulates the view that there is a zero sum logic at work
here: ‘We have to ask the government what level of growth they
expect to see from businesses dealing with yet more regulation.’94

The implicit claim that flexible working entitlements are
contingent on the economic cycle seriously occludes the
longevity and depth of the social and demographic trends which
have led to demand for it. The growth of dual earners house-
holds, changing expectations and necessities around parenting
duties, and an ageing population, form the deep social roots in
which flexible working arrangements are embedded. The drivers
of change cannot depend only on the economic climate; the
evolution of flexible working regulation is unlikely to grind to a
halt because of a period of stagnant economic growth.
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Beyond downplaying the range of drivers of flexible
working, and their social importance, a blanket rejection of
further regulation on the grounds that it impedes growth fails to
take into account the way in which different organisations adapt
or fail to adapt to legislative frameworks.

There are two key reasons for this lack of understanding.
The first is that we have not developed a full understanding of
what risk factors predispose some employees to working
practices that are inflexible or ‘brittle’. It is true that employees
in small businesses and some sectors are less likely to be offered
flexibility than others; however, there are important personal
factors too and these must be explored in order to fully
understand what drives flexibility and inflexibility. Second,
proponents of flexible working have often failed to explain fully
what vanguard flexible working organisations have that other
employers do not. The next chapter aims to address these
deficiencies in our understanding.

43





3 How brittle are British
workplaces?
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Demos ran two large-scale surveys to explore the modern British
workplace, asking questions to a weighted sample of over 500
employers and over 1,500 employees. The surveys allowed us to
better understand the composition and values of the labour force
of 2011. It also enabled us to access the relationship between
employer and employee, looking at who had autonomy over
aspects of their work, how their time was spent and the location
of their work.

Our results show that flexible working has become
entrenched in the working lives of most people – a substantial
achievement for flexible working advocates:

· Today, 91 per cent of employers offer at least one form of flexible
working arrangement to their employees.

· Almost 60 per cent of employees stated they currently used a
form of flexible working and 83 per cent of requests for flexible
working are approved.

Yet our results overall show a mixed picture of flexibility
more generally and present some pessimistic predictions for
future expansion:

· 81 per cent of employers did not expect that their organisation
would extend flexible working in the next two years.

· Of the firms that currently do not offer any form of flexible
working arrangement, 92 per cent said they were unlikely to start
offering it in the next two years.

· Half of firms with fewer than 50 employees said they granted less
than 1 in 4 flexible working requests.

Compounding the problem is lack of knowledge: 60 per
cent of employees did not know who was covered by the legal



right to request. Flexible working has also not been able to
address many gender-based inequalities. Belying the narrative of
the ‘new man’, men were less than half as likely to use flexible
working in order to ‘look after children’ than women and 86 per
cent of men said they would not use a longer period of paternity
leave if it was offered to them.

The surveys have given us the ability to identify certain
barriers, or ‘risk factors’, to flexibility such as firm size and
sector. This chapter will draw on our polling, comparing it with
other datasets, to construct an image of the modern British
workplace and will analyse how risk factors are distributed across
the economy. We used varying statistical methodology including
regression analysis. Alongside this we draw on structured
interviews and focus groups by two major employers, BT and
John Lewis Partnership, and a small firm at the vanguard of
flexible working, Women Like Us. This allows us to identify the
areas of ‘low flexibility’ that policy makers need to address.

Through focus groups and structured interviews, we asked
two large employers about what they perceived to be the most
important reasons for offering flexible working. The feminisation
of the workforce was one key driver, not only because women
were more likely to request flexible working – particularly
mothers returning from maternity leave – but also in order to
attract and retain talented women the firms needed to offer
flexible working.

The importance of flexibility to women was demonstrated
when speaking to a senior human resources manager in a large
firm who stated:

How brittle are British workplaces?

My experience, from a head office perspective, is that undoubtedly the
biggest source of demand for flexible working is the mother who comes back
from paid maternity leave. It’s not exclusively, but that is the biggest group
which has a demand.

I think I would say 80–90% of women who come back start flexible working.
They might want to work full-time for financial reasons but it might also be
‘can I compress my hours’ or ‘can I start early and finish early’?



What the workforce values and wants
In order to understand people’s conceptions of ‘good work’ in
our poll we asked employees about what they valued in their
working life. What motivates an employee to work can help
explain the levels of flexibility they use. The results of the poll
are shown in table 1.

These results show that salary is central to most employees’
notions of ‘good work’. However, not far behind, employees
rank the level of fulfilment they have in the work they do. This is
followed by factors based on control: choosing how best to do
the job and how much control they have over the use of their
time. Employees ranked below this the wider social impact of
work: having an ethical employer and a positive impact on
society. This gives us an idea of employees’ hierarchy of
motivations for work, or their conceptions of ‘good work’.
Individuals are concerned first with their material needs, second
with their job satisfaction, third with their power and autonomy,
and fourth with the social aspects of their work. However, there
are variations, for instance women were about 50 per cent more
likely to say that flexibility was ‘very important’ in their working
life than men.

The British Social Attitudes (BSA) Survey asks
respondents in each of its annual surveys, ‘Would you prefer a
job where you worked more, less or the same number of hours?’
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Table 1 What people value about their working life

Proportion of
respondents
saying it was
‘very important’

Salary 49%
That work is personally fulfilling 46%
Having freedom to choose how best to do job 36%
How flexible working arrangements are 31%
That employer is ethical 28%
That you can have a positive impact on society 22%

Source: Demos poll, 2011



Over the past ten years, with the spread of flexible working, and
especially following the introduction of the statutory right to
request, employees became more content with their working
hours (figure 4).

The data show there was increasing dissatisfaction with
working times between 1990 and 1998, followed by a levelling
out between 1998 and 2001, and after that increasing satisfaction
with working times from 2001. It is hard to provide a testable
explanation of this change but the increased contentment is
likely to be related to the value New Labour placed on allowing
flexible working from 2001. In its second term Labour set up a
task force to analyse the future of flexible working. By 2003 the
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right to request flexible working for certain groups entered law
and it was extended several times in subsequent years.

What is particularly interesting is that reported levels of
satisfaction with working hours are highest during recessions –
in 1990 and 2009. The curve overall is inverse to the economic
cycle. In 2007 there was a rise in the proportion of employees
wanting to work fewer hours. This figure then fell in the
following two years in which the economic crisis hit – and also
corresponds with a rise in those who would like to work more
hours. This suggests that during periods of higher risk of job
loss, people’s priority is not the quality or autonomy they have in
their work, but to maintain their job, fitting the hierarchy of
motivations or ‘good work’ system presented earlier. As the
British economy starts to grow we may therefore expect
satisfaction in working hours to fall again.

Access to flexible working arrangements
There has been a substantial expansion in the number of flexible
working arrangements employers offer and the take up of
flexible working by employees: 91 per cent of employers we
surveyed stated that their organisation offered at least one form
of flexible working arrangement. This rises to 94 per cent in
firms with more than 250 employees.

Employers are offering more forms of flexible working 
than ever before. The Department for Business, Innovation and
Skills (BIS) and partners including ACAS ran the Workplace
Employment Relations Survey (WERS) in 1998 and 2004 to
understand management–employee relations. Comparing our
polling results to the WERS we find a large growth in the
provision of several types of flexible working arrangements over
time (table 2).

We asked employers their reasons for offering flexible
working in order to identify the key drivers of this expansion
(table 3).

The most popular reason employers gave for offering
employees the possibility of flexible working was ‘retaining
staff’, but very few saw it as a wider tool that could be used for
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recruitment. As table 3 shows, a number of employers also 
stated that it helped meet employees’ needs and had a positive
impact on employee engagement. Particularly important for
policy makers is that ‘complying with legislation’ was one of 
the most important factors driving the offering of flexible
working. Although the right to request is a ‘soft right’ in the
sense it is only provides employees with the legal right to 
request, not have, our research suggests it is a significant driver
of flexible working.

Our interviews and focus groups were able to investigate in
greater depth, among some of the vanguards of flexible working,
the reasons for offering it. Speaking of their experience of what
drove the implementation of flexible working policies in their
firm, a senior manager in a large firm told us:
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Table 2 Types of flexible working arrangements offered by
managers: Workplace Employment Relations Survey polls
in 1998 and 2004 and Demos survey in 2011

WERS survey, WERS survey, Demos survey,
1998 2004 2011

Part-time working 46% 64% 76%
Flexible hours 19% 26% 55%
Home working 16% 28% 47%
Job sharing 31% 41% 46%
Term-time working 14% 28% 30%
Annualised hours 8% 13% 19%

Source: WERS survey96 and Demos poll, 2011

Clearly the driver of the change was the legal aspect and its application to
employment law. I don’t think that’s a surprise to anyone. It was passed and
we had to implement it.

Yet among the employers we interviewed, legislation was
seen as a nudge to go further than the statutory minimum of
‘reasonable’ consideration of a request and forced employers



seriously to consider how best to meet employees’ needs. We
interviewed a senior personnel partner in John Lewis head office
who had been on the steering group for the firm’s flexibly
working policy. She said:
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Table 3 The most important reasons for employers in the UK
offering flexible working, 2011

Reason for offering flexible working

To retain staff 23%
To meet employees’ needs 22%
To comply with legislation 21%
To have a positive impact on employee engagement 16%
To support the organisation’s needs 9%
To meet customer needs 5%
To recruit staff 3%
To support the employer brand 1%

Source: Demos poll, 2011

I was on the working group for the Partnership’s flexible working policy. My
memory is that there was a piece of legislation and so we had to look at how
we were going to implement that and how it was going to work – rights to
appeals and timing and things like that. So it was about taking that
legislation and putting it into a policy. My recollection about extending it to
all employees is that it is not something that was discussed with all
employees, but I think it was part of the working group which decided ‘you
know what, I know this is what we need to do in terms of the legal right but I
feel what is right to do is to extend that to everyone’. There would never be
any push back on that because employees would be delighted.

She believed that the legal changes were important in
forcing John Lewis to engage with the flexible working agenda,
but that this combined with John Lewis’ focus on partner
wellbeing, and led the company to go further than the statutory
minimum. A branch manager we spoke to at a John Lewis store
echoed this view:



There was a government policy at the time, I think around parental leave,
that was about to be ahead of where we were at that point and so it was
decided by the person in charge that, because greater flexible working would
be the direction of travel, it should be something that is supported more
widely. It got us in the right place earlier and showed partners that we were
trying to do the best for them. It was win–win.

How brittle are British workplaces?

Yet as well as meeting legislative needs, employers we
spoke to explained that it was an important tool to maintain
skilled staff. A human resources manager at a large firm told us
that being able to offer flexible working was central to retaining
skilled staff and therefore made good business sense:

There was also a clear business case for flexible working, in regards of
retention, which drove our policies. I think what we’re saying is that ‘if
we’ve got these staff, we’ve trained them, they’re happy here and we’re
happy with them’ then if they make a request, why wouldn’t we try to
accommodate them if we can? We want the best people to be here.

Although using flexible working as a recruitment tool was
not cited as very significant in our survey, our qualitative
research of the small employer Women Like Us has shown that it
can be important for some businesses. Women Like Us is a
recruitment consultancy that helps employers match their needs
with women who need flexibility. Women Like Us has a highly
flexible workforce – 25 of its 29 members of staff work part-time
and all work flexibly, for example working from home. The head
of recruitment at Women Like Us told us:

By offering such flexibility I think we’ve been able to get some really
talented, skilled staff that we wouldn’t have been able to get otherwise. So it’s
kind of an imperative for us really. There are so few employers who offer the
kind of flexibility that we can offer, that we find it really widens out the
candidate pool.

She also argued that the benefits of allowing flexible
working are particularly important for the small businesses for
which Women Like Us provides a recruitment service:
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We don’t ask employers to feel sorry for someone they haven’t met yet and we
don’t ask them to be accommodating to someone because that individual
candidate needs flexibility. We ask instead for them to think about the
business benefits of getting a £40k marketing manager for £20k because
they’re only working half time in the week. And that kind of messaging is
quite strong, I think particularly for small businesses, particularly in the
current climate. It’s very appealing to think that you can get a high level of
skills into the business and access a new pool of candidates, and particularly
at the moment candidates are often drawn towards bigger firms where there
seems to be more job security. And that’s a key selling point to employers: you
have one member of the team who is an ex-lawyer, another one from a
research background, and so on, and that does actually really work for
employers.

Our research also showed that flexible working can be used
to increase productivity and has been used to reduce business
costs. More than one in five (21 per cent) of employers we
surveyed admitted that flexible working had been introduced in
recent years to ‘cut costs or avoid redundancies’. This was most
common in manufacturing and pharmaceuticals (39 per cent),
public administration (31 per cent) and education (30 per cent).
Of the employers who admitted to introducing flexible working
to cut costs or avoid redundancies, 16 per cent said it was made
compulsory.

Our focus groups also showed that offering more flexibility
can help improve commitment and productivity levels. Our
research found that when a business is more responsive to the
needs of employees, employees are more willing to be responsive
to the needs of the business. A partner who had worked in the
menswear section of a John Lewis branch and had been with the
partnership for 21 years said:

You feel very committed if you work flexibly. I know it means I have to
complete my work in certain hours now I work flexibly. It’s partly because
the Partnership’s been good to me so I’d like to be good to them.

A culture of flexible working can therefore help build a
relationship of reciprocity that serves business and employee



needs. We found a similar response in the small business we
spoke to. The head of recruitment at Women Like Us argued
that flexibility led to higher commitment and engagement:
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I think we get a strong level of commitment because of our flexible working
arrangements. I really do. And I think that’s partly because of – which is
obviously something we’re trying to address – the limited availability of
part-time, high skilled, interesting jobs out there. So I think when someone
finds a job that uses their skills, in an environment that’s interesting and
engaging, and they manage to get a pattern of hours that works for them, so
they can have that balance in their life, I think you get a really high level of
engagement. It’s a fabulous moment that’s not standard in the workplace, I
would say. So I think you certainly, in terms of the kind of a psychological
contract, you get a lot of commitment because the business is more attractive
to be in.

However, this can mean that employees take on greater
workloads and this can lead to increased work pressure. Research
on a cohort of professional workers found that although those
working flexible hours had greater levels of job satisfaction they
also experienced greater work intensification.97 For instance,
those who worked from home were more likely to work longer
hours. As a middle level manager in a large organisation stated, it
requires the worker to try and balance the demands of their work
in a smaller time period:

If you are volunteering to reduce your hours, in reality you work harder to
make up your lost hours. I work compressed hours and I have to work faster
and harder. I think that there are a minimum number of hours I need to do
my job.

However, despite the growth in the amount of flexible
working being offered, our polling of employers indicates that
this expansion in flexible working may stall: 81 per cent of
employers stated that they did not expect that their organisation
would extend flexible working in the next two years. This figure
rises to 91 per cent among firms with less than 50 employees. The
most common reasons employers gave for not offering more



flexible working were ‘operational pressures’ and ‘customer
service requirements’ (both in excess of 50 per cent), followed by
‘financial constraints’ at 28 per cent.

As table 2 illustrates, the most common form of flexible
working arrangement that employers offer is part-time working.
The UK has offered employees the opportunity to work part-
time far more frequently than its peer nations, though a
distinction exists between ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’ part-time
working. ‘Voluntary’ part-time workers are those who choose to
work part-time out of preference, while ‘involuntary’ part-time
workers are those currently working part-time who would prefer
to work full-time. In our poll we looked at voluntary part-time
working, which makes up over 80 per cent of part-time working,
in order to understand preferences for flexible working (figure
5).

The statistics show that voluntary part-time working has
increased steadily if not dramatically. This has been one of the
factors that has enabled women to have a greater presence in the
labour market as they can balance work with childcare demands.
Our results show that 28 per cent of women work part-time
compared with just 7 per cent of men.

However, while the data indicate that the provision of
flexible working arrangements has substantially expanded over
time, there has been considerable variation in provision
depending on the size of the firm and industry. For instance,
while 52 per cent of large firms offer career breaks, only 8 per
cent of small firms do. Similarly, while 76 per cent of employers
in healthcare and social work offer flexible working to all
employees, only 25 per cent of manufacturers do.

Knowledge of flexible working arrangements
Our quantitative research suggests that levels of awareness of
flexible working among employees has increased but there are
still large gaps in their knowledge about what the legal right to
request flexible working covers and what their workplace offers.
More than two-thirds (71 per cent) of employers stated that their
employees’ awareness of their rights to request flexible working
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had increased over the past five years. However, almost 60 per
cent of employees surveyed did not know who was covered in the
legal right to request flexible working. Most believed it was far
more extensive than it is, supposing that it covers all employees.

Our results show there is a severe lack of knowledge among
employees about what flexible working arrangements their
employer offered. As the employers we surveyed did not directly
correspond to employees surveyed there is no direct correlation
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between our results, despite being a weighted survey. However,
employees significantly underestimated the availability of every
form of flexible working arrangement, suggesting there is a
substantial lack of knowledge about workplace flexible working
arrangements on offer (table 4).

Use of flexible working arrangements
Employees are more likely to be allowed to work flexibly than in
the past and they are increasingly taking up the opportunity. In
our survey 56 per cent of employees said they worked flexibly,
and this figure rises to 62 per cent for women. Certain forms of
flexible working arrangement are used far more than others
(table 4).
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Table 4 The flexible working arrangements employers in the UK
offer and what employees think employers offer

Employers stating Employees stating Difference
organisation offers organisation offers
flexible working flexible working
arrangement arrangement

Part-time working 76% 52% –24
Varying start and finish 68% 43% –25
times
Flexible hours 55% 34% –21
Working from home 47% 26% –21
Compressed hours 41% 21% –20
(eg 4 day week)
Career breaks 35% 21% –14
Term-time working 30% 12% –18
Annualised hours 19% 7% –12
Time banking 15% 7% –8
Working a ‘nine-day 14% 6% –8
fortnight’
Job-sharing 46% 24% –22
None of these – no 
flexible working offered 8% 15% +7
Don’t know 1% 10% +9

Source: Demos poll, 2011



Part-time working is the most widely offered form of
flexible working arrangement, but only the third most popular.
Although it is not the most widely offered, the most frequently
used type of flexible working arrangement was ‘varying start and
finish times’. Over 25 per cent of the respondents who worked
flexibly used this form of flexible working. The four most
popular forms of flexible working arrangements – varying start
and finish times, flexible hours, part-time working and working
from home – make up over 80 per cent of flexible arrangements
used. Despite the wide range of possible arrangements and the
fact that employers increasingly offer them, other forms of
flexible working, such as compressed hours and time banking,
are rarely used. Their use also varies by level of seniority in 
the firm; more senior employees are more likely to work from
home while lower level employees engage more in part-time
working.

We asked employees which forms of flexible working 
they believed would help their work–life balance. Flexible 
hours was identified as the most useful flexible working
arrangement to aid work–life balance, followed by varying start
and finish times. Working from home was identified as the next
most useful. This was by far the most popular among parents
with young children.

Our survey also asked employees who worked flexibly why
they did so, and employees who do not work flexibly why they
did not. Respondents could select a number of reasons. Of those
who worked flexibly, nearly half (49 per cent) said that they used
flexible working ‘to make like easier’, 37 per cent wanted ‘to have
more free time’ and 25 per cent wanted ‘to spend more time with
children or family’. Women were twice as likely to want ‘to spend
more time with children or family’ than men – 33 per cent of
women gave this reason compared with just 16 per cent of men.
Only 9 per cent of respondents said they worked flexibly because
of the cost of childcare, but this figure rose to 14 per cent for
women compared with 3 per cent for men.

Of those who did not work flexibly, 33 per cent said ‘it’s not
a priority for me’, 31 per cent said it was ‘impractical given the
nature of the job’ and 30 per cent said it was not available from
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their current employer. Those working in banking, finance and
insurance were the most likely to say that it was not available
from the current employer (39 per cent), followed by transport,
information and communication (35 per cent). Similarly, the
most common response by those working flexibly for why they
were not working more flexibly was that it is ‘impractical given
the nature of the job’ (29 per cent).

Our survey shows that 79 per cent of requests to work
flexible hours were made informally, for example in a conversa-
tion with a manager. This figure rises to 89 per cent among small
firms with fewer than 50 employees, and 83 per cent of all
applications were approved. The most commonly rejected
request was for flexible hours (37 per cent) followed by varying
start and finish times (17 per cent).

Risk factors
Although flexibility has become a reality for most, the ability to
work flexibly is not equally distributed across individuals and
workplaces. There are barriers to flexibility, or ‘risk factors’, for
certain employees. The ‘risk factors’ fall into two main groups:
organisational and personal. Organisational risk factors are those
that are dependent on the firm, including the sector and size of
the firm. Generally the larger the firm and the more high-end
service the industry, the greater the flexibility that the employee
can access. Personal risk is concerned with the characteristics of
the individual, which makes them more likely to work flexibly.
These factors include job role, gender and age. Plotting the
levels of risk we find that there are significant disparities in
flexibility between individuals and workplaces.

Organisational risk factors
Firm size
The size of a firm correlates with the degree to which flexible
working arrangements are available (figure 6). The smaller the
firm the greater the likelihood that the employer does not offer
any forms of flexible working arrangements (table 5).
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Micro firms (with fewer than ten employees) are over three
times more likely not to offer any form of flexible working
arrangement than medium-sized firms (with 50–249 employees)
and large firms (with 250 or more employees). However, the
picture is more complicated than this finding would suggest.
Although over 16 per cent of micro firms do not offer any form of
flexible working arrangement, employees working in micro firms
are among the most flexible employees – they are more likely to
be engaged in a flexible working arrangement than a firm of any
other size.

As these results show, employees working in micro firms are
about 20 percentage points more likely to be working flexibly
than employees in a small or medium-sized firm and almost 15
percentage points more likely than those in a large firm.

We also asked employers about their estimated rate of
acceptance of flexible working requests. Smaller firms were more
likely to accept a request: 86 per cent of flexible working
requests in small firms with fewer than 50 employees were
accepted compared with 70 per cent in large firms with more
than 250 employees. Therefore, and seemingly paradoxically,
while micro firms give some of the lowest levels of access to
flexible working arrangements, they simultaneously have the
highest proportion of employees working flexibly.

How brittle are British workplaces?

Note: Scale based on standard deviations from mean
Source: Demos poll, 2011
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Some employer groups have argued that the statutory right
to request flexible working is particularly burdensome for small
businesses that do not have a dedicated human resources
function. Yet there are small business flexible-working vanguards
who argue that their scale actually allows them to be more
flexible. Speaking to the small employer Women Like Us about
how the company found its scale affected its ability to offer
flexible working hours, the head of recruitment stated:
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Table 5 Proportion of employees in the UK with a flexible
working arrangement in different-sized firms

Number of employees in firm Proportion of employees with a
flexible working arrangement

2–9 (micro) 67.4%
10–49 (small) 49.1%
50–249 (medium) 49.4%
250+ 55.9%

Source: Demos poll, 2011

I actually think in some ways it’s a bit easier for small businesses because,
particularly growing ones, we’re so dynamic and evolving that it’s not like
there’s a massive human resources policy framework to fit into, that kind of
overarching set of precedents that people come into. We really take things
case by case and work out what’s right for the business and the individual at
this moment in time. So I think in some ways having less structure and
policy in place makes it a bit easier to implement. Although having said
that, in bigger businesses you have a lot more support available for the
individual and the manager, so I’m guessing it cuts both ways.

In our survey we asked employers what they believed the
constraints were on their firm offering more flexible working
(figure 7).

The overall distribution of reasons employers gave for not
offering more flexible working was broadly similar for all sizes of
firms. This suggests that scale is not in itself a major barrier to
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the expansion of flexible working. However, indirect factors
associated with scale may be a barrier. They may include lack of
knowledge of flexible working arrangements and lack of a
dedicated human resources function for micro firms. The results
clearly show that while respondents in larger firms cited more
‘conventional’ reasons for not offering more flexible working,
such as ‘operational pressures’, those in micro firms were more



likely to say either that they did not know why they didn’t offer
more or said there was an ‘other reason’. For small and micro
firms the person answering the questionnaire was more likely to
be the business owner and therefore their lack of knowledge
about why they do not offer more flexibility is significant. In
larger firms someone in human resources is more likely to have
answered the survey.

We asked respondents whether their requests for flexible
working were rejected. Our results show that medium-sized firms
– firms with between 50 and 249 employees – were the most
likely to reject a flexible working request (figure 8).

Our results show that medium firms were twice as likely as
a small firm and about one and a half times more likely than a
large firm to reject a flexible working request.

As stated earlier, flexible working requests are predominan-
tly agreed informally: 79 per cent of those who had made a
request had done so informally, for instance through a discussion
with their manager, not involving human resources staff. This is
even more likely to be the case in smaller firms, where 89 per
cent of requests for flexible working in firms with fewer than 50
employees are made informally compared with 75 per cent
among firms with more than 250 employees.

Further, employers in small firms were far more likely to
encourage informal requests for flexible working than employers
in large firms: 66 per cent of employers in firms with fewer than
50 employees stated that they encourage the handling of requests
for flexible working without the need for a formal process,
compared with 38 per cent among employers in firms with
between 50 and 249 employees, and 22 per cent among firms
with more than 250 employees.

A human resources manager at a large firm said:
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We do try to discourage it [informal flexible working arrangements], for the
partner. Because if anything happens to them we don’t know what’s agreed.
All we’ve got to go on is their contractual arrangement and often if changing
working patterns are not formalised then you get in a mess with all sorts of
things. Therefore we far prefer a thing put into a formal request because then
the partner’s protected.
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This illustrates that in a large firm there are fears that a
request is not addressed properly if it is not made formally. In
contrast, the human resources manager in the small firm we
spoke to said that it was the norm to promote and arrange
flexible working informally:
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A lot of the requests are informal conversations between a member of staff
and their manager rather than a formal flexible working request in line with
the right to request kind of thing… We tend to have quite an informal
approach.

I used to work for a small PR company. You knew everyone in the office. 
You knew when people were in and when they were out. And being small
meant that we had more control, to some extent, over when we were in 
the office. There was so much flexibility. John Lewis, in contrast, is a

The size of a firm also correlates strongly with employees’
subjective control over how their working time is allocated. 
The smaller the firm the more likely the employee is to state they
have ‘a lot’ of control over how their working time is allocated
(figure 9).

Figure 10 illustrates the negative correlation between the
size and subjective control an employee has over their working
time. As the earlier analysis of employees’ conceptions of ‘good
work’ showed, ‘control over working time’ is an important aspect
of what people value in their working life. Therefore we may
expect that the larger the firm, the greater difficulty there is for
employees to be satisfied with this dimension of their working
life. Yet, as our qualitative research shows, this often depends on
the structure of the firm. Our focus groups at John Lewis probed
employees about their experience of working in a partnership.
The participants described the higher level of control they had,
through democratic channels, over wide aspects of their work.
This included, to an extent, store opening hours. Several argued
that this made employees feel more empowered over their work
and working times. A new partner in one of our focus groups at
John Lewis Kingston told us:
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massive company. But by being a partnership it makes you feel like 
you’re working for a small company even though you’re working for a 
big company.

Our research also shows, therefore, that the organisation of
the firm is an important aspect of the flexible working debate.99

In order to ‘reinvent the workplace’ ownership structures must
be looked at.

Sector
The availability of flexible working arrangements differs between
sectors. Our survey focused on employers and employees in
various parts of the service and manufacturing sectors. We
focused particularly on the service sector, partly because it
predominates in Britain, but also because it includes a large
spectrum of industries and lends itself well to flexible working.
We included manufacturing to compare how well the service
sector does in comparison. Our results show that employers in
manufacturing and transport are five times less likely to offer any
form of flexible working arrangement than those in public
administration. Overall the firms in the higher-end service sector
are more likely to offer access to flexible working arrangements
and employees are more likely to use them (figure 10).

The differences in degree of availability of flexible working
arrangements provided by different employers may reflect
differing business environments and needs. We asked employers
in different sectors the reasons why they do not offer more
flexible working and the types of flexible working arrangements
they do offer. ‘Operational pressures’ was the most frequently
cited reason for not offering more flexible working arrange-
ments, given by 53 per cent of employers overall, but by 72 per
cent among transport employers and 73 per cent among public
administration employers. In contrast only 17 per cent of
employers in the banking, finance and insurance sector gave it as
a reason. For banks, customer service was the most common
reason (given by 46 per cent of bank, finance and insurance
employers) for not offering more flexible working arrangements.
This figure rose to 74 per cent among hotel and restaurant



employers. The most common reason for not offering more
flexible working in manufacturing was ‘lack of senior level
support for it’, almost three times higher than in any other
sector. Financial restraints were only cited as a reason by 28 per
cent of employers.100

Our qualitative research found that market pressures were
one of the key factors shaping what flexibility was offered in the
retail market. One senior partner at John Lewis Partnership who
had worked in many different parts of the business told us about
how the expansion of trading hours led to the increased
prevalence, and then dominance, of part-time working:
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Scale based on standard deviations from the mean
Source: Demos poll, 2011
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I joined 21 years ago – Waitrose, I think in those days had one late night a
week and I don’t think we traded Sundays. Then we started trading
Sundays, and then depending where you worked the late nights became more
frequent. I worked in some of the London branches where there were more
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late nights. Now there are even more late nights and the suburbs have started
doing the late nights as well. When I started at John Lewis it was Tuesday to
Saturday for the vast majority of branches and I think they did one late
night. Most employees were full-timers who did Tuesday to Saturdays. So the
only part-timers you had would be to supplement some Saturday staff and
the late night on Thursday. You didn’t have loads of part-timers. Whereas
now most [of] John Lewis’ [staff work] 7 days a week, most of them will have
2–3 late nights a week. One or two of them will have far more late nights. I
think now, actually, that they also realise the benefits in terms of cost savings
of having part-timers just doing hours when they need them. So they will do
it branch by branch according to their peak trading time. Whilst in the old
days at Waitrose you had people on checkouts doing 10–2 which you know
were the mature ladies doing the nice hours – well I think you’ve got a lot
less of that now. If you’re a London branch then most of your trade is early
evening when people are coming out of work.

This dominance of part-time working is not found on such
a scale anywhere else in the service sector and illustrates how
flexible working can be used to meet the needs of the sector.

Not only do certain sectors offer fewer flexible working
arrangements than others, but the types of flexible working
arrangements employers offer also differ between sectors. Part-
time working is over twice as frequently offered to staff working
in hotels and restaurants as to those working in public
administration and banking, finance and insurance. Similarly,
and unsurprisingly, retail, hotels and restaurants are 75 per cent
less likely to offer working from home as part of their flexible
working arrangements as banking, finance and insurance, and
administrative and support services, because it is not feasible in
those sectors. Hotels and restaurant employers are two and a half
times more likely to offer varying start and finish times than they
are to offer flexible hours. This illustrates how some types of
flexible working arrangements are more suited to certain sectors
than others.

Some sectors offer a far broader set of flexible working
arrangements than others. For instance, part-time working and
varying start and finish times make up in excess of 55 per cent of
all forms of flexible working arrangements that hotels and



restaurants offer, whereas employers in public administration,
healthcare and social work offer a far more comprehensive set of
flexible working arrangements. The three most popular forms of
flexible working offered by public administration employers
(part-time working, varying start and finish times and flexible
hours) make up just 42 per cent of the total forms of flexible
working arrangements available and 42 per cent of those in
healthcare and social work.101

Finally, certain sectors are far more likely to reject a request
for flexible working than others according to our polling (table 6).

Almost 25 per cent of employees who work in
administrative support and 22 per cent of employees who work
in hotels and restaurants had their request to work flexibly
rejected. This rate of rejection was over four times more than for
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Table 6 Proportion of employees in the UK who had requests to
work flexible hours rejected, by sector

Sector Proportion of
requests to work
flexible hours
rejected

Real estate, professional, scientific, technical, 23%
administration and support
Hotels and restaurants 21%
Public administration (central or local government, 18%
armed services)
Education 18%
Healthcare and social work 17%
Average 17%
Manufacturing; pharmaceuticals 17%
Retail, leisure and wholesale trading (including repairs 15%
to vehicles, other goods etc.)
Transport; information and communications; travel & 14
tourism; postal services
Banking, finance and insurance 11
Charity and voluntary; arts and entertainment; other 6
services for the community

Source: Demos poll, 2011



those working in the charity sector. This is likely to be barrier for
those with caring needs.

There are also sectoral differences in the levels of autonomy
employees have. In our survey we asked respondents about their
perception of how much control they have over their working
time and their level of satisfaction about their control. There
were large differences in response according to sector. Employees
working in charities were almost twice as likely to say that they
had ‘a lot’ of control over their working times as employees
working in retail (figure 11).

However, some results were surprising, particularly the
high score for those working in manufacturing. It may reflect
differing perceptions of ‘control’.

When we analyse differences between sectors it is also
important to address the issue of ‘self-selection’. People often
choose or ‘select’ the sector they are employed in, in the
knowledge of the sort of lifestyle involved. For instance, those
working in banking came fourth of the sectors looked at in their
rating of how much control they felt they had over their working
time, but came top when we asked them about their satisfaction
over the amount of choice they have in how their working time is
allocated. Those working in banking were among the most likely
to state that their ‘salary’ was very important to their working
life, and flexible working was less important. This illustrates that
some employees relinquish a degree of control in order to enter
the industry they want to work in, and maintain their satisfaction
in this industry.

This is more likely to be the case for individuals who can
work in high-end service sector jobs. Those working in retail
reported the lowest level of control over their working time and
also the lowest level of satisfaction over it. Similarly those
working in transport, another lower-end service sector, reported
the second lowest level of control over their working times and
the second lowest level of satisfaction in their control over how
their working time is allocated. However, this finding is not 
true for all industries, for instance those working in manufac-
turing cited a high level of control in how their working time is
allocated but were less likely to be satisfied about the level of

How brittle are British workplaces?



choice they had in how their working time was allocated.
Further, the impact of self-selection is illustrated in the

reasons employees gave for not working flexibly. More than one-
third (36 per cent) of those working in manufacturing, a sector
where employees have only limited access to flexible working
arrangements, said that flexible working ‘is not a priority’ for
them, compared with 23 per cent of those who work in public
administration, which is a far more flexible industry.102
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Source: Demos poll, 2011
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There are promising signs in some traditionally high-risk
sectors that flexible working will be expanded: 19 per cent of
employers overall stated they believed that their organisation
would extend the level of flexible working in the next two years,
and this rises to 35 per cent among manufacturers and 23 per
cent among retailers.

Individual risk factors
There is variation in the amount of flexibility given to
individuals as certain characteristics are more likely to determine
whether an employer is allowed to work flexible hours than
others. Being female and having a more senior position within a
firm is positively associated with working flexibly. However,
these risk factors are again complex as our research suggests that
individual risk factors may draw on three bases: self-selection, as
some groups of individuals choose more or less flexibility;
societal factors, including pressure on mothers to take on
childcare responsibilities; and intrinsic factors, including those in
more senior positions being required to work flexibly to balance
all work duties.

How brittle are British workplaces?

Owner/Partner

Other senior manager or director below board level

Middle manager

Junior manager

Executive/clerical/other worker with no managerial responsibility

Less Flexible More Flexible
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Figure 12

Based on standard deviations from mean
Source: Demos poll, 2011 



Job role
An employee’s position in a firm can have an impact on their
flexibility. A more senior position within a firm correlates with
greater flexibility over working hours (figure 12).

Business owners are around 15 percentage points more
likely to be working flexibly than any of the staff in more junior
positions, but our results show that below this management level
there is less difference in use of flexible working arrangements by
different levels of seniority (figure 13). This is in large part
explained by the higher level of control and autonomy more
employees in more senior positions have over their work.

Yet employers perceive that they are among the least
flexible. We asked employers who they thought worked flexibly.
Employers are more likely to say that lower levels of employee
work flexibly despite this being the opposite of reality (figure
14).

With the exception of manual workers, this suggests that
employers believe a more senior position correlates with less
flexibility. They think that lower level staff may act as a barrier to
offering flexible working because they believe flexible working is
far more common than it really is.

Although the owner of a company is more likely to work
flexibly than other employees, their form of flexible work
arrangement is likely to differ from that of other employees. For
instance the more senior the employee the more likely they are to
work from home. The more junior the employee, the more likely
they are to work part-time (although the owner is also likely to
work part-time).

As figure 15 shows, other flexible working arrangements
such as working from home and varying start and finish times
are most common among higher levels of management.

As part of our qualitative research we asked employees and
employers in different sized firms about who they believed had
access to and benefitted from flexible working arrangements.
One of the frontline middle level managers in a large company
we spoke to said: ‘I think that there is definitely a view that for
managers, it [working flexibly] is frowned on more.’

What came out in our focus groups was that there was a
fear among managers that working flexibly would create
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resentment among employees below them who did not work
flexibly. Sometimes we found that this led to managers keeping
their flexible working arrangements secret. There was also
evidence among employees that working flexibly would harm the
prospects of career advancement. A senior male employee at a
large employer said: ‘People who work flexibly often understand
that it is likely to mean that they are putting their career
advancement on hold.’

How brittle are British workplaces?
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This seemed to be most true for middle management.
Speaking to employees in a large retail store we found that,
because of their need to be in the store to organise and support a
team, middle managers felt less able to work flexibly. One
employee commented on flexible working for middle managers,
‘I guess it’s the painful bit you need to do to get to the next
level.’

Gender
Women are far more likely to request and take up a flexible
working arrangement than men: 77 per cent of employers said
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that less than 1 in 4 flexible working requests came from men
(figure 16). Furthermore, women were slightly more likely to be
successful in their flexible working requests: 81 per cent of
women had their request accepted compared with 77 per cent of
men. The flexible working arrangements women take up and
their reasons for doing so also differ from men.

Our survey showed that 50 per cent of men and 38 per cent
of women said they did ‘not work flexibly’. The flexible working
arrangements that women used more than men include ‘part-
time working’, ‘flexible hours’ and ‘compressed hours’. In
contrast, men are more likely than women to work from home, 
to use varying start and finish times and to use time banking
(table 7).
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Part of the reasons for these differences in types of flexible
working was the differing motivations women had for working
flexibly compared with men. Women were twice as likely as men
to state they wanted to work flexibly in order to spend more time
with children or family (table 8). The fact that the child caring
burden falls most heavily on women is what drives the high
proportion of part-time working among women. In contrast, as
men dominate the more senior positions in firms there is a higher
level of men working from home.
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Table 7 Proportion of employees in the UK who use different
forms of flexible working arrangement, men and women

Men Women

Do not work flexibly 49.9% 37.5%
Part-time working 7.3% 27.8%
Flexible hours 17.5% 20.4%
Compressed hours 2.5% 5.4%
Working from home 15.6% 12.2%
Varying start and finish 24.6% 22.8%
Time bank 2.3% 2.0%

Source: Demos poll, 2011

Based on standard deviations from mean
Source: Demos poll, 2011
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When considering why an employee doesn’t work flexibly,
men are far more likely to say that it is ‘not a priority’ for them
(table 9). They are also more concerned about loss of earnings,
primarily because men are more likely to be the household
breadwinner. Linked to this is the fact that they are more
concerned about the impact flexible working would have on
their career promotion. In contrast, women are over twice as
likely as men to cite childcare reasons for wanting to work
flexibly.

We spoke to a personnel manager in a distribution centre
and a distribution centre manager. Both found that in their
predominantly male environments there were few requests and
little interest in flexible working. The personnel manager in the
distribution centre said: ‘It’s [the distribution centre] definitely a
more male environment. In my experience we don’t get the
requests from partners in the distribution centre’, and the
distribution centre manager said: ‘I think you’re assuming it’s
more of a subject in people’s minds than it really is. Here, at
least, I just don’t think it’s that much of an issue.’

These results help explain why men will not be encouraged
to take up flexible working and address gender inequality in the

How brittle are British workplaces?

Table 8 Reasons given by employees in the UK for wanting to
work flexible hours, men and women

Men Women

Personal health issues 5.3% 9.0%
To make life easier 52.4% 45.6%
To spend more time with children 16.3% 32.7%
More free time 35.6% 38.2%
Take part in part-time education or training 5.9% 8.5%
Lack of available childcare 4.3% 7.6%
Cost of childcare 3.5% 13.8%
Volunteer 3.7% 4.1%
Care for a disabled adult at home 2.9% 4.4%
Other 24.2% 18.9%

Source: Demos poll, 2011



workplace without challenging the motivations for working
flexibly. Although flexible working enables women to work more
than they would if this form of work was not possible, in itself it
does not help address wider imbalances between men and
women such as those in childcare duties and pay rates.

We found in our focus groups that when women were
working flexibly it was primarily to balance childcare demands.
Illustrating how women balance childcare demands, one
frontline female employee said at one of our focus groups:
‘Having part-time work means I can work late nights. And I love
late nights – it means I can take my girls to school in the
morning.’

Our survey also included a question asking male
respondents whether they were likely to use a longer period of
paternity leave. The majority (86 per cent) said they would not
use longer paternity leave if offered. There was little difference
between social groups. Those in groups C2, D and E were only
marginally less likely to use a longer period of flexible parental
leave. However, male employees who worked in banking, finance
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Table 9 Reasons given by employees in the UK for not working
flexibly, men and women

Men Women

Impractical given the nature of the job 33.8% 27.5%
Concerned about impact on career or 6.0% 5.3%
promotion prospects
Not available from current employer 29.6% 30.5%
Not aware of specific rights to request 4.8% 7.9%
flexible working
Not a priority for me 36.0% 29.7%
Concerned request would be rejected 5.8% 5.3%
Concerned about reaction from colleagues 4.0% 3.0%
Concerned about loss of earnings 11.6% 8.6%
Concerned about negative response from 7.5% 5.3%
managers
Don’t want to work to work flexibly 19.1% 18.5%

Source: Demos poll, 2011



and insurance were the most likely to say they would use it, with
28 per cent of male employees in banking agreeing. This result is
likely to be related to the greater financial security that men in
this sector have.

Part of the solution to this is offering a more generous form
of paternity leave. In a focus group in John Lewis, a frontline
partner told us of his experience of paternity leave at the
organisation:

How brittle are British workplaces?

Everyone I know will take paternity leave now. Part of the reason for that 
is that the first week is full pay. Then it falls down to about £150 for the
second week. Some fathers I know use their paid holiday for paternity 
leave instead.

This experience was shared by a more senior male partner
working in the offices of the same store: ‘I’ve had six children
and being there makes a big difference. Being paid for that is
very important I think.’

Age
During the life-cycle an individual’s needs and priorities change.
Younger men are often keen to maximise their career prospects
and so do not work flexibly, while women in their 30s may take
time off for childcare. Those in their 40s often need flexibility to
care for an older relative. Those in their 50s often reduce their
hours leading up to retirement. As part of Demos’ research into
the factors affecting flexibility, we used multinomial logistic
regression analysis to test what was related to people’s working
flexibly, and age remained one of the most statistically significant
factors. However, simply looking at who works flexibly in
different age groups hides the differences.

Figure 17 shows a reasonably large amount of deviation in
flexible working for different age groups, but the actual
differences in proportion are not so great. The two age groups
that have flexible working arrangements the most are the over
55s (63 per cent) and 18–24-year-olds (54 per cent). The group
with the lowest number of employees working flexibly is the
25–34 age group (49 per cent). These results do not show overall



a substantial different in use of flexible working, but looking
more deeply, differences arise in the types of flexible working
arrangements that are used.

Our research shows that the youngest and oldest age
groups were the most likely to work part-time and to vary start
and finish times. The proportion of employees working from
home was positively associated with age (figure 18).

The type of flexible working arrangement used
corresponded with the reason given for working flexibly: 60 per
cent of over 55s were the most likely to say that they worked
flexibly ‘to make life easier’. Those in the 35–44 age group were
the most likely to work flexible hours to spend more time with
children and because of childcare costs. The 25–34 age group is
the most likely to say that their salary was ‘very important’ to
their working life whereas the 35–44 age group was the most
likely to say that flexibility was very important to their working
life.

As part of our qualitative research we asked large
employers from which groups they had seen increases in requests
to work flexible hours over the past ten years. One of the most
common responses was that there had increasingly been an
expectation by young people of a right to flexible working. We
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One of the best examples I can give to illustrate [this is that] I used to
interview graduates and I started noticing that more and more graduates
were talking to me about what were our arrangements for flexible working
and that they wanted a work–life balance. When I was a graduate I would
have said I’ll work any hours you want. So the mindset actually of
youngsters is that it’s alright. They are not prepared necessarily to come in
and sell their time.

spoke to a former graduate recruiter at a large company about
their experience, who said:

How brittle are British workplaces?

Source: Demos poll, 2011
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This changing expectation about working flexible hours is
likely to be a pressure on employers to expand their flexible
working arrangements further. However, it will also mean that in
a first-come-first-served system of being able to work flexible
hours, instead of one based on the prioritisation of needs, young
people are more likely to request and be allowed to work flexibly
than those with more acute need.

Age is also a significant factor when considering whose
requests to work flexible hours are rejected. Over 55s were almost
five times more likely to have their flexible working request
rejected than 18–24 year olds (figure 19).

The reasons for this variation in rates of acceptance for the
different age groups are hard to identify. Taking into account the
reasons employers gave for allowing flexible working (retaining
staff, meeting employees’ needs and complying with legislation
were the most frequently cited), this variation may be because
young people have a higher level of turnover, so in order to
retain younger staff employers must offer them flexible working.
It may also be partly related to the belief among employers that
younger people have more need for flexible work.



As stated, needs for flexible working vary across the life-
cycle. People between the ages of 25 and 34 are the most likely to
have young children. We therefore looked at the rate of rejection
of flexible working requests for parents with children of different
ages (figure 20).

The greater frequency of rejection of requests for flexible
working by parents with older children indicates that employers
do prioritise those who have a right to request flexible working
in law. This probably reflects the fact that employers stated that
‘meeting employee needs’ was one of the key reasons why
flexible working is offered.

But there is a very different result for those with caring
needs. People in their 40s often have to engage in caring
responsibilities for parents. We asked respondents with caring
responsibilities whether their requests were accepted and found
employers were less responsive to need (figure 21).

Our results show that those with ‘caring responsibilities’
were more likely to have their request for flexible working
rejected. There is a substantial risk therefore that those with
caring duties are being rejected when they ask to work flexible
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hours, worsening the care burden for society more generally,
given that carers save the economy on average £18,473 each.103

Summary
Our research has shown that flexibility is an important
component of employees’ conceptions of ‘good work’. Yet
despite the increase in use of flexible working arrangements over
the past three decades, considerable barriers to flexibility remain.
The flexibility an employee may be granted depends on a set of
organisational and individual risk factors, which affect how
much flexibility employers offer, the rate of acceptance and the
level of use.

The size of a firm and its sector influences who is allowed
to work flexible hours, but the effect of these factors is not
straightforward. Micro firms – those with fewer than ten
employees – are over three times more likely not to offer any
form of flexible working arrangement as large firms (with over
250 employees). Yet paradoxically, our research has also shown
that small and micro firms are among the most likely to accept a
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flexible working request. Micro firms also have some of the most
flexible employees – almost 70 per cent of employees in micro
firms engage in flexible working with the second highest
proportion of flexible workers being in large firms (just over 55
per cent). This suggests that flexibility can work for the smallest
firms, but there is reluctance and fear among employers to offer
it. Larger firms clearly state that operational pressure is the most
likely reason for restricting greater flexibility, yet small firms are
less likely to know why they don’t allow staff to work flexible
hours more often.

Flexibility also varies between sectors. A more service-based
economy lends itself well to greater flexibility, yet not in low-end
services such as transport and retail. These were the sectors
where employees were most likely to be dissatisfied with the level
of control they had over their working hours. Our survey also
showed that the acceptance rate of flexible working requests
differed significantly between sectors. Those working in the
administrative and support sector were almost five times more
likely to have their request for flexible working rejected than
those working in the charity sector. The pressures on different
sectors can help explain this. Almost twice as many employers in
the hotel and restaurant sector were likely to say that ‘customer
service requirements’ were a restriction on offering more
flexibility than employers in the charity sector.

Employees also face risk factors based on their
characteristics. Age, gender and position within the firm impact
on the rate of acceptance of a request, the use of flexible
working, and the type of flexible working used. A substantial
number of these individual risk factors are based on socio-
cultural factors, such as a presumption that women take the
burden of childcare duties.

Women were considerably more likely to work flexibly than
men. Yet the type of flexible working and the reason for working
flexible hours differed for women and men. The most common
reason women gave for working flexibly was in order ‘to spend
time with children’ whereas for men it was ‘to have more free
time’. This finding is supported by the form of flexible working
used. Women dominate the part-time workforce while men are
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more likely to work from home. These different motivations for
working flexibly and the different forms of flexible working used
are likely to act as a barrier to gender equality in the workplace.
Combined with our finding that 86 per cent of men state they
would not use a longer period of paternity leave if offered, it is
unlikely that current flexible working arrangements will close the
gender pay gap.

We also looked at the impact of age on flexibility given that
caring demands differ across individuals’ lifetimes. The rate of
rejection of flexible working requests rose with age. Those over
55 were almost five times more likely to have their request for
flexible working rejected as an 18–24 year old. A particularly
troubling result is the greater level of rejection of flexible work-
ing requests by those with caring responsibilities, which particu-
larly hits those aged over 45. Those with caring responsibilities
are 50 per cent more likely to have their request for flexible
working rejected than someone with no caring responsibilities.

Finally, beyond these organisational and individual risk
factors, substantial knowledge gaps remain around flexible
working. Most people do not know who is covered by the legal
right to request flexible working. Employees are also unlikely to
know what their firm offers. Our results showed that they
underestimated the extent of flexible working arrangements, and
within the firm there is a major difference between the number of
employees who have flexible working arrangements and the
number who employers think work flexible hours. Employers
believe that employees in less senior positions are the most likely
to be working flexibly. In fact the opposite is true and the most
senior employees engage in the most flexible working. This
misconception among employers is likely to be a barrier to them
offering more flexible working.
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4 Conclusions and
recommendations
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Flexibility as an embedded organisational value
Legislation, consumer demand, employee retention and
enlightened leadership all play a role in putting flexible working
on the organisational agenda, but regardless of why flexible
working becomes an organisational priority, making it work in
practice ultimately requires an ethos of reciprocity between
employees and employers and among employees themselves. The
obligation of employers to meet employees’ needs must be
counterbalanced with a responsibility from employees to
consider how their request will affect the needs of the business
and the workloads of their fellow employees. The process needs
to be underpinned by a two-way dialogue rather than a one-way
demand or unconsidered refusal. While the outcomes of such a
dialogue should be specific to organisational circumstances, the
need for the dialogue to take place can and should be
underpinned by government legislation.

It is clear that legislation has acted as an initial trigger for
employers in creating more flexible workplaces. This comes out
strongly in research findings from our qualitative and quanti-
tative data. Yet it is equally clear that while legislation may be
necessary it will never be sufficient. In our qualitative research
the drive to move beyond statutory compliance came from
leaders seeing not only the economic benefits but also that
flexible working would work more effectively if it was open to all
employees rather than those just those covered by legislation.

The practical reality of a workplace in which all employees
have the right to request flexible working was not without
challenges but none of them have proved insurmountable. While
the leadership of organisations may be instrumental in turning
flexibility into a key principle, effective practice depends on
relationships between managers and employees, and among



employees themselves. In the case of the John Lewis Partnership,
managers commonly feared that the extension of the right to
request flexible working would lead to a deluge of requests. Yet
as managers developed greater experience such occurrences
become easier to manage, especially when those making requests
were given ownership of the need to balance their demands with
those of the business.

Flexibility works best when there is trust on either side of
the employment relationship. Where employers do their best to
accommodate the needs of employees, employees consistently go
the extra mile to accommodate the needs of employers when
required. As one senior manager from John Lewis Partnership
put it:
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It is a double win because for some people when you let them have flexible
working they are more willing to help the business in other areas. So if I
agreed to somebody that [she] can go home whenever, then that group of
people are more willing to work when employers need them. A huge
proportion of that group think ‘I have been treated well so I will go back and
treat the business well.’

This sentiment was echoed in focus groups with branch
floor staff:

You feel very committed if you work flexibly. I know that it means I have to
complete the work in certain hours now I work flexibly. It’s partly because
the partnership’s been good to me so I’d like to be good to them.

A reciprocal relationship
Reciprocity is the key not only to making flexible workplaces
function well but to charting a course through conflicting
perspectives between employer associations and the advocates of
entrenching and increasing flexible working entitlements. While
the business case for flexibility is often compelling it is not always
self-evident or equally compelling across different sectors and
scale of an organisation. The justification for flexible working
cannot be reduced to either the business case or indeed family



friendly policies. Crucial as both of these factors are, the case for
flexibility stems from a wider need to balance the distribution of
people’s time between different obligations, needs and desires.

The key question is not whether businesses can afford
flexible working arrangements but whether twenty-first-century
societies like Britain can afford to forgo them. Flexible working
is the means to a plurality of vital and positive social outcomes,
that if unrealised will end up disproportionally burdening the
state and middle-income households that feel the impact of
increased taxation hardest. We know that more involved
parenting improves the life chances of children, better work–life
balance increases individual happiness, a more flexible workforce
is more able to bear the burden of an ageing population, and
that the Big Society will require people to have more time to be
active citizens.

While it would be unreasonable to place sole responsibility
for the social harms indirectly created by the way people work on
employers, it would be equally unreasonable to claim they have
no responsibility at all. Corporate social responsibility is best
judged according to the extent organisations attempt to mitigate
the ‘negative externalities’ they may generate in the process of
pursuing core business goals. Flexible working arrangements
need therefore to be seen as a defining element of a socially
responsible organisation rather than something they should
accommodate solely at their own discretion. And where employers
refuse to meet employees halfway, there is an important role for
government in legislating to enforce a basic framework in which
employees can be empowered to start a dialogue with their
employers.

The Coalition Government is to be commended for its
proposals to extend flexible working and parental leave. It must
be resolute in pushing for maximal rather than minimal versions
of the proposals currently out for consultation in the modern
workplace review. But it must also be much bolder on parental
leave in particular if it is to have the courage of its convictions.
There is only so far that government can go by itself. The type of
cultural and institutional change needed to spread co-parenting
and caring obligations more evenly between men and women
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requires employees and employers themselves to be at the
leading edge of change. Vanguard employers such as John Lewis
Partnership and BT, and many others covered in this pamphlet
report, will ultimately be the key agents in driving forward this
agenda.

The recommendations below aim to advance a maximal
agenda of workplace flexibility, to make flexible working
practices a more prominent indicator of corporate social
responsibility and to enable men and women to share more
equally in their caring and social obligations. Specifically 
they will:
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· extend and normalise flexible working to all employees by
making the right to request universal

· enhance shared responsibility between employers and employees
through a code of practice

· give recognition to vanguard employers, target support to those
struggling to implement flexible working practices and monitor
progress to ‘name and shame’ recalcitrant employers

· make shared parental leave affordable for both partners and
employers through contributory ‘carers’ accounts’

· extending and formalise carers’ leave
· enable all workers regardless of status, role or sector to take up

volunteering.

Our recommendations are set out below:

1 A statutory right to request flexible working for all employees
A legal right to request flexible working ensures that employers
take their duty to look after the needs of employees seriously.
The Government’s commitment to a universal right to request
flexible working is commendable. This legal right should cover
all employees including temporary workers.

Our research showed that enshrining the right to request in
law was a key driver in the wider provision of flexible working
arrangements by employers. ‘Complying with legislation’ was
one of the three most cited reasons employers gave for offering



flexible working according to our polling. Even among flexible
working vanguards, like John Lewis Partnership, the legislation
was an important push.

There was nervousness from Government and employers
over the effect of putting the right to request into law. The
Employment Rights Act 2002 gave the right to request flexible
working to parents with children under the age of six or disabled
children under the age of 18. This compelled employers to
seriously evaluate the individual’s case. In chapter 3, our case
studies and stakeholder interviews illustrate the fears employers
had that this would open the floodgates to requests and
overburden business. This did not happen. In the first year after
the right to request flexible working was made law only 2 per
cent of calls to the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration
Service, which is charged with offering advice on employment
rights issues, were concerned with flexible working.104 Our
research also showed that employers had feared being taken to
an employment tribunal if they said ‘no’ to a request. This did
not happen. In the five years following the legal right to request
flexible working, Acas registered just over 1,500 claims that
involved flexible working as a primary or secondary issue. This is
less than 0.2 per cent of all claims to employment tribunals
during that period.105 Our survey illustrated that a healthy
number of employers are happy to say ‘no’ when they needed to.

As the Government’s own impact assessment has shown, if
the right to request flexible working is extended to all employees
through a non-statutory mechanism, such as a code of practice,
instead of a legal one, its impact on increasing requests would be
substantially diminished. The Government’s assessment
predicted that there would be 119,000 new requests under a
legislative extension compared with 59,000 under a non-
statutory code of practice.106

The Government announced a three-year moratorium on
new regulation for micro businesses (those with fewer than ten
employees) in March 2011, but micro firms should not be
excluded from the proposed statutory reforms. Our quantitative
research shows micro firms already work ‘flexibly’ – over 80 per
cent of micro firms said they considered flexible working
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requests from all employees – flexible working is not dispropor-
tionately burdensome for them. Excluding micro firms from this
legal extension would produce a two-tier system of employment
rights – with those in micro firms being less protected.

The Government should be more honest in its relationship
with micro business. The moratorium did not lead to an
exemption for micro firms in the changes to the default
retirement age, the extension of paternity leave and pay and the
tier 1 and 2 migration changes which came in around the same
time as the moratorium began. Furthermore, the moratorium
does not include regulations that originate from the EU or
internationally; they have to be of domestic origin. Therefore
micro firms are not as well protected as the Government’s
messaging would suggest. This mixed messaging reduces the
confidence of managers of small and medium-sized enterprises in
government policy and will make it more difficult to win their
support for a legal extension to flexible working.

2 A code of practice to support the legislation
Although placing the right to request into law was a significant
achievement by the Labour Government, it failed to help
manage expectations – there was too little guidance for business
and employees. A code of practice can serve an important role, as
a guide to employers and employees about how flexible working
can be optimally managed. It can go further in this respect than
legislation. Figure 22 shows the current legal code of practice
process for granting flexible working arrangements.

In its consultation document, the Coalition Government
announced that it wanted to move the process for consideration
of requests from legislation to a code of practice.

Allowing businesses to decide for themselves how they will
construct their flexible working request process is important.
Varying sector and scale pressures means that a one-size-fits-all
system burdens some businesses more than others. However, it is
already the case that businesses have considerable discretion over
their flexible working request process, provided the business
follows a reasonable timetable.

Conclusions and recommendations
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within 
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employer’s decision. If so, they must 
appeal in writing, setting out 
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Figure 22

Source: BIS107



The majority (79 per cent of employees in our survey) of
flexible working requests are made informally. This was
particularly the case in small businesses. Employers in micro and
small firms (with fewer than 50 employees) were three times
more likely to encourage informal flexible working requests than
those in large firms (more than 250 employees). A code of
practice, which helps business construct a process for considera-
tion, would be helpful, and legislation should not introduce a
rigid process for employers to obey. But legislation should put in
place a maximum timeframe and minimum necessary steps to
ensure business does not exploit this freedom to restrict flexible
working. The consultation document states that a statute will
require employers merely to consider requests ‘reasonably’. This
is too weak a requirement and puts at risk the potential benefits
of the extension of the statutory right to flexible working. The
coverage of ‘reasonable’ is unclear, which leads to more rather
than less confusion for business.

Although legal requirements can set the minimum
conditions to enable flexible working, softer measures to guide
and nudge the provision of flexible working should also be used.
A non-statutory code of practice can help improve understanding
of flexible working, including by clearly defining different
flexible working arrangements. This is an important mechanism
to improve knowledge about flexible working and empower
employees and employers to use it.

Our quantitative research illustrated the disparity between
what employees believed they have a right to in law and what
they can access in reality. Almost 60 per cent of employees
surveyed did not know whom the ‘right to request’ covered. A
code of practice can help inform employees about what is a
reasonable case for request, the forms of flexible working that are
available and which flexible working arrangements most suit
their need while not burdening business. It could also help guide
employers to understand when it is most reasonable to say ‘no’ –
more than the eight reasons currently in the law. Our research
showed that small firms with no dedicated human resources
function are substantially less likely to know the forms of flexible
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working that are available. This in turn means that they are less
likely to offer it and benefit from it.

One of the chief benefits of extending the right to request
to all employees is that it creates a culture in which all employees
feel empowered to request flexible working. It would help
remove the presumption that ‘only women work flexibly’, and
reach towards wider social goals such as closing the gender pay
gap.

3 Changing the minimum qualifying period and removing the 12-
month cap
Without opening up the right to request from day one of
employment we risk preventing those with substantial caring
needs benefiting from flexible working, negatively impacting
both employee and employer and acting as a disincentive for
those with such responsibilities from entering the workforce.
Employers would benefit from having an open and frank
discussion pre-appointment with the employee about what
flexible working arrangements they might need in order to plan
long-term how to manage their employees. There is a risk that
this will put at a disadvantage those with caring needs, but as
part of a wider shift to acceptability of flexible working, it could
help enable a longer-term change in the expectations of
employers.

Further, employees’ needs are constantly changing; a limit
on one request every 12 months, as is currently the case,
overlooks this fact. The legal cap should be halved and
employers should be encouraged to reduce the cap even further.

4 Improving the support of JobcentrePlus and considering the
flexibility of roles
JobcentrePlus is an underused tool in helping employers
understand the benefits of employees working flexibly, and on
implementing flexible working arrangements and on deciding
which job roles can be advertised as ‘flexible’. This is particularly
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important for small businesses with no dedicated human
resources function.

The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) has worked with
JobcentrePlus to develop a hotline service for smaller businesses
that provide recruitment help tailored to their needs. The Small
Business Recruitment Service (SBRS) offers a free, professional
recruitment service with advice and support throughout the
recruitment process.108 The helpline aids businesses design part-
time and flexible jobs that suit their needs with advisers trained
to be able to deliver advice on flexible working, but knowledge
of this service is limited. Promoting it may help small businesses
understand how flexible working can benefit their business.

The Government should require businesses to consider
whether any job openings employers wish to advertise through
JobcentrePlus can be made flexibly. If there is a possibility of
flexibility this should be included in a firm’s advert for the
position through JobcentrePlus.

5 Supporting vanguards
Despite varying severity of risk factors, there are flexible working
vanguards in all sectors of the economy. We would do well from
showcasing these examples. An accreditation system for those
employers who achieve a high standard of workplace flexibility
and family-friendliness could help drive employers to improve
their flexible working arrangements. It would act as an incentive
for employers to improve their flexibility in order to improve
their brand image and quality of recruitment. This will become
more significant as the economy continues to improve and
competition for labour becomes more severe.

An accreditation system can be based on the UK
Commission for Employment and Skills’ ‘Investors in People’
model. The Investors in People system gives a gold, silver and
bronze level of accreditation according to the performance of
firms across a number of benchmarks. For flexible working the
accreditation system should award companies that have
implemented flexible working well according to the risk factors
identified in this report: sector, size, age, gender and job role.
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6 The carer’s account: a contributory principle to make parental
leave more equal and affordable
The Government should be commended in its aim to increase
the role of fathers in caring for children in their early years. Its
primary proposals to achieve this are to reclassify the later phases
of maternity leave as shared parental leave. This will increase the
amount of leave men can take can and enable greater flexibility
in how it is used. However, the proposal fails to address one of
the key factors preventing men from using the leave they are
already entitled to. In the UK only half of men take the two
weeks’ paternity leave at statutory rates they are entitled to.109 A
significant factor in this is that the statutory pay covers less than
25 per cent of their salary. In contrast, in Nordic countries such
as Iceland, 88.5 per cent of fathers in Iceland take some portion
of their leave.110

Evidence from Nordic countries shows that three key
considerations make men more likely to take up parental leave:
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· generous paid leave, which allows a father, as a family’s highest
wage earner, to take time off without forfeiting the family’s
largest source of income

· non-transferable leave, which counteracts social and economic
pressure for leave to be transferred from father to mother

· scheduling flexibility.

So there is no need to cut relations with employers. This
allows professional parents, who are more likely to be fathers, to
take leave without jeopardising their job prospects.

Extending the length of leave and flexibility in use of that
leave is welcome but without addressing inequities in pay while
on leave men lack the capability actually to use such rights. The
Coalition Government’s proposals for shared parental leave
therefore lack a vital component for making it a practical reality
rather than a formal but unrealisable right.

Box 4 summarises the Icelandic model of parental leave.



Box 4 The Icelandic model of parental leave
The Icelandic model provides a statutory right to nine months
of paid parental leave in three instalments of three months.
Two of these instalments are ‘non-transferable’; the mother and
the father must take one each. The parents can choose which of
them takes the third instalment. Special arrangements exist if
there are complications such as health issues. The timing of
parental leave is at parents’ discretion – it can be taken
uninterrupted or interrupted as well as part-time coupled with
part-time work. Through a social insurance system, parental
leave is paid at 75–80 per cent of earnings with a ceiling for
earnings over €1,890 per week and a floor, so no one working
full-time receives less than €575 per week. Separate rates apply
for people working part-time. Same sex couples with children
and couples adopting a child under the age of eight are eligible
for leave on the same basis. In the Icelandic model, mothers are
obliged to take two weeks of leave following the birth of a child.

Adapting the approach taken to pay and flexibility in how
leave is taken in Nordic countries is more likely to enable the
cultural shift in parenting the Government is rightly seeking to
achieve. As it currently stands parental leave is expensive for
employee, employer and the state. Financial pressures act as a
disincentive for parents to take their full entitlement to parental
leave and there is evidence it acts as a disincentive on employing
women of childbearing age. Low take-up by fathers therefore
helps perpetuate the gender pay gap in addition to preventing
men spending more time with their children in their early years.

If a father in the UK on an average wage takes up his full
two weeks’ ordinary paternity leave and then takes up his new
right for additional paternity leave from the mother, after the
26th week he effectively loses 88 per cent of his potential
earnings – which can be over £13,000 (see appendix 4). Not only
is this a disincentive for fathers, but it also makes it financially
impossible in many cases for fathers to take up parental leave.

A mother on an average wage who takes her full maternity
leave will be 72 per cent worse off in that year alone through lost
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earnings.111 This can be equivalent to a loss of £16,336. This is
particularly a disincentive for low-income families to take full
parental leave. Low-income mothers return to work substantially
earlier than mothers on an average wage. Employers are worse
off too as they have to cover the cost of this parental leave. Small
employers have the right to have the cost of statutory parental
pay reimbursed by HM Revenue & Customs, but this misses
many indirect costs, according to the FSB, such as finding a
replacement worker.112 This also places a cost on the state, having
to subsidise parents taking parental leave.

Learning from Demos’ report Of Mutual Benefit,113 and the
Nordic countries, which pool their costs, there are ways to improve
the pay of employees while not excessively burdening the state or
employer. Introducing a contributory principle through a care
account would be an important step along this route.

Countries with the highest levels of co-parenting, such as
Iceland, Finland and Norway, all have a far more generous
system of parental leave than the UK. The systems are funded
from contribution schemes, which involve varying degrees of
reciprocity between employers, employees and government. In
Iceland there are parental leave fund-based national insurance
contributions; 1.08 per cent of all national insurance contribu-
tions go towards this fund, which covers 80 per cent of the
average worker’s salary during parental leave.114 This is partic-
ularly important for fathers, who are most commonly the head
household earner.

An opt-out care account contribution system that can be
used to replace at least two-thirds of lost earnings will help
support take-up of parental leave. Under such a system an
employee contributes a portion of their salary tax-free to an
account, with the amount matched by the employer. When an
individual needs to take parental leave they will therefore be able
to draw on this fund to cover the difference between their
statutory paternity pay in the 39 weeks it is available for and at
least two-thirds of their wage, to ensure a reasonable standard of
living. However, not every employee will want or be able to have
children. If the contributions are not used it should be possible
to put the funds into the individual’s pension pot. This would
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cover the varying needs of employees and ensure they are
financially secure when they need to dedicate their time to a new
child.

7 Right to extraordinary leave for care reasons and better systems
of carers leave
There are almost 6 million carers in the UK and half of them
balance this responsibility with work. Employment is most
productive for carers when they have greater choice in how to
balance their caring and work demands.115 Carers should be one
of the groups given priority to work flexible hours in a code of
practice. Our changing demography means that in the next 25
years the number of carers is expected to increase by 50 per
cent.116 Flexible working can help alleviate the pressures on
carers, their families and employers, and the state.

Care demands can fall on employees when they don’t
expect them. These pressures occur most frequently among
mothers with young children who fall ill and need a short time
off work to care for them. But these events hit other groups as
well, including those who have older relations who occasionally
depend on them. This can create stigma and resentment. Many
firms give five days of unpaid leave for such ‘emergency care’
needs. This should be formalised and allowed in all firms –
going beyond what is already enshrined as ‘compassionate leave’.
Only when an employee goes beyond this basic leave should
employers have the right to require proof of need, such as a
doctor’s note, and penalise the employee if needed.

Further, a code of practice should promote all firms having
policies in place in case employees need to be off work for a
prolonged period because of caring responsibilities. Then
employers will be more prepared and more able to agree to such
requests in cases where employees request a break from work, on
similar terms to requests for a career break. During this time the
carer will be able to access direct payments for carers, and should
be able to subsidise this with payments from their care account
to ensure that their earnings are sufficiently replaced. This will
help ease the burden of demographic change.
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8 Use it or lose it right to volunteering days
The scope of benefit of flexible working does not fall just on the
employee, who can improve their work–life balance, nor their
employer, who can boost productivity. It can also serve wider
social ends through the Big Society. A flexible workforce is also a
workforce more able to be more engaged in civic action.

Our polling shows that only 4 per cent of employees
currently use flexible working in order to volunteer. In changing
the nature of flexible working, making it more acceptable in the
workplace, we have the opportunity to make voluntary action
more the norm. The recent white paper on giving shows that the
Government shares such a vision.117 It requires ministers to give
at least a day a year to a good cause.

The right to a paid day a year to volunteer is an important
step to promoting the Big Society agenda and should be
available to all employees. In itself it will not produce the civic
engagement needed for a Big Society, but it will be an important
way to nudge individuals and business to be more aware of their
civic duty alongside the wider Big Society agenda. The
recommendations presented in this report outline a direction of
travel – for government and for business – to make the flexible
vanguard the norm rather than the exception. There are huge
lessons to be learned by employers – on the benefits of flexible
working and on the importance of ensuring that their workforce
works in a way that fits with wider social norms and expecta-
tions. Examples can be seen in the places where flexibility
already works and works well for both employer and employee.

It is key that Government recognises that flexibility is
crucial to its wider, social agenda. A nation that cares for its older
people, volunteers more readily and spends time and energy
raising young people well is a nation that works flexibly. This is
achievable – albeit to different levels and in different ways – in
all sectors of industry: many of the sectoral problems cited to
avoid cross-cutting flexibility are more issues of poor
imagination than they are of actual capacity. How can it be the
case that ‘retail can’t do flexibility’ if John Lewis and Waitrose
can? How can it be true that ‘small business can’t afford
flexibility’ when so many micro businesses not only afford it but
flourish as a result?
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Government must premise its interventions in this
complicated but important aspect of all our lives on the idea of
reciprocity, a shared responsibility between state, employer and
employee. So too must employers and employees – engaging in a
discussion of how more autonomy would work rather than a
dispute over ‘entitlements’. These recommendations are the
starting point for that dialogue.
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Appendices

Table 10 Reasons given by employers in the UK for not offering more 
flexible working, by sector

Manufac- Retail, Hotels Transport; Banking, 
turing; leisure and information finance
pharma and restaur- and com- and
ceuticals wholesale ants munications; insurance

trading travel & 
tourism;
postal 
services 

Operational pressures 58% 51% 68% 72% 17% 
Customer or service 47% 51% 74% 51% 46% 
requirements 
Financial restraints 27% 36% 36% 28% 5% 
Lack of senior level support 62% 19% 10% 4% 24% 
for it
Existing organisational 33% 16% 15% 11% 5% 
culture 
Lack of interest from 27% 19% 17% 13% 13% 
employees 
Line managers’ ability to 31% 16% 2% 18% 21% 
manage flexible workers 
Technological constraints 29% 5% 10% 17% 20% 

Appendix 1 Employers’ reasons for not offering more
flexible working



107

Real estate, Public Education Healthcare Charity and
professional, administra- and social voluntary; arts
scientific, tion (central work and entertain-
technical, or local ment; other 
administration govern- services for
and support ment, the 

armed community 
services) 

34% 73% 44% 61% 58% 
47% 59% 40% 59% 40% 

29% 22% 18% 35% 19% 
19% 16% 19% 14% 11% 

18% 22% 40% 18% 16% 

27% 10% 12% 6% 14% 

1% 31% 23% 16% 13% 

11% 20% 6% 8% 2% 



Appendix 2 Types of flexible working arrangements
offered

Appendices

Table 11 Types of flexible working arrangements offered by different sectors in

Manufac- Retail, Hotels Transport; Banking, 
turing; leisure and information finance
pharma and restaur- and com- and
ceuticals wholesale ants munications; insurance

trading travel & 
(including tourism;
repairs to postal 
vehicles services 
other 
goods
etc.)

Part-time working 58% 79% 77% 66% 75%
Varying start and finish times 43% 74% 63% 63% 56%
Flexible hours or flexitime 39% 56% 24% 53% 45%
Working from home 46% 13% 13% 58% 67%
Compressed hours (eg 4 day 18% 38% 28% 41% 45%
week) 
Career breaks 14% 41% 0% 43% 22%
Term-time working 17% 15% 30% 4% 26%
Annualised hours 24% 12% 10% 24% 20%
Time banking 10% 14% 0% 16% 3%
Working a nine-day fortnight 15% 0% 10% 8% 0%
None of these – no flexible 14 % 8% 5% 13% 10% 
working offered 
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n the UK, by sector

Real estate, Public Education Healthcare Charity and
professional, administra- and social voluntary; arts
scientific, tion (central work and entertain-
technical, or local ment; other 
administration govern- services for
and support ment, the 

armed community 
services) 

72% 86% 75% 89% 84%
63% 83% 57% 86% 77%
52% 88% 40% 74% 76%
66% 67% 42% 51% 74%
33% 69% 36% 65% 42%

21% 79% 23% 59% 46%
25% 53% 62% 54% 13%
8% 36% 17% 40% 10%
14% 14% 4% 35% 17%
14% 43% 4% 36% 15%
8% 4% 10% 1% 4% 



Appendix 3 Employees’ reasons for not working more
flexibly

Appendices

Table 12 Reasons employees in the UK give for not working more flexibly, by se

Manufac- Retail, Hotels Transport; Banking, 
turing; leisure and information finance
pharma and restaur- and com- and
ceuticals wholesale ants munications; insurance

trading travel & 
(including tourism;
repairs to postal 
vehicles services 
other 
goods
etc.)

Not a priority for me 33% 36% 50% 32% 32% 
Impractical given the nature 35% 24% 45% 32% 34% 
of the job 
Not available from current 35% 32% 30% 35% 39% 
employer 
Don’t want to work to work  20% 17% 12% 17% 13% 
flexibly
Concerned about loss of 6% 13% 20% 8% 13% 
earnings 
Concerned about negative 4% 10% 4% 5% 10% 
response from managers 
Not aware of specific rights 6% 10% - 5% 10% 
to request flexible working 
Concerned request would 3% 7% 11% 3% 6% 
be rejected 
Concerned about impact on  4% 5% 10% 3% 10% 
career / promotion prospects
Concerned about reaction 1% 2% 8% 2% 10% 
from colleagues 
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ector

Real estate, Public Education Healthcare Charity and
professional, administra- and social voluntary; arts
scientific, tion (central work and entertain-
technical, or local ment; other 
administration govern- services for
and support ment, the 

armed community 
services) 

33% 23% 27% 33% 38% 
28% 52% 39% 28% 18% 

31% 18% 28% 18% 30% 

27% 14% 13% 21% 25% 

14% 9% 10% 5% 3% 

7% 5% 6% 7% 3% 

4% 2% 7% 7% 7% 

4% 7% 8% 7% – 

8% - 7% 6% 3% 

4% 2% 6% 5% 3% 



Appendix 4 Parental pay replacement rates
The level of pay a person receives when taking parental leave is
highly important in determining whether a parent takes their full
parental leave. Demos analysed the amount a parent on an
average wage can expect to lose if they take parental leave.118 The
‘parental pay replacement rate’ is the proportion of a parent’s
earnings that they would receive if they took parental leave and
were paid at the rate specified in law. We calculate this rate under
the current system and under the Icelandic model.

Under current rules, a mother has a right to 52 weeks of
maternity leave. Six weeks must be paid at least at 90 per cent of
the mother’s previous wage, and the following 33 weeks must be
paid at the statutory rate of £124.88 per week (or 90 per cent of
the average wage if that is lower). The remaining time is unpaid.
Fathers currently have a right to 2 weeks of ordinary paternity
leave paid at £124.88 a week. For children born after 3 April 2011,
fathers have also been able to access ‘additional paternity leave’
if the mother returns to work. This allows the father up to 26
weeks’ paternity leave from the 20th week of birth (if the mother
returns to work) and any outstanding payments the mother has a
statutory right to.

Appendices

Table 13 Situation 1: mother takes parental leave for 39 weeks and
then returns to work; father takes 2 weeks of paternity
leave

Mother 6 weeks at 90% of wage £2,370.6
33 weeks at SMP rate (£124.88) £4,121.04
Total maternity pay for 39 weeks £6,491.64
Total wages for 39 weeks employment £17,121
Parental pay replacement rate 38%
Lost earnings £10,629.36

Father 2 weeks at ordinary paternity pay £249.76
Total paternity leave pay £249.76
Total wages for 2 weeks £1,076
Parental pay replacement rate 23%
Lost earnings £826.24
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Table 14 Situation 2: mother takes parental leave for 52 weeks and
returns to work; father takes 2 weeks of paternity leave

Mother 6 weeks at 90% of wage 2,370.6
33 weeks at SMP rate (124.88) £4,121.04
13 weeks unpaid 0
Total maternity pay for 52 weeks £6,491.64
Total wages for 52 weeks employment £22,828
Parental pay replacement rate 28%
Lost earnings £16,336.36

Father 2 weeks at ordinary paternity pay £249.76
Total paternity leave pay £249.76
Total wages for 2 weeks £1,076
Parental pay replacement rate 23%
Lost earnings £826.24

Table 15 Situation 3: mother takes parental leave for 26 weeks and
returns to work; father takes 2 weeks of paternity leave
and the caring responsibilities from week 27 to 39 and
then returns to work

Mother 6 weeks’ pay at 90% of wage £2,370.6
20 weeks at SMP rate (124.88) £2,497.6
Total maternity pay for 26 weeks £4,868.2
Total wages for 26 weeks’ employment £11,414
Parental pay replacement rate 43%
Lost earnings £6,545.8

Father 2 weeks at statutory rate £249.76
13 weeks at OPP rate (124.88) £1,623.44
Total paternity pay for 15 weeks £1,873.2
Total wages for 15 weeks employment £8,070
Parental pay replacement rate 23%
Lost earnings £6,196.8



Appendices

Table 16 Situation 4: mother takes childcare benefit for 26 weeks
and returns to work; father takes 2 weeks of paternity
leave and the caring responsibilities from week 27 to 52
and then returns to work

Mother 6 weeks’ pay at 90% of wage £2,370.6
20 weeks at SMP rate (124.88) £2,497.6
Total maternity pay for 26 weeks £4,868.2
Total wages for 26 weeks employment £11,414
Parental pay replacement rate 43%
Lost earnings £6,545.8

Father 2 weeks at ordinary paternity pay £249.76
13 weeks at OPP rate (124.88) £1,623.44
13 weeks unpaid
Total paternity pay for 28 weeks £1,873.2
Total wages for 28 weeks employment £15,064
Parental pay replacement rate 12%
Lost earnings £13,190.8

Table 17 Situation 5: Icelandic model – mother takes non-
transferable 3 months, father takes non-transferable 3
months, mother taking 3 months shared leave

Mother 13 weeks at 80% of wage £4,565.6
Total maternity pay £9,131.2
Wages for 26 weeks 11,414
Parental pay replacement rate 80%
Lost earnings £2,282.8

Father 13 weeks at 80% of wage £5,595.2
Wages for 13 weeks £6,994
Parental pay replacement rate 80%
Lost earnings £1,398.8
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Demos – Licence to Publish
The work (as defined below) is provided under the terms of this licence (‘licence’). The work is
protected by copyright and/or other applicable law. Any use of the work other than as
authorised under this licence is prohibited. By exercising any rights to the work provided here,
you accept and agree to be bound by the terms of this licence. Demos grants you the rights
contained here in consideration of your acceptance of such terms and conditions.

1 Definitions
A ‘Collective Work’ means a work, such as a periodical issue, anthology or encyclopedia, in

which the Work in its entirety in unmodified form, along with a number of other contributions,
constituting separate and independent works in themselves, are assembled into a collective
whole. A work that constitutes a Collective Work will not be considered a Derivative Work (as
defined below) for the purposes of this Licence.

B ‘Derivative Work’ means a work based upon the Work or upon the Work and other pre-
existing works, such as a musical arrangement, dramatisation, fictionalisation, motion picture
version, sound recording, art reproduction, abridgment, condensation, or any other form in
which the Work may be recast, transformed, or adapted, except that a work that constitutes a
Collective Work or a translation from English into another language will not be considered a
Derivative Work for the purpose of this Licence.

C ‘Licensor’ means the individual or entity that offers the Work under the terms of this Licence.
D ‘Original Author’ means the individual or entity who created the Work.
E ‘Work’ means the copyrightable work of authorship offered under the terms of this Licence.
F ‘You’ means an individual or entity exercising rights under this Licence who has not previously

violated the terms of this Licence with respect to the Work, or who has received express
permission from Demos to exercise rights under this Licence despite a previous violation.

2 Fair Use Rights
Nothing in this licence is intended to reduce, limit, or restrict any rights arising from fair use,
first sale or other limitations on the exclusive rights of the copyright owner under copyright
law or other applicable laws.

3 Licence Grant
Subject to the terms and conditions of this Licence, Licensor hereby grants You a worldwide,
royalty-free, non-exclusive, perpetual (for the duration of the applicable copyright) licence to
exercise the rights in the Work as stated below: 

A to reproduce the Work, to incorporate the Work into one or more Collective Works, and to
reproduce the Work as incorporated in the Collective Works;

B to distribute copies or phonorecords of, display publicly, perform publicly, and perform
publicly by means of a digital audio transmission the Work including as incorporated in
Collective Works; The above rights may be exercised in all media and formats whether now
known or hereafter devised. The above rights include the right to make such modifications as
are technically necessary to exercise the rights in other media and formats. All rights not
expressly granted by Licensor are hereby reserved.

4 Restrictions
The licence granted in Section 3 above is expressly made subject to and limited by the
following restrictions:

A You may distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally perform the Work
only under the terms of this Licence, and You must include a copy of, or the Uniform
Resource Identifier for, this Licence with every copy or phonorecord of the Work You
distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally perform. You may not offer or
impose any terms on the Work that alter or restrict the terms of this Licence or the recipients’
exercise of the rights granted here under. You may not sublicence the Work. You must keep
intact all notices that refer to this Licence and to the disclaimer of warranties. You may not
distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally perform the Work with any
technological measures that control access or use of the Work in a manner inconsistent with
the terms of this Licence Agreement. The above applies to the Work as incorporated in a
Collective Work, but this does not require the Collective Work apart from the Work itself to
be made subject to the terms of this Licence. If You create a Collective Work, upon notice
from any Licensor You must, to the extent practicable, remove from the Collective Work any
reference to such Licensor or the Original Author, as requested.

B You may not exercise any of the rights granted to You in Section 3 above in any manner that
is primarily intended for or directed towards commercial advantage or private monetary
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compensation. The exchange of the Work for other copyrighted works by means of digital
filesharing or otherwise shall not be considered to be intended for or directed towards
commercial advantage or private monetary compensation, provided there is no payment of
any monetary compensation in connection with the exchange of copyrighted works.

C If you distribute, publicly display, publicly perform, or publicly digitally perform the Work or
any Collective Works, You must keep intact all copyright notices for the Work and give the
Original Author credit reasonable to the medium or means You are utilising by conveying the
name (or pseudonym if applicable) of the Original Author if supplied; the title of the Work if
supplied. Such credit may be implemented in any reasonable manner; provided, however, that
in the case of a Collective Work, at a minimum such credit will appear where any other
comparable authorship credit appears and in a manner at least as prominent as such other
comparable authorship credit.

5 Representations, Warranties and Disclaimer
A By offering the Work for public release under this Licence, Licensor represents and warrants

that, to the best of Licensor’s knowledge after reasonable inquiry:
i Licensor has secured all rights in the Work necessary to grant the licence rights hereunder

and to permit the lawful exercise of the rights granted hereunder without You having any
obligation to pay any royalties, compulsory licence fees, residuals or any other payments;

ii The Work does not infringe the copyright, trademark, publicity rights, common law rights or
any other right of any third party or constitute defamation, invasion of privacy or other
tortious injury to any third party.

B except as expressly stated in this licence or otherwise agreed in writing or required by
applicable law, the work is licenced on an ‘as is’ basis, without warranties of any kind, either
express or implied including, without limitation, any warranties regarding the contents or
accuracy of the work.

6 Limitation on Liability
Except to the extent required by applicable law, and except for damages arising from liability
to a third party resulting from breach of the warranties in section 5, in no event will Licensor
be liable to you on any legal theory for any special, incidental, consequential, punitive or
exemplary damages arising out of this licence or the use of the work, even if Licensor has
been advised of the possibility of such damages.

7 Termination
A This Licence and the rights granted hereunder will terminate automatically upon any breach

by You of the terms of this Licence. Individuals or entities who have received Collective
Works from You under this Licence, however, will not have their licences terminated provided
such individuals or entities remain in full compliance with those licences. Sections 1, 2, 5, 6, 7,
and 8 will survive any termination of this Licence.

B Subject to the above terms and conditions, the licence granted here is perpetual (for the
duration of the applicable copyright in the Work). Notwithstanding the above, Licensor
reserves the right to release the Work under different licence terms or to stop distributing the
Work at any time; provided, however that any such election will not serve to withdraw this
Licence (or any other licence that has been, or is required to be, granted under the terms of
this Licence), and this Licence will continue in full force and effect unless terminated as stated
above.

8 Miscellaneous
A Each time You distribute or publicly digitally perform the Work or a Collective Work, Demos

offers to the recipient a licence to the Work on the same terms and conditions as the licence
granted to You under this Licence.

B If any provision of this Licence is invalid or unenforceable under applicable law, it shall not
affect the validity or enforceability of the remainder of the terms of this Licence, and without
further action by the parties to this agreement, such provision shall be reformed to the
minimum extent necessary to make such provision valid and enforceable.

C No term or provision of this Licence shall be deemed waived and no breach consented to
unless such waiver or consent shall be in writing and signed by the party to be charged with
such waiver or consent.

D This Licence constitutes the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the Work
licenced here. There are no understandings, agreements or representations with respect to
the Work not specified here. Licensor shall not be bound by any additional provisions that
may appear in any communication from You. This Licence may not be modified without the
mutual written agreement of Demos and You.
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“Flexible work benefits
business and society,
but its future hangs in
the balance…”

REINVENTING THE
WORKPLACE

Dan Leighton
Thomas Gregory

Over the last ten years, flexible working practices have
become integrated into the economy – almost 60 per cent of
employees currently use a form of flexible working. This
Government has pledged to go even further – the right to
flexible working for all was enshrined in the Coalition
agreement – but it has vacillated in the face of pressure from
the business lobby.

Reinventing the Workplace argues that it would be both
economically short-sighted and socially irresponsible to 
roll back the progress made over the past decade, due to
pressures in a time of economic uncertainty. The recession
will not go on forever, whereas the need for flexible work 
has been a long time coming, as the care responsibilities of
those in employment have increased with the growth of
shared parenting, more mothers returning to work and an
ageing population.

There is a business case for flexible work – employers
benefit by lowering estate costs, retaining staff, increasing
productivity and reducing absenteeism. It proved its worth at
the height of the financial crisis, when cooperation between
employers and employees minimised job losses. But flexible
work also has clear, positive social outcomes. More involved
parenting improves the life chances of children, a better
work–life balance increases individual happiness, a more
flexible workforce is more able to bear the burden of care,
and the Big Society requires people to have more time to be
active citizens.

Dan Leighton is Head of the Public Interest programme at
Demos. Thomas Gregory is a Junior Associate at Demos.
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