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INTRODUCTION

ASSUMPTIONS VERSUS REALITIES: WHAT DO WE KNOW? 

Over the years of conducting research on the topic of workplace flexibility, we have heard 
many assumptions regarding flexibility and employers, especially about small employers.

First, there are assumptions about the prevalence of workplace flexibility. There are some who 
argue that workplace flexibility is widely prevalent among all employers, so there is no need 
to spur its growth, while others argue just the opposite: that the workplace of the 21st century 
has not caught up with the workforce and the economy of the 21st century and so its growth 
must be promoted.  

Second, there are assumptions about small versus larger employers. There are some, 
especially those who represent larger employers, who believe that corporations have set the 
standard for workplace flexibility and that small employers have a great deal to learn from 
them. There are others, especially those who represent small employers, who believe just the 
opposite: they believe that small employers are laboratories for innovation and, thus, have 
come up with very innovative solutions to providing workplace flexibility, especially those 
tailored to small settings and that corporations have a lot to learn from them. Or, they believe 
that since the individuals in small workplaces tend to know each other, they don’t stand on 
ceremony; and when work-family issues arise, they don’t have task forces that take ages to 
come to solutions or establish rigid, one-size fits all solutions. They just figure it out. 

Third, there are assumptions about use of flexibility. There are some who argue that 
employees will take advantage of the flexibility that their employers offer, resulting in staff 
coverage problems—in other words, no one will be at work when their employers need 
them. There are others who argue that while there are always a few abusers of flexibility in 
any workplace, the use of different types of flexibility will be modest. These arguments tend 
to escalate when it comes to small employers because they have little leeway in staffing 
coverage and can’t afford not to have people present when they are needed.

Fourth, there are assumptions about cost/benefit. There are some who argue that small 
employers can’t afford to provide flexibility because it would jeopardize their financial 
viability. There are others who argue that overall costs are typically low (depending on the 
types of flexibility offered) and that one shouldn’t look at such expenditures as costs, but 
as investments in human capital. Furthermore, they argue that the benefits of providing 
workplace flexibility outweigh its costs.

WHAT QUESTIONS DOES THIS STUDY ADDRESS?

This paper offers a unique opportunity to test many of these assumptions, using data 
from two comprehensive nationally representative studies of employers and employees 
conducted by Families and Work Institute: a study of employers—the 2008 National Study 
of Employers1 and a study of employees—the 2008 National Study of the Changing 
Workforce.2 Note that the National Study of Employers only covers employers with 50 or 
more employees so it doesn’t include the smallest workplaces. (See Endnotes for technical 
descriptions of each of these studies.) In 2008, we increased the number of questions in both 
studies so they can now provide information on access to many types of flexibility, use and 
demand. In addition, these studies enable us to investigate how flexibility affects outcomes 
of interest to employees and employers. 
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The five questions this report addresses are:

•	 Question	1:	How	prevalent	is	workplace	flexibility	in	organizations	with	50	or	more	
employees?

•	 Question	2:	Do	employees	at	small	organizations	differ	from	those	at	larger	organization	in	
the flexibility they have access to? Here we will report findings from both an employer and 
an employee perspective.

•	 Question	3:	How	widespread	is	the	use of flexibility among employees in small and larger 
worksites?

•	 Question	4:	Among	employees	without	access	to	flexibility,	how	many	want	it—in	other	
words, what is the demand?

•	 Question	5:	Does	having	access	to	flexibility	affect	employee	job	engagement,	employee	
job satisfaction, likely employee retention and employee health?

Throughout the report, we also share creative examples of flexibility in small organizations 
around the country from When Work Works3, a nationwide project designed to identify and 
honor exemplary workplace flexibility practices. (See Endnotes for a project description of 
When Work Works.) 

DEFINITIONS: HOW DO WE DEFINE FLEXIBILITY AND EMPLOYER SIZE?

Over the years, the options for working flexibly have continued to increase. Thus, we asked 
about 31 different options in the 2008 National Study of Employers and 28 options in the 2008 
National Study of the Changing Workforce, with many of the same questions being asked of 
both employers and employees.

To present our findings, we group these options into the following five categories that align 
with the way that business leaders label these options.

•	 Choices in Managing Time includes control over one’s schedule and agreeing that the 
schedule or shift meets his or her needs. 

•	 Flex Time and Flex Place includes traditional flexibility, daily flexibility (short-notice 
schedule changes), compressed workweeks and working at home.  

•	 Reduced Time includes full-timers who could arrange to work part time in their current 
position and part-timers who could arrange to work full time in their current position as 
well as part-year work. 

•	 Time Off includes a lack of difficulty in taking time for personal or family matters, paid days 
off for personal illness, paid days off to care for sick children, time off for elder care without 
fear of losing one’s job, paid vacation time, paid holidays, time off for volunteering without 
the loss of pay, and caregiving leaves for birth, adoption, and seriously ill family members.

•	 Culture of Flexibility includes not having to choose between advancement and devoting 
attention to family life, not having advancement jeopardized by asking for flexibility, and 
overall supervisor support when work-life issues arise.

These types of flexibility have been implemented by employers to meet their own and their 
employees’ needs. Other types (Others, such as paid caregiving leave) have been required of 
select employers by law.
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Since 1992, we have been experimenting with how to phrase our questions about flexibility 
so that employers and employees in diverse settings across the United States can easily 
understand them. We have learned that both employers and employees are less likely to 
know about whether the organization has formal written policies and are more likely to know 
whether different types of flexibility are permitted. Furthermore, our studies have revealed 
that having policies is no guarantee of whether flexibility is available or can be used. For 
example, an organization may have a policy, but the company culture frowns upon its use or 
vice versa—there may be widespread access and use of flexibility in the absence of policies. 

We fully acknowledge and support the critical importance of employer and public policy in 
ensuring equity in employee access and in protecting individual employees; but as a research 
effort, we don’t ask employers or employees about policies, but rather whether or not 
different flexibility options are allowed. We also ask a series of questions about supervisor and 
organizational support or jeopardy when employees work more flexibly.

When we investigate overall prevalence of workplace flexibility, we use data from the 2008 
National Study of Employers, with the caveat in mind that we only surveyed employers with 
50 or more employees.

When we investigate employee access to workplace flexibility in organizations of different 
sizes, we use also data from the National Study of Employers. It is important to note that 
these data on overall prevalence and access do not include the smallest employers—those 
with fewer than 50 employees.

Our definition of small organizations using employer data throughout this report includes the 
following three groups:

•	 50-99	employees	nationwide

•	 100-249	employees	nationwide

•	 250-499	employees	nationwide

Our definition of larger organizations using employer data throughout this report is:

•	 More	than	500	employees	nationwide

We supplement these findings with employee data from the 2008 National Study of the 
Changing Workforce. In order to dig deeper into the realities of employees’ experiences in 
small organizations, we take a worksite approach in defining size because that is where the 
rubber meets the road and because public policy typically takes a worksite (rather than an 
overall organizational size) approach. 

Our definition of small worksites using employee data throughout this report includes the 
following four groups:

•	 Fewer	than	50	employees	at	the	worksite

•	 50-99	employees	at	the	worksite

•	 100-249	employees	at	the	worksite

•	 250-499	employees	at	the	worksite

When we investigate usage, demand and outcomes, we also use data from the National Study 
of the Changing Workforce. These data on usage, demand and outcomes include the smallest 
companies that have 49 or fewer employees.
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FINDINGS

THE PROBLEM

We find that most employees feel deprived of time with the important people in their lives, 
and that this deprivation, which we call a time famine, has been escalating. Data from the 
National Studies of the Changing Workforce over time reveal: 

•	 Three in four of employed parents (75%) feel they don’t have enough time with their 
children, up from 66% in 1992.

•	 Likewise, 63% of employees in couple relationships feel they don’t have enough time with 
their husbands, wives or partners, compared with 50% in 1992.

•	 60% of all employees feel they don’t have enough time for themselves, up from 55% in 
2002, the first year we asked this question. 

If experiencing a time famine is a serious problem for employees, then workplace flexibility 
is a logical solution. And, in fact, a large majority of employees—87%—report that having 
the flexibility they need to manage work and personal or family life would be “extremely” or 
“very” important if they were looking for a new job, regardless of the size of their worksite. 

SUMMARY FINDING: Most employees are experiencing a time famine and most see flexibility 
as a solution

QUESTION 1: HOW PREVALENT IS WORKPLACE FLEXIBILITY IN ORGANIZATIONS WITH 50 
OR MORE EMPLOYEES?

Choices in Managing Time

While 84% of employers allow “some” employees to have control over when they take 
breaks, fewer employers—55%—allow this level of control to “all” or “most” employees. The 
percentages decrease when it comes to choices and control over shifts and over paid and 
unpaid overtime hours. In fact, while 27% allow some employees control over overtime, only 
13% allow this control to all or most employees. These findings are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Prevalence—Employers Providing Choices to Employees in Managing Time

Type of Flexibility Does organization allow some 
employees to … 

Does organization allow all or 
most employees to … 

Choices in Managing Time

Have control over when to take 
breaks 84% 55%

Have choices about and control 
over which shifts to work 38% 16%

Have control over paid and 
unpaid overtime hours 27% 13%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers
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Flex Time and Flex Place

As shown in Table 2, the most frequent flex time and flex place option offered to employees 
is what we call traditional flex time—allowing employees to select starting and quitting times 
to their workday within some range of hours. For example, employees could choose to begin 
work between 7:00 am and 10:00 am and leave work between 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm, as long 
as they work 8 hours.

•	 79%	of	employers	offer	traditional	flex	time	to	some	employees	and	37%	to	all	or	most	
employees.

We also looked at daily flex time—allowing employees to change their starting and quitting 
times when short-notice needs arise, such as the need to take a parent or a child to the doctor.

•	 32%	allow	employers	allow	at	least	some	employees	to	change	their	starting	and	quitting	
times on short notice, and 10% permit all or most of these employees to use daily flex time.

The second most frequent option is working some paid hours at home on occasion.

•	 50%	of	employers	offer	occasional	flex	place	to	some	employees,	but	the	number	drops	
steeply for all or most employees, where 3% have this option.

•	 23%	of	employers	allow	some	employees	to	work	at	home	on	a	regular	basis,	with,	not	
surprisingly, only 1% offering this to all or most employees.

Compressed workweeks enable employees to compress the amount of time they work into 
fewer days with longer hours. For example, employees could work 10-hour days for 4 days 
per week instead of 8-hour days for 5 days per week. Some employers allow compressed 
workweeks during the summer months, calling them “summer hours.”

•	 38%	of	employers	allow	some	employees	to	work	compressed	workweeks	and	8%	provide	
compressed workweeks for all or most employees.

Table 2: Prevalence—Employers Providing Flex Time and Flex Place

Type of Flexibility Does organization allow some 
employees to … 

Does organization allow all or 
most employees to … 

Flex Time and Place

Periodically change starting 
and quitting times within some 
range of hours

79% 37%

Change starting and quitting 
times on a daily basis 32% 10%

Compress workweek by working 
longer hours on fewer days for 
at least part of the year

38% 8%

Work some regular paid hours 
at home occasionally 50% 3%

Work some regular paid hours 
at home on a regular basis 23% 1%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers
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Reduced Time

We look at three different options for reducing time: moving from part time to full time and 
back again, while remaining at the same level or position, job sharing and working part year. 
Our findings are reported in Table 3.

•	 41%	of	employers	allow	some	employees	to	move	between	part-time	and	full-time	jobs	
without having to reduce their level of responsibilities or their position, with 13% allowing 
this to all or most employees.

•	 Although	there	has	been	a	lot	of	talk	about	job	sharing	(employees	sharing	one	job	and	
its prorated benefits), it is relatively infrequent: 29% of employers provide job sharing 
opportunities to some employees and 8% to all or most employees.

Working part year is defined as working reduced time on an annual basis such as working full 
time during the school year and taking a block of time off during the summer. It also includes 
what has been called “snow birding”—workers who are nearing retirement who work part 
year so that they can spend the winter months, for example, in a warmer climate. It does not 
include seasonal work. 

Bold Ideas: Flex Time and Flex Place

Bader Martin, P.S. 
Certified Public Accountants 
Winning site: Seattle, WA 
Number of employees at worksite: 50-99 
Number of employees in US: 50-99

This public accounting firm—one of the Puget Sound region’s largest—offers compressed workweeks during 
the summer months to give employees more time to enjoy pursuits outside work. Healthy snacks and meals 
are also provided to staff during the busy tax season when accountants typically neglect their diets. The firm 
doesn’t specify allotments for sick days and vacation time. Instead, employees have a “Paid Time Off” bank to 
use however they choose. The firm attributes its emphasis on flexibility and work-life fit with helping to keep 
employees happy and healthy, as well as with attracting young talent. Bader Martin is also proud of the civic 
benefits its compressed workweeks and flexible options deliver; these include reduced traffic, pollution and  
gas consumption.

Big Brothers Big Sisters of North Texas 
Youth mentoring non-profit 
Winning site: Irving, TX 
Number of employees at worksite: 100-249 
Number of employees in US: 100-249

Virtually 100% of employees at Big Brothers Big Sisters of North Texas have access to and use workplace flexibility 
to some extent. In fact, just 11% have positions that are office based; and they have the option of using flex time 
or compressed workweeks to set their schedules. The organization acknowledges that technology has enabled 
this culture of remote workers. Take one employee who had to move due to her husband’s military obligations. 
It was determined that she could easily continue working from home, enabling her to keep her job and BBBS to 
keep a valued employee. She has since moved again, and continues working for the agency! A “phase back to 
work” option lets new moms use FMLA to work on a part-time basis until they are ready to return full time. BBBS 
has found that the keys to the successful implementation of workplace flexibility include: clearly communicating 
performance expectations, following up on progress on a regular basis, and managing to results.  Employees 
receive a written performance plan outlining specific expectations within their first two weeks of employment; 
training is ongoing; and results are tracked and evaluated with any shortcomings addressed. It is this approach 
that has positioned employees – and the organization -- to succeed. Fun in the workplace is important too. “Magic 
Makers,” a voluntary employee committee, plan annual outings and staff appreciation events.

Source: Families and Work Institute, 2010 Guide to Bold New Ideas for Making Work Work
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•	 27%	of	employers	provide	part-year	arrangements	to	some	employees	and	11%	provide	
them to all or most employees.

Table 3: Prevalence—Employers Providing Reduced Time

Type of Flexibility Does organization allow some 
employees to … 

Does organization allow all or 
most employees to … 

Reduced Time

Move from full time to part time 
and back again while remaining 
in the same position or level

41% 13%

Share jobs 29% 8%

Work part year i.e., work 
reduced time on an annual basis 27% 11%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers

Bold Idea: Reduced Time

DMLO 
Accounting, tax and consulting services 
Winning site: Louisville, Kentucky 
Number of employees at worksite: 50-99 
Number of employees in US: 50-99

DMLO offered flexible schedules long before such arrangements were widely used in other organizations 
and credits that decision with its success in retaining clients and growing revenues. DMLO maintains 
consistent client service teams by letting CPAs reduce their hours when their families are young, bringing 
them back to full time when their children are older and offering extended work arrangements for people 
looking toward retirement. One third of DMLO employees now maintain their career goals while moving 
from full to part time and back to full time again--and when gasoline prices started going up, making 
commuting more expensive, even full-time staff began compressing their work into fewer days or working 
from home. The only requirement is that the bulk of the midweek is fully staffed and that there are 
individuals at key posts during normal work hours. In addition to all this, DMLO encourages its people to 
participate in charitable walks and other community events including during work hours.

Source: Families and Work Institute, 2010 Guide to Bold New Ideas for Making Work Work

Time Off

Time Off includes daily time off, short-term time off and caregiving leaves. 

Daily Time Off

The prevalence of employer-provided time off options is presented in Table 4. 

•	 73%	of	employers	allow	some	employees	to	take	paid	time	off	during	the	day	when	
important personal or family needs arise, and 45% make this available to all or most 
employees.

•	 36%	of	employers	allow	some	employees	use	what	is	called	comp	time—in	other	
words, they can receive compensation in the form of extra time off rather than monetary 
compensation. Half that number (18%) provide comp time to all or most employees.

•	 47%	of	employers	permit	at	least	some	employees	to	do	volunteer	work	during	regular	
work hours, and 21% do so for all or most employees.
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Table 4: Prevalence—Employers Providing Daily Time Off 

Type of Flexibility Does organization allow some 
employees to … 

Does organization allow all or 
most employees to … 

Daily Time Off

Take time off during the 
workday to attend to important 
family or personal needs 
without loss of pay

73% 45%

Use a compensatory time-off 
program4 36% 18%

Do volunteer work during 
regular work hours 47% 21%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers

Short-Term Time Off

In addition to asking about the daily time off options described above, employers offer 
short-term time off options for vacations, one’s own sickness or that of children and 
relatives. (See Table 5.)

•	 The	majority	of	employers	provide	vacation	days	(93%)	and	sick	days	(72%)	to	most	of	their	
employees.

•	 Just	under	half	of	employers	provide	paid	time	off	to	care	for	mildly	ill	children	(49%)	and	
elders (46%) to most of their employees as well.

Table 5: Prevalence—Employers Providing Short-Term Time Off 

Type of Flexibility Organization offers the following to 
most employees 

Short-Term Time Off

Vacation days 93%

Paid time off for personal illness 72%

A few days off for a mildly ill 
child without losing pay or 
using vacation days

49%

A few days off for elder care 
without losing pay or using 
vacation days

46%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers

Caregiving Leaves

Caregiving leaves involve longer periods of time off than the other time off options mentioned 
above. Some of these options are quite prevalent. (See Table 6.) 

•	 77%	of	employers	allow	some	employees	to	return	to	work	gradually	after	childbirth	or	
adoption.
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•	 The	maximum	job-guaranteed	leaves	for	women	following	the	birth	of	a	child	is	14.7	
weeks, with 15% of employers providing fewer than 12 weeks, 63% providing 12 weeks and 
22% providing more than 12 weeks.

•	 52%	of	employers	provide	some	replacement	pay	during	maternity	leaves,	with	most	of	
these funds coming from disability policies.

•	 For	men	following	the	birth	of	a	child,	the	maximum	job-guaranteed	time	off	is	12.1	weeks,	
with 24% providing fewer than 12 weeks, 63% providing 12 weeks and 13% providing more 
than 12 weeks.

•	 Far	fewer	employers	provide	replacement	pay	during	paternity	leaves	(16%)	than	during	
maternity leaves (52%).

•	 Adoption	leaves	follow	a	similar	pattern	as	maternity	and	paternity	leaves,	with	13	weeks	
being the maximum job-guaranteed amount of time off and 19% providing fewer than  
12 weeks.

•	 The	maximum	job-guaranteed	leave	to	care	for	seriously	ill	family	members	is	13.3	weeks,	
with 16% of employers offering fewer than 12 weeks.

The large majority of employers in our study are mandated to comply with the federal Family 
and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) of 1993 at some or all sites. This law requires that at least 
12 weeks of unpaid, job-guaranteed leave for childbirth, adoption, foster care placement, 
a serious personal medical condition or care of a child or spouse with a serious medical 
condition be granted to employees who have worked at least 1,250 hours during the 
preceding year. This law, however, exempts employers if they have fewer than 50 employees 
within a 75-mile radius of all worksites. When we compare small employers that have only 
one location (and are most likely covered by the federal FMLA) with small employers that 
have multiple locations (and are much less likely to be covered by the FMLA), we find no 
difference: 79% in both groups offer full FMLA coverage. 

Even some large employers, however, with more than 1,000 employees (about 18%) do not 
appear to fully comply with the FMLA at this time. Thus, we find that between 18% to 21% 
of employers (small and large) appear to be out of compliance with FMLA. Non-compliance 
can occur for a variety of reasons, including lack of awareness of the law or the decision 
either that the employer cannot or will not comply. The Wage and Hour Division of the U.S. 
Department of Labor continues to work to increase compliance and reports that the number 
of complaint cases regarding FMLA brought by employees has declined in recent years.5 
However, given that this survey finds that approximately one out of five employers remain out 
of compliance, additional outreach and education regarding FMLA compliance is warranted.
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Table 6:  Prevalence—Employers Providing Caregiving Leaves

Type of Flexibility Percent of Total Employers

Caregiving Leaves

Does organization allow some employees to return 
to work gradually after childbirth or adoption? 77%

Maximum job-guaranteed leave for women 
following the birth of a child

Fewer than 12 weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 weeks

  

15%

63

22

Average maximum job-guaranteed leave for women 
following the birth of a child 14.7 weeks

Maximum job-guaranteed leave for men following 
the birth of their child

Fewer than 12 weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 weeks

  

24%

63

13

Average maximum job-guaranteed leave for men 
following the birth of their child 12.1 weeks

Maximum job-guaranteed leave for employees 
following the adoption of a child

Fewer than 12 weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 weeks

  

19%

67

14

Average maximum job-guaranteed leave following 
the adoption of a child 13.0 weeks

Maximum job-guaranteed leave for employees to 
care for seriously ill family members

Fewer than 12 weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 weeks

  

16%

69

15

Average maximum job-guaranteed leave for 
employees to care for seriously ill family members 13.3 weeks

Provide at least some replacement pay during 
maternity leave 52%

Provide at least some replacement pay during 
paternity leave 16%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers
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Flex Careers

In the National Study of Employers, we look at five types of flex careers: the ability to phase 
into retirement, take sabbaticals, time off for education and training, extended career breaks 
for family or personal responsibilities, and to be given special consideration when returning 
from an extended career break, such as financial or other assistance in maintaining jobs skills, 
being given project work, job application assistance, etc. These findings appear in Table 7.

•	 Time off for education is the most prevalent flex career offering, with 74% of employers 
offering this to some employees and 40% offering it to all or most employees.

•	 64% of employers offer extended career breaks for caregiving to some employees and 47% 
to most or all employees. In addition, 45% provide special consideration to at least some 
employees who want to return to work after these breaks.

•	 38% offer sabbaticals to some employees. By our definition, these sabbaticals are paid 
or unpaid, last six months or more and enable employees to return to a comparable job. 
Overall, 21% offer sabbaticals to all or most employees.

Table 7: Prevalence—Employers Providing Flex Careers

Type of Flexibility Does organization allow some 
employees to … 

Does organization allow all or 
most employees to … 

Flex Careers

Phase into retirement by working 
reduced hours over a period of 
time prior to full retirement

53% 25%

Take sabbaticals i.e., leaves (paid 
or unpaid of six months or more) 
and return to a comparable job

38% 21%

Take paid or unpaid time away 
from work for education or 
training to improve job skills

74% 40%

Take extended career breaks for 
caregiving or other personal or 
family responsibilities

64% 47%

Receive special consideration 
when returning to the organization 
after an extended career break

45% 28%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers

Bold Idea: Flex Career

Alexander & Company, PSC 
Certified Public Accounting and Consulting 
Winning site: Owensboro, KY 
Number of employees at worksite: 10-49 
Number of employees in US: 10-49

Delivering high quality, responsive professional services requires a talented, engaged workforce. Alexander 
& Company helps its employees achieve their fullest potential by investing in continuous programs for their 
personal and professional development. Tuition assistance is available too. Flexible work schedules and 
extended leaves are options for those who need them. The firm is committed to its surrounding community 
as well: company-wide donations support various charities.

Source: Families and Work Institute, 2010 Guide to Bold New Ideas for Making Work Work
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SUMMARY FINDINGS: Those who argue that flexibility is prevalent and those who argue that 
there are large gaps are both correct. 

•	 In assessing the employer provision of 26 types of flexibility, we find that the percentage 
offering these to some employees ranges from 84% to 23%. 

•	 Far fewer offer flexibility to all or most employees, with the range going from 55% to 1%.

•	 Analyses	from	other	studies	of	employees	conducted	by	Families	and	Work	Institute6 reveal 
that certain advantaged employees have the greater access to flexibility: employees who 
are men, who are married, who are parents, who are better educated, who are managers 
and professionals, who are salaried (versus hourly), who work full time, who work in 
service industries (versus goods-producing industries), and who are higher wage earners.

•	 The most prevalent types of flexibility offered to some employees are, not surprisingly, 
those that don’t cost any money, that are relatively easy to manage or that have direct 
benefits to the employer—such giving at least some employees control over whether they 
take breaks (84%), traditional flextime (79%), providing paid or unpaid time off during the 
day for education or training (74%), providing time off during the day for important family 
needs (73%) and providing career breaks for personal or family responsibilities (64%). 

•	 The least prevalent types of flexibility offered to some employees are those that either cost 
money, such as having control over paid or unpaid overtime (27%), or that wouldn’t work 
for all employees, such as regular work at home (23%), or that promise jobs in the future, 
such as sabbaticals (38%).

•	 Of concern are the 18% to 21% of employers (small and large) that we estimate to be out 
of compliance with FMLA.

QUESTION 2: DO EMPLOYEES AT SMALL ORGANIZATIONS DIFFER FROM THOSE AT LARGER 
ORGANIZATIONS IN THE FLEXIBILITY THEY HAVE ACCESS TO? 

Here we present data from employers and employees. Recall, that the data from employers 
does not include organizations with fewer than 50 employees. All of these findings reported 
below pertain to the flexibility they offer to “some” employees, except in cases where our 
questionnaire asked employers about the flexibility they provide to “most” employees 
(Table 12A).

Also recall that we use worksite data from employees so that we can truly drill down into 
the smallest organizations. Thus, we present findings for those who work for employers with 
fewer than 500 employees at the worksite. 

Finally, because there is so much information in the tables, we only highlight and discuss 
significant findings. 

Choices in Managing Time

•		 According to employers, small organizations (defined as those with fewer than 500 
employees nationwide) are less likely to provide employees with choices about which 
shifts they work than larger organizations (defined as those with 500 or more employees 
nationwide): 36% versus 45% respectively. (See Table 8A.)

•		 According to employees, we find that those who work for the very smallest worksites 
(under 50 employees) have more control over their schedules than those who work for 
slightly larger small organizations. (See Table 8B.)
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Table 8A: Employer Provision of Choices to Some Employees in Managing Time by Employer 
Size Nationwide

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees  
in the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Choices in Managing Time

Have control 
over when to 
take breaks 84%

84%

(n=933)

86%

(n=167)

ns

84%

(n=583)

83%

(n=240)

88%

(n=109)

ns

Have choices 
about and 
control over 
which shifts to 
work

38%

36%

(n=916)

45%

(n=165)

*

36%

(n=570)

40%

(n=238)

31%

(n=108)

ns

Have control 
over paid 
and unpaid 
overtime hours

27%

27%

(n=930)

29%

(n=165)

ns

27%

(n=582)

27%

(n=240)

29%

(n=110)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 

* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant7

Table 8B: Employee Access to Choices in Managing Time by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All 
wage and 
salaried 

employees

(n=2,769)

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

50-99 
employees at 

worksite

100-249 
employees at 

worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite sig.

Choices in Managing Time

% who have 
complete/a lot of 
control over their 
work schedule

37%

40%

(n=1,170)

36%

(n=319)

30%

(n=409)

34%

(n=239)

***

% say it’s very true 
that their schedule/
shift meets their 
needs

62%

65%

(n=1,170)

60%

(n=319)

58%

(n=412)

62%

(n=240)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant8

Flex Time and Flex Place

Employer data reveal that employers are less likely to provide flex time and flex place options 
in smaller organizations than in larger ones. 
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•	 77% of small organizations (under 500 employees nationwide) provide traditional flextime 
compared with 86% of larger ones (over 500 employees nationwide).

•	 36% of small organizations provide compressed workweeks, compared with 48% of  
larger ones. 

•	 47% of small organizations provide occasional work at home compared with 64% of  
larger ones.

•	 20% of small organizations provide regular work at home compared with 38% of  
larger ones.

Using employee data, we find that there are no differences in access to flextime and flex place 
in worksites with fewer than 50 employees, 50-99 employees, 100-249 employees or 250 to 
499 employees.

These findings appear in Tables 9A and 9B.

Table 9A: Employer Provision of Flex Time and Flex Place to Some Employees by Employer 
Size Nationwide 

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees 
in the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Flex Time and Place

Periodically 
change starting 
and quitting times 
within some range 
of hours

79%

77%

(n=933)

86%

(n=166)

*

78%

(n=583)

76%

(n=240)

76%

(n=109)

ns

Change starting 
and quitting times 
on a daily basis 32%

32%

(n=933)

34%

(n=166)

ns

34%

(n=583)

30%

(n=240)

29%

(n=110)

ns

Compress 
workweek by 
working longer 
hours on fewer 
days for at least 
part of the year

38%

36%

(n=933)

48%

(n=166)

**

35%

(n=583)

32%

(n=240)

49%

(n=110)

ns

Work some 
regular paid 
hours at home 
occasionally

50%

47%

(n=933)

64%

(n=166)

***

48%

(n=583)

45%

(n=240)

49%

(n=110)

ns

Work some 
regular paid hours 
at home on a 
regular basis

23%

20%

(n=933)

38%

(n=167)

***

19%

(n=583)

21%

(n=240)

21%

(n=110)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 
* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant
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Table 9B: Employee Access to Flex Time and Flex Place by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All wage 
and salaried 
employees

(n=2,769)

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite

sig.

Flex Time and Place

% allowed 
traditional flex 
time (can choose 
own start and end 
schedules)

45%

46%

(n=1,166)

43%

(n=319)

39%

(n=409)

44%

(n=239)

ns

% allowed daily 
flex time (able to 
make short notice 
schedule changes)

84%

86%

(n=1,151)

85%

(n=313)

83%

(n=397)

81%

(n=237)

ns

% allowed to work 
compressed work 
week some of the 
time

36%

32%

(n=1,132)

38%

(n=319)

34%

(n=397)

36%

(n=233)

ns

% allowed to work 
some regular paid 
hours at home 16%

15%

(n=1,121)

11%

(n=313)

13%

(n=407)

19%

(n=238)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Reduced Time

We find that employers in small organizations provide fewer reduced time options to “some” 
employees than employers in larger organizations do. (See Table 10A.)

•	 39% of employers in small organizations provide full-time to part-time and part-time to 
full-time flexibility compared with 50% of employers in larger organizations. In fact, further 
analyses within small organizations with fewer than 500 employees reveal that the smaller 
the firm, the less likely these options are to be offered.

•	 27% of employers allow employees to share jobs in small organizations, compared with 
40% in larger organizations.  

•	 Among small organizations, firms with 50-99 employees are less likely to allow employees 
to work part year, compared with slightly larger small employers.

In contrast to the findings from our employer data, employee data reveals that employees 
who work at the smallest worksites (those with fewer than 50 employees) are more likely 
to be able to move from full-time to part-time jobs and to work part year than employees at 
slightly bigger small worksites. (See Table 10B.)
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Table 10A: Employer Provision of Reduced Time to Some Employees by Employer Size 
Nationwide 

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees 
in the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Reduced Time

Move from full 
time to part time 
and back again 
while remaining in 
the same position 
or level

41%

39%

(n=930)

50%

(n=166)

*

36%

(n=581)

45%

(n=240)

47%

(n=109)

**

Work part year i.e., 
work reduced time 
on an annual basis 27%

26%

(n=927)

32%

(n=167)

ns

23%

(n=577)

32%

(n=239)

28%

(n=110)

*

Share jobs

29%

27%

(n=933)

40%

(n=167)

**

28%

(n=583)

27%

(n=240)

26%

(n=110)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 
* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Table 10B: Employee Access to Reduced Time by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All 
wage and 
salaried 

employees

(n=2,769)

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer 
than 50 

employees 
at worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite sig.

Reduced Time

% of full-timers who 
could arrange to work 
part time in their 
current position if 
desired

37%

45%

(n=834)

36%

(n=262)

27%

(n=336)

31%

(n=217)

***

% of part-timers who 
could arrange full 
time in their current 
position if desired

92%

90%

(n=281)

98%

(n=48)

93%

(n=45)

92%

(n=13)

ns

% who could arrange 
to work part-year

23%

26%

(n=1,013)

26%

(n=248)

17%

(n=345)

20%

(n=220)

**

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 
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Time Off

Daily Time Off

According to the 2008 National Study of Employers:

•	 Small employers (72%) are less likely than larger employers (80%) to provide time off 
during the workday to employees so that they can deal with important family or personal 
needs without losing pay.

•	 In contrast, small organizations are more likely to provide comp time (38%) than larger 
organizations (28%). 

According to the 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce:

•	 Among	employees	at	small	worksites,	we	find	that	the	smaller	the	worksite,	the	less	likely	
the employee is to have access to paid holidays. For example, 66% of those who are at 
worksites with fewer than 50 employees have paid holidays, compared with 95% of those 
who are at worksites with 250-499 employees.

The employer findings appear in Tables 11A and the employee findings in Table 11B.

Table 11A: Employer Provision of Daily Time Off to Some Employees by Employer Size 
Nationwide

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees in 
the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Daily Time Off

Take time off 
during the workday 
to attend to 
important family 
or personal needs 
without loss of pay

73%

72%

(n=931)

80%

(n=166)

*

70%

(n=581)

75%

(n=241)

76%

(n=109)

ns

Use a 
compensatory 
time-off program 36%

38%

(n=932)

28%

(n=167)

*

37%

(n=583)

39%

(n=239)

38%

(n=109)

ns

Do volunteer work 
during regular 
work hours 47%

47%

(n=926)

46%

(n=165)

ns

50%

(n=578)

43%

(n=239)

45%

(n=110)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 

* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant
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Table 11B: Employee Access to Daily Time Off by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All 
wage and 
salaried 

employees

(n=2,769)

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer 
than 50 

employees 
at worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite sig.

Daily Time Off

% for whom it’s not 
hard at all to take time 
off during workday for 
personal/family matters

35%

39%

(n=1,168)

34%

(n=318)

32%

(n=410)

30%

(n=237)

ns

% able to volunteer 
during work time 
without losing pay 32%

32%

(n=376)

35%

(n=83)

25%

(n=111)

36%

(n=62)

ns

% who receive paid 
holidays

77%

66%

(n=1,163)

81%

(n=308)

86%

(n=411)

95%

(n=236)

***

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Short-Term Time Off

Among small employers, the smallest (50-99 employees) are more likely to allow most 
employees to take time off for elder care without their losing pay or using vacation time than 
the larger ones with 100-249 employees or 250-499 employees. (See Table 12A.)

When we look at employees’ access to short-term time off in small worksites, we find that 
the smaller the worksite, the less access employees have to these options, especially those 
that cost money. (See Table 12B.) These employees are less likely to have paid vacation days 
or they have fewer days of vacation when it is provided. In addition, they are less likely to 
receive five days off for personal illness. Some of the differences are quite dramatic. For 
example, 68% of employees at worksites with fewer than 50 employees have paid vacation 
days compared with 93% at worksites with 250-499 employees. Other factors are involved, 
obviously. These employees may be younger, have less tenure, be less well educated and so 
forth, so employer size is not the only variable that might lead to these differences.
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Table 12A: Employer Provision of Short-Term Time Off to Most Employees by Employer Size 
Nationwide

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees 
in the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Short-Term Time Off

Paid vacation days 
offered to most 
employees 93%

93%

(n=933)

94%

(n=167)

ns

92%

(n=583)

93%

(n=241)

94%

(n=110)

ns

Paid time off for 
personal illness 
offered to most 
employees

72%

70%

(n=932)

80%

(n=167)

*

68%

(n=583)

75%

(n=240)

71%

(n=110)

ns

A few days off to 
care for a mildly 
ill child without 
losing pay or 
vacation time 
offered to most 
employees

49%

49%

(n=916)

53%

(n=165)

ns

51%

(n=570)

44%

(n=236

46%

(n=110)

ns

A few days off to 
provide elder care 
without losing pay 
or vacation time 
offered to most 
employees

46%

46%

(n=917)

49%

(n=163)

ns

49%

(n=574)

40%

(n=236)

39%

(n=108)

**

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 

* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant
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Table 12B: Employee Access to Short-Term Time Off by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All 
wage and 
salaried 

employees

(n=2,769)

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite sig.

Short-Term Time Off

% who have paid 
vacation days

78%

68%

(n=1,162)

79%

(n=318)

85%

(n=410)

93%

(n=238)

***

Average amount of 
annual paid vacation 
days entitled to 15.4

13.3

(n=675)

14.2

(n=225)

16.6

(n=302)

17.5

(n=212)

***

% who receive at 
least five paid days 
for personal illness 62%

53%

(n=1,138)

68%

(n=317)

68%

(n=402)

71%

(n=236)

***

% who receive at 
least five paid days 
for sick child(ren) 48%

46%

(n=467)

43%

(n=141)

54%

(n=181)

40%

(n=111)

ns

% able to take time 
off for elder care 
without losing 
income

53%

49%

(n=43)

78%

(n=9)

50%

(n=8)

54%

(n=13)

ns

% able to take time 
off for elder care 
without fear of 
losing job

70%

64%

(n=42)

89%

(n=9)

89%

(n=9)

77%

(n=13)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Caregiving Leaves

When we examine the findings from the National Study of Employers on the caregiving 
leaves employers provide to employees, there are some striking differences. (See Table 13 A.)

•	 Among	employers	in	small	organizations	(from	50	to	499	employees),	we	find	that	the	
smaller the organization, the less likely the employer is to provide leaves of at least 12 
weeks to women for childbirth. For example, 19% of organizations with between 50 and 99 
employees nationwide provide less than 12 weeks, compared with 15% of organizations 
with 100 to 249 employees and 7% with 250 to 499 employees. We know that some of these 
organizations are exempt from the Family and Medical Leave Act because they operate in 
multiple sites, but when we take that into account, we find that between 18% and 21% of 
employers of all sizes appear to be out of compliance with the law, as we reported above. 
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•	 There is a difference between small and larger organizations in providing pay during the 
period of women’s disability for childbirth: small organizations (under 500 employees) are less 
likely to provide any pay (49%) than larger organizations with 500 or more employees (69%). 

•	 Among employers in small organizations (from 50 to 499 employees), we find that the 
smaller the organization, the less likely the employer is to provide leaves of at least 12 
weeks for men following the birth of a child. For example, 28% of organizations with 
between 50 and 99 employees nationwide provide less than 12 weeks, compared with 23% 
of organizations with 100 to 249 employees and 12% with 250 to 499 employees. These 
figures are similar to, yet larger than the percentage of employers in small organizations 
that provide leave to women for childbirth and parenting.

•	 Among employers in small organizations (from 50 to 499 employees), we find that the 
smaller the organization, the less likely the employer is to provide leaves of at least 12 
weeks for employees to care for a seriously ill family member: 22% of organizations with 
between 50 and 99 employees nationwide provide less than 12 weeks, compared with 15% 
of organizations with 100 to 249 employees and 6% with 250 to 499 employees.

When we investigated caregiving leaves for parents, we asked women and men with a child 
under six about their experiences. It is important to note that these experiences may not have 
taken place at the employers where these employees now work. With that limitation in mind, 
we find:

•	 The smaller the worksite where the new mother or new father now works, the less likely 
she or he was to receive partial or full pay during the caregiving leave. (See Table 13B.)
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Table 13A: Employer Provision of Caregiving Leaves by Employer Size Nationwide 

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees 
in the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Caregiving Leave

Maximum job-
guaranteed leave for 
women following the 
birth of a child

Fewer than 12 weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 weeks

 

15%

63

22

(n=780)

 

16%

62

22

(n=158)

 

10%

65

24

ns

(n=464)

 

19%

61

20

(n=216)

 

15%

64

21

(n=100)

 

7%

63

30

**

Average maximum job-
guaranteed leave for 
women following the 
birth of a child

14.7 14.6 15.3 ns 14.2 14.6 16.2 ns

Do female employees 
who give birth receive 
any pay from any source 
during the period of 
their disability?

Yes

No

 
 
 
 

52%

48

(n=761) 

 

49%

51

(n=156) 

 

69%

31

***

(n=451) 

 

48%

52

(n=210) 

 

46%

54

(n=99) 

 

56%

44

ns

Do employees who 
receive at least some 
pay during the period 
of maternity-related 
disability receive full or 
part pay?

Full pay

Part pay

Depends on situation

 

16%

70

14

(n=363)

 
 
 

15%

73

13

(n=106)

 
 
 

20%

59

21

 
ns

(n=214)

 
 
 

16%

72

11

(n=95)

 
 
 

12%

77

12

(n=55)

 
 
 

16%

64

20

ns

Is disability pay provided 
as part of a Temporary 
Disability Insurance 
benefit?

Yes

No

 

80%

20

(n=365)

 

79%

21

(n=106)

 

84%

16

ns (n=214)

 

73%

27

(n=96)

 

83%

17

(n=55)

 

91%

9

**
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Table 13A (continued): Employer Provision of Caregiving Leaves by Employer Size Nationwide 

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees in 
the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Caregiving Leave (continued)

Maximum job-
guaranteed leave for 
men following the 
birth of their child

Fewer than 12 
weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 
weeks

 

24% 

63

13

(n=728)

 

24% 

63

13

(n=154)

 

20% 

68

12

ns

(n=429)

 

28% 

59

13

(n=205) 
 
 

23% 

64

13

(n=93) 
 
 

12% 

73

15

*

Average maximum 
job-guaranteed leave 
for men following 
the birth of their 
child

12.1 12.0 12.3 ns 11.5 12.5 13.3 ns

Do men receive 
any paid time off 
following the birth of 
their child?

Yes

No

 

16%

84

(n=677) 

 
 

16%

84

(n=147) 

 
 

18%

82

ns (n=393) 

 
 

17%

83

(n=195) 

 
 

15%

85

(n=89) 

 
 

12%

88

ns

Maximum job-
guaranteed leave for 
employees following 
the adoption of a 
child

Fewer than 12 
weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 
weeks

 
 

19% 

67

14

(n=723)

 
 
 
 

19% 

66

14

(n=152)

 
 
 
 

15% 

72

13

ns

(n=426)

 
 
 
 

22% 

63

15

(n=202)

 
 
 
 

19% 

67

13

(n=95)

 
 
 
 

8% 

79

13

ns

Average maximum 
job-guaranteed 
leave following the 
adoption of a child

13.0 13.1 12.8 ns 13.0 12.9 13.6 ns
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Table 13A (continued): Employer Provision of Caregiving Leaves by Employer Size Nationwide 

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees 
in the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Caregiving Leave (continued)

Maximum job-
guaranteed leave for 
employees to care 
for seriously ill family 
members

Fewer than 12 weeks

12 weeks

More than 12 weeks

16%

69

15

(n=739)

 

 
18%

67

15

(n=154)

 

 
9%

79

12

ns

(n=433)

 
 

22%

62

17

(n=206)

 

 
15%

72

14

(n=99)

 

 
6%

80

14

*

Average maximum 
job-guaranteed leave 
for employees to care 
for seriously ill family 
members

13.3 13.3 13.3 ns 13.1 13.3 13.8 ns

Allow at least some 
employees to return 
to work gradually after 
childbirth or adoption

77%

76%

(n=926)

83%

(n=166)

ns

73%

(n=580)

81%

(n=238)

82%

(n=108)

**

Allow all or most 
employees to return 
to work gradually after 
childbirth or adoption

57%

56%

(n=928)

58%

(n=165)

ns

56%

(n=581)

58%

(n=238)

55%

(n=108)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 
* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant
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Table 13B: Employee Access to Caregiving Leaves by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All 
wage and 
salaried 

employees

(n=2,769)

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

(n=492)

50-99 
employees at 

worksite

(n=144)

100-249 
employees at 

worksite

(n=191)

250-499 
employees at 

worksite

(n=115)

sig.

Caregiving Leave

% new mothers 
with access to 
parenting leave 99%

98%

(n=99)

100%

(n=21)

96%

(n=24)

100%

(n=16

ns

% new mothers 
with access to 
parenting leave 
with partial or full 
pay

48%

32%

(n=90)

65%

(n=20)

55%

(n=20)

81%

(n=16)

***

% new fathers 
with access to 
parenting leave 94%

95%

(n=117)

100%

(n=32)

92%

(n=51)

93%

(n=28)

ns

% new fathers 
with access to 
parenting leave 
with partial or full 
pay

56%

48%

(n=91)

61%

(n=23)

56%

(n=41)

90%

(n=20)

**

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Flex Careers

We find only one difference among employers of different sizes nationwide when it comes to 
flex careers:

•	 As	shown	in	Table	14,	the	smaller	the	organization,	the	less	likely	the	employee	is	to	have	
access to phasing into retirement by working reduced hours over a period of time prior to 
full retirement: 51% of small organizations provide phased retirement options compared 
with 64% of larger organizations

Employees in the National Study of the Changing Workforce were not asked questions about 
flex careers. 
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Table 14: Employer Provision of Flex Careers by Employer Size Nationwide 

Total – All 
employers

(n=1,100)

All employers Employers with fewer than 500 employees in 
the U.S. only

50-499 
employees 
in the U.S.

500 or 
more 

employees 
in the U.S.

sig.

50-99 
employees 
in the U.S.

100-249 
employees 
in the U.S.

250-499 
employees 
in the U.S. sig.

Flex Careers

Phase into retirement 
by working reduced 
hours over a period 
of time prior to full 
retirement

53%

51%

(n=908)

64%

(n=165)

**

48%

(n=566)

55%

(n=234)

59%

(n=108)

*

Take sabbaticals 
i.e., leaves (paid or 
unpaid of six months 
or more) and return 
to a comparable job

38%

39%

(n=915)

33%

(n=166)

ns

40%

(n=568)

36%

(n=238)

39%

(n=109)

ns

Take paid or unpaid 
time away from work 
for education or 
training to improve 
job skills

74%

74%

(n=930)

78%

(n=167)

ns

72%

(n=583)

77%

(n=237)

74%

(n=110)

ns

Take extended career 
breaks for caregiving 
or other personal or 
family responsibilities

64%

65%

(n=920)

62%

(n=166)

ns

63%

(n=576)

68%

(n=237)

67%

(n=108)

ns

Receive special 
consideration when 
returning to the 
organization after 
an extended career 
break

45%

44%

(n=901)

49%

(n=164)

ns

43%

(n=562)

45%

(n=232)

48%

(n=105)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of Employers 

* = p <.05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Culture of Flexibility

As those who work on issues of workplace flexibility know very well, it is one thing to provide 
flexible options and quite another for employees to feel safe in using them. Thus, we ask 
questions of employees that assess whether they feel that there is jeopardy or support for 
using the flexibility they are offered.

We find that employees in small worksites are more likely than employees in larger 
organizations to disagree when asked if they feel they have to choose between advancing in 
their jobs and devoting attention to their personal or family lives.

We also created a scale to assess the extent to which employees feel supported by their 
supervisor when work-life issues arise.9 (See Endnotes for a description of the items in this 
scale.) We find that employees in small worksites feel more work-life support from their 
supervisors than do employees in larger worksites. 
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Table 15: Employee Perceptions of a Culture of Flexibility by Employer Size at the Worksite

Total – All 
Employees

All employees – small versus large worksites

Fewer than 500 
employees at 

worksite

500 or more 
employees at 

worksite
sig.

Culture of Flexibility

% strongly/somewhat disagree that 
they have to choose between advancing 
in their jobs or devoting attention to 
their family or personal lives

58%

60%

(n=2,098)

53%

(n=507)

**

% strongly/somewhat disagree that 
employees who ask for flexibility are 
less likely to get ahead in their jobs or 
careers

61%

61%

(n=2,113)

62%

(n=506)

ns

Average supervisor support (summary 
of five questions on a scale from 1=low 
to 4=high) 3.4

3.4

(n=1,897)

3.3

(n=469)

**

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

Bold Ideas: Culture of Flexibility

Orchard Medical Consulting 
Medical case management 
Winning site: Phoenix, AZ  
Number of employees at worksite: 10-49 
Number of employees in US: 10-49

Ample cross-training ensures that no one staff member has to worry about his or her work flow being 
interrupted by a vacation or unexpected personal leave. Field nurses are able to cover appointments for 
each other with little to no notice, providing a seamless transition. Even the receptionist position has two 
back-ups ensuring that coverage during planned or unplanned absences. The company asserts that the 
practice has meant that everyone is less stressed and able to enjoy their time away from work more. In 
addition, when they do come back to work, they are as productive as ever.

Menlo Innovations LLC  
Software, Web Development and Information Management 
Winning site: Ann Arbor, MI 
Number of employees at worksite: 10-49 
Number of employees in US: 10-49

This innovative software design and development firm is working on perfecting the open and collaborative 
work environment pioneered by Thomas Edison in his Menlo Park Invention Factory, the company’s 
namesake. Employees are paired together on shared computers in a team setting that favors creativity 
while also giving them flexibility they can use whether that means spending extra time with their children 
in the summer or taking time off to hike while on a work sabbatical. Flexibility programs, extended to 
contractors as well, include job sharing, part-time work and the option to take off blocks of time from 
work. Staff can also borrow against future vacation time or cash out on accrued vacation. Founder Richard 
Sheridan says this flexibility is the reason Menlo attracts top talent in its highly competitive field; it receives 
a continuous stream of resumes through word of mouth and enjoys exceptionally low turnover. As for 
business results, Menlo has more than doubled its revenue and staff in recent years, while receiving praise 
from Forbes Magazine, The Wall Street Journal and Crain’s Detroit Business.

Source: Families and Work Institute, 2010 Guide to Bold New Ideas for Making Work Work



28

SUMMARY FINDINGS

When we compare the flexibility that employers provide in small organizations (50-499 
employees nationwide) with what they provide in larger organizations (over 500 employees 
nationwide), we find that small organizations provide less flexibility in 35% of the ways we 
assess workplace flexibility. They are less likely to provide:

•	 choices to employees and control over the shifts they work;

•	 traditional flextime and occasional and regular work at home;

•	 flexibility in moving between part-time and full-time work while enabling employees to 
stay at the same level or position, compressed workweeks and job sharing;

•	 time off during the day to deal with personal and family issues;  

•	 paid time off for personal illness; 

•	 replacement pay for new mothers during the period of disability; and

•	 phased retirements.

On the other hand, small organizations are more likely than larger organizations to provide:

•	 comp time.

When we look at the differences in what small organizations (50-499 employees nationwide) 
offer, we find that the smaller the organization, the less likely they are to provide:

•	 part-year work;

•	 at least 12 weeks of caregiving leave to new mothers;

•	 at least 12 weeks off for caregiving leave for new fathers;

•	 at least 12 weeks off for employees to care for seriously ill family members, transitions 
back into work after childbirth or adoption, disability pay to new mothers as part of a 
Temporary Disability Plan; and

•	 phased retirements.

Additionally, among small organizations (50-499 employees nationwide) we also find that the 
smaller the organization, the more likely they are to provide:

•	 a few days off to employees to provide elder care without losing pay or using vacation time.

When we look at employees’ experiences in small worksites (under 500 employees), we find 
some very interesting patterns. The smaller the worksite, the more likely these employers are 
to report receiving:

•	 control over their work schedules; 

•	 part-year schedules; and

•	 flexibility in moving between part-time and full-time jobs.
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Employers report less flexibility in moving between full-time and part-time jobs in small 
organizations, while employees report more. This discrepancy may be due to the fact that in 
worksites where people know each other, they are able to figure out how to resolve issues of 
work coverage and workload and provide flexibility.

The notion that employees in the small worksites can resolve issues that involve workload, 
work coverage and flexibility is supported by our finding that employees in small worksites 
are less likely than those in larger worksites to feel that they have to choose between their 
work and their family or personal lives and more likely to feel that their supervisor provide 
work-life support.

In contrast, among employees in small worksites (under 500 employees), we find that the 
smaller the worksite, the less likely employees are to report receiving:

•	 access to paid holiday, paid vacations and longer vacations; 

•	 paid time off for personal illness; and

•	 replacement pay for new mothers during caregiving leaves.

QUESTION 3: HOW WIDESPREAD IS THE USE OF FLEXIBILITY AMONG EMPLOYEES IN 
SMALL AND LARGER WORKSITES?

Flex Time and Flex Place

When we examine employees’ use of flex time arrangements, we find that employees are 
much more likely to use traditional flex time than daily or short-notice flex time. For example:

•	 79%	of	those	with	access	to	traditional	flex	time,	use	it.	Employees	in	the	smallest	
worksites (under 50) are much more likely to use this arrangement (80%) than those in 
larger small organizations. For example, 68% of those in worksites with 250-499 employees 
use traditional flex time.

•	 By	contrast,	only	11%	of	employees	with	access	to	daily,	short-notice	flextime	use	it	
regularly (several times a month to every week or more), 70% use daily flextime about 
once a month or less, while 19% never use it. There are no differences in usage among 
those in small organizations of varying sizes.

•	 46%	of	those	with	access	to	compressed	workweeks,	use	them.	Of	those	in	worksites	with	
fewer than 500 employees, we find that the smaller the worksite, the more likely the use. 

•	 Very	few	employees	work	at	home	on	a	regular	basis	(3%).	However,	many	employees	
(64%) sometimes work at home.

These findings appear in Table 16.
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Table 16: Employee Use of Flex Time and Flex Place by Employee Size

Total

Employees in smallest worksites only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite

sig.

Flex Time and Place

% use traditional flex time

79%

80%

(n=535)

79%

(n=135)

74%

(n=161)

68%

(n=104)

**

% use daily flex time… 

several times a month to 
every week or more

about once a month or less

never

11% 

70

19

(n=989)

13% 

69

18

(n=264)

6%

 
77

16

(n=330)

7% 

73

20

(n=191)

12%

 
68

20

ns

% do compressed weeks 
sometimes

46%

50%

(n=364)

57%

(n=121)

36%

(n=135)

39%

(n=80)

**

% who mainly work at home

3%

4%

(n=1,168)

2%

(n=319)

1%

(n=411)

0%

(n=237)

ns

% sometimes work regular 
paid hours at home

64%

60%

(n=169)

74%

(n=35)

69%

(n=51)

63%

(n=43)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant

Reduced Time

As shown in Table 17, 23% of employees with access to working part year, do so.

Table 17: Employee Use of Reduced Time by Worksite Size

Total

Employees in smallest worksites only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

(n=492)

50-99 
employees at 

worksite

(n=144)

100-249 
employees at 

worksite

(n=191)

250-499 
employees at 

worksite

(n=115)

sig.

Reduced Time

% who work part 
year voluntarily

23%

29%

(n=137)

16%

(n=67)

25%

(n=59)

13%

(n=15)

ns
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Time Off

Daily and Short-Term Time Off

When we examine employees’ use of daily and short-term time off options, we find that the 
overall use is relatively modest, as shown in Table 18.

•	 89% of employees report that they have enough time off for personal illness. The average 
use of sick days is 1.9 days in the past three months.

•	 Although employees on average have access to 15.4 days of vacation per year (Table 
12B), they took fewer days than they were entitled to—12.9 days in the past year. Among 
those working in small worksites, we find that the larger the small worksite, the longer the 
vacations that employees take. 

•	 Among employees who are allowed to volunteer during their work time, they spend an 
average of 4.8 hours volunteering. Although our findings don’t make it clear why they 
spend approximately a half a day a week on volunteer efforts, one can imagine that some 
of this time is a part of employer initiatives to be involved in improving their communities.

Table 18: Employee Use of Time Off by Worksite Size

Total

Employees in smallest worksites only

Fewer than 
50 employees 

at worksite

(n=492)

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

(n=144)

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

(n=191)

250-499 
employees 
at worksite

(n=115)

sig.

Time Off

Average number of days 
taken off for personal 
illness in past three 
months

1.9

1.8

(n=448)

1.8

(n=131)

1.5

(n=160)

2.8

(n=28)

ns

% who say they receive 
enough paid time off for 
personal illness 89%

91%

(n=594)

88%

(n=214)

89%

(n=272)

89%

(n=164)

ns

Average number of paid 
vacation days taken in 
last year 12.9

11.2

(n=637)

11.2

(n=218)

13.3

(n=294)

15.2

(n=204)

***

Allowed to volunteer 
during work time: 
Average number of 
hours per week spent 
volunteering

4.8

5.2

(n=382)

4.6

(n=87)

4.1

(n=112)

4.8

(n=62)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant
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Caregiving Leaves

There are no differences in employees use of caregiving leaves by worksite size.  
(See Table 19.) 

On average:

•	 New mothers with children under six years old report taking leaves of 14.4 weeks for their 
most recent child.

•	 New fathers with children under six report taking leaves of 5.4 weeks for their most recent 
child. We didn’t ask whether they used caregiving leaves or whether they supplemented 
these leaves with vacation time or personal days.

Table 19: Employee Use of Caregiving Leave by Worksite Size

Total

Employees in smallest worksites only

Fewer than 
50 employees 

at worksite

(n=492)

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

(n=144)

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

(n=191)

250-499 
employees 
at worksite

(n=115)

sig.

Caregiving Leave

Average time of leave 
for new mothers in 
weeks 14.4

13.5

(n=90)

14.0

(n=21)

22.8

(n=20)

10.4

(n=16)

ns

Average time of leave 
for new fathers in weeks

5.4

8.2

(n=91)

3.4

(n=23)

1.7

(n=41)

3.6

(n=20)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant

SUMMARY FINDINGS

It is said that if you give employees an inch, will they take a mile. Our data from employees 
reveal that isn’t true.

•	 Employees tend to select permanent flexibility options in high numbers, such as 
traditional flex time (79% with access use it), but they do not overuse short-notice flex 
time, with only 11% using it several times a month or more and 70% using it once a month 
or less.

•	 Similarly, 64% of employees sometimes work at home.

•	 When it comes to sick days for personal illness, employees take approximately 7.6 days 
a year. And new mothers take longer leaves than the 12 weeks that is considered the 
standard in FMLA—they take 14.4 weeks while new fathers take 5.4 weeks.  

•	 In contrast, employees do not take their full vacations—they take 12.9 days of the 15.4 
days to which they are entitled.

Thus, in the scheme of things, employees in the U.S. appear to use flexibility sparingly.
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QUESTION 4: AMONG EMPLOYEES WITHOUT ACCESS TO FLEXIBILITY, HOW MANY WANT IT? 
IN OTHER WORDS, WHAT IS THE DEMAND?

Flex Time and Flex Place

The demand for flex time and flex place options among those employees who don’t have 
access to them is quite high. These findings are pictured in Table 20.

•	 Recall from Table 9A that 79% of employees have access to traditional flex time. Among the 
21% without access, 70% would like to be able to set their starting and quitting times within 
a range of hours (our definition of traditional flex time).

•	 Also recall from Table 9A that 32% have access to daily flex time where they can change 
their starting and quitting times when short-notice needs arise. Among those without 
access (68%), 78% would like daily flex time. The larger the small worksite, the more likely 
the employee is to desire daily flex time.

•	 Among the 62% of employees without access to compressed workweeks, 59% would  
like them.

•	 Table 9A also reveals that 50% of employees can work some of their regular paid hours 
at home. Of the half of the workforce who don’t have access to this option, half of them 
would like to be able to work at home sometimes. 

Table 20: Employee Demand for Flex Time and Flex Place by Worksite Size

Total

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer than 50 
employees at 

worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite

sig.

Flex Time and Place

% who want traditional flex 
time, but don’t have access

70%

68%

(n=624)

68%

(n=180)

73%

(n=244)

76%

(n=135)

ns

% who want daily flexibility, 
but don’t have access

79%

74%

(n=159)

75%

(n=48)

91%

(n=66)

94%

(n=46)

***

% who want to work 
compressed week, but don’t 
have access 59%

59%

(n=943)

64%

(n=250)

61%

(n=345)

60%

(n=196)

ns

% who want to work part 
of their regular paid hours 
from home, but don’t have 
access

50%

49%

(n=1,005)

54%

(n=286)

51%

(371)

53%

(n=210)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant
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Reduced Time

Table 21 shows the employees who would like to be able to change their time allotment to work. 

•	 20% of full-time employees would prefer to work part time.

•	 37% of part-time employees would prefer to work full time.

•	 51% of employees without access to part-year employment would like this option.

Table 21: Employee Demand for Reduced Time by Worksite Size

Total

Employees at worksites with fewer than 500 employees only

Fewer than 
50 employees 

at worksite

50-99 
employees 
at worksite

100-249 
employees 
at worksite

250-499 
employees 
at worksite

sig.

Reduced Time

% of full-time employees 
who would prefer a part-
time schedule 20%

23%

(n=867)

15%

(n=267)

19%

(n=361)

25%

(n=225)

ns

% of part-time employees 
who would prefer a full-
time schedule 37%

35%

(n=293)

27%

(n=49)

35%

(n=46)

50%

(n=14)

ns

% who want annual 
unpaid leave/part-year 
employment 51%

51%

(n=1,028)

53%

(n=252)

45%

(n=349)

56%

(n=223)

ns

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
** = p < .01; *** = p < .001; ns=not significant 

SUMMARY FINDINGS

In a word, the demand for flexibility is strong, especially for flexibility that doesn’t reduce 
employee pay—overall, between 50% and 79% without access to such options, would really 
like them.

When it comes to flexibility that affects pay, the percentages are lower—20% of full-timers 
would like to work part time and 51% of employees would like part-year employment. 
However, 37% of part-timers would like to increase their time and pay by working full time. 

QUESTION 5: DOES HAVING ACCESS TO FLEXIBILITY AFFECT EMPLOYEE JOB ENGAGEMENT, 
EMPLOYEE JOB SATISFACTION, LIKELY EMPLOYEE RETENTION AND EMPLOYEE HEALTH?

The issue of the costs and benefits is typically raised whenever workplace flexibility is 
discussed, especially when it comes to small employers. Is it a cost that could jeopardize the 
organization’s financial viability, or is it a benefit where the costs (or investments, if any) more 
than outweigh the costs?
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Although the National Study of the Changing Workforce cannot definitely answer this 
question because it does not take place over time nor does it calculate exact costs and 
benefits at workplaces, it can shed light on the pattern of evidence.

To conduct these analyses, we created a global measure of workplace flexibility that includes 
access to the following 13 types of flexibility: 

•	 traditional flex time

•	 short-notice flex time

•	 flex place

•	 compressed workweek

•	 lack of difficulty in taking time off

•	 advance notice for overtime

•	 at least five paid sick days for oneself

•	 at least five paid sick days for one’s child

•	 part-time work if full time or full-time work if part time

•	 part-year work

•	 overall schedule flexibility

•	 a schedule or shift that meets one’s needs

•	 lack of career jeopardy for using flexibility

We used access (rather than use) because our previous research has indicated that access is 
like an insurance policy—employees may not need to use the flexibility, but knowing that it is 
there for them when needed can provide peace of mind.

From this global measure, we separated employees into three groups, those with:

1) high overall access (the top quartile); 

2) moderate overall access (the middle two quartiles); and 

3)  low overall access (the bottom quartile). 

We then created global outcome measures for employee job engagement,10 employee job 
satisfaction,11 likely employee retention12 and employee health.13 (See Endnotes for the items 
used in these measures.) Each of these outcomes was then divided into quartiles, with the 
bottom quartile indicating a low level, the second and third quartiles indicating a moderate 
level, and the top quartile indicating a high level.  

We then looked at employees with high overall access to flexibility and conducted cross 
tabulations for employees in worksites of differing sizes to determine whether worksite size 
might make a difference. In fact, we find that it doesn’t. Thus, the analyses we present below 
are just for employees in small worksites (with fewer than 500 employees).

Access to Flexibility and Employee Engagement

Among employees with high access to flexibility, 35% are highly engaged in their jobs, 49% 
are moderately engaged and 16% are not very engaged. (See Figure 1.) The fact that there 
isn’t a stair-step pattern in flexibility and engagement is interesting and worthy of further 
investigation.
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Figure 1: Employees in worksites with fewer than 500 employees and the relationship 
between their overall access to flexibility and overall job engagement ***

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

High engagement

Moderate engagement

Low engagement
16%

23%

High 
overall 
access

Moderate 
overall 
access

Low 
overall 
access38%

49%
52%

48%

35%
26%

14%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

High job satisfaction

Moderate job satisfaction

Low job satisfaction
14%

25%

High 
overall 
access

Moderate 
overall 
access

Low 
overall 
access50%

17%
20%

25%

69%
55%

25%

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
*** = p < .001

Access to Flexibility and Job Satisfaction

The pattern in flexibility and job satisfaction is clearer than it is with job engagement. These 
analyses are shown in Figure 2.

•	 69%	of	those	with	high	access	to	flexibility	have	high	job	satisfaction,	17%	have	moderate	
job satisfaction and 14% have low job satisfaction.

Figure 2: Employees in worksites with fewer than 500 employees and the relationship 
between their overall access to flexibility and overall job satisfaction *** 

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
*** = p < .001

Access to Flexibility and Likely Employee Retention

As seen in Figure 3, flexibility and likely employee retention are correlated:

•	 Among employees with high access to flexibility, 72% are not at all likely to try to find a 
new job, 17% are somewhat likely and 12% are very likely. 

•	 In contrast, 26% of employees with low access to flexibility are very likely to try to find a 
new job in the coming year.
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Figure 3: Employees in worksites with fewer than 500 employees and the relationship 
between their overall access to flexibility and likelihood to find a new job in the next year *** 

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 

*** = p < .001

Access to Flexibility and Employee Health

The health of the American workforce is of concern, given the high costs of health care. A recent 
Families and Work Institute study14 also finds that the overall health of employees is declining.

Employees with high access to flexibility are more likely to be in excellent health (40%) and 
good health (41%) than they are to be in fair health (18%) or poor health (1%). These findings 
appear in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Employees in worksites with fewer than 500 employees and the relationship 
between their overall access to flexibility and their overall health ***

Source: Families and Work Institute; 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce 
*** = p < .001

SUMMARY FINDINGS

Employees with access to high levels of flexibility are more likely to be engaged in their jobs, 
be satisfied with their jobs, want to remain in these jobs and are in better health. 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Excellent health

Good health

Fair health

Poor health
1%
2%

High 
overall 
access

Moderate 
overall 
access

Low 
overall 
access

2%

18%
17%

29%

41%
51%

48%

40%
30%

21%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Not at all likely

Somewhat likely

Very likely
12%

16%

High 
overall 
access

Moderate 
overall 
access

Low 
overall 
access26%

17%
24%

32%

72%
60%

42%
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CONCLUSION

For the first time, this report on small business and flexibility provides rigorous data 
from nationally representative groups of employers and employees to address some of 
the assumptions that regularly surface. To go back to where we began this paper, we find 
that there is a lot more flexibility in small organizations than critics might assume, but, in 
substantive ways, there is certainly less than exists in larger organizations. On the other hand, 
employees in small organizations have a more supportive culture of flexibility and that makes 
an important difference. Our examples of exemplary flexibility in small organizations also 
prove that there is a lot that larger organizations can learn from smaller ones and vice versa. 
Finally, whatever the setting, flexibility is linked with outcomes that can benefit employers and 
employees alike.

This report reveals that there are gaps within organizations where “some” receive flexibility, 
but “most” and “all” do not. Other analyses of employees conducted by Families and Work 
Institute15 reveals that more advantaged employees are the most likely to receive flexibility: 
employees who are men, who are married, who are parents, who are better educated, who are 
managers and professionals, who are salaried (versus hourly), who work full time, who work 
in service industries (versus goods-producing industries), and who are higher wage earners.

The March 31, 2010 White House Forum on Workplace Flexibility ushered in a national 
conversation about making flexibility the standard of the American workplace (or “as 
common as e-mail,” as was said at the White House Forum). The National and Regional 
Forums that the Women’s Bureau of the Department of Labor is holding throughout 2010 and 
2011 (appropriately entitled “A National Dialogue on Workplace Flexibility”) will take these 
conversations across the country and provide time and space for employers and employees 
to learn from each other. 

So, let the conversations begin about what employers and public policy can do! There 
is a great deal that we can learn from each other that can improve work for employers, 
employees, communities and the economy.
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ENDNOTES
1    The 2008 National Study of Employers survey questionnaire was administered by means of a 
telephone interview to a national sample of 1,100 human resource directors (or persons with primary 
responsibility for human resources) of companies with 50 or more employees in the United States. 
The interview averaged about 30 minutes in length. Interviewing took place between April 19, 2007 and 
August 13, 2007. All interviews were conducted by Harris Interactive using computer-assisted telephone 
interviewing (CATI) technology.

The study also included a telephone re-contact of 300 respondents from the initial 1,100 human resource 
directors interviewed in order to reconcile differences between the survey instruments of the 2005 and 
2008 National Study of Employers. Interviews for the re-contact averaged about 10 minutes in length and 
were conducted between February 6 and February 14, 2008. 

The sample represents a random selection of private for-profit and nonprofit U.S. companies with 50 or 
more employees drawn from lists maintained by Dun & Bradstreet—excluding government agencies, 
public schools, public universities and public libraries. Larger companies were over-sampled to achieve 
sufficient numbers for reliable population estimates. Before data analysis, the sample of companies 
was weighted to the actual proportion of companies of different sizes in the universe of private U.S. 
companies. On the basis of empirical computation, the design effect (DEFF) for this sample design was 
determined to be 1.35 for the company weight. Adjusting for this design effect, the maximum sampling 
error is estimated to be no more than 2% when generalizing from the total NSE sample to all private 
companies with 50 or more employees in the United States.

In order to attain the highest possible response rate at reasonable cost, the following incentives were 
offered to respondents: a summary of the survey results and a $50 honorarium for themselves or to 
donate to a specified charity. In addition, very substantial interviewing resources were invested in call-
backs and refusal conversion efforts.

Of the 2,571 companies called, interviews were completed for 1,100. The response rate was calculated 
according to the following formula:

 Completes       = 1,100 = 43%

    Completes + Refusals + Terminations            2,571

2    The 2008 National Study of the Changing Workforce (NSCW) survey was conducted by Harris 
Interactive, Inc. (formerly Louis Harris and Associates) using a questionnaire developed by the Families 
and Work Institute. Coding of open-ended responses was done by interviewers, with the exception 
of occupation and industry, which were coded by the U.S. Bureau of the Census using 1990 three-
digit occupation (SOC) and industry (SIC) classifications. Although interviewing began in 2007, 88% of 
interviews were completed in 2008. Thus, we refer to this survey as the 2008 NSCW. A total of 3,502 
interviews were completed with a nationwide cross-section of employed adults between November 12, 
2007 and April 20, 2008. Interviews, which averaged 50 minutes in length (47 minutes for substantive 
questions and 3 minutes for eligibility screening), were conducted by telephone using a computer-
assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system. Calls were made to a regionally stratified unclustered 
random probability sample generated by random-digit-dial methods.

Up to 60 calls were made to each telephone number that appeared to represent a potentially eligible 
household—busy signal, answer by non-eligible with some indication of a potential eligible in 
household, or answer by a potential eligible who wanted a callback. When eligibles were identified 
and requested callbacks, additional calls were made. If 25 consecutive calls were made to numbers 
where there were no answers and no busy signals (and no other dialing outcome), these numbers 
were considered non-residential, non-working numbers or non-voice communication numbers. Three 
to five attempts were made to convert each initial refusal. Despite the fact that the level of effort of 2008 
interviewers went substantially beyond the efforts made in 2002, 1997 and 1992, the overall response 
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rate was only slightly higher, indicating that it has become significantly more difficult to complete 
telephone interviews in recent years.

Sample eligibility was limited to people who 1) worked at a paid job or operated an income-producing 
business, 2) were 18 years or older, 3) were in the civilian labor force, 4) resided in the contiguous 48 
states and 5) lived in a non-institutional residence—i.e., household—with a telephone. In households with 
more than one eligible person, one was randomly selected to be interviewed. Interviewers initially offered 
cash honoraria of $25 as incentives. In order to convert refusals, a higher amount ($50) was offered.

Of the total 42,000 telephone numbers called, 24,115 were found to be non-residential or non-working 
numbers and 6,970 were determined to be ineligible residences (1,389 because no one spoke English or 
Spanish well enough to be interviewed). Of the remaining telephone numbers, 3,547 were determined 
to represent eligible households, and interviews were completed for 3,502 of these—a completion rate 
of 99 percent. Eligibility or ineligibility, however, could not be determined in the remaining 7,368 cases. 
Among those contacts for which eligibility could be determined, the eligibility ratio was 0.3886 [3547/
(3547+5,581)]. Thus, we estimate that potentially 38.86 percent of the 7,368 cases for which eligibility 
could not be determined—2,863 cases in all—might have been eligible households. Dividing the number 
of completed interviews (3,502) by the number of known eligibles (3,547) plus the number of estimated 
eligibles (2,863) yields an overall response rate of 54.6 percent for potentially eligible households. [This 
method of response rate calculation follows the conservative CASRO and AAPOR recommendations.]

All sample weighting was done in relation to the U.S. population using data from the March 
2007 Current Population Survey. The sample was first weighted by the number of eligibles in the 
respondents’ households in relation to the percentage of households in the U.S. population with the 
same number of eligibles (i.e., number of employed persons 18 and older per household with any 
employed person 18 or older), eligible men and women in the U.S. population and eligibles with 
different educational levels in the U.S. population. [Other weights were also calculated and can be 
found in the public-use data files.] The average design effect for the weighted sample is estimated to be 
1.359. Applying this Design Effect, the average sampling error for wage and salaried sample statistics 
(n=2,769) is approximately +/- 1.1 percent versus +/- 1 percent for the unweighted sample.

Of the total sample of 3,502 interviewed, 2,769 are wage and salaried workers who work for someone 
else, while 733 respondents work for themselves—255 business owners who employ others and 478 
independent self-employed workers who do not employ anyone else. In this report, we restrict analyses 
to those who are wage and salaried employees.

3    When Work Works is a project of Families and Work Institute in partnership with the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce’s Institute for a Competitive Workforce and the Twiga Foundation, with funding from 
the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. It is a national initiative to bring research on workplace effectiveness 
and flexibility into community and business practice. When Work Works partners with communities 
and states around the country to: share rigorous research and employer best practices on workplace 
effectiveness and flexibility, recognize exemplary employers through the Alfred P. Sloan Awards for 
Business Excellence in Workplace Flexibility, and inspire positive change so that increasing numbers of 
employers understand how flexibility can benefit both business and employees, and use it as a tool to 
create more effective workplaces. (www.whenworkworks.org)

4    Comp time is legal for exempt workers, but under the Fair Labor Stand Act, only public agencies 
can give comp time to non-exempt or hourly employees, instead of paying overtime.  Private-sector 
employers must pay overtime to hourly or non-exempt employees who work more than 40 hours a 
week. These employers cannot legally give comp time instead of paying overtime, even if the employee 
wants it.  This is obviously an issue in need of clarification with employees.

5    “Wage and Hour Division (WHD) 2007 Statistics Fact Sheet” United States Department of Labor 
Wage and Hour Division. United States Department of Labor. January, 2008. Web. 17 Oct. 2010.  
(http://www.dol.gov/whd/statistics/200712.htm)
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6    Galinsky, E., Sakai, K. & Wigton, T. (Forthcoming 2011). “The Rold of Employers/the Work Place/
Business Innovations”. Future of Children.

7    With the National Study of Employers, we set the significance level at p =.05. In other words, the 
probability of findings occurring by chance is less than 1 in 20.

8    Because of the large sample size of the National Study of the Changing Workforce, we set a higher 
bar for reporting significance.

9    Supervisor support was a summary of a series Agree/Disagree statements:

My supervisor or manager keeps me informed of the things I need to know to do my job well

My supervisor or manager has expectations of my performance on the job that are realistic

My supervisor or manager recognizes when I do a good job

My supervisor or manager is supportive when I have a  work problem

My supervisor or manager is fair and doesn’t show favoritism in responding to employees’ personal or 
family needs

My supervisor or manager is responsive to my needs when I have family or personal business to take 
care of

My supervisor or manager is understanding when I talk about personal or family issues that affect  
my work

I feel comfortable bringing up personal or family issues with my supervisor or manager

My supervisor or manager really cares about the effects that work demands have on my personal and 
family life. 

This summary was then measured on a 4-point scale ranging from 1=low to 4=high.

10    Engagement was measured with an index scale, which was converted into a 3-point scale 
[low=bottom 25%, moderate=middle 50%, high=top 25% of scores]; cross tabs analysis with file split by 
level of access to flexibility [low=bottom 25%, moderate=middle 50%, high=top 25% of scores].

11   Job satisfaction was measured with an index scale, which was converted into a 3-point scale 
[low=bottom 25%, moderate=middle 50%, high=top 25% of scores]; cross tabs analysis with file split by 
level of access to flexibility [low=bottom 25%, moderate=middle 50%, high=top 25% of scores].

12   Turnover intent was measured with one item [not at all likely, somewhat likely, very likely to look for 
a new job with a new employer in the next year], cross tabs analysis with file split by level of access to 
flexibility [low=bottom 25%, moderate=middle 50%, high=top 25% of scores].

13   Current state of overall health was measured with one item [poor, fair, good, excellent]; cross tabs 
analysis with file split by level of access to flexibility [low=bottom 25%, moderate=middle 50%, high=top 
25% of scores].

14   Aumann, K. & Galinsky, E. (2009). The State of Health in the American Workforce: Does Having an 
Effective Workplace Matter? New York, NY: Families and Work Institute.

15    Galinsky, E., Sakai, K. & Wigton, T. (Forthcoming 2011). “The Rold of Employers/the Work Place/
Business Innovations”. Future of Children.
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