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Abstract

Purpose — This paper aims to assess the design of national-level flexible work arrangement (FWA) policies,
evaluating their potential to serve as an effective resource for employees to work flexibly depending on how
they set the stage for flexibility claims that will be subject to industrial and workplace dynamics.
Design/methodology/approach — Using a capability approach, the authors conceptualize and
operationalize two aspects of FWA policy design, namely accessibility and availability. The authors’
analysis allows for an understanding of how the availability and accessibility of national FWA policies
explicitly and implicitly restrict or facilitate flexible working in a structural manner. The study focuses on
countries with differing working time regimes and gender norms on work and care: the Netherlands, Spain and
Slovenia.

Findings — The authors’ findings highlight how FW A accessibility is broader when national policy is specified
and FWA availability is not conditional to care. In Spain and Slovenia, access to FWAs depends on whether
employees have care responsibilities, which reduces accessibility and reinforces gender imbalances in care
provision. In contrast, the Netherlands provides FWAs universally, resulting in wider availability and
accessibility of FW As for employees regardless of their care responsibilities. Despite this universal provision,
gender imbalances remain.
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Originality/value — The originality of this paper lies in its conceptualization and operationalization of FWAs
at the national level using a capability approach. The study adds to the existing literature on flexible working
and provides insights for policymakers to design more effective FWAs.
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Introduction

Flexible work arrangements (FWAs) (i.e. flexible schedules, teleworking and the voluntary
reduction of working hours, hereafter FWAs), can be implemented by employers to lower labor
costs or increase productivity (Hildebrandt, 2006). They can also increase employees’ control
over where and when they work (Chung et al, 2007), helping them in the combination of paid
work, care and other responsibilities (Fahlén, 2013; Lott, 2015). FWAs have been found to help
women stay in employment after childbirth (Chung and van der Horst, 2018) and contribute to
higher levels of work-life balance satisfaction (Abendroth and den Dulk, 2011), especially
among highly-skilled employees (Chung, 2022). However, FWAs may also have paradoxical
effects on workers’ lives outside work, negatively affecting their wellbeing (Allard ef al, 2007,
Chung and van der Lippe, 2020; Masuda et al,, 2012; Wight and Raley, 2009). Depending on the
type of FWA (Lott and Chung, 2016), FW A usage can result in increased unpaid working hours,
cognitive spillover from work to home and the reinforcement of gendered roles in unpaid work
(Chung and van der Lippe, 2020; Kurowska, 2020).

Implicit in much of the extant FWA literature is the assumption that FWAs are a
potential resource for employees (e.g. to achieve a better work-life balance). Simultaneously,
a growing literature on capabilities in work-family policies highlights the importance of
policy design in evaluating whether such policies do indeed function as resources for
workers (Hobson, 2013; Javornik and Kurowska, 2017; Yerkes and Javornik, 2019). Despite
arich, comparative literature on FW As, we lack more conceptual understanding of national
FWA policy design. Such assessment is needed to evaluate whether flexible work policies
effectively function as a resource to reconcile employment, care and private life, or whether
simply create an institutional framework that makes flexibility claims highly subject to
industrial and workplace dynamics at different levels (e.g. the firm, collective bargaining).
FWA policy design assessment can also later be used to help clarify how national flexible
working regulations interact with other work-family policy domains across varying
national contexts.

This paper contributes to extant literature by providing such an assessment,
conceptualizing and operationalizing FWA policy design at the national level using a
capability approach. The capability approach departs from the idea that the freedom to
attain wellbeing is of significant moral value (Sen, 2000). It also recognizes that the
provision of equal resources does not guarantee freedoms to pursue wellbeing, thereby
focusing attention on the contexts in which individuals are situated and their capabilities to
pursue valued life activities (Robeyns, 2005). Thus in relation to FWA policy design, taking
a capability approach allows us to question whether FWA policies theoretically allow for a
diversity of work-life balance practices in people’s pursuits of wellbeing while
simultaneously considering the potential inequalities that arise from such policies. To
this end, we explore whether and to what extent FWA policies are a resource for work-life
balance capabilities (i.e. the substantive opportunities employees have to combine work
obligations with other spheres of life in a valued way), or instead, set a framework that
potentially widens the gap between different groups of employees based on their gender
and socio-occupational position. We apply this conceptualization in a theoretically-
informed empirical analysis of FWA policy documents, legislation and reports for the
Netherlands, Slovenia and Spain, allowing us to highlight the varying ways policy design
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can shape employees’ real opportunities across differing working time regimes (Anttila
et al, 2015) and gender norms on work and care, which can implicitly or explicitly
discourage the use of FWAs (Chung, 2018a). Our conceptualization and comparative
analysis can help create greater understanding of FWAs as the post-pandemic reality
continues to challenge governments and organizations to redefine work, including the
redesign of FWA regulations that meet new and emerging expectations around flexible
work practices (see, e.g. Carroll and Conboy, 2020).

Conceptualizing FWASs: a capability approach

The capability approach (CA) offers an innovative theoretical and normative framework to
assess social arrangements through the opportunities they provide individuals to do and be
what they value or have reason to value in life, i.e. their capabilities (Robeyns, 2005; Sen, 2000).
From a CA perspective, having access to means (such as formal rights to flexibility) does not
guarantee equality in outcomes or achieved functionings (i.e. what a person actually manages
to do or be (Sen, 2000)). The degree to which a person can transform resources into
substantive rights and opportunities is mediated by so-called conwversion factors ( Annink,
2017; Robeyns, 2017), that is, individual capabilities made feasible, and constrained by,
conditions expressed at micro (personal or individual), meso (institutions and organizations)
and macro levels (societal-cultural) (Robeyns, 2005).

Applied to work-family policies (see (Hobson, 2013; Yerkes et al, 2019) a capability
perspective facilitates assessing the extent to which FWA regulations potentially enable
workers to translate formal entitlements into actual opportunities to work flexibly (den Dulk
and Yerkes, 2016). To illustrate, FWAs as a means allow employees to adapt work hours or
location to balance paid work with care and personal commitments. However, individuals
with lower educational levels (individual-level factor) often work in jobs requiring intensive
face-to-face contact, or there may be limited use of information and communication
technologies facilitating telework (a meso- or macro-level factor), restricting options to work
from home. Similarly, a long-work-hours culture, where long hours are seen as a proxy for
commitment and career orientation, could implicitly emphasize workplace presenteeism
(societal-cultural factor). In such contexts, the actual use of FWAs may be limited, despite
theoretically being available as a resource.

We extend existing applications of a capability approach to work-family policies
proposing a dual perspective of FWASs, conceptualizing them both as (1) a policy-driven
resource (means) to work flexibly and (2) as a social conversion factor with the potential to
enhance or hinder employees’ opportunities to work flexibly (Hvinden and Halvorsen, 2018;
Kurowska, 2018). Our analysis highlights the applicability of this dual approach. As a
resource for employees, FWAs can facilitate the accommodation of work and personal life
through increased flexibility in work time and location (Chung and van der Lippe, 2020).
In contrast, as social conversion factors, FWA regulations set the stage for other industrial
(i.e. collective bargaining) or workplace level actors (i.e. managers) to hinder or facilitate the
translation of resources into real freedoms to work flexibly, for example allowing employers
to deny or accept flexibility demands or using collective bargaining agreements to specify the
conditions under which such claims can be made and processed by employers. In other
words, whether FW As can effectively be translated into a resource or whether they function
as structural factors constraining or facilitating flexibility claims, depends heavily on
national FWA institutional frameworks.

By applying this capability lens, it is possible to consider specific aspects of FWA policy
design and how they affect different groups of employees in varying ways. We focus our
conceptualization and operationalization on two key aspects of work-family policy design:
availability and accessibility.



FWA availability and accessibility from a capability approach

Our analysis focuses on three types of FWAs: (a) teleworking (i.e. working from a different
location than the usual workplace; “flexlocation”); (b) schedule flexibility (i.e. “flexitime”; the
ability to choose from a pre-defined set of schedules, to vary start/end times, or to entirely
determine working hours); and (c) temporary reduction of work hours (temporarily and for
specific reasons, e.g. care for dependents or educational purposes). Part-time employment, in
some cases included as a FWA (Chung, 2018b), differs widely in the definition of what
constitutes part-time, the level of social protection and the voluntarily nature of part-time
(Nicolaisen et al, 2019) and is, therefore, excluded from the analysis.

Availability

In earlier research, FWA availability is often conflated with employee access to FWAs
(Shockley and Allen, 2007). Other scholars have distinguished availability from usage but
operationalized by relying on FWA workplace provision (Budd and Mumford, 2006; Masuda
etal,2012; Temple et al,, 2019). At its core, availability indicates the presence of arrangements
within labor market regulations that allow employees to work flexibly. Without it, other
aspects of FWA policy design, such as accessibility, lose their interpretative power.
Conceptualized in detail, availability thus refers to policies regulating access to flexible
schedules, flexible working hours or location flexibility, formulated as a legal right for
employees (den Dulk and Yerkes, 2016). It goes beyond the question of whether certain
arrangements are present or not. Building on Atkinson and Sandiford’s (2016)
conceptualization of the formality of FWAs and on Hegewisch’s (Hegewisch, 2009)
discussion of legal approaches within national statutes, we argue for a conceptualization
that includes two aspects: the dominant mechanism of FWA provision and the legislative
scope of FWAs.

The dominant mechanism through which FWAs are made available can be national,
sectoral, organizational, or individual. Nationally-regulated arrangements are usually
attached to legislative rights (policy-based) and thus are theoretically more “formal” and
widely available (Atkinson and Sandiford, 2016). In countries relying on sectoral level
regulation, availability of FWAs may depend on whether sectors have strong union
representation and are therefore potentially more responsive to workers’ work-life issues
(Burdin and Pérotin, 2019). At the organizational level, firm size matters greatly for FWA
availability. Larger companies are more likely to offer work-family reconciliation benefits
such as paid leave around the birth of a child (Fredricksen-Goldsen and Scharlach, 2001).
Smaller firms, in contrast, often provide flexibility through informal channels (e.g. reflected in
organizational culture) rather than formal human resources (HR) practices (Fuertes ef al,
2013). Finally, due to explicit policy or lack of regulation at higher levels, the provision
mechanism of FWAs might be relegated to individual negotiations between employers (i.e.
line manager/supervisor) and employees (Cooper and Baird, 2015a).

The legislative scope of policies regarding FWAs is a second crucial design aspect of
availability. Building on Hegewisch (2009), we distinguish three types of legal scope based on
eligibility: universal, conditional and anti-discriminatory statutes. Under a universal legal
scope, FWAs cover all employees irrespective of reasons for seeking adjustment. Under a
conditional legal scope, FWAs are available to selected groups of employees, dependent on
specified activities (e.g. to care for young children or dependent adults). In an anti-
discriminatory legal scope, FW As are made available as protection against discrimination for
people who otherwise would not be able to stay in employment, rather than being attached to
employment rights (e.g. flexibility provided to workers in anti-discrimination legislation on
the basis of specific characteristics such as gender or age). Specific rights for workers with
disabilities to work flexibly are usually specified in a separate body of legislation and were
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therefore excluded from our analysis (see, e.g. Dwertmann and McAlpine (2023), for a
discussion on workplace flexibility in relation to disability).

Beyond these two design aspects, FWAs can be formulated as a “right to request” (ILO,
2019), granting employees procedural rights to ask for consideration of applications for
alternative work arrangements (Cooper and Baird, 2015a). However, the right to request does
not necessarily translate into an entitlement or security of outcomes (Kelly and Kalev, 2006).
Hence, we do not emphasize this aspect in our conceptualization. From a CA perspective, such
distinction is also built into the conceptualization because the CA does not presume resources
can be equally translated into policy uptake or outcomes.

The dominant mechanism of provision and the legislative scope of FWAs may affect
employees’ capabilities differently across national policy frameworks. For example,
organizational-level and individual-level provisions can be a source of greater variation
and inequality (Eurofonds, 2016). In practice, employees may perceive FWAs as unavailable
when an employer rejects flexible work requests, thereby limiting their capabilities. Or, when
FWAs are only available to employees with care responsibilities, this creates an opportunity
gap for those who want to use them for other purposes (e.g. to combine employment with
education and training).

Accessibility

Distinguishing FWA accessibility as a separate design aspect is crucial because policy
availability does not guarantee access. Furthermore, it allows for an understanding of how
conditions attached to FWA usage may create inequalities in take up. Many studies
conceptualize accessibility as equivalent to take-up rates. Similarly, perceived access
(i.e. employee beliefs about the availability of flexible arrangements within their specific
work contexts (Chung, 2019a)) has also been used as a proxy of accessibility (Possenriede
and Plantenga, 2011). Although perceived access is a more process-oriented indicator than
take-up rates (Budd and Mumford, 2006; Masuda et al., 2012; Temple et al., 2019), using
either one as an evaluative aspect of accessibility can be misleading (Javornik, 2014)
because from a CA view, take-up rates and perceived access are outcomes (i.e. achieved
functionings) (Kurowska, 2018). Analyses based solely on these outcomes provide
msufficient information about employees’ capabilities because who ends up using FWAs
depends on the extent to which employees are actually able to translate FW A resources into
real opportunities.

We argue for conceptualizing accessibility from an eligibility perspective, analyzing the
conditions necessary for accessing statutory FWAs, that is, the formal criteria establishing
one’s right to access FWA policies [1]. We consider four national eligibility criteria: (1) tenure
(i.e. working for the same employer or in the same position for a set period of time); (2) whether
set time frames exist for applying for or using FWAs (e.g. limiting requests to once every
12 months); (3) contractual hours requirements (e.g. minimum hours worked); and (4)
firm size.

In combination with the dominant mechanism of provision and the legal scope of FWAs,
national eligibility criteria to access FWAs can have important consequences for workers’
capabilities. These criteria might enhance or limit access to different groups of employees.
For example, if tenure is required to access teleworking options, this creates an opportunity
gap for younger workers, who are substantially less likely to be eligible than older workers
(de Guzman et al, 2021).

Work regimes and gender roles: FWASs in context
Our application of this framework centers on a comparative analysis of three countries with
different working time regimes and gender role attitudes on work and care, as part of a



larger project on work-life balance capabilities. Working time regimes shape FWA
availability and accessibility through institutional practices and legal regulation of the
work week and the timing or prevalence of non-standard work schedules (Anttila et al,
2015), reflecting working time norms at the societal, sectoral and workplace level (Hobson,
2013). Gender role attitudes can implicitly or explicitly discourage men or women from
using FWAs, as they reflect dominant gender cultures within society. Gender cultures are
societal-level ideals about work-family relationships, including the organization of work
and care (Pfau-Effinger, 2005). Thus, both working time norms and gender role attitudes,
embedded in specific gender cultures, can inhibit employees’ capabilities to use FWA
resources in practice.

Slovenia is among the Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries characterized by
high time demands and low individual control (Anttila et al, 2015). Employees have the
longest weekly working hours of the three case countries (Eurostat, 2019)), as well as the
highest working-time intensity (i.e. employers often demand employees either meet tight
deadlines or work at a high speed) and enjoy little control over their working hours or
location. Working-time autonomy and workplace flexibility are also low in Spain, which
represents a southern model characterized by low time demands and low individual
control (Anttila et al., 2015). In contrast to Slovenia, weekly working hours in Spain (31 h)
are closer to the EU27 average (32 h) (Eurostat, 2019), and time pressure in the workplace is
lower. Moreover, Spain has one of the highest levels of unsocial work hours in Europe,
particularly in the private sector. On the other hand, the Netherlands is a northern country
characterized by high time demands and high individual control (Anttila et al., 2015).
Employees there have the shortest work week in Europe (29 h) (Eurostat, 2019),
considerable control over their working hours and high chances for tele- and home-based
work, but face high work-time intensity, bringing about considerable time-stress at work.
The shorter average workweek in the Netherlands reflects a reliance on part-time work
(OECD, 2021).

Our three countries also differ in relation to their predominant gender norms, which in
turn influences the cultural and institutional allocation of housework and employment in
intersectional ways (Lister et al., 2007). Slovenia represents an adult worker model (i.e. both
adults in the household are expected to work full-time) that stems from its socialist history of
expanding women’s labor participation for economic emancipation (HrZzenjak and Humer,
2018; Olah et al, 2018). Although women’s participation in full-time employment is high
(Eurostat, 2019), women are still expected to take primary responsibility for caregiving.
However, Slovenia exhibits higher levels of policy support for gender-equal roles than other
CEE countries (Javornik, 2014). In Spain, profound social and institutional changes have
resulted in an eroding male breadwinner model in recent decades, where both men and
women are considered to belong in paid work. Women are simultaneously expected to do
most of the caregiving and unpaid work with little policy support (Moreno, 2013; Olah et al,
2018). Most households are configured either as male breadwinner or adult worker
households (both full-time), the latter being more common when women are highly educated
(Sanchez-Mira, 2020). The Netherlands, finally, is known for its one-and-a-half-earner model,
in which women are still expected to be primary caregivers and only secondary earners
(Plantenga, 2002; Yerkes and Visser, 2006). Despite high female employment rates, Dutch
women mostly work part-time (57 % work less than 30 h a week (OECD, 2021)). Strong policy
support exists, allowing a reduction of working hours to reconcile work and care obligations
(den Dulk and Yerkes, 2016), but mostly for mothers. Part-time work is not common in either
Slovenia or Spain, with just 13 and 7% of part-time employment respectively (OECD, 2021).
Moreover, in both countries, “choosing” to work shorter hours is often interpreted as a lack of
commitment (den Dulk ef al,, 2016; Kanjuo-Mrcela and Cernigoj-Sadar, 2013), although this
can differ for parents with care responsibilities.
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Data and methods

We conduct a theory-informed document analysis of FWA policy following previous
applications of the capability approach (Yerkes and Javornik, 2019). In an iterative process,
we started by identifying relevant policy documents that convey policy intent. Following, we
identified and described the conditions of policy access as articulated in these documents
using keywords and then taking a capability perspective, considered the implications of this
policy design for different groups of employees based on gender and socio-occupational
position. Our document analysis started in 2000, when the Netherlands passed FWA
legislation and continued to early 2020, just before the start of the COVID-19 pandemic.
We analyzed legislative documents (e.g. national labor codes and regulations, gray literature
(i.e. policy reports)) and secondary literature (e.g. national reports from the International
Network on Leave Policies and Research). For a full list of documents analyzed, see Table 1.
The documents were manually coded into key aspects of policy design from a capabilities
perspective: availability (dominant mechanism of provision; legislative scope) and
accessibility (eligibility criteria, including tenure, time frames, contractual hours
requirements and firm size). To ensure consistency, two coders developed independent
classifications. The iterative process of comparison and refinement of the indicators resulted
in the summary table presented in the results.

Results
Applying a capabilities-based conceptualization of FW As shows distinct differences between
the three countries, both in terms of availability and accessibility (see Table 1).

Availability
Overall, availability is more limited in Spain and Slovenia than in the Netherlands, with only
few similarities evident (e.g. legislative scope in Spain and Slovenia).

In Spain, national regulation places the dominant mechanism of provision of FWAs at the
sectoral level by collective agreements (i.e. the conditions under which FWAs are to be used in
practice must be agreed in collective bargaining processes between workers’ associations and
a single employer or an employers’ association). National legislation, however, sets basic
conditions of working time distribution, viewing a temporary reduction of working hours as a
form of parental or care leave and giving employees the right to ask for schedule flexibility.
Telework, although recognized in Spanish legislation prior to the COVID-19 pandemic as a
way of reconciling work and family life, was only available at the national level to regulate
information technology (IT) employees who work remotely.

The availability of FWAs in Slovenia is also limited. Although FWAs are in theory
established at the national level, in practice, the dominant mechanism of provision is the
individual level. All FW As, except teleworking (defined as a form of homeworking) and the
reduction of working hours for parents and employees with disabilities, must be negotiated
as an individual right to request. National regulation sets guidelines for agreeing on working
time duration and the organization of work in employment contracts and allows collective
agreements to regulate FW As alongside national provisions. Thus, schedule flexibility and a
temporary reduction of working hours could potentially be agreed upon in contracts at the
individual level (through an addendum to an employment contract) in accordance with the
law and relevant collective agreements.

FWA availability is further limited in Spain and Slovenia given the conditional legislative
scope, restricting FW As to those with care responsibilities (in Slovenia, specifically childcare
responsibilities and disability). Spanish legislation recognizes the importance of work-life
balance, but statutory entitlements to adjust working time are only available through leave
schemes to care for dependents. Slovenian legislation recognizes that employees have the



Spain Slovenia Netherlands

Availability =~ Dominant Sectoral; by collective  Individual in practice. ~ National;

mechanism of agreement. National National regulation nationally-set

provision (national,  regulation sets basic  sets basic conditions labor market

sectoral, conditions of working  of working time regulations can be

organizational, time distribution distribution, which improved by

individual) can be improved by collective
collective agreement agreement

Legislative scope Conditional to care/ Conditional to care/ Universal

(universal, family family responsibilities

conditional, anti- responsibilities or disability

discriminatory)

Accessibility  Tenure Not specified No requirements 26 weeks with the
(eligible at the start of ~ same employer
employment)

Time frames Not specified. Not specified. Not specified.
Employees must Employees must agree  Request for
inform the employer ~ with the employer on  adjustment must
about the extent and  the duration of the be done at least

Contractual hours

Firm size

period of the working
time reduction

If the reduction of
working hours is
through leave schemes
(leave to care for
dependents), the
maximum extension
is 2 years (private
sector), 3 years (public
sector), or until the
child turns 12 or 18
(for children with a
disability) (parents)

If the reduction of
working hours is
carried out through
leave schemes, the
reduction of working
hours cannot be less
than 12.5% or exceed
50% of full-time

Not specified

teleworking period.
Parents can reduce
working hours until
the youngest child
completes first grade
of primary school or
turns 18 for children
with a disability

Reduction of working
hours cannot be more
than 50% of full-time
hours (minimum 20 h
per week)

Not specified

2 months in
advance. A new
request can be
submitted one
year after the
employer has
granted or rejected
a previous request

Not specified

10 or more
employees

Source(s): The Netherlands: den Dulk and Yerkes (2020), Wet Aanpassing Arbeidsduur (2000), Wet Flexibel
Werken (2016). Slovenia: Stropnik (2020), Zakon o Delovnih Razmerjih (2016), Zakon o Spremembah in
Dopolnitvah Zakona o StarSevskem Varstvu in Druzinskih Prejemkih (2018), Spain: Meil ef al. (2020), Estatuto
de los Trabajadores (2015), Ley de Medidas Urgentes Para Garantia de La Igualdad de Trato y de
Oportunidades Entre Mujeres y Hombres En El Empleo y La Ocupacion (2019), Ley de Medidas Urgentes Para
La Reforma Del Mercado Laboral (2012) and Ley de Trabajo a Distancia (2020)
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right to request a new distribution of working time to reconcile work and family life. However,
only parents of preschoolers have statutory entitlements to request shorter work hours,
schedule changes, or to opt out of night shift/emergency duties, subject to employer

agreement.
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In both countries, the absence of collective bargaining agreements would mean the
availability of FWAs is relegated to individual negotiations between employers and
employees. This signals that, at least in the private sector, employees’ capabilities to utilize
FWASs as a resource is closer to “managerial discretion” rather than “employee rights”
(Cooper and Baird, 2015b). Moreover, given the conditional legislative scope, Spain and
Slovenia reduce actual FWA availability by essentially regulating these provisions as a form
of leave. As such, FWA regulations in these two countries tend to act as a conversion factor
limiting availability to employees with care responsibilities. Limited options might force
employees to seek out other resources, such as sick leave or part-time employment, which are
more acceptable and manageable for parents with care responsibilities (Ledn, 2019).

The practical restrictions on FWA availability and the need to request them (requiring
negotiations with a line manager or human resources) severely restricts workers’ capabilities,
especially in the private sector (Kirton, 2021). For example, the reliance on collective
bargaining as a means of improving availability in Slovenia and Spain, may act as a
conversion factor that creates opportunity gaps between sectors and industries. The
temporary reduction of working hours and telework are rarely explicitly referenced in
Spanish collective agreements; less than 50% contain clauses referring to schedule flexibility,
or the possibility of changing one’s work status (Medas and Ceccon, 2021). In Slovenia, Ssome
sectoral agreements in the private sector enhance statutory legislation, but in terms of
working time duration and work organization, they tend to replicate national legislation
(Eurofonds, 2016).

Restricted FWA availability limits employees’ capabilities in classed and gendered ways.
From a class perspective, the working time capabilities of lower-income employees are
particularly affected; they have limited bargaining power and are therefore more likely to forego
their labor rights (Lee and McCann, 2006). From a gender perspective, managerial discretion can
limit men’s capabilities to take up caregiving responsibilities because discretionary decisions can
be influenced by widespread perceptions and attitudes towards gender roles (OECD, 2007)). Men
are also more likely to face flexibility stigma (i.e. the belief that flexible workers create more work
for colleagues (Chung, 2018a)), or to be penalized for not conforming to the “ideal worker” norm
(L.e. prioritizing work over any other responsibility (Williams ef al, 2013)). Consequently, FWAs
become more available for women than for men because women are more often expected to
provide care (Chung, 2019b; Hrzenjak and Humer, 2018).

Comparatively, the availability of FWAs in the Netherlands is broader, stemming from
comprehensive national-level provision. Schedule flexibility, the temporary reduction of
working hours and teleworking are regulated at the national level, but can be supplemented
by collective agreement. Of the three countries, Dutch legislation goes the farthest in
providing individuals the right to adjust working hours, although this right had been
common within collective agreements by the early 1990s (Hegewisch, 2009).

Availability in the Netherlands is also broader than in Spain and Slovenia given universal
legislative scope. In the Netherlands, FWAs can be requested irrespective of the reason.
Employers must show serious business, organizational or safety objections to reject a request
for adjusting work hours or location, with rejections being more frequent when employees
request an increase in working hours (den Dulk and Yerkes, 2020). Better FW A availability
provides employees with greater work-life capabilities but the potential for inequalities
remains, particularly related to gender and class (Gronlund and Javornik, 2014). Despite
universal legislative scope, gender gaps in uptake persist, demonstrating the importance of
gender norms as social conversion factors shaping the translation of FWAs into a resource
for employees. Moreover, while working schedule flexibility is common in the Netherlands
(only 37% of workers reports having their work hours set by their employer with no
possibility for changes (EWCS, 2016)), blue-collar-collar employees are less likely to be able to
work flexibly given the nature of their work.



Accessibility

Our analysis suggests Spain and Slovenia have fewer limits on accessibility than the
Netherlands, thereby revealing the complexity of conceptualizing and operationalizing
accessibility based on information provided in national legislation. As FWAs are more
available in the Netherlands, there is potential for greater restrictions to accessibility, making
it necessary to consider these aspects concurrently.

Spanish and Slovenian legislation do not define a minimum employment period (i.e. no
tenure requirement), while Dutch legislation defines a six-month tenure period. At the same
time, however, employees in the Netherlands can potentially benefit from employer-level
policies or collective agreements that allow them to make flexible working requests before
meeting tenure requirements (Anxo, 2019).

In Spain and Slovenia, the time frame and contractual hours requirements, for the most
part, establish eligibility to reduce working hours specifically, leaving other forms of FWAs
relatively unspecified in national legislation. Working hour reductions range from a
minimum of 12.5% of standard full-time hours to a maximum of 50% in both countries, with a
cap at half the amount of standard full-time hours. Accessibility to working time reduction is
further associated with having care responsibilities. For example, in Spain and Slovenia,
parents of young children or children with disabilities have the statutory right to reduce
working hours by half. Although unpaid, social security contributions are covered for any
hours not worked (Meil et al, 2020, Stropnik, 2020). Additionally, public employees in Spain
have the right to adapt working hours to school hours (Meil et al., 2020).

By facilitating the reduction of working hours mainly for carers, accessibility
requirements in Spain and Slovenia help reproduce gender inequities in work-life balance
based on the underlying gender contract (Javornik, 2014; Kanjuo-Mrcela and Cernigoj-
Sadar, 2013; Maestripieri and Ledn, 2019). Employees caring for adults or employees
without care responsibilities are negatively affected, as accessibility requirements for
working hours reduction are designed for parents. In contrast, accessibility in the
Netherlands is not necessarily tied to care responsibilities, but employees must discuss the
specific purpose of their request with their employer. This ties access to individual
negotiations with the employer, subjecting employee’s requests to rejections based on force
majeure. The Netherlands is the only country in our study that specifies a timeframe of one
year to request FWAs after a previous (written) rejection by the employer for all employees
of firms with 10 or more employees. As a result, FWAs in the Netherlands become
accessible to a wider range of employees. In practice, however, a reduction of working hours
is viewed more favorably for women than for men in female-dominated sectors (den Dulk
and Yerkes, 2016).

Conclusion and discussion

This article conceptualized flexible working arrangements (including teleworking, schedule
flexibility and the voluntary reduction of working hours) from a capabilities perspective,
arguing that FWAs regulations can be considered at the same time a policy-driven resource
(means) that potentially facilitates the accommodation of work and personal life through
increased flexibility in work time and location as well as a contextual factor, creating an
institutional configuration (conwversion factor) that potentially enhances or hinders
employees’ opportunities to use FWAs. Applying this conceptualization highlights the
importance of analyzing national-level policy design to understand that FWAs are rarely a
resource for all types of employees, independently of their individual capabilities: The
availability and accessibility of FW As reflect how social policies implicitly or explicitly bring
about structural restrictions and enablements to transform formal entitlements into effective
flexible working arrangements. Using this dualized capabilities approach, we conceptualized

Capability
evaluation of
flexwork
policies

287




[JSSP
43,13/14

288

and operationalized availability and accessibility in terms of the dominant mechanism of
provision and the legislative scope of FWA policies (availability); and four criteria for
accessibility: tenure, time frames for applying for or using FWAs, contractual hours
requirements and firm size. Combining these two indicators allows us to identify how
regulations enable or hinder the freedoms of different groups of employees, particularly
between those with and without care responsibilities.

Our comparative analysis showed key country differences. Spain and Slovenia offer little
support for employees’ control over working time and place (particularly in the private
sector), due to a specific combination of limited availability and accessibility. Despite having
different dominant mechanisms of provision (set at the sectoral level by collective bargaining
in Spain and in practice at the individual level in Slovenia), FWAs are rarely available and
employees’ chances to access them primarily depend on having care responsibilities for a
dependent child or adult. Given the weight of traditional gender norms, FWAs become more
accessible for women than for men, potentially leading to increased labor market
segmentation and limiting men’s capabilities to provide care. In the Netherlands, national
provision of FW As with a universal scope results in the combination of wider availability and
accessibility, showing policy support for employees’ flexible working time capabilities,
expanding opportunities to arrange their working time in a valued way. However, persistent
traditional gender norms in relation to care provision seem to hinder such opportunities (e.g.
men, compared to women, are not expected to value work-care arrangements in which care is
equal to or more important than paid employment). From this, it follows that if women
continue to be expected to participate in employment and still shoulder most of the care (i.e. as
is the current situation with the Dutch one-and-a-half earner model), a universal scope might
not be enough to tackle gender imbalances in opportunities for combining these spheres.

Across the three countries, FWA availability and accessibility are expected to be
expanded beyond national minimum standards through collective bargaining agreements.
Although this could help to specify FW As according to sectoral/occupational need, it can also
(re)produce inequalities because sectors and employees with limited bargaining power are
particularly vulnerable to forgo labor rights (Lee and McCann, 2006). When collective
bargaining agreements or employee representation are absent, employees’ capabilities to use
FWAs as a resource can be relegated to the negotiation between individual employers, line
managers and employees, thus making this resource vulnerable to managerial discretion
(Cooper and Baird, 2015b).

Our comparative analysis further indicates that when national policy is specified and
FWA availability is not conditional to care, accessibility is broader. Eligibility criteria in the
Netherlands, for example, are not tied to caring responsibilities and respond more to
workplace characteristics than to employee circumstances. In instances like this, FWAs can
constitute an actual resource for work-life balance, amplifying capabilities for a wide range of
employees (i.e. making them less dependent on their gender, socioeconomic background and
care responsibilities) and allowing for a greater diversity of ways of combining work and
other activities in life. On the other hand, underspecified national policy that is subject to care
obligations sets a flexible working framework that is more vulnerable to discretional
variations (in the translation of FWAs to individual resources) by factors such as workplace
dynamics, collective bargaining power and employer discretion. This is neither inherently
good nor bad, but potentially opens channels for unequal work-life balance capabilities
among different groups of workers. In contexts where FWA regulations act more as a
conversion factor rather than as a clearly defined resource (i.e. through specification of
eligibility and a universal legal scope), employees could encounter more barriers in accessing
flexible working due to the discretional nature of the decision to accept these claims.

Our findings are not without limitations. First, the potential of FWAs to function as a
resource for work-life balance is also determined by organizational cultures and workplace



dynamics (den Dulk et al, 2016). Further research is needed to extend the limited research on
interactions between national level policy design, as studied here, and the enabling and
constraining factors that employees encounter at the workplace when trying to access
flexible working (den Dulk et al, 2013). Second, while noting the importance of collective
bargaining agreements for FWAs, analyzing these agreements was beyond the scope of this
article. Further research is needed on their role in the potential enhancement of flexibility
rights across sectors. Finally, the evaluation of isolated policy domains (e.g. flexible working)
can be problematic because of the overlapping, multiple aspects of family policy domains
(Zagel and Van Lancker, 2022). Future research can integrate this conceptualization with
similar capability-based conceptualizations of childcare and parental leave policy, for
example, showing how these interact to shape work-life capabilities.

Limitations aside, the capability approach offers an opportunity to generate an evaluative
framework for an in-depth and meaningful comparative analysis of FWAs, allowing for a
nuanced conceptualization and assessment of FWA availability and accessibility. Although
it will be necessary to revisit this conceptualization and operationalization once potential
policy changes induced by the pandemic have been implemented, this perspective can
provide more meaningful insight into real possibilities employees have to achieve work-life
balance beyond the formulation of statutory rights, contributing to a greater understanding
of the paradoxical effects of flexible working.

Notes

1. Job characteristics can also be relevant for accessibility, considering some jobs cannot be performed
remotely (e.g. cleaning and maintenance). This also applies to workplace cultures, as some
workplaces might be more supportive of flexibility claims than others. The substantial variation in
job characteristics and workplace cultures is beyond the scope of this paper, however.

References

Abendroth, AK. and den Dulk, L. (2011), “Support for the work-life balance in europe: the impact of
state, workplace and family support on work-life balance satisfaction”, Work, Employment and
Society, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 234-256, doi: 10.1177/0950017011398892.

Allard, K., Haas, L. and Hwang, C.P. (2007), “Exploring the paradox. Experiences of flexible working
arrangements and work-family conflict among managerial fathers in Sweden”, Community,
Work and Family, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 475-493, doi: 10.1080/13668800701575135.

Annink, A. (2017), “From social support to capabilities for the work-life balance of independent
professionals”, Journal of Management and Organization, Vol. 23 No. 2, pp. 258-276, doi: 10.1017/
jmo.2016.53.

Anttila, T., Oinas, T., Tammelin, M. and Nétti, J. (2015), “Working-time regimes and work-life
balance in europe”, European Sociological Review, Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 713-724, doi: 10.1093/esr/
1ev070.

Anxo, D. (2019), “Convergence towards better working and living conditions: the crucial role of
industrial relations in Sweden”, in Vaughan-Whitehead, D. (Ed.), Towards Convergence in
Europe: Institutions, Labour and Industrial Relations, Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham,
UK, pp. 398-435, doi: 10.4337/9781788978071.00017.

Atkinson, C. and Sandiford, P. (2016), “An exploration of older worker flexible working arrangements
in smaller firms”, Human Resource Management Journal, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 12-28, doi: 10.1111/
1748-8583.12074.

Budd, J.W. and Mumford, K.A. (2006), “Family-friendly work practices in Britain: availability and
perceived accesibility”, Human Resource Management, Vol. 45 No. 1, pp. 23-42, doi: 10.1002/hrm.

Capability
evaluation of
flexwork
policies

289



https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017011398892
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800701575135
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2016.53
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2016.53
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcv070
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcv070
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788978071.00017
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12074
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12074
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm

[JSSP
43,13/14

290

Burdin, G. and Pérotin, V. (2019), “Employee representation and flexible working time”, Labour
Etonomics, Vol. 61, August, 101755, doi: 10.1016/j.1abec0.2019.101755.

Carroll, N. and Conboy, K. (2020), “Normalising the ‘new normal’: changing tech-driven work practices
under pandemic time pressure”, International Journal of Information Management, Vol. 55,
June, 102186, doi: 10.1016/;.;jinfomgt.2020.102186.

Chung, H. (2018a), “Gender, flexibility stigma and the perceived negative consequences of flexible working
in the UK”, Social Indicators Research, Vol. 151 No. 2, pp. 521-545, doi: 10.1007/s11205-018-2036-7.

Chung, H. (2018b), “Dualization and the access to occupational family-friendly working-time
arrangements across Europe”, Social Policy and Administration, Vol. 52 No. 2, pp. 491-507, doi:
10.1111/spol.12379.

Chung, H. (2019a), “National-level family policies and workers’ access to schedule control in a
European comparative perspective: crowding out or in, and for whom?”, Journal of Comparative
Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 25-46, doi: 10.1080/13876988.2017.
1353745.

Chung, H. (2019b), “Women’s work penalty’ in access to flexible working arrangements across
Europe”, European Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 23-40, doi: 10.1177/
0959680117752829.

Chung, H. (2022), The Flexibility Paradox, the Flexibility Paradox, Policy Press, Bristol, doi: 10.2307/.
ctv2c3k1n8.

Chung, H. and van der Horst, M. (2018), “Flexible working and unpaid overtime in the UK: the role of
gender, parental and occupational status”, Social Indicators Research, Vol. 151, pp. 495-520,
0123456789, doi: 10.1007/s11205-018-2028-7.

Chung, H. and van der Lippe, T. (2020), “Flexible working, work-life balance, and gender equality:
introduction”, Social Indicators Research, Vol. 151 No. 2, pp. 365-381, doi: 10.1007/s11205-018-2025-x.

Chung, H., Kerkhofs, M. and Ester, P. (2007), Working Time Flexibility in European Companies,
Establishment Survey on Working Time 2004-2005, European Foundation for the Improvement
of Living and Working Conditions, Luxembourg.

Cooper, R. and Baird, M. (2015a), “Bringing the ‘right to request’ flexible working arrangements to life: from
policies to practices”, Employee Relations, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 568581, doi: 10.1108/ER-07-2014-0085.

Cooper, R. and Baird, M. (2015b), “Bringing the ‘right to request’ flexible working arrangements to life:
from policies to practices”, Employee Relations, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 568-581, doi: 10.1108/ER-07-
2014-0085.

de Guzman, N., Raub, A, Earle, A. and Heymann, J. (2021), “Differential eligibility for paid leave
benefits in OECD countries: the impact of tenure requirements for young workers”, Community,
Work and Family, Vol. 24 No. 2, pp. 193-207, doi: 10.1080/13668803.2019.1688255.

den Dulk, L. and Yerkes, M.A. (2016), “Capabilities to combine work and family in The Netherlands:
challenging or reinforcing the one-and-a-half earner model?”, Japanese Journal of Famuly
Sociology, Vol. 28 No. 2, pp. 180-192, doi: 10.4234/jjoffamilysociology.28.180.

den Dulk, L. and Yerkes, M. (2020), “Netherlands country note”, in Koslowski, A., Blum, S., Dobroti¢, I,
Kaufman, G. and Moss, P. (Eds), International Review of Leave Policies and Research 2020,
Pp. 422-434.

den Dulk, L., Groeneveld, S., Ollier-Malaterre, A. and Valcour, M. (2013), “National context in work-life
research: a multi-level cross-national analysis of the adoption of workplace work-life
arrangements in Europe”, European Management Journal, Vol. 31 No. 5, pp. 478-494, doi: 10.
1016/3.em;.2013.04.010.

den Dulk, L., Peper, B., Kanjuo Mréela, A. and Ignjatovié, M. (2016), “Supervisory support in Slovenian
and Dutch organizations: a contextualizing approach”, Community, Work and Family, Vol. 19
No. 2, pp. 193-212, doi: 10.1080/13668803.2015.1134127.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2019.101755
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2020.102186
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2036-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12379
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2017.1353745
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2017.1353745
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959680117752829
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959680117752829
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv2c3k1n8
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv2c3k1n8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2028-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2025-x
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-07-2014-0085
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-07-2014-0085
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-07-2014-0085
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2019.1688255
https://doi.org/10.4234/jjoffamilysociology.28.180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2013.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2013.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2015.1134127

Dwertmann, D. and McAlpine, K. (2023), “12 A disability contingency framework for the workplace”,
in Beatty, EJ., Hennekam, S. and Kulkarni, M. (Eds), De Gruyter Handbook of Disability and
Management, De Gruyter, Berlin, Boston, pp. 207-220, doi: 10.1515/9783110743647-013.

Estatuto de los Trabajadores (2015), General Courts.

Eurofonds (2016), Working Time Developments in the 21st Century: Work Duration and its
Regulation in the EU, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, doi: 10.2806/
947659.

Eurostat (2019), “Average number of usual weekly hours of work in main job, by sex, professional
status, full-time/part-time and economic activity”, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/
databrowser/view/LFSA_ EWHUN2__custom_597058/default/table’lang=en (accessed 22
February 2021).

EWCS (2016), “European working conditions survey- data visualization EWCS2016”, available at:
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&data
Source=EWCS2016&media =png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&country
Group=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All (accessed 22 February 2021).

Fahlén, S. (2013), “Capabilities and childbearing intentions in europe”, European Societies, Vol. 15
No. 5, pp. 639-662, doi: 10.1080/14616696.2013.798018.

Fredricksen-Goldsen, K. and Scharlach, A. (2001), Families and Work: New Directions in the Twenty-
First Century, Oxford University Press, New York.

Fuertes, V., Egdell, V. and McQuaid, R. (2013), “Extending working lives: age management in SMES”,
Employee Relations, Vol. 35 No. 3, pp. 272-293.

Gronlund, A. and Javornik, J. (2014), “Great expectations. Dual-earner policies and the management of
work-family conflict: the examples of Sweden and Slovenia”, Families, Relationships and
Societies, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 51-65, doi: 10.1332/204674313X13796044783891.

Hegewisch, A. (2009), Flexible Working Policies: A Comparative Review, Equality and Human Rights
Commission, Manchester.

Hildebrandt, E. (2006), “Balance between work and life - new corporate impositions through flexible
working time or opportunity for time sovereignty?”, European Societies, Vol. 8 No. 2,
pp. 251-271, doi: 10.1080/14616690600645001.

Hobson, B. (2013), “Introduction: capabilities and agency for worklife balance—a multidimensional
framework”, In B. Hobson (Ed.), Worklife Balance (Online, pp. 1-31). Oxford University Press,
doi: 10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199681136.003.0001.

Hrzenjak, M. and Humer, Z. (2018), “Caring masculinities and flexibilisation of labour markets: fathers in
precarious and managerial employment in Slovenia”, Gender Questions, Vol. 6 No. 1, doi: 10.25159/
2412-8457/2977.

Hvinden, B. and Halvorsen, R. (2018), “Mediating agency and structure in sociology: what role for
conversion factors?”, Critical Sociology, Vol. 44 No. 6, pp. 865-881, doi: 10.1177/
0896920516684541.

ILO (2019), Guide to Developing Balanced Working Time Arrangements, Publications of the
International Labour Office, Geneva.

Javornik, J. (2014), “Measuring state de-familialism: contesting post-socialist exceptionalism”, Journal
of European Social Policy, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 240-257, doi: 10.1177/0958928714525815.

Javornik, J. and Kurowska, A. (2017), “Work and care opportunities under different parental leave
systems: gender and class inequalities in northern europe”, Social Policy and Administration,
Vol. 51 No. 4, pp. 617-637, doi: 10.1111/spol.12316.

Kanjuo-Mrcela, A. and Cernigoj-Sadar, N. (2013), “Capabilities for worklife balance in the context of
increasing work intensity and precariousness in the service sector and the IT industry in a
transitional economy”, in Hobson, B. (Ed.), Worklife Balance: the Agency and Capabilities Gap,
1st ed., Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp. 238-265, doi: 10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199681136.
003.00009.

Capability
evaluation of
flexwork
policies

291



https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110743647-013
https://doi.org/10.2806/947659
https://doi.org/10.2806/947659
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/LFSA_EWHUN2__custom_597058/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/LFSA_EWHUN2__custom_597058/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/LFSA_EWHUN2__custom_597058/default/table?lang=en
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/data/european-working-conditions-survey?locale=EN&dataSource=EWCS2016&media=png&width=740&question=y15_Q88&plot=euBars&countryGroup=linear&subset=agecat_3&subsetValue=All
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2013.798018
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674313X13796044783891
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616690600645001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199681136.003.0001
https://doi.org/10.25159/2412-8457/2977
https://doi.org/10.25159/2412-8457/2977
https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920516684541
https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920516684541
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928714525815
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12316
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199681136.003.0009
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199681136.003.0009

[JSSP
43,13/14

292

Kelly, E.L. and Kalev, A. (2006), “Managing flexible work arrangements in US organizations:
formalized discretion or ‘a right to ask™, Socio-Economic Review, Vol. 4 No. 3, pp. 379-416,
doi: 10.1093/ser/mwl1001.

Kirton, G. (2021), “Union framing of gender equality and the elusive potential of equality bargaining in
a difficult climate”, Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 63 No. 4, pp. 591-613, doi: 10.1177/
00221856211003604.

Kurowska, A. (2018), “(De)familialization and (De)genderization - competing or complementary
perspectives in comparative policy analysis?”, Social Policy and Administration, Vol. 52 No. 1,
pp. 29-49, doi: 10.1111/spol.12272.

Kurowska, A. (2020), “Gendered effects of home-based work on parents’ capability to balance work
with non-work: two countries with different models of division of labour compared”, Social
Indicators Research, Vol. 151 No. 2, pp. 405-425, doi: 10.1007/s11205-018-2034-9.

Lee, S. and McCann, D. (2006), “Working time capability: towards realizing individual choice”,
in Boulin, J.-Y., Lallement, M., Messenger, J.C. and Michon, F. (Eds), Decent Working Time: New
Trends, New Issues, International Labour Organization - ILO, Geneva, pp. 148-162.

Ley de Medidas Urgentes Para Garantia de La Igualdad de Trato y de Oportunidades Entre Mujeres y
Hombres En El Empleo y La Ocupacion (2019), General Courts, Spain.

Ley de Medidas Urgentes Para La Reforma Del Mercado Laboral (2012), General Courts.
Ley de Trabajo a Distancia (2020), General Courts.

Ledn, M. (2019), Igualdad de Género y Seguridad Social, Papeles de Economia Espanola, Vol. 161,
pp. 85-99.

Lister, R, Tobio, C., Gavanas, A, Williams, F., Anttonen, A., Bussemaker, J., Gerhard, U., Heinen, ],
Johansson, S., Leira, A. and Siim, B. (2007), Gendering Citizenship in Western Europe: New
Challenges for Citizenship Research in a Cross-National Context, Bristol.

Lott, Y. (2015), “Working-time flexibility and autonomy: a European perspective on time adequacy”,
European Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 259-274, doi: 10.1177/0959680114543604.

Lott, Y. and Chung, H. (2016), “Gender discrepancies in the outcomes of schedule control on overtime hours
and income in Germany”, European Sociological Review, Vol. 32 No. 6, pp. 752-765, doi: 10.1093/esr/
jew032.

Maestripieri, L. and Ledn, M. (2019), “So close, so far? Part-time employment and its effects on gender
equality in Italy and Spain”, in Nicolaisen, H., Kavli, H. and Steen Jensen, R. (Eds), Dualization of
Part-Time Work. The Development of Labour Market Insiders and Outsiders, Policy Press, pp. 55-83.

Masuda, A.D., Poelmans, S.A.Y., Allen, T.D., Spector, P.E., Lapierre, L.M., Cooper, C.L., Abarca, N.,
Brough, P., Ferreiro, P., Fraile, G., Lu, L., Lu, C.Q,, Ling, O., O'Driscoll, M.P., Suarez, A., Shima, S.
and Moreno-Velazquez, 1. (2012), “Flexible work arrangements availability and their
relationship with work-to-family conflict, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions: a
comparison of three country clusters”, Applied Psychology, Vol. 61 No. 1, pp. 1-29, doi: 10.
1111/3.1464-0597.2011.00453 x.

Medas, G. and Ceccon, D. (2021), COLBAR-EUROPE Report 6: Contents and Characteristics of the
Spanish Collective Bargaining Agreements, COLBAR-EUROPE - Wagelndicator Foundation and
University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam.

Meil, G., Lapuerta, I. and Escobedo, A. (2020), “Spain country note”, in Koslowski, A., Blum, S,
Dobroti¢, I, Kaufman, G. and Moss, P. (Eds), International Review of Leave Policies and Research
2020, pp. 537-554.

Moreno, A. (2013), “The decline of the male breadwinner family model versus the persistence of
gendered unpaid work in Spain”, Families, Relationships and Societies, Vol. 2 No. 3, pp. 371-393,
doi: 10.1332/204674313X671169.

Nicolaisen, H., Kavli, H.C. and Steen Jensen, R. (Eds) (2019) in, Dualisation of Part-Time Work, Policy
Press, doi: 10.47674/9781447364221.


https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwl001
https://doi.org/10.1177/00221856211003604
https://doi.org/10.1177/00221856211003604
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12272
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2034-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959680114543604
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcw032
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcw032
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00453.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.2011.00453.x
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674313X671169
https://doi.org/10.47674/9781447364221

OECD (2007), Employment Outlook 2007, OECD, Geneva, doi: 10.1787/empl_outlook-2007-en.
OECD (2021), “Part-time employment rate (indicator)”, doi: 10.1787/f2ad596c-en.

Olah, L.Sz., Kotowska, LE. and Richter, R. (2018), “The new roles of men and women and implications for
families and societies”, in Doblhammer, G. and Guma, J. (Eds), A Demographic Perspective on Gender,
Family and Health in Europe, Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp. 41-64, doi: 10.1007/978-3-
319-72356-3_4.

Pfau-Effinger, B. (2005), “Culture and welfare state policies: reflections on a complex interrelation”,
Journal of Social Policy, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 3-20, doi: 10.1017/S0047279404008232.

Plantenga, J. (2002), “Combining work and care in the polder model: an assessment of the Dutch part-
time strategy”, Critical Social Policy, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 53-71, doi: 10.1177/
02610183020220010601.

Possenriede, D. and Plantenga, J. (2011), “Access to flexible work arrangements, working-time fit and
job satisfaction”, No. 22.

Robeyns, 1. (2005), “The Capability approach: a theoretical survey”, Journal of Human Development,
Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 93-117, doi: 10.1080/146498805200034266.

Robeyns, L. (2017), Wellbeing, Freedom and Social Justice: the Capability Approach Re-examined, Open
Book, Cambridge, UK, doi: 10.11647/0OBP.0130.

Sanchez-Mira, N. (2020), “Work—family arrangements and the crisis in Spain: balkanized gender
contracts?”, Gender, Work and Orgamization, Vol. 27 No. 6, pp. 944970, doi: 10.1111/
gwao.12417.

Sen, A. (2000), Development as Freedom, Alfred A. Knopf, New York.

Shockley, KM. and Allen, T.D. (2007), “When flexibility helps: another look at the availability of
flexible work arrangements and work-family conflict”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 71
No. 3, pp. 479-493, doi: 10.1016/;.jvb.2007.08.006.

Stropnik, N. (2020), “Slovenia country note”, in Koslowski, A., Blum, S., Dobrotic, I., Kaufman, G. and
Moss, P. (Eds), International Review of Leave Policies and Research 2020, pp. 513-523.

Temple, ], Dow, B. and Baird, M. (2019), “Special working arrangements to allow for care
responsibilities in Australia: availability, usage and barriers”, Australian Population Studies,
Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 13-29, doi: 10.37970/aps.v3il.44.

Wet Aanpassing Arbeidsduur (2000), States General.
Wet Flexibel Werken (2016), States General.

Wight, V.R. and Raley, S.B. (2009), “When home becomes work: work and family time among
workers at home”, Social Indicators Research, Vol. 93 No. 1, pp. 197-202, doi: 10.1007/s11205-
008-9377-6.

Williams, ].C., Blair-Loy, M. and Berdahl, J.L. (2013), “Cultural schemas, social class, and the flexibility
stigma”, Journal of Social Issues, Vol. 69 No. 2, pp. 209-234, doi: 10.1111/j0s1.12012.

Yerkes, M. and Javornik, J. (2019), “Creating capabilities: childcare policies in comparative
perspective”, Journal of European Social Policy, Vol. 29 No. 4, pp. 529-544, doi: 10.1177/
(0958928718808421.

Yerkes, M. and Visser, J. (2006), “Women’s preferences or delineated policies? The development of
part-time work in The Netherlands, Germany and the United Kingdom”, in Boulin, J.-Y.,
Lallement, M., Messenger, J.C. and Michon, F. (Eds), Decent Working Time: New Trends, New
Issues, International Labour Office, Geneva, pp. 235-262.

Yerkes, M., Javornik, J. and Kurowska, A.(Eds) (2019) in, Social Policy and the Capability Approach,
Policy Press, doi: 10.1332/policypress/9781447341789.001.0001.
Zagel, H. and Van Lancker, W. (2022), “Family policies’ long-term effects on poverty: a comparative

analysis of single and partnered mothers”, Journal of European Social Policy, Vol. 32 No. 2,
pp. 166-181, doi: 10.1177/09589287211035690.

Capability
evaluation of
flexwork
policies

293



https://doi.org/10.1787/empl_outlook-2007-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/f2ad596c-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72356-3_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72356-3_4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279404008232
https://doi.org/10.1177/02610183020220010601
https://doi.org/10.1177/02610183020220010601
https://doi.org/10.1080/146498805200034266
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0130
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12417
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12417
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.08.006
https://doi.org/10.37970/aps.v3i1.44
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9377-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-008-9377-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928718808421
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928718808421
https://doi.org/10.1332/policypress/9781447341789.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287211035690

IJSSP Zakon o Delovnih Razmerjih (2016), Slovenian Pairlament, Slovenia.

43,13/ 14 Zakon o Spremembah in Dopolnitvah Zakona o StarSevskem Varstvu in Druzinskih Prejemkih (2018),
Slovenian Parliament, Slovenia.

Corresponding author
294 Carla Brega can be contacted at: c.bregabaytelman@uu.nl

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com


mailto:c.bregabaytelman@uu.nl

	Flexible work arrangements for work-life balance: a cross-national policy evaluation from a capabilities perspective
	Introduction
	Conceptualizing FWAs: a capability approach
	FWA availability and accessibility from a capability approach
	Availability
	Accessibility

	Work regimes and gender roles: FWAs in context
	Data and methods
	Results
	Availability
	Accessibility

	Conclusion and discussion
	Notes
	References


