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Section I

Preface
It’s About Time. The title of this study says it all – part time is about the amount of time
one can work, remaining with one’s firm for a long time, having long-time relationships
with clients, and making time to be involved with family and community.
Part time is not about commitment, ability, and value. As this study shows, myths about
part-time attorneys are still major obstacles that prevent firms from embracing part-time
schedules as a solution to attrition. Contrary to old partners’ tales, part-time attorneys are
loyal to their firms, work hard, and are profitable for their firms.
Profitable? This study addresses head on the key issue of the economics of part-time
work. Its survey demonstrates that many law firms and lawyers still accept the myth that
part-time work is unprofitable. The economic analysis the authors provide shows the
opposite: an effective part-time program will increase a firm’s bottom line. The authors
discuss the business case for part-time: it reduces attrition-related costs, which can total
more than a million dollars a year for some firms; it attracts new clients and retains existing
clients; and it improves recruiting and a firm’s reputation. The authors go further, however,
and challenge the conventional accounting methods that inaccurately make it appear that
part-time work is not profitable. Part-time attorneys typically use less overhead than fulltime attorneys and, ironically, the overhead taxed to the part-time attorneys includes
expenses related to the very attrition that good part-time programs will reduce. Moreover,
part-time attorneys create profits through high productivity and higher billing rates as
they become more senior, which becomes clear once firms stop viewing attorneys as shortterm profit centers. Addressing these economic issues makes a major contribution to the
ongoing discussion of the feasibility of part-time work.
This study is, as the authors note, the first study of its kind of Atlanta’s law firms. This
alone is enough to make this study very important. The study is important for an additional
reason, however. It replaces anecdotal evidence with statistical evidence in several
important areas, such as retention, reasons for working part time, and eligibility for
partnership.
Also importantly, the study addresses the interests of clients. Too often, law firms assume
that clients do not want to work with part-time attorneys. This study’s refutation of that
notion is consistent with our just-completed study of in-house counsel, which shows that
clients are overwhelmingly supportive of part-time programs in law firms. Clients told
PAR researchers that full-time attorneys are not available to them 24/7, and they notice
little difference between the availability of full-time and part-time attorneys. Moreover,
clients are in favor of initiatives that will increase retention at law firms and save them the
costs and effort of retraining new outside counsel.
Shining a light on sometimes hidden part-time practices, as this report does, will prompt
change at firms that want to be leaders. Law students and mid-level attorneys switching
firms will look for employment at firms that offer more balanced schedules. As some job
seekers have noted in conversations with us, even if they do not want to work part time,
they will look for a firm with a good part-time program because it is a significant indicator
of the type of culture a firm has and because their circumstances could change and they
could find themselves needing to reduce their hours. Law firms that want to be employers
of choice and to be more successful in their recruiting will make the changes necessary to

attract talented attorneys. Information about each firm’s part-time program is available
publicly through the NALP directory, annual surveys of associate and summer associate
satisfaction, web sites dedicated to tracking part-time work for attorneys, and web sites
that provide a forum for attorneys to gossip about what really goes on in their firms. This
increasing availability of information can be a carrot or a cattle prod, according to the
efforts each firm makes with respect to flexible work arrangements.
It is worth noting in this context that although this report focuses on women attorneys,
studies show that young male attorneys feel just as conflicted by work/life issues and are
almost as likely as young female attorneys to choose an employer or leave an employer for
schedule-related reasons. This fact remains largely unknown because men tend not to be
as vocal about their motivations. Anyone who ignores this report does so at his or her own
peril, and will increasingly find his or her firm out of step with the nation’s leading law
firms.
Read the report, take its lessons to heart – but don’t just put it on your shelf. Take action.
In particular, make the business imperative of part time part of your law firm’s culture.
Ensuring that all partners understand the economic reasons behind offering non-stigmatized
part-time schedules, sending the message from the firm’s leaders that part time is a positive
initiative that the firm will make work, and measuring and rewarding the results will all
help to overcome resistance to adoption of an effective, usable part-time program.
Individual attorneys and their law firms can work together toward a win-win situation –
it’s about time, so let’s get to work!
Joan C. Williams
Cynthia Thomas Calvert
Project for Attorney Retention
Washington, D.C.
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Section II

Executive Summary
Women lawyers place enormous value on flexible work schedules. Firms that
support such schedules reap benefits in the form of higher retention, increased profitability,
and improved morale. In turn, the legal profession—and, on a broader level, society—
experiences benefits in the form of part-time lawyers who are better situated to devote
time to activities that make lawyers better citizens.
These core conclusions emerged from the survey responses of 37 Atlanta-area
law firms, representing more than 7,000 lawyers, and 167 individual attorneys—consisting
of women and men, associates and partners, part-time and full-time lawyers, and retired
and active attorneys. The part-time participants in this Study had an average age of 37
years and an average level of full-time legal experience of 7 years before they went parttime.
“It’s About Time” presents the first comprehensive study of part-time policies
and practices among Atlanta-area law firms, and it evaluates important ramifications—for
individuals, firms, and the profession—of the finding that women, a growing majority in
the law, truly value the opportunity to work part-time while continuing to advance their
legal careers.
Key results from this Study include the following highlights:
·

Women lawyers now comprise about one-third of law firm lawyers in Atlanta.
At the current rate of growth, women will make up 50% of Atlanta law firm
lawyers within 10 years.

·

A noticeable gender gap in attrition persisted during the 3 years in this Study, from
1999 through 2001. The average annual attrition rate among women lawyers ranged
from 15% to 19%, whereas it ranged from only 11% to 12% for men.

·

Ninety percent of part-timers said their schedule affected their decision to stay with
their firms, making it more desirable to remain at the firm.

·

Most full-time lawyers (aggregating men and women together) who recently left a
law firm did not leave for more money; they left for better schedules. Only 22%
reported that they left for “more money” in contrast to 33% who left because they
“wanted fewer hours” and 19% who “wanted a different schedule.”

As the highlights above suggest, this Study revealed that there are numerous
benefits to firms that encourage and support equitable part-time schedules, among them:
·

Improved retention.

·

Greater profitability.

·

More diversity in firm leadership positions.

·

Increased integrity for the legal profession.

For firms, the single most important finding of this Study is that women will
continue to walk away from law firms (as profitable mid-level and senior associates) at
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high attrition rates until they find a work schedule that makes sense for their lives. Relatedly,
the responses also debunked a common myth that part-time schedules are unprofitable.
Although many firms figure overhead costs into their assessments of part-time profitability,
few also consider the costs of attrition. Firms that assessed both found that part-time is
profitable. Moreover, many part-timers’ responses revealed a largely untapped source of
greater profits: part-timers often wished their arrangements provided incentives to bring
in business.
Additionally, firms’ partnerships would likely see greater numbers of women
with more equitable part-time arrangements. One-third of surveyed law firms do not
permit part-time attorneys to advance to partnership. In those firms, part-time lawyers
(who are mostly women) are not considered for partnership—regardless of their
performance and their seniority. A law firm without a flexible partnership track both
drives a disproportionate number of women out of the workplace and leaves the women
who choose to stay in the firm with less hope of achieving real power. In contrast, firms
with part-time partnership tracks benefit in the form of improved retention, diverse
viewpoints, and a wider range of role models and mentors, not to mention increased business
prospects.
Finally, preserving the integrity of the legal profession is the most important
incentive to promote flexible work schedules and partnership tracks. On average, parttime respondents reported that they work about 1400 hours annually, which is about 28
hours a week for a 50-week year. Years ago, 1400 hours of work was considered a fulltime schedule. The American Bar Association itself in its 1962 handbook noted that,
given a lawyer’s civic, administrative, and other nonbillable matters, there were only about
1300 billable hours in a year. The contemporary model of emphasizing much greater
billing has prompted widespread calls for reform due to the negative consequences for pro
bono work and the incentives for fraud, among other disadvantages. Lawyers on parttime schedules can address some of these complaints–they can devote more time to activities
that make lawyers good citizens.
In addition to highlighting benefits that firms stand to gain from implementing
part-time policies, this Study helped pinpoint problem areas for which recommendations
are provided. For example, only about one-third of firms reported having written parttime policies. Yet even at these firms, attorneys often learned of firms’ policies by word of
mouth or approaching their supervisors. And in spite of written policies, many attorneys
reported that firm management failed to assist them with the implementation of their
arrangements. Many law firm practices create or perpetuate the belief that a part-time
arrangement is a special accommodation for mothers rather than a legitimate career choice
for any attorney. Ad hoc implementation, secrecy about part-time “deals” with individual
lawyers, inadequate monitoring of part-time arrangements, and the failure to assure
consideration for partnership are among the practices that clearly stigmatize these
arrangements—and the lawyers who enter into them.
Although part-time attorneys generally reported that they were satisfied with
their schedules and felt loyal to their law firms, they were dissatisfied with their
opportunities for advancement and the “environmental static” that accompanied their parttime arrangements. For example, respondents indicated that some partners refused to
work with or vote to advance part-time associates and some peers disrespected or resented
part-time attorneys.
These results suggested several recommendations for firms wishing to achieve
the benefits of effective part-time policies:
·

Develop and communicate written policies that serve as guidelines; avoid
ad hoc arrangements.

·

Ensure that compensation, bonuses, and opportunities for advancement
for part-timers are proportional to those of their full-time counterparts.
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·

Encourage a firm culture that supports flexible work schedules as a
legitimate choice for any attorney.

The bottom line is that flexible schedules and paths to partnership are crucial to
increasing the number of women leaders in law firms. The opportunity to work and
advance to partnership on a reduced-hours schedule is about fairness, it’s about longrange profit making, it’s about the integrity of the legal profession, and it’s about our
devotion to our families and communities.

Isn’t it About Time?
Section III

Introduction
Members of the Georgia Association for Women Lawyers (“GAWL”) and the
Atlanta Bar Association Women in the Profession Committee (“WIP”) resoundingly called
for and supported this Study. GAWL, WIP, and the Georgia Commission on Women
funded this Study.
A major impetus for this Study was a call to action by the Commission on Women
in the Profession of the American Bar Association (the “Commission”), which has published
numerous reports on the dearth of women leaders in the law. In 2001, the Commission
urged employers and professional organizations like GAWL and WIP to study women’s
progress in the legal profession.2 From the Commission’s admonition that “what isn’t
measured isn’t done,” this Study was born.3
To produce “It’s About Time,” GAWL and WIP surveyed three categories of
respondents in the summer of 2002: (1) Atlanta-area law firms with ten or more attorneys
(“Survey I”); (2) law-firm lawyers with part-time experience during the three previous
years (“Survey II”); and (3) Atlanta-area lawyers who had left a law firm during the three
previous years (“Survey III”).
GAWL and WIP developed a confidential questionnaire for each category of
respondent.4 The questionnaires defined “part-time” to mean a reduced work schedule for
reduced pay.5 Thirty-seven law firms, representing more than 7000 lawyers, responded to
Survey I, including 11 of the top 12 revenue-producing law firms in Atlanta.6 Additionally,
69 individual attorneys responded to Survey II and 98 responded to Survey III, many
writing lengthy and heartfelt comments about their experiences. They were associates
and partners, part-time and full-time, and retired and active attorneys. About three-fourths
of the respondents were women, while one-fourth were men.
Part IV of this report presents the data from this Study, organized into topics of
interest to law firms, practicing lawyers, and law students interested in law firm practice.
Part V analyzes the results while examining discussions of the results of studies and reports
from other geographical areas about part-time law practice, and includes a reprint of a
model part-time policy. Part VII presents a unique feature of this Study: the authors
developed 3 case studies that examine the responses of particular law firms and their
current and former employees. Part VIII presents a table displaying biographical data
collected from the participating law firms about their attorneys. It documents the gender
shift and other trends in the practice of law that are discussed in the report. Part IX describes
the authors’ methodology and the demographics of the participants. The questionnaire
forms used in this Study are available through GAWL and WIP and may be found at
www.gawl.org and www.atlantabar.org.
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Section IV

Study Report: "It’s About Time"

A. Law Firm Expectations
This section presents Atlanta law firms’ policies on part-time work, including
whether part-time is offered, minimum seniority requirements, durational limitations and
billable hours.
1. Law Firm Policies
Of thirty-seven law firms participating in this Study, 100% of law firms with
more than 20 members offered part-time schedules to their attorneys or had permitted
part-time in the past. Only 11 of the 37 participating law firms (30%) had written policies
about part-time employment for attorneys. Ten of these 11 firms have 100 or more attorneys
in an Atlanta office. Among those with a written policy, 3 law firms reported that they
follow the policy to the letter, but most law firms stated that the policy “serves as a rough
guideline.” Of firms with greater than 200 attorneys, the firm with the largest percent of
part-time attorneys (12%) provided a short written policy that described pro-rata
compensation and bonuses for part-time lawyers; conversely, the firm with the most detailed
policy (which primarily sets limits on part-time arrangements) reported the smallest
percentage (1%) of part-time attorneys.
Twenty-one of the remaining law firms (57% overall) reported that while they
had no written policy, they nevertheless allowed attorneys to work part-time or had done
so in the past. Nearly every firm in this category described its policy using the terms “case
by case,” “ad hoc,” “individual,” or “flexible.”
Based on the foregoing responses, it appeared that at least 32 of the participating
law firms allowed part-time work. Five small firms either did not have or never had parttime attorneys.7 One firm appears not to permit attorneys to work part-time.
The majority of law firms, large and small, stated that they address part-time
work requests on an individualized basis. Among 11 firms that had changed their policy
in recent years, 10 reported changes in compensation for part-time attorneys, 8 reported
that the firm changed the types of arrangements available, 5 reported changes in
advancement policies, and 4 reported changes in durational limits.
Thirty-two law firms provided information regarding the criteria they consider
in deciding whether to agree to a part-time arrangement. The criteria cited most often
were billable hour expectations (69% of responding law firms), length of time with the
firm (66%), practice area (31%), needs of the firm (25%), and the quality of the attorney’s
work (25%). Four firms reported factoring in profitability and another 4 reported
considering the reason for the request. One law firm stated that it allowed only women to
have part-time status.
2. Minimum Level Of Seniority
The majority of participating law firms (71%) reported that they do not require
an attorney to reach a certain level of seniority before working part-time. Of respondents
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requiring some seniority, 3 firms required 1 year, 3 firms required 2 years, and 1 firm
required 3 years of seniority. Indeed, 5 departing lawyers answering Survey III indicated
that they did not consider part-time arrangements at their firms prior to leaving because
they thought they were too junior to qualify for part-time, even in cases where they were
actually eligible for part-time.
Of part-time respondents, 30% had been with their law firms for 1 to 3 years,
25% had been with their firms for 4 to 6 years, and another 25% had been at their firms for
7 to 9 years. Eight respondents had been at their firms between 10 and 15 years, and 5
respondents had been at their firms for longer than 15 years. On a related note, the average
time after law school before choosing to work part-time was 7 years. Likewise, the 10
respondents who worked part-time prior to leaving their firms had also worked an average
of 7 years before entering into a part-time arrangement.
3. Durational Requirements
Of the 11 firms that provided written policies, 1 permitted an attorney to adopt
a part-time schedule for only 1 year (with discretionary extensions); 1 permitted part-time
for “some period of time”; 1 permitted part-time for no longer than 2 years and no more
often than twice; 1 permitted part-time for up to 3 years; and 1 provided a limitation of no
longer than 5 years, which may be extended. At least 2 large Atlanta firms had dispensed
with durational limitations: 1 permitted part-time on a “short-term or indefinite-term
basis” and 1 specifically noted that in order to preserve flexibility, it did not impose a
durational limitation on part-time schedules. Notwithstanding durational requirements at
some firms, 35% of respondent part-timers reported working part-time for more than 4
years and 12% reported working part-time for more than 7 years.
4. Billable Hours
Although most firms did not report minimum-hour requirements, the attorneys
provided data on the requirements of their particular part-time arrangements. The highest
percentage of part-time respondents, 24%, cited a target of 1200 hours per year. Nineteen
percent were required to work 1500 hours per year; 10% were required to work 1000
hours; and 10% were required to work 1600 hours. Actual total hours reported worked by
part-time respondents, however, were as high as 2250, with
billable hours as high as 1650, and mean billables at 1130.
Billable hours also played a large role in firms’
decisions to allow part-time schedules: 69% of firms
responding indicated that billable hours was one of the
criteria for evaluating a part-time request; 20% of firms
reported using it as a basis for bonuses; and some firms
reported requiring a minimum of 25 to 30 work hours per
week to qualify for benefits.
Approximately half of the current and departing
part-time attorneys indicated that their part-time schedules
did not change over time. However, 20% of Survey III
respondents who left firms indicated that they reduced their
hours, while approximately 20% of part-time respondents
reported an increase in hours or a return to full-time. Only
13% of the Survey II part-time respondents reported a further
reduction in hours while part-time.

Part-time seems to
be often a myth,
with part-timers
often finding
themselves working
well over the hours
they bargained for
but yet getting paid
less and advancing
more slowly.
Departing FullTime Attorney

Full timers’ perceptions of part-time schedules mirrored the reality reported by
some part-timers; when asked why they did not consider part-time work prior to leaving
their firms, reasons given by departing lawyers included pay being gutted, no opportunity
for advancement, and having to work just as hard.8 Comments that echoed these sentiments
included:
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“Tried to explore this option with firm, but the pay cut was severe and
the hours were still high to be considered [part-time].” —Departing
Full-Time Attorney
“[I]t was my perception that the part-timers got paid less but often worked
as much as the full-time employees.” —Departing Full-Time Attorney
“Reduced hours options still amounted to ‘full time’ — 9-5 four or five
days a week.” —Departing Full-Time Attorney

B. Profitability Issues
This section summarizes the responses of participating law firms and individuals
regarding retention and costs of attrition, profitability, and client satisfaction as these
issues relate to part-time arrangements.
1. Retention And Costs Of Attrition
Seventy-two percent of the responding firms had not specifically evaluated the
costs of attrition, meaning the loss of desirable attorneys. Those firms that reported
assessing the costs of attrition most often concluded that it was more economical to retain
a good lawyer on a part-time basis than to recruit and train a new lawyer, and that offering
part-time options helped the firms retain good lawyers.
“Hiring costs are very high—as are training costs, and cost[s] of error
in hiring. All militate in favor of trying to keep our good people.” –
Small Law Firm
“[It] is essential to retention and cheaper in long-run to allow flexible
schedule[s].” –Large Law Firm
“Our firm understands the importance of retaining valued, long-term
employees and the cost of hiring and training new employees.” –Small
Law Firm
“By accommodating our attorneys that desire a modified work schedule, we are able to retain our talented lawyers.” –Large Law Firm
When asked about the strengths of a part-time program, several firms pointed to
benefits such as: “retains qualified attorneys; helps with recruiting efforts,” “essential to
retention of qualified attorneys; good for morale,” “retention of female lawyers.”
Correspondingly, 90% of part-time attorney respondents said that the availability of a
part-time schedule impacted their decision to stay at their firm. When asked how their
firm’s part-time policy influenced them, 31% of respondents stated they would have quit
their firm if not for the policy. In fact, 43% of respondent part-timers had been at their
firms for 7 years or longer, and 19% had been at their firms for
10 years or longer. Furthermore, 71% of part-timers stated that
they were not considering leaving their firms.
“My part-time arrangement saved my legal career. I was
not happy with the hours required of partnership-track
attorneys, and the part-time arrangement has kept me at
my firm and in the legal profession.” –Part-Time Attorney

My part-time
arrangement saved
my legal career.
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“I will stay here because of [my part-time arrangement] . . . I am content to take a slower road, since my time with my child is far more
important to me at the moment.” –Part-Time Attorney
“My firm told me that they felt keeping me on part-time was a worthwhile investment for the firm. I think that was exactly the right way to
approach it . . . and I was enormously appreciative.” –Part-Time
Attorney
Similarly, departing lawyers in Survey III reported wanting fewer hours (33%) or
different schedules (19%), and cited family reasons (13%) as factoring into their decisions
to leave. The total hours reported by departing full-timers were as high as 3500, with
billable hours as high as 2500. Nevertheless, many of the departing full-time respondents
reported that they did not consider part-time because they did not view a part-time schedule
as a viable option, or otherwise perceived part-time status in a negative light. Yet 8% of
departing attorneys are currently employed on a part-time basis at their new employer. They
comprise 17% of attorneys who left their firms for fewer hours and/or a different schedule
and 25% of lawyers who reported they did not consider part-time because it was not an
option, not available to them or would not work.

Factors Affecting Decision to Leave
33% Fewer Hours
19% Different Schedules
13% Family Reasons

“Part-time work makes lawyering enjoyable and satisfying. I’ve done
it for 11 years, and have never experienced the burnout that I see in so
many colleagues.” –Departing Part-Time Attorney
2. Profitability
Fifty-eight percent of responding law firms, 19 of 33, had not studied the
profitability of part-time attorneys. Of the 14 that did report having studied profitability,
which was not defined in the Study, 12 firms elucidated their findings but none provided
specific information about how they determined profitability. 9 Part V below examines
methods of calculating profitability. Five of these 12 firms reported that the profitability
of part-time attorneys was lower than or equal to that of full-time attorneys, 4 reported
that part-timers were not profitable, 3 reported that profitability depended on the individual
arrangement, and 1 firm had not yet reached a conclusion. Seven of the 12 considered
overhead when determining profitability—only 1 of those firms prorated overhead costs
in its profitability determination. Of those who found part-timers “not profitable,” fixed
overhead costs were most often cited as the cause. Two firms that reported not having
studied profitability of part-time nevertheless cited “reduced profitability” as a weakness
of part-time arrangements.
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While 12% of firms responding indicated that profitability was a criterion in
deciding whether to agree to a part-time arrangement with a specific attorney, as noted
above, 69% listed “billable hours expectations” as one of the criteria they considered in
evaluating a proposed part-time schedule.
“Our firm has determined that part-time lawyers can be profitable.
Our firm considers part-time attorneys to be long-term investments
and has found that part-time attorneys’ productivity and longevity outweigh any additional overhead.” —Small Law Firm
“[L]ower profitability is worth the investment to retain good people.”
—Large Law Firm
The majority of the part-time attorneys (55%) who were surveyed stated that no
one at their respective firms had discussed their profitability with them. However, onethird of part-timers indicated that they were required to meet a certain number of billable
hours per year—with the largest percentage (24%) required to work a minimum of 1200
hours per year.
Some part-timers indicated that they would welcome the opportunity to add to
the profitability of their firms by bringing in business; however, they were not rewarded
for client development.
“I like my arrangement generally, but wish I were given more incentive
to bring in business. There is no mechanism for that in my current
arrangement, and I have encountered resistance when I have raised the
issue.” —Part-Time Attorney
3. Client Satisfaction
While firms did not report statistical data with respect to client satisfaction, they
did provide written comments illuminating their perceptions of the impact of part-time
schedules on client satisfaction. For example, firms often cited the preservation of client
relationships as a strength of part-time arrangements:
“[Strengths of a part-time program include] [m]aintenance of attorney
client relationships [that] might otherwise be lost.” –Small Law Firm
“[Strengths include being] able to continue offering our clients lawyers
with whom they have worked in the past.” –Medium Law Firm
On the other hand, some firms cited potential limitations on client service as a
weakness of part-time arrangements:
“The practice of law is a profession in which the needs of the client are
paramount. There are times [when] it is difficult for any lawyer to meet
those needs on anything other than a full time basis.” –Large Law Firm
“Often part-timers are not available when needed by clients or others.”
–Medium Law Firm
“The weaknesses [of a part-time arrangement] include the fact that the
attorney is not available full time [and] is not as responsive to clients.”
–Small Law Firm
Client satisfaction was reported by some firms as a criterion for deciding whether
to permit a particular reduced-hour arrangement:
“[One factor considered is an attorney’s] ongoing ability to meet firm
and client expectations.” –Small Law Firm
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And it was referenced in firms’ written policies:
“Naturally, [attorneys on part-time status] must at all times meet the
expectations and needs of the Firm and its clients.” –Small Law Firm
“The requesting lawyer [must address any] potential barriers that the
part-time schedule may raise with clients.” –Large Law Firm
Finally, at least one firm that had studied attrition reported factoring “lost client
relationships,” along with hiring costs and other intangibles such as effect on morale,
into its attrition costs, concluding that attorney attrition is expensive.
Part-time respondents had a different perspective than these employers. Eightyeight percent of part-timers responded that their part-time arrangements did not affect
their interaction with clients or, significantly, that it had positively impacted their client
relationships; one part-timer noted that a positive impact was that a part-time schedule
had a “humanizing effect” with clients. The remaining 12%, however, reported that
client relationships had been affected, that they were elusive about their status with clients,
that they had less client contact or no client contact at all. Similarly, 80% of departing
part-timers indicated that their part-time status did not affect their interaction with clients.
“While I do have time limitations, I have always been and remain committed to getting the work done and doing the best possible job for the
client.” –Part-Time Attorney
“I have a reduced hour requirement [but] I come into the office every
day because I believe that clients and other attorneys expect to have
access to me on a daily basis.” –Part-Time Attorney
C.

Reasons To Work Part-Time

Of law firms that provided written policies or otherwise commented on the issue,
“permissible” reasons to go part-time most often included newborn care, the care of a
seriously ill relative or personal health issues.
“[Permissible reasons are t]o care for a newly-born or newly-adopted
child [or to] care for an immediate family member.” —Law Firm Policy
“[Part-time is permissible for a]ssociates requesting reduced work schedules in order to accommodate short-term . . . [and] special situations,
such as child care or care for infirm family members.” —Law Firm
Policy
In addition, while 4 firms specifically reported considering the reason for the
request for part-time status as one of the criteria for approving it, at least 2 Atlanta firms
do not restrict part-time arrangements to any particular group or reason:
“Notwithstanding that most reduced schedule attorneys in the Firm have
been women with small children, we have had male and female attorneys work reduced schedules on account of various types of commitments, and any attorney should feel free to request a reduced work schedule.” —Law-Firm Policy
“[I]n the last two years [our policy, which formerly permitted female
lawyers to work part-time due to family obligations was] changed to
allow any lawyer the option [of going part-time] for family, personal or
professional reasons.” —Law-Firm Policy

14

It’s About Time

The vast majority of respondents who were working part-time, 90%,10 decided
to work part-time because they wanted more time with their children. Twenty-two percent
wanted to live at a slower pace and 16% were tired of working full-time. Nine percent
wanted to do more volunteer work; 4% were working part-time to meet care-giving
responsibilities to their parents, and the same percent cited health-related or personal
reasons. Two respondents pointed to salary disputes; 2 wanted more time with their spouses;
1 respondent wanted to work 40 hours per week; 1 cited no interest in making partner; and
another decided to work part-time to play in a rock band. Finally, 9% were hired on a
part-time basis from the outset.
Only 10 of the 98 respondents to Survey III indicated they had worked part-time
prior to leaving their former law firms. Of those responding, 7 indicated they worked
part-time to enable them to have more time with their children while 4 indicated they
worked part-time so life would be at a slower pace.
“The flexibility to deal with other obligations and goals gives me the
opportunity to pursue my career long term.” —Part-Time Attorney
The reasons given by part-timers for opting for part-time schedules were similar
to the reasons given by full-timers for leaving their firms: wanting fewer hours or different
schedules, or family-related reasons.
D. Characteristics of Part-Time Arrangements
This section describes this Study’s findings regarding part-time attorneys’ eligibility
for partnership, benefits, annual raises, and bonuses.
1. Eligibility For Partnership
More than half (57%) of the law-firm respondents indicated that full- and parttime associates were not on the same partnership track at their firms: 35% of firms reported
that their part-timers were not on partnership track; 35% reported that their part-timers
were evaluated on a case-by-case basis; and 29% reported that it took longer for parttimers to become partners. In comparison, 40% of part-timers reported that their firms
viewed them as “off-track,” and 34% stated that it would take longer to become a partner.
All respondent part-timers indicated that their part-time status affected their
chances of partnership: 25% noted that their value was “discounted”; 18% stated that
some partners would not vote for part-timers to become partners; and 15% reasoned that
their chances at partnership were affected because they were not able to attend firm events.
Similarly, most of the 10 part-time associates who ultimately left their firms also
responded that their part-time status affected their chances for partnership. Four responded
that they were not on partnership track as part-timers, 4 responded that it would take
longer to make partner (1 stated that part-time years did not count toward partnership),
and 1 respondent indicated that some partners at their firms were opposed to part-time
attorneys.
Concerns about partnership notwithstanding, several respondents seemed positive
about their career paths and comfortable with their decisions to go part-time:
“It has slowed down my track at the firm, but my practice has actually
expanded and thrived (suggesting that I am growing faster than my
firm will allow).” —Part-Time Attorney
“I doubt that I will be a partner with a law firm. Sometimes I feel a bit
awkward about the fact that attorneys years behind me are making partner while I am not. However, I am satisfied in my position and I am
grateful to have a satisfying career that affords me the opportunity to be
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involved with my children and my family. As I have grown older, my
priorities have shifted. My part-time arrangement has allowed me to
strike a good life balance.” —Part-Time Attorney
“It can/may delay [my] becoming an equity partner—but I am not concerned about that.” —Part-Time Attorney
2. Benefits
Most of the firms (83%) responding reported offering full benefits to part-time
attorneys, and 10% offered reduced benefits. Two of the participating law firms stated
that they do not provide benefits to part-time attorneys. Thirteen firms—with either written
or unwritten policies—require a minimum hourly commitment (with 60% of full-time and
30 hours per week listed most often) for eligibility for benefits. Some firms explained that
the eligibility requirements of their benefit plans necessitated minimum work requirements.
The part-time attorney responses were similar. Most part-time respondents (74%)
stated that they enjoy full benefits or proportional benefits, while 26% said they either
receive no benefits at all or their benefits are not proportionate to full-time benefits.
3.

Annual Raises & Bonuses
a. Annual Raises - Ninety percent of law firms responded that they
pay annual raises to part-time attorneys. Three firms reported that they do not give any
annual raises to part-timers.
“Pro rata pay for reduced hours is not fair to full time employees. The
last 500 hours are the hardest.” —Small Law Firm
When asked how they compute annual pay raises for part-time lawyers, 26% of
responding law firms answered that part-timers’ raises are prorated, presumably meaning
that raises are proportionate to raises for full-time peers. Many firms (44%) stated that
raises are based on “performance,” while several firms stated raises were determined “case
by case” or based on “other” factors.
These data are consistent with responses from part-time attorneys. Four
respondents reported that they do not receive annual raises. Only 29% responding to this
question reported that their raises are “proportionate.” Similarly, among the 10 part-time
attorneys who recently left a law firm, 8 answered “no” when asked whether their
compensation and benefits were proportionate to their full-time peers.
Eleven percent of part-timers mentioned merit or profitability as factoring into
the computation of their annual raises. But at least 20% reported that their raises were
“arbitrary” with no set standard or that they “don’t know” the basis for annual raises.
Nevertheless, 73% of the part-time attorneys responding expressed satisfaction with the
way that raises were determined.
b. Bonuses - Most law firms reported offering some sort of bonus to
part-time attorneys, but most part-time attorneys reported that they were not eligible for
proportionate bonuses.
Seventy-two percent of law firms reported that their part-time lawyers were
eligible for bonuses, although 8 law firms stated that they simply do not pay bonuses to
part-timers. Five firms reported offering pro-rated or proportionate bonuses, 3 specified
that they use the same criteria as those used for full-time bonuses, and the majority (64%)
of firms that pay bonuses to part-timers described performance and merit as among the
bases.
In contrast, only 44% of part-time respondents responded that they were eligible
for a bonuses proportionate to those of their full-time peers; 56% answered “no,” they
were not eligible for bonuses on a proportionate basis.
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Proportionate Bonuses
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44%
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40%
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E. Types Of Work Available For Part-Time Attorneys
This section addresses part-time attorneys’ practice areas, quality of work
assignments, and ability to work on pro bono matters.
1. Practice Areas
Most law firms stated that part-time work was neither more nor less suitable for
any particular practice area. Those that did differentiate noted that part-time schedules
were less suitable in litigation, but more suitable in transactional, residential real estate, or
trusts and estates practices. Many emphasized that the individual attorney’s flexibility
was more important than the practice area.
“[The Firm] has had successful reduced hours arrangements in a variety of practice areas ranging from tax to litigation.” —Large Law Firm

Practice Areas of Part-Time Participants
49%

45%

30%
25%

16%

15%
10%
5%
0%

Litigation

20%

13%

Intellectual Property

35%

Labor & Employment Law

40%

13%

Corporate, Banking, Business Law

50%
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Litigation was the predominant practice area reported by part-time participants
(49%). The next closest fields were labor and employment law (16%), intellectual property
(13%) and corporate, banking or business law (13%). At least 1 part-timer selected all of
the 12 fields of law offered on the survey as legal fields in which the respondent practiced
while part-time. The vast majority of part-time respondents (84%) remained in the same
legal field after switching from full- to part-time. The Survey III respondents who indicated
that they had worked part-time prior to leaving were fairly evenly spread among various
practice areas, with a slightly higher concentration in labor and employment law (3 of 10)
and general civil litigation (2 of 10). None of the departing part-time respondents reported
changing practices areas after switching to part-time status.
2. Quality Of Work Assignments
Fifty-three percent of part-time respondents to Survey II indicated no change in
the quality or type of work assignments after switching to part-time, but 46% indicated
either quality or type or both had changed. Most part-timers (48%) reporting changes to
their work indicated that they received smaller or less complex cases. A few respondents
said they asked not to travel, and a few said they wrote more briefs or managed fewer
cases. Similarly, of the lawyers who left, 6 of the 10 attorneys who worked part-time prior
to leaving reported that there was no change in the quality or type of work they received.
Of those who reported changes, both the quality and type of work changed, including less
complex work requiring less skill, such as tasks usually assigned to a more junior attorney.
3. Pro Bono Work
Sixty percent of responding law firms (18 firms) reported offering billable credit
for pro bono work. In other words, an attorney’s pro bono hours are counted toward the
billable-hour requirement, according to many participating firms.
However, only 34% of part-time attorneys reported that they received billable
credit for pro bono work or firm responsibilities. At least 62% stated that the law firm
gave no billable credit for either category, including a few responses indicating that the
firms did not do any pro bono work.
Most part-time attorneys (52%) indicated that a part-time schedule did not affect
their involvement with pro bono work. But almost as many respondents (48%) answered
that part-time work meant either less time or no time at all for pro bono work.
Notwithstanding time constraints reported by many part-timers, 9% of part-timers
chose to work a reduced hours schedule in order to pursue more volunteer work; one of
the 10 lawyers who worked part-time prior to leaving their firms also indicated that a
desire to do more volunteer work factored into the decision to go part-time. Finally, many
women noted that the time constraints they experienced were due to family demands or
feelings of obligation toward their firms—not their part-time schedules per se.
“I do more pro bono work now than I did as a full-time attorney.”
—Part-Time Attorney
“[I ]do more pro bono than many full-timers.” —Part-Time Attorney
F. The Law Firm/Part-Time Lawyer Relationship
This section presents this Study’s findings with respect to how part-time policies
are communicated and monitored, perceptions about part-timers, and part-timers’
involvement in firm activities.
1. Communication of Policy
Most law firms reported doing little to publicize the option to work part-time.
Most firms (56%) had no formal process for informing associates that working part-time
was an option. Thirty-eight percent indicated that they waited for attorneys to ask for a
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part-time schedule. Firms also relied on firm manuals (38%), new hire orientation (9%),
firm newsletters (3%), department meetings (3%), and online sources (13%) to communicate
the availability of part-time arrangements.
Consistent with the firms’ responses, part-time lawyers in this Study typically
learned about part-time options by word-of-mouth (33%) or by asking whether part-time
was an option (28%). Very few learned of the option through firm manuals (6%), employee
orientation (1%), or firm newsletters (1%).
2. Monitoring Of Part-Time Arrangements
In terms of developing and managing their part-time arrangements, it appears that
members of the firms stopped overseeing part-time arrangements once their terms were
agreed upon. When asked whether anyone at the firm had worked with them to develop
their part-time arrangements, many part-timers stated that partners (33%) or practice group
leaders (16%) had worked with them. But more than one-third of part-timers reported that
no one at the firm worked with them to develop their arrangements.
When asked whether anyone met with them on a regular basis to monitor their
arrangements, part-timers overwhelmingly answered no. Eighty-one percent of part-time
attorneys stated that no one met with them; only 13 attorneys reported that partners, practice
group leaders or someone else at the firm met with them regularly. Similarly, most of the
10 Survey III participants who had left a firm after working part-time reported that no one
met with them regularly to monitor the arrangement.
3. Changed Perceptions
When asked whether their arrangements affected how other firm members viewed
their abilities or commitment, only 43% of part-timers answered no. Among the 61
participants responding to this question, most believed that other firm members viewed
the part-timers’ abilities or commitment differently because of their part-time schedules.
Thirty-one percent of the part-timers responding to this question reported “some
partners question my commitment to the firm and to my work.” Significant numbers also
reported that other firm members viewed them as partial members of the firm (16%),
some partners did not work with them (15%), some attorneys viewed them as “marginal or
problematic” (15%), and some partners did not consider part-time attorneys as potential
team participants (12%). The lawyers who left law firms where they had worked parttime echoed these sentiments in Survey III.11

Part-Timers As Viewed By Peers
31% Partners Question Commitment to Firm
and Work

16% Viewed them as Partial Members of the
Firm

15% Some Partners Did Not Work With Them
15% Viewed as "Marginal or Problematic"
12% Not Considered Potential Team Participants
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In spite of these responses, most part-timers felt a sense of belonging and loyalty
to their firms. A substantial percentage of part-time lawyers (64%) felt that their part-time
work had not affected their sense of belonging in the law firm, although others reported
they felt “somewhat less valued” (10%), or they felt “out of the loop” (4%). Similarly,
half of the 10 Survey III respondents who worked part-time at the firms they left said their
schedule did not affect their sense of belonging.
But in response to this series of questions, many part-time attorneys in Survey II
(13%) again reiterated their sense that some partners avoid them or see them as less
committed. Twelve percent also reported that other associates exclude them from activities
or do not respect part-time attorneys.
“Full-time ‘peer’ attorneys may feel some level of resentment over
‘picking up slack’ due to part-time arrangements.” —Medium Law
Firm
“I feel marginalized socially and professionally.” –Part-Time
Attorney
4. Part-Timers’ Involvement In Firm
Notwithstanding the changed perceptions described above, many part-timers
reported remaining active within their firms. Forty-nine percent of the respondents said
that working part-time did not change their involvement in firm committees. Additionally,
one-half of the respondents still spend as much time participating in firm social events.
Slightly less than one-half of respondents (46%) indicated that their part-time arrangement
did not affect their business development activities.
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Section V

Data Analysis
In view of the foregoing results, the following section presents an analysis of
the obstacles and keys to successful part-time arrangements.
A. Obstacles To Successful Part-Time Arrangements
Many law firms send mixed signals about part-time arrangements. They make
them available, at least in theory, but fail to establish written policies, fail to publicize the
availability of part-time schedules, fail to monitor the success of their part-time
arrangements, and fail to ensure their part-time attorneys receive fair and proportionate
treatment in terms of compensation, work assignments, and promotion. As a result, parttime arrangements remain relatively uncommon in law firms. Underlying these weaknesses
in commitment to part-time arrangements seems to be an often-unsupported belief that
part-time arrangements are not profitable.
1. Inadequate Institutional Support
a. Low Usage Rates - While the vast majority of law firms ostensibly
allow attorneys to work part-time, relatively few attorneys take advantage of the option
even when they are dissatisfied and prepared to leave their firms. This Study found an
average usage rate among Atlanta law firms of 4%, as depicted on the chart on law firm
statistics in Part VIII below. This usage rate held steady in the three years studied, from
1999 through 2001.
But some firms, notably those with more attractive
written policies, had significantly higher usage rates, and their
part-time attorneys were far more likely to include large
numbers of men. The law firms with the lowest usage rates
tended to have only women part-timers, suggesting the
arrangements are stigmatized in those firms: “A low usage
rate is a strong signal that a firm’s culture makes the use of
[reduced] hours options undesirable, either because of
schedule creep, or because of adverse career consequences
perceived to accompany a decision to reduce hours, or both.”12

going part-time ...
would have
affected my ability
to make partner.

“I was strongly encouraged not to go part-time. In addition, it would
have impacted my ability to make partner.” ––Departing Full-Time
Attorney
“Firm made it clear (from the Chairman’s own mouth) that a partner
was expected to give 2500 hours a year to the firm & that part-time
partners would not exist at the firm.” ––Departing Full-Time Attorney
In some cases, the law firms’ part-time policies themselves stigmatize part-time
arrangements even as they attempt to support them:
“A part-time attorney will not be eligible for any of the standard bonuses
in order to discourage violating the basic premise of the [part-time]
arrangement.” ––Law Firm Policy
“Associates . . . who have been working on an approved reduced hour
arrangement, and are not meeting or in prior periods have not met the
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normal productivity and total commitment standards due solely to the
reduced hour arrangement, will not be precluded from consideration
for a partnership [sic] provided that they [in effect, are willing to work
full-time as a partner].” ––Law Firm Policy
Consistent with this Study’s findings, the most recent NALP Directory of Legal
Employers13 found that 96% of the law firms nationwide listed in the Directory permitted
part-time schedules (ranging from having a formal policy to permitting part-time on a
case-by-case basis) while the number of attorneys reported to be working on a part-time
basis was 4.1% nationwide. In the 34 Atlanta offices listed in the NALP Directory, these
numbers were nearly 95% and 3.8% respectively, with the percentage of associates taking
advantage of a part-time schedule being 5.3% and the percentage of partners being 2.1%.14
The legal community lags behind its business counterparts in actual usage of
part-time schedules. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, approximately 14% of
professionals (e.g., physicians and engineers), worked part-time in 2002, compared to
just over 4% of attorneys nationwide.15
In Balanced Lives: Changing the Culture of Legal Practice, the ABA cautions
that law firm culture can suppress usage rates. It cites numerous studies finding a “huge
gap between what [part-time] policies say on paper and what people feel free to use,” and
“only one quarter of women attorneys believed that they could use a flexible work
arrangement without jeopardizing their prospects for advancement.”16 These very
sentiments are evident in the comments made by Atlanta part-timers—as well as departing
lawyers who opted not to consider part-time at their former firms:
“I believe that long-term my arrangement is hampering my career.” –
Part-Time Attorney
“The firm had no problem letting me go part-time in a slowing economy,
but I am now working the same amount as a full-time lawyers, just on
crappier projects and for less money, less recognition, less prestige,
less respect. . . . I do not think that my firm respects or values its parttime lawyers. My career has stagnated. I will not make partner doing
what I am doing.” –Part-Time Attorney
“My first part-time arrangement . . . had an enormous and negative
impact on my career.” –Part-Time Attorney
“I am not convinced that there really is such a thing as true ‘part-time’
work in a law firm. It is my general impression that part-time attorneys
are viewed as not taking their careers as seriously as full-time attorneys.
It is my further impression that part-time arrangements are more
tolerated than embraced or encouraged.” ––Departing Full-Time
Attorney
“More than one [member of the partners’ committee] told me I got
‘screwed’ because of [my] part-time year when it came time to make
me a partner.” ––Departing Full-Time Attorney
b. Overhead Myths - The apparent belief that part-time is unprofitable
seems partly responsible for a lack of support in some law firms. Nearly 60% of participating
law firms responded that they had not evaluated the profitability of part-time arrangements.
Nonetheless many law firms in this Study stated that part-time arrangements were profitable
when they considered retention and client satisfaction, and several firms also reported
valuing continuity of client service that comes with retaining lawyers.
Other firms, however, stated that part-time was less profitable or unprofitable
because of fixed overhead costs. For instance, one firm in this Study offered that parttime attorneys are less profitable “because the amount of overhead charged for a part-time
attorney and a full-time attorney is the same.” At the same time, this firm lists profitability
as one of the criteria considered by the firm when deciding whether to permit a particular
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part-time arrangement, thus making part-time arrangements a proverbial Catch-22 for
attorneys in this firm.
Despite profitability concerns expressed by some firms in this Study, 55% of
responding part-timers indicated that no one at their firms discussed the profitability of
their part-time arrangements with them. This lack of open communication deprives parttime attorneys of a chance to not only explore with decision-makers in the firm why or
how part-time can be profitable but also to dispel some myths about overhead.
(i) Distorting The Bottom Line - The Washington, D.C. PAR Study
closely examined how firms often fail to follow standard models for calculating profit,
thereby distorting the bottom line.17 Whereas most businesses deduct expenses from
revenue to determine the bottom-line profitability of a given employee or other profit
center, law firms tend to focus only on revenue production. Consistent with data in this
Study, PAR found that law firms generally allocate expenses (i.e. overhead) uniformly to
all attorneys despite the reality that some attorneys are far more costly than others. An
attorney who dominates a secretary’s time, for instance, certainly creates higher expenses
than a part-time attorney who uses only one-third of a secretary’s time. The rent for a
large partner’s office is higher than the rent for an associate’s office. Similarly, the expenses
of business development are higher for some lawyers than for others, yet many law firms
allocate such expenses equally to all in their calculation of overhead.18
In this Study, while only 13% of firms responding indicated that profitability
played a role in their evaluation of a particular part-time arrangement, nearly 70% of the
firms listed “billable hours expectations” as one of the criteria they considered. Given
that in most law firms, billable hours are directly related to revenue production, the law
firms likely use “billable hours expectations” as a proxy for profitability, thus avoiding
the difficulties of calculating and allocating actual expenses for their lawyers. However,
using this rough proxy has particularly negative consequences for part-time arrangements,
which may appear more costly than they are; part-time attorneys’ actual expenses are
lower because they use fewer firm resources (e.g., support staff, conference rooms, library
resources), and part-time policies improve retention, thus reducing attrition costs.
(ii) Counting Attrition Costs As Overhead - Many firms neither
prorate overhead costs nor account for the value of retention—and are conversely including
the cost of attrition (for recruiting, hiring and training replacement attorneys) in calculations
of overhead costs. This is “flawed accounting” because as PAR notes:
“When attrition is included in overhead, it skews the picture. In some
firms, the only way attrition is counted economically is as overhead.
In that context, the high cost of attrition dramatically inflates the
overhead figure and makes [part-time arrangements] look costly,
despite the fact that a usable part-time policy, by reducing attrition,
would reduce overhead.”19
Counting attrition costs as overhead can actually generate still greater attrition
costs since, as the ABA found, the “rainmakers who ‘churn’ associates” tend to be
overcompensated as a result, i.e. their actual expense to the firm is much greater than they
are held accountable for; thus they continue to churn.20 Moreover, as shown below, retaining
good attorneys on a part-time basis generally is far more cost effective in the long run than
recruiting and training replacements. Yet this cost savings is often omitted from the
evaluation of whether part-time attorneys are profitable.
(iii) Viewing Attorneys As Short-Term Profit Centers - While
attributing the full expenses and attrition costs to part-time attorneys in the form of overhead,
many firms also penalize them by taking a short-term view of their revenue generation. In
other contexts, firms often take a longer view of revenue generation; as PAR observes,
some firms maintain legal departments with lower profitability than others to satisfy their
clients’ desires for full-service firms.21 Some firms likewise support individual endeavors—
such as holding a bar association office or representing a high-publicity or pro bono client—
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that are not necessarily profitable in a given year but may reap rewards years hence by
generating good will. Moreover, all law firms that offer legal services on a contingencyor mixed-fee basis (arrangements that are becoming more common) recognize the value
of an investment that pays out only several years later. Lastly, hiring a new attorney out of
law school is itself a long-term investment that typically will not generate profits for
several years.
Similarly, part-time programs and the attorneys who work reduced schedules
should be viewed as long-term investments rather than “short-term profit centers.” Not
only can a part-time lawyer contribute substantially to the bottom line over time, as PAR
concludes, but effective part-time programs also enhance the firm’s chances of attracting
and retaining “the highest quality workforce.”22
c. Value Of Retention - According to data collected from law firms in this
Study, the average attrition rate for lawyers ranged from 12% to 14% per year from 1999
through 2001. Aggregate rates of attrition of an incoming class over time are obviously
much higher. This Study’s results overwhelmingly support the proposition that more
effective part-time arrangements can improve retention: 71% of part-time respondents in
this Study were not considering leaving their current law firms. Additionally, 90% of
part-time attorneys reported that the availability of a part-time schedule influenced their
decision to stay at their firms.
This correlation has not escaped many Atlanta firms; when asked about the
strengths of a part-time program, several firms noted that a part-time program helped with
retention and employee morale. One small firm that admitted it had not studied the costs
of attrition noted that part-time arrangements had not worked for it in the past, but
“subjectively, we wish it had worked because we lost some good lawyers who we had
trained and who were just becoming profitable.”
As observed in Part IV, the desire to work fewer hours or different schedules
was commonly reported in Survey III as a reason for lawyers to leave their law firms.
Despite this, many lawyers who recently had left a law firm reflected negative perceptions
about their former firms’ policies on part-time schedules. When asked why they did not
consider part-time as an alternative to leaving their former firms, two attorneys who had
recently left law firms responded:
“Had I been made aware that part-time status was an option at [my
former firm], I probably would still be there given that I enjoyed my
time at the firm, the people I worked with, and the work I was doing.
The bottom line, however, was that I no longer could achieve the fulltime hourly requirements of associates and was not made aware that
part-time work was an option.” –Departing Full-Time Attorney
“1) The firm made clear to male associates that part time was not in
“reality” an option for them; 2) The part time salary reduction was
disproportionate to the reduced hours worked because the full value
of [overhead] was counted against billed receipts; 3) The part-time
hours may not actually ever materialize; 4) Likely ‘fall off’ partnership
track immediately regardless of actual reduction of hours.” —
Departing Full-Time Attorney
Consistent with these responses, NALP and other organizations have found that
the availability of alternative work schedules is more likely than any other factor to increase
retention rates, and improved retention directly enhances the bottom line. 23 In a
comprehensive 2000 report, NALP reported that firms offering alternative work schedules
(including flex-time, part-time, telecommuting and job sharing) experienced a 37.1%
aggregate third-year attrition rate—a full 7% less than the 44.3% experienced by those
who did not offer such schedules.24
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In Balanced Lives, the ABA similarly noted, “[f]lexible workplace structures
are a crucial strategy for reducing such attrition-related expenses.”25 This finding is
particularly important given that associates generally do not become profitable for law
firms until their third year of practice when many begin to feel professional dissatisfaction:
“As bar association studies and management consultants consistently note, most associates
do not begin to generate profits until their third or fourth years. At that point, almost half
have left their first employer.”26 The ABA estimates the cost to recruit and train a
replacement is roughly 150% of an attorney’s annual salary.27
The Washington, D.C. PAR Study also addressed the startling costs of attrition:
“Replacing each attorney who leaves costs between $200,000 and $500,000—-and this
does not include the hidden costs of client dissatisfaction due to turnover, lost business of
clients who leave with departing attorneys, and damage to the firm’s reputation and
morale.”28
d. Retaining Women Lawyers - Women’s attrition rate was noticeably
higher than men’s during each year, 1999 through 2001, in this Study. Women’s attrition
rates (the percentage of women who left a firm) ranged from 15% to 19% during this
period, whereas men’s attrition rate (the percentage of men who left a firm) ranged from
only 11% to 12%. Thus the gender gap in attrition (meaning the percentage of women
leaving compared to the percentage of men leaving) ranged from 4% to 7% between 1999
and 2001.29 Like other studies, this Study therefore confirmed that women were significantly
more likely than men to “vote with their feet” rather than work an inhospitable schedule.30
“Inflexible schedules . . . are a primary cause of early attrition and
glass ceilings for women in law firms.”31
Law firms should take note of these numbers because more and more of their
lawyers are women. Women lawyers now comprise about one-third of law-firm lawyers
in Atlanta, and Atlanta firms hire equal numbers of women and men.32 Moreover, since
women comprise half of law students, they presumably comprise half of the best students
and future lawyers. At the current rate of growth, women will make up 50% of Atlanta
law-firm lawyers within 10 years, according to trends found by this Study. Moreover, a
higher percentage of women than men serve as judicial clerks, a prized qualification for
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law-firm practice.33 Given the rate of growth of women lawyers at firms, the failure of
firms to focus retention efforts—including offering workable part-time policies—on women
will result in higher aggregate attrition rates. Furthermore, firms without flexible schedule
policies will not only continue to lose talented women lawyers, but may not even be able
to attract them to begin with.
Because of this gender shift, flexible schedules will become even more important
to law-firm retention in the future. Roughly one-third of women attorneys have worked
part-time at some point during their legal careers, compared to only 9% of men.34 Retaining
women clearly assists in attracting new female lawyers—often, female recruits who are
considering permanent offers will look to the female role models currently at that firm.35
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Additionally, as discussed further below, allowing more women to advance to
partnership while working part-time is probably the single most effective way to increase
the number of women partners in law firms, which has virtually flat-lined at 16.6%.36
Consequently, greater numbers of women partners clearly would translate into greater
recruitment and retention of women associates. One author notes that retaining women
at law firms is difficult “because of the lack of flexibility stemming from ingrained notions
of women’s roles, so [women] aren’t around to have the power to change things at firms
for future generations of women.”37
A decade ago, professional services firm Deloitte & Touche recognized a “gender
turnover gap” among its professionals. Deloitte virtually closed the gap by promoting
flexible work schedules.38 The “gap” in gender turnover shrank from 7% in 1993 to just
0.6% in 2002.39 As noted also in the PAR Study, “Deloitte & Touche has estimated that its
flexible work arrangements saved $13 million in 1997 due to reduced attrition.” 40
Furthermore, contrary to common misperceptions about the reasons why women
leave law firms, most women do not quit working as attorneys when they leave;41 rather,
they move to more hospitable employers.42 NALP found that only 3.7% of lawyers leaving
firms did so to pursue full-time family or community responsibilities.43 This finding
correlates with the results of Survey III in this Study, in which 97% of the responding
lawyers who recently left law firms reported that they still practice law, even though many
wanted more flexible work schedules. As the ABA commented, lawyers “move to more
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accommodating workplaces. The firms that lose such women, and live with high turnover
rates, are paying a price in disrupted client and collegial relationships, as well as in
recruitment and retraining expenses.”44
Several law firms in this Study expressly stated that their part-time policies
improved their retention of women attorneys. Responses by part-timers supported this:
43% of respondent part-timers had been at their firms for 7 years or longer, and 19% had
been at their firms for 10 years or longer—evidence of the contribution a part-time policy
can make to retention. Of course, as this Study also found, the mere existence of a parttime policy does not guarantee improved retention of women or men. The policy must be
workable, fair, and must support an attorney’s professional relationships and goals.
Other studies have found that part-time policies and practices ineffectively or
unfairly implemented have themselves contributed to attrition of women lawyers. The
Massachusetts Study found that “almost 40% of the [part-time] women Respondents who
left firms between 1996 and 1999 stated that they left their firm for reasons based at least
in part on their firm’s part-time work policies.”45 The three primary reasons cited in that
study for departure by part-time attorneys were (1) lack of institutional support from law
firms for reduced-hours arrangements; (2) deterioration of professional relationships within
the firm; and (3) adverse career consequences.46 To overcome these and other obstacles to
successful part-time arrangements, this Study concludes with a best-practices guide in
Part V.B.
e. Value Of Client Satisfaction - Client satisfaction was a main concern
voiced by law firms—and since satisfied customers directly impact profitability, this result
was no surprise. Firms’ concerns that part-time lawyers will be “less responsive” or “less
available” to clients are some of the greatest obstacles to part-time arrangements. In
practice, however, part-timers who split their time between clients and other pursuits are
not necessarily less available than full-timers who split their time among various clients.
“Balanced hours [i.e. part-time] attorneys are not available full-time
to clients because they juggle multiple demands on their time; the
same is true of standard hours attorneys, although their multiple
demands typically are the demands of other clients rather than those
of family members. Both balanced hours and standard hours attorneys
are still responsible to each client. Balanced hours attorneys are not
always in the office and available for in-person conferences because
they have scheduled time out of the office; standard hours attorneys
are not always in the office and available for in-person conferences
because they have scheduled other commitments or are traveling for
their clients.”47
Looking at the issue from the perspective of a client, retaining outside counsel
educated in their industry and in tune with their business sensitivities—even on a parttime basis—is preferable to losing this institutional knowledge when an attorney leaves.
“Clients invest a substantial amount of time and energy in educating their outside counsel
. . . High attrition rates frustrate clients who have to train new attorneys—again and
again.”48
“Many corporate clients work in an environment where work/life
initiatives have been in place for years. It is important not to assume
that clients will be insensitive to the need for balance if law firms raise
the issue—and to remember that attorneys on standard schedules
sometimes need to set limits on clients’ expectations.”49
Another often-overlooked component of client satisfaction is the fulfillment of
corporate clients’ increasingly common diversity requirements: 50 “A demonstrated
commitment to diversity is smart marketing, especially to major corporations.”51 For
example, an attorney in the Microsoft Legal Department noted that diversity is a “key
factor” in both the retention and recruitment of legal talent, and further stated that the
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Legal Department ensures that its outside lawyers staff Microsoft projects with a diverse
group of lawyers.52
“As more corporations hire or promote women and people of color
into positions as corporate counsel, those lawyers are in turn putting
greater pressure on law firms to hire lawyers from diverse cultural and
ethnic backgrounds . . . paying attention to diversity isn’t just an
academic pursuit . . . It’s a practical business strategy .”53
Lastly, a firm’s alumni often become its clients or sources of business referrals,
and they are much more likely to retain their former firms as outside counsel or to refer
business to their former firms if they had a positive experience as members of the firm.54
In this Study, 46% of lawyers who left their firms for fewer hours and/or a different schedule
became in-house counsel. Additionally, in a 2001 study conducted by Catalyst, nearly 2/
3 of women who served as in-house counsel cited work/life balance as the primary reason
for going in-house.15 Law firms need to grasp that significant numbers of their lawyers
end up as potential clients and referral sources and will not hire or refer business to a firm
that has mistreated them or does not reflect their values.56
2. Lack Of A Written Policy Or Publicity
Firms that lack written policies, or fail to publicize those policies, convey a lack
of institutional support of part-time arrangements, which can hamper the success of such
arrangements. Only 11 of the 37 participating law firms in Atlanta (30%) had written
policies about part-time employment for attorneys.57 Yet 57% of firms in this Study reported
that though they do not have written part-time policies, they do permit their attorneys to
work part-time.58
While it is important to maintain flexibility when designing part-time
arrangements, it is equally important to have a written policy to not only underscore a
firm’s commitment to its part-time policy, but also to set forth the parameters and ensure
fair application to all attorneys.59
Notwithstanding the important role that part-time policies play in retention, the
law firms in this Study did little to publicize the option to work part-time. Most firms
(56%) had no formal process for informing associates that working part-time was an option.
Consistent with the firms’ responses, part-time lawyers in this Study typically learned
about part-time options by word-of-mouth (33%) or by asking whether part-time was an
option (at least 28%).
Part-time policies should be given appropriate publicity to avoid both the
appearance of discouraging part-time and “secret deals” that can cause a backlash of envy
among attorneys.60 Appropriate publicity ensures that all attorneys who are interested in
a part-time arrangement are informed about a firm’s policy.61
“[W]hen a policy is not publicized, men who are interested in balance
may find it much harder to find out the rules. In the absence of a wellpublicized policy, information about common practices typically is
passed through informal networks—typically women’s networks. This
means that a man interested in exploring the possibility of balanced
hours has to draw attention to himself even to discover what options
are available.”62
3. Lack Of Monitoring
Part-time arrangements often fail either because the attorney receives too much
work, resulting in schedule creep, or because the work assignments are too simplistic,
resulting in professional dissatisfaction. Firms that fail to monitor part-time arrangements
may miss these warning signals of failing part-time arrangements.
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In this Study, it appeared that members of the firms stopped overseeing parttime arrangements once their terms were agreed upon. Survey II asked part-time participants
whether anyone at the firm had worked with them to develop their part-time arrangements.
Many stated that partners (33%) or practice group leaders (16%) had worked with them.
But more than one-third of part-timers reported that no one at the firm worked with them.
Moreover, part-timers overwhelmingly (81%) responded that no one met with
them to evaluate the implementation of their arrangements; only 13 attorneys reported
that partners, practice group leaders or someone else from the firm met with them regularly.
Similarly, most of the 10 Survey III participants who had left a firm after working parttime reported that no one met with them regularly to monitor the arrangement. These
findings correspond with those of the Massachusetts Study, where almost 80% of attorneys
who worked reduced hours reported that there was no one who met with them regularly to
discuss their work arrangement and/or work satisfaction.63
It may be useful for firms to hire coordinators to act as advocates and assist
attorneys in working out their part-time arrangements.64 Regardless of how a firm chooses
to monitor part-time arrangements, doing so can reveal two other common obstacles to
successful part-time arrangements: schedule creep and professional dissatisfaction. Firms
that identify these problems early can work to address them before they drive current parttimers away—or encourage full-timers to look elsewhere for better schedules.
a. Schedule Creep - One complaint of part-timers is the phenomenon
of schedule creep whereby projects are assigned and cannot be completed in the part-time
attorney’s allotted schedule, so that the part-time attorney is then forced to work extra
time.65
“Schedule creep is almost always caused by the failure to adjust the
balanced hours attorney’s case load to match the shorter work hours.
Often there is an unspoken expectation on the part of the firm that the
attorney will continue to do the same amount of work, and a
corresponding desire on the part of the attorney to prove that he or she
is still a valuable team member who can pull his or her own weight.”66
This theme was voiced in this Study, both by part-timers and by departing lawyers
who did not consider part-time prior to leaving.
“[My former firm’s] ‘part-time’ policy seemed to be either 1) give up
the interesting work or 2) work 40-50 hours per week. Neither option
was particularly appealing.” —Departing Full-Time Attorney
Schedule creep was also cited as problematic in the Massachusetts Study, where
several attorneys reported being “on call” when not in the office—and not being
compensated for that time.67 Likewise, the PAR Study found that schedule creep was a
main reason attorneys left firms instead of trying to work out a suitable part-time
arrangement.68 It is ironic that a policy that many firms refer to as a “retention tool” can
have the unwitting side effect of contributing to attrition when left unmonitored. As one
author notes, describing a part-timer who billed full-time hours, received lower quality
work and ultimately left her firm, many women view part-time status as “the worst of all
worlds, where attorneys get less status and everything that comes with it, and end up
being stretched to work equal time.”69
b. Professional Dissatisfaction - Negative changes in quality and/or
type of work can not only drive out part-timers but also prevent them from developing
70
professionally. As noted above, 46% of part-time respondents in Atlanta indicated that
either the quality or type of their work assignments (or both) had changed after they adopted
part-time status. These numbers are similar to those reported by the Massachusetts Study
(43% of respondents indicated their work quality or type changed).71 Negative changes in
work quality are a problem often compounded by decentralized assignment practices (e.g.,

29
grabbing available lawyers in the hall) or partners who simply refuse to work with parttime lawyers.72
Eventually, one of the reasons for offering part-time arrangements—retaining
good lawyers—will be undermined if quality work assignments disappear. Indeed, not
only are part-timers more likely to leave, but if they stay and do not work on challenging
projects, their professional development will suffer.73 This result further devalues parttimers and impedes the long-term success of part-time arrangements.
Monitoring part-time arrangements for changes in work assignments is the
simplest way to be on guard for these problems. PAR recommends that an attorney’s parttime assignments should be compared to those the attorney had when full-time.74 By
reviewing an attorney’s full- and part-time billing records, for example, firms can assess
whether there has been an increase in rote work and decrease in client contact.75
4. Adverse Career Consequences
Firms that cut off part-timers’ abilities to advance professionally further convey
lack of support for part-time arrangements. As discussed in Part IV, above, more than half
of the law-firm respondents indicated that full- and part-time associates were not on the
same partnership track at their firms, with over one-third of firms reporting that their parttimers were off track altogether. Part-timers’ survey responses reflected these policies, as
did the responses of attorneys who left their firms without considering part-time:
“[Part-timers] ‘fall off’ [the] partnership track immediately regardless
of actual reduction of hours.” ––Departing Full-Time Attorney
“[I] would have had little to no chance of advancement at that firm if
I had worked on a part-time basis.” ––Departing Full-Time Attorney
The PAR Study produced similar results, noting that taking part-time attorneys
off of the partnership track remained a “common practice in Washington firms.”76 Citing
a journal article, the PAR Study also stated that 90% of women lawyers believed that
working part-time hurt their legal careers.37 The ABA’s Balanced Lives report follows
this theme: “[c]lose to half of surveyed attorneys doubt that their employers truly support
flexible workplace arrangements, or that employees could adopt alternative schedules
without adverse professional consequences.”78
In Atlanta, as nationwide, women now comprise almost 17% of law firm partners,
as observed above.79 Thus even twenty years after women began to account for 40% or
more of law school students, women still do not approach those percentages in law firm
partnerships. Moreover, only 2% of law firm partners work part-time.80

"The pipeline
leaks, and if we
wait for time to
correct the
problem, we will
be waiting a very
81
long time."

The experiences of the professional services firm
Deloitte & Touche once again illustrate how much can be done
to improve these numbers. Deloitte recognized a gender gap
in its leadership more than 10 years ago when only 4 of 50
candidates for partnership were women even after the
accounting firm had been hiring equal numbers of men and
women since the early 1980s. To address the gap, Deloitte
“more than doubled the number of employees on flexible work
schedules over the past decade and more than quintupled the
number of female partners and directors (to 567, from 97) in
the same period.”82 While women still account for only 16%
of partners or directors at Deloitte, they make up 34% of senior
management, suggesting their partnership numbers are likely
to jump soon.83
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As in Deloitte’s case, there are many plausible explanations for the underrepresentation of women in law-firm partnerships, and one of the primary explanations
surely is that the traditional partnership track is not suitable for many women’s lives. In at
least one-third of surveyed firms in this Study, even high-performing and senior part-time
lawyers (who are mostly women) cannot attain partnership.
“The bottom line: If I remain part-time, I will not make partner no
matter how long I work, or how good of an attorney I am.” —PartTime Attorney
A law firm without a flexible partnership track drives a disproportionate number
of women out of the workplace. Women who choose to stay at such a firm are left with
less hope of achieving meaningful authority at their firms, both because their chances of
becoming partner are diminished and the number of senior women to mentor them is
fewer.
5. Environmental Static
Environmental static refers to negative attitudes toward part-timers. For example,
part-timers experience environmental static when partners make it known they do not
work with or vote to advance part-time associates and when peers show disrespect or
resentment toward part-time attorneys. The term also encompasses the feeling of
indebtedness on the part of part-timers to their law firms for being allowed to work fewer
hours for less pay. At least one author has pointed out that often part-timers operate in
“survival mode”: “women feel lucky to have whatever shred of flexibility they can get,
even when they receive correspondingly lower pay.” 44 Environmental static is difficult to
quantify but appears to be a part of many part-timers’ daily experiences.
“[After the birth of each of my children,] people in my firm were
watching to see how I would handle the increased responsibilities and
to see whether I would lose my commitment to my career. These
perceptions, which are not always articulated to the part-time attorney,
can be damaging.” –Part-Time Attorney
Nearly 60% of part-time respondents indicated that other firm members viewed
their abilities or commitment differently because of their part-time schedules, noting that
partners questioned their commitment to the firm, or viewed them as “partial members of
the firm” or “problematic or marginal.” Other partners did not consider part-timers as
potential team members or otherwise refused to work with part-timers.
Regardless of the way firms may appear to support, or even promote, part-time
schedules, the negative reactions of full-time lawyers to their part-time peers, and the
treatment that part-timers receive by full-timers, can have a chilling effect on the decision
to go part-time. Comments from part-timers and lawyers who left—some from Atlanta
firms that reported being committed to flexible-work arrangements—demonstrate this effect:
It is my general impression that part-time attorneys are viewed as not
taking their careers as seriously as full-time attorneys.” —Departing
Full-Time Attorney
“It is my perception that part-time is still regarded by the powers that
be as not as valuable, not as ambitious, not as pro-firm, etc. . . . [F]irms
believe they have to at least give off the perception that part-time is an
available and viable option to not be poorly thought of in the community
(or by recruits).” —Departing Full-Time Attorney
“Others in my firm view me as less committed to the practice of law
and therefore unavailable to work in certain cases or for certain clients.”
–Part-Time Attorney
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“I believe [working part-time] has sidetracked my career; I’m no longer
taken seriously . . . Some partners treat [me] as if I’m no longer
committed and are pressuring me to go [back to] full-time.” –PartTime Attorney
These findings correlate with those of the Massachusetts Study, where parttimers noted in general that they felt their commitment to the firm was met with skepticism.85
Similarly, the PAR Study noted that a communication gap often exists between
firm management, which believes it has made significant efforts with respect to its parttime policy, and the lawyers who work, or would like to work, part-time, but view parttime at their firm as “a professional kiss of death.”86
Notwithstanding the perceptions of full-timers, part-time attorneys reported a
sense of belonging and loyalty to their firms, and most reported that their schedules did
not affect their interaction with partners, associates, or clients.87 However, some still
reported being viewed as less committed by partners, excluded by associates or otherwise
not respected by peers, and others reported that their social contacts at their firms had
deteriorated after they went part-time.
“It is difficult, if not impossible, to change the perception of those
others, usually males with a non-working spouse, who know and see
only one way to practice law, i.e., 2000+ hours per year.” –Part-Time
Attorney88
In its 2000 study on attrition, retention incentives and departure destinations,
NALP noted that the traditional law firm cultures equated “face time with commitment,
use commitment as a measure of future potential, and expect employees to sacrifice personal
life for work.”89 The PAR Study further noted that lawyers working reduced hours are
perceived as “not sufficiently committed”; moreover, it cautions that a firm culture that
defines commitment as being available “24/7” does not engender family-friendly policies
and further disadvantages women, who are left with the choice of staying home with their
children (since most women do not have “stay-at-home husbands”) or letting their children
be raised in paid care.90
Subversive and often hidden attitudes of full-timers—partners and associates
alike—toward their part-time counterparts can systematically undermine the strength and
effectiveness of a part-time policy as a retention tool, regardless of a firm’s institutional
commitment to the policy. Firms should encourage a culture that views part-time attorneys
as not less, but more committed to the practice of law. As Deloitte experienced:
“The men tended to equate commitment with long hours, and to assume
that people working in flexible work arrangements were less committed.
The women did not. They tended to assume that, given the difficulties
faced both at home and at work in working reduced hours . . . those in
flexible work arrangements were more committed: otherwise, they
would simply have quit.”91
B.

Best Practices

This section discusses both the importance of firm culture and specific types of
part-time arrangements that seem to be successful. It concludes with a model policy,
which is reprinted with permission from the Washington, D.C. Project For Attorney
Retention.
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1. Institutional Commitment
a. Law Firm Culture - Like other studies of reduced-hours schedules,
this Study found that the value that a law firm placed on its part-time attorneys was at least
as determinative of success as the specific characteristics of its part-time arrangements.
Some attorneys who were satisfied with their part-time arrangements worked under the
same types of arrangements as attorneys at different firms or in different sections of the
same law firm who responded that they were dissatisfied or extremely dissatisfied with
their arrangements.
Thus the success of a particular part-time arrangement depends largely on firm
culture. That is, attributes like the degree of mentoring a firm encourages, the robustness
of the institutional support felt by the part-time attorney, and the contribution the parttime attorney feels she or he is making to the firm seem to be keys to a successful part-time
arrangement.
“Part-time will be increasingly successful as firms focus on valuing
teams of people who provide excellent service, and the individuals
who make up those teams, as much and more than individuals who
commit extraordinary and often exclusive efforts to their own careers.”
— Part-Time Attorney
As addressed in Part V.A above, law firm support from the top down is critical
to success because it creates a firm culture of respect for part-time attorneys, their value,
and long-range profitability in terms of retention of good attorneys. To achieve institutional
buy-in among the partnership, law firms may want to hire a consultant to measure the cost
of attrition—and the concomitant savings of retention of good employees:
“In several recent studies, flexible schedules have been the most
effective retention tool, outperforming even salary increases at above
market levels. Employers that have systematically assessed job
performance and attrition-related expenses have generally found a
strong economic justification for family-friendly policies. Estimates
by Work-Family Directions suggest that every dollar invested in such
policies results in two dollars saved in other costs.”92
b.
Written Part-Time Policies - Institutional commitment to parttime arrangements can be shown with mentoring, monitoring, fair treatment, flexibility,
and thorough written policies that reflect these values. A written policy addressing reduced
schedules is preferable to the more common approach of entering into unpublicized ad
hoc deals with individual lawyers. The PAR Study found that the failure to have a fixed
written policy often created resentment in other attorneys as well as problems for the
attorney who had the part-time schedule.93
Firms that adhere to written policies help remove the stigma attached to working
reduced hours, ensure equitable treatment among part-time attorneys, and ensure
proportionate treatment between part-time attorneys and their full-time peers. Written
policies can also aid attorneys—especially those who are not mothers—who may want to
undertake a part-time arrangement but who may be reluctant to initiate a discussion about
it because of uncertainty about the firm’s support.
“Our Firm’s strength lies in the diversity and talent of our attorneys.
As a Firm we are committed to maintaining and promoting our diversity
and talent. Our part-time associate policy is one component of that
effort. It provides attorneys with the flexibility to work a reduced
hours schedule, on either a short-term or indefinite-term basis,
consistent with the requirements of the practice and our commitment
to client excellence and service. At the same time, it helps the Firm
retain talented lawyers.” —Law-Firm Policy
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A written policy should provide general guidelines on eligibility and duration,
types of permissible schedules, compensation, work assignments, advancement, case
origination, non-billable work, and monitoring. It should expressly state that reduced
schedules are available to men and women for any reason—including, but not limited to,
parenthood, pro bono work, medical needs, bar or political activities, or personal needs.
To maximize flexibility, law firms should also consider allowing several
scheduling options in their policies and should spell out the firms’ needs for their parttime attorneys’ availability to accommodate sometimes unpredictable demands on their
time. Moreover, the option for partners to work on reduced schedules should also be
expressly addressed in the policy. Many types of arrangements are discussed below and
in the ABA and PAR model policies.
The ABA recommends that to further recruitment and retention, firms require
only minimum seniority, such as a year, to determine satisfactory performance, and consider
the hiring of experienced attorneys on a part-time basis with no minimum full-time
requirement.94 The latter option would make law firms particularly attractive to the
numerous women seeking reentry into the workforce after a period as full-time parents.
These types of requirements—as opposed to arbitrary seniority levels—can ensure both
satisfactory performance and a threshold level of skill and legal knowledge.
“I worked full-time 3 years, part-time 4 years then took 6 years off to
stay home with my 3 kids. I went back to work a year ago on a contract
basis, to give me maximum flexibility.” —Part-Time Attorney
Moreover, both the ABA and the Massachusetts Study discourage arbitrary
durational limitations—according to the ABA, part-time arrangements should instead be
periodically reviewed to determine their feasibility and adjusted if necessary.55 The ABA
found that “[e]xperience indicates that the vast majority of lawyers will want to restrict
the duration” of their own part-time arrangements.56 The Massachusetts Study recommends
dropping durational limits altogether, as limiting a part-time schedule can contribute to
attrition.97
“[Part-time] allows me to keep my skills up so that in the future I can
return to practice full-time (incl. client development) if I so choose.
To me, choice is what it’s all about.” —Part-Time Attorney
A written policy should affirm that part-time compensation, although it may be
calculated under any of several methods, is proportionate to salaries for full-time cohorts.
Moreover, to encourage and reward business development by part-time attorneys, the
firm should consider stating that the customary compensation for origination is paid to
part-time attorneys.
As discussed above, making partnership tracks available to part-time attorneys
is essential to increasing the number of women partners and to making the arrangements
an attractive alternative to leaving the law firm. Law firms should therefore affirmatively
state in their policies when they will consider part-time attorneys for partnership and on
what grounds, which should be the same factors considered for full-time attorneys.
For instance, the ABA sample policy permits partnership consideration of a parttime associate during the same year as his or her full-time cohorts, provided that the parttimer had worked the equivalent of one year or less on a reduced-hours schedule while
with the law firm. Similarly, the PAR model policy states that attorneys working reducedhours schedules (which PAR refers to as “balanced hours”) remain eligible for partnership
but that working reduced hours may mean a longer partnership track, depending on the
proportion of hours to a full-time schedule and the duration of the arrangement.
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c. Monitor and Mentor - Lastly, as noted in Obstacles above, law
firms should also consider hiring a coordinator or designating a senior partner to serve as
a monitor and mentor to part-time attorneys. The designee would be responsible for
keeping track of the schedules, pay, and work assignments of all of the part-time attorneys
to ensure ongoing fairness and proportionality. The appointment of such a coordinator
would ensure a firm’s interests in retention are served and would give a part-timer an
outlet to discuss how the arrangement is working or might be improved.
2. Flexibility Of Firms And Lawyers
Law firms and individual attorneys participating in this Study frequently cited
flexibility as a component of success. For example, one small firm wrote, “Our firm has
found that flexibility and adaptability regarding both workload and schedules are the key
to successful part-time situations.” Conversely, law firms identified as weaknesses of
part-time arrangements the attorneys’ unavailability and staffing difficulties, while lawyers
also felt aggrieved by law firms’ giving only lip service to flexibility.
Recognizing the value of flexibility, the Massachusetts Study, the ABA, and the
PAR Study all recommend allowing as much individualization as possible in constructing
a part-time arrangement—even within written policies.98 The PAR Study notes that the
keys to success of part-time arrangements in any practice area are flexibility—not a rigid
adherence to a set schedule—and supervisor attitude.99
“At my request, we switched my compensation from a straight salary based
on a ‘goal’ to an hourly basis, computed at the hourly rate of my then
salary (with adjustments for raises and for increases in starting pay). I did
this because, although we developed a billable goal for planning purposes,
I wanted the flexibility of not meeting that goal as family needs might
demand, or exceeding it. (In the past, when I greatly exceeded my goal,
additional compensation was handled through generous bonuses). During
periods when the firm has been very busy, I have worked additional hours/
days for a period, but when possible return to the three day schedule.” —
Part-Time Attorney
“I am divorced and have joint custody of two sons, so [an] ‘alternative’
schedule is what allows me to spend any real measure of quality time
with them, and is thus essential to their well-being. I also work more
hours during the times when I don’t have my boys, so it has evolved
into a fine ‘win-win’ for me and my firm.” —Part-Time Attorney
Additionally, PAR observed it is a common myth among firms that some practice
areas do not lend themselves to a part-time schedule.100 But as one partner at a Washington,
D.C. firm stated in the PAR report, “Virtually every associate who works with me works
on other cases for other partners, and is therefore a part-time lawyer as far as my cases are
concerned.”101
“Often the conviction that balanced hours are not feasible in a given
practice area stems from the assumption that a limited schedule means
that the attorney can leave every day like clockwork at 3 p.m., or can
take specific days off each week without exceptions. [But] many
attorneys who work a balanced schedule remain sufficiently flexible
that they end up working, in effect, a given number of hours per year,
rather than a rigidly pre-determined number of hours per week.”102
3. Descriptions Of Successful Arrangements
To help determine what types of reduced-hours arrangements are most effective,
the authors of this Study analyzed the types of arrangements reported by 45 part-time
respondents who stated they were either “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their
arrangements.103 As discussed above, firm culture was repeatedly cited as an important
factor for success. This section describes the more tangible characteristics of part-time
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arrangements that were rated as satisfactory by respondents. For firms, a comparison of
part-time arrangements may invite a re-examination of scheduling options to offer. For
attorneys and law students, a comparison of different arrangements may provide knowledge
for negotiating and evaluating offers.
Part-time Attorneys Who are Partners: This group of 6 respondents was
perhaps the most satisfied, with 4 of the 6 respondents reporting that they were “very
satisfied” with their part-time arrangement. All part-time partners apparently elected to
pursue a part-time arrangement after they had become partners. The part-time partners’
work schedules ranged from a low end of 1000 billable hours a year to a high of 90% of a
full-time billable requirement. In all cases, the part-time partner received full benefits and
was eligible for a pro rata bonus calculated in a manner similar to that used to reward fulltime partners. The part-time partners worked in several legal fields including civil litigation
(2 of 6 respondents), ERISA (1), labor and employment (1), real estate practice (1), and
family law (1).
“My billable hour goal is 1350 hours per year, 75% of the normal
yearly goal of 1800 billable hours. I work 5 days per week, usually
about 9:30 - 5:30, more or less depending on workload, but I do not
usually work weekends and am free to take time off when I’m not
busy. . . . I am very satisfied with my arrangement. Like all my partners,
I get paid based on dollars originated and dollars collected (and other
factors).”—Part-Time Partner
Associates Eligible for Partnership Track: Of those responding to a question
about partnership track, only 10 of 26 salaried associates reporting satisfaction with their
arrangements said their firms recognized a partnership track for part-time attorneys; one
attorney was uncertain as to whether part-timers were eligible for consideration. Throughout
the Study, there was incongruity between firms’ stated policies and the part-time attorneys’
beliefs about whether they actually could achieve partnership working under a part-time
arrangement. That is, many respondents (both satisfied and dissatisfied) reported that
while their firms contended that a partnership track exists for part-time attorneys, the
attorneys doubted their firms would elect a part-time attorney to partnership.
One firm in the survey had a novel approach to the part-time attorney partnership
track. This firm required a part-time attorney to elect partnership track or, alternatively, to
remove herself or himself from the track. A part-time attorney electing partnership track
was evaluated yearly with an eye toward partnership based on the same criteria as fulltime attorneys. Before being invited to join the partnership, however, the part-time attorney
had to have worked at least two years in a full-time arrangement. Attorneys electing to
forego the partnership track were entitled to participate in annual profit sharing, usually
receiving an amount proportional to other attorneys eligible for profit sharing (generally
around 10% of salary). No partnership-track attorneys, either full-time or part-time, were
awarded profit sharing at this firm.
Compensation Arrangements for Partners and Non-partners: The vast
majority of part-timers reporting they were satisfied or very satisfied work a percentage of
a full-time schedule for the same percentage of full-time pay. Among the 16 part-time
attorneys responding that they were “very satisfied,” 10 reported that they were paid a
salary based on a fixed percentage of a full-time schedule, while 6 reported they were paid
on an hourly basis. The 10 attorneys working on a percentage basis reported working
anywhere from 1000 billable hours a year to 50% to 90% of a full-time schedule for a
corresponding percentage of a full-time salary. The 6 attorneys working for hourly pay
generally had schedules that varied from 1 day a week to 30 to 40 hours a week.
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“I work Monday - Thursday, approximately 9 a.m. - 4 p.m., with great
flexibility. I bill 70% of the hours expected of associates, and I am
paid 70% of the salary level for my ‘year’ (7th year associate). I am
completely satisfied with this arrangement! It seems to work well for
everyone.” —Part-Time Attorney
“I am a contract attorney for the firm, working 1 day per week. I
charge the firm for my time on an hourly basis. I am very satisfied
with this arrangement — because I’m paid for only the hours I work.
I don’t feel guilty about the time I’m not working.” —Part-Time
Attorney

Part-time Attorneys Eligible for Benefits: With just 1 exception, all 33 salaried
part-timers reporting satisfaction with their arrangements received benefits at their firms.
Among part-timers working for hourly pay and reporting satisfaction, 3 of 11 reported
they received benefits. Generally, firms required a minimum number of billable hours
before a part-time attorney became eligible for benefits. That minimum number was
reported by several respondents to be 1300 hours a year. Part-time attorneys generally
reported dissatisfaction when they were not eligible for benefits.
Part-time Attorneys Eligible for Bonuses: Pro rata bonuses were much less
commonly available to part-time attorneys than were benefits. Twenty of 33 salaried parttimers were eligible to receive pro rata bonuses or profit-sharing. Excluding partners, this
number decreases to 12 salaried part-timers receiving bonuses or profit-sharing. Among
hourly part-timers, just 1 of 11 reported bonus eligibility.
Hourly Compensation: Eleven respondents reported satisfaction with an hourlypay arrangement, no partnership track (with 1 exception who was eligible for partnership),
no bonus opportunity (with 1 exception who was entitled to a bonus), and no benefits
(with 3 exceptions who received benefits). Five reported this arrangement as contractbased. The respondents in the hourly category worked in civil litigation, labor/employment
law, non-client work, bankruptcy, probate/trusts, personal injury litigation, or in writing
legal briefs. Several seem to be paid the same hourly rate as an equivalent full-time
attorney. Each of the five satisfied contract attorneys worked a very limited schedule (the
lowest being 60 hours a year), usually only a few hours per week, in contrast to dissatisfied
contract attorneys who reported much higher hours.
“My salary is paid on an hourly basis, and I do my own tax deductions
as a self-employed person, but the firm treats me as a regular associate
attorney in all other ways.”—Part-Time Attorney
“I am paid a set salary and have insurance benefits; however, at the
end of every quarter we do a “true-up.” In other words, my salary is
based on working X billable hours. If I work X + A billable hours
during the quarter I get an extra check in the amount of A times a set
hourly rate. If I work X - B billable hours during the quarter, I owe
the firm in the amount of B times the set hourly rate.” —Part-Time
Attorney
4. Sample Policy: ABA Commission On Women In The Profession
The ABA Commission on Women in the Profession advocates the expansion of
the purposes for which part-time schedules are available, inclusive eligibility requirements,
clear communication of the schedule structures available, mutual flexibility of the parttimer and the firm in implementation, appropriate planning for coverage, equal treatment
in compensation and benefit matters, parity in work assignments and advancement
opportunities, appropriate monitoring (including reviews, coordinators and consideration
of a return to full-time status), elimination of durational limitations, implementation of
training programs, and the tracking of usage data.64
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The Commission published a sample policy for alternative work schedules as an
Appendix to Balanced Lives in 2001. The policy is available at http://www.abanet.org/
women/balancedlives.html.
5. Model Policy: Washington, D.C. Project For Attorney Retention
PAR created a “usability” test for law firms to evaluate the effectiveness of their
part-time programs, focusing on usage rate by sex, hours worked, duration of arrangements,
schedule creep, and comparisons of work assignments, promotion rates and attrition rates.105
In its recommendations for successful implementation, PAR focuses on two
principles: (1) proportionality; and (2) flexibility and fairness.106 “Proportionality” refers
to offering proportional benefits, bonuses, work assignments, billable hours and
advancement opportunities. PAR’s second principle of “flexibility and fairness” includes
recommendations for universal availability (including for new hires), tailoring to meet
individual needs and flexibility in duration.
Additional recommendations by PAR include management understanding and
support, effective publication of part-time policies, sensitivity training (to the economics
of attrition and overcoming negative assumptions about part-time), appropriate planning
by both the attorney and the firm, elimination of schedule creep, effective monitoring and
cultural adaptation and stigma elimination.
PAR published a model balanced hours policy as an Appendix to its Balanced
Hours report in 2001. The policy is available at http://www.pardc.org/final_report.html
and is reprinted here with permission.
MODEL BALANCED HOURS POLICY
Introduction: Our Firm’s strength is derived from is its diverse and deeply
talented group of attorneys. As a firm, we are committed to maintaining and promoting
our diversity and talent. A key way for us to demonstrate our commitment is to recognize
that our attorneys have responsibilities and interests outside the Firm that need to be
supported and that these responsibilities and interests will affect our attorneys’ work
schedules.
Balanced hours schedules are available to our attorneys as one way of supporting
their lives outside the office. (Similar schedules are available for staff, as set out in the
staff manual.) Balanced hours schedules are individually tailored reduced hours schedules
designed to meet the needs of the attorney and the needs of the Firm and its clients.
Requests for balanced hours schedules will be considered in light of the business needs of
the Firm and the Firm’s clients, and will be granted whenever possible. The Firm believes
that balanced hours schedules should not affect an attorney’s professional development or
ability to provide professional service to the Firm, clients, the bar, and the community.
This policy sets forth the procedure for proposing a balanced hours schedule,
and the general guidelines applicable to balanced hours schedules. Questions about the
policy or its application should be directed to the Balanced Hours Coordinator.
Expectations: The Firm expects all of its attorneys to provide professional and
prompt service to clients. It also expects all of its attorneys to provide pro bono services
in accordance with the Firm’s policy, continue their legal education, engage in business
development, participate in bar activities, and share in Firm administrative and managerial
duties. Balanced hours attorneys should anticipate and meet these expectations.
Flexibility: Meeting client needs often requires flexibility in scheduling, and
all attorneys are expected to be flexible in their scheduling when necessary. The Firm will
not expect balanced hours attorneys to work in their off-hours on a regular basis, but it
may be necessary from time to time for a balanced hours attorney to come into the office
or work from another location when not scheduled to do so. When this happens, every
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effort will be made to provide the attorney compensatory time off within the same pay
period as the non-scheduled work. If it is not possible for the attorney to take compensatory
time off, the attorney will be compensated in accordance with the compensation guidelines
of this policy.
Availability and Duration: Balanced hours schedules are available to all
attorneys, assuming an acceptable proposal is made. There is no minimum length of time
that an attorney must work full-time before a balanced hours request will be considered.
The Firm recognizes that attorneys’ schedules will change over time, and understands that
balanced hours attorneys may wish to return to standard hours schedules or to stay on
balanced hours indefinitely. Changes will be accommodated, again assuming an acceptable
proposal is made. There is no minimum or maximum length of time an attorney may work
a balanced hours schedule.
Schedules: Balanced hours schedules are to be tailored to meet the individual
needs of attorneys. The schedules may include fewer hours per week, month, or year.
[The Firm finds that beneficial continuity of service to clients generally requires attorneys
to work at least 50% of a standard hours schedule, but proposals to work less than 50%
will be considered.]
The schedules should be described in terms of percentage of a standard hours
schedule, which for these purposes is defined as [1800] billable hours and [400] nonbillable hours. [Note: for firms without billable or other hourly requirements, the standard
schedule can be determined by averaging the attorney’s own work hours over a severalyear period or over his or her entire career with the firm.] Balanced hours schedules are to
include both billable and non-billable time in proportion to the billable and non-billable
hours the attorneys worked when on standard schedules. (For new hires, the Balanced
Hours Coordinator will suggest a ratio based on a typical attorney’s experience at the
Firm.)
Balanced Hours Proposals: An attorney wishing to work a balanced hours
schedule should first explore the types of balanced hours schedules worked by other
attorneys in the Firm and elsewhere, and determine what type of schedule would best suit
their individual needs. Information about balanced hours schedules is kept by the Balanced
Hours Coordinator and is available on the Firm’s intranet. The attorney should work with
the Balanced Hours Coordinator to complete the pre-proposal questionnaire, which covers
topics such as how the attorney will accomplish his or her work and how the attorney will
be available for emergencies, and draft the proposal. Draft proposals should be reviewed
by the Balanced Hours Coordinator and submitted to the attorney’s supervising attorney(s)
and practice head. The supervising attorney(s) and practice head will be asked to consider
various factors relating to how work will be performed under the proposed balanced hours
schedule. The Firm anticipates that if the supervising attorney(s) and/or practice head
have objections to the proposal, they will discuss the objections and suggest revisions to
the attorney. The practice head will forward it, with his or her recommendation as to
approval, to the Management Committee for final consideration.
Compensation: Associates and counsel working balanced hours schedules will
be compensated proportionally to standard hours attorneys of their same class year. For
example, an associate working 80% of a standard hours schedule will earn 80% of the
standard hours salary for an associate in her same class. [Associates and counsel working
less than 50% of a standard schedule may be compensated on an hourly basis, if the
Balanced Hours Coordinator and their practice heads determine that hourly compensation
is more feasible.]
Partners will be compensated in accordance with the recommendations of the
Compensation Committee, which will determine the partner share of a balanced hours
attorney as if the attorney were working a standard schedule and then adjust the share
amount to reflect the proportion of hours worked. Compensation based on business
origination credits will be paid at full rates, and not adjusted proportionally.
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Balanced hours attorneys remain eligible for bonuses, which will be awarded in
proportion with the attorneys’ schedules. For bonuses based on the number of hours over
target worked, balanced hours attorneys will receive bonuses based on the number of
hours over their balanced hours schedule worked.
Benefits: Balanced hours attorneys remain eligible for the same benefits as
standard hours attorneys[, except that attorneys working less than 50% or less than 25
hours per week are ineligible for medical, dental, life, and disability insurance as stated in
the Firm’s policies]. [Balanced hours attorneys are eligible for the same benefits as standard
hours attorneys, prorated to reflect the proportion of a standard schedule the balanced
hours attorney is working. For example, if a balanced hours attorney works 80% of a
standard schedule, the firm will pay 80% of the premium for his or her health, dental, life
and disability insurance and the balanced hour attorney will be responsible for the remainder
of the premium.]
Technology: The Firm provides all attorneys with an annual stipend for use in
purchasing work-related technology. The stipend may be used for such things as cellular
telephones and service, Blackberries, fax machines, second phone lines, and computers.
Balanced hours attorneys are urged to consider their needs for communicating with the
office and with clients when deciding how to use their stipend. At a minimum, a fax
machine and cellular telephone should be purchased. If additional stipend amounts are
needed, the Firm will consider advancing the additional amounts against the next year’s
stipend.
Assignments: Balanced hours attorneys will receive the same types of
assignments as standard hours attorneys, adjusted to take work hours into account. Balanced
hours attorneys will not receive a disproportionate amount of routine work. The Balanced
Hours Coordinator will review the type of work done by balanced hours attorneys to
ensure compliance with this guideline.
Partnership Track: The Firm evaluates its associates and counsel regularly to
ensure they are performing at a level that makes them eligible for partnership. Factors
considered include, but are not limited to, quality of work, quality of relationships with
clients and colleagues, skill development, and ability to attract new business. Working a
balanced hours schedule does not change the evaluation process or the factors considered,
and balanced hours associates and counsel remain eligible for partnership. Working a
balanced hours schedule may extend the time at which an attorney is considered for
partnership, depending on the proportion of standard hours worked and the duration of
the balanced hours schedule. For example, an associate who works a standard schedule
for six years and an 80% of standard schedule for two years is likely to be considered with
other associates of his class, but an associate who works a 60% schedule for six years will
likely find his partnership track extended by two or more years.
Periodic Review: The success of each balanced hours schedule will be reviewed
with the attorney, Balanced Hours Coordinator, and the attorney’s supervisor(s) every
three [six] months. If changes to the schedule are necessary, they will be made in writing.
In addition to the six-month reviews, the attorney and his or her supervisor(s) are encouraged
to communicate with each other and/or the Balanced Hours Coordinator on an ongoing
basis about issues that arise regarding the schedule. The Balanced Hours Coordinator
will review the hours worked by balanced hours attorneys and will address consistent
excessive hours with the attorney and the attorney’s supervisor(s) on an ongoing basis.
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Section VI

Conclusion

As the number of women in law firms grows, it is increasingly critical that firms
provide part-time options for all attorneys. Flexible and fair written policies that are
communicated to attorneys are an important first step in creating a firm culture that supports
part-time arrangements and maximizes the success of those arrangements. Firms that
adopt such policies stand to benefit in the form of greater profitability, improved retention,
and greater diversity in firm leadership positions. Moreover, the legal profession and
society as a whole benefit from part-time arrangements because they allow attorneys to
fulfill their commitments to their firms, families, and communities. It’s about time.

Section VII

Three Case Studies
The candor of most of the survey participants has permitted the authors to match
up part-time and departing respondents with their corresponding firms, and to prepare
three “Case Studies” of the effectiveness of the part-time policies and practices in large
firms in Atlanta. These three case studies are intended to compare and contrast firms’
survey responses with the views of their respective part-timers and/or the perceptions of
departing full-timers. Each firm’s policy and implementation thereof is evaluated based
on the recommendations for effective part-time policies by PAR and the ABA listed in
Part V.B. “Best Practices” above.
The three firms in these Case Studies all fall in the “large firm” category; all
have written policies (one of which is currently under revision); and all indicated that
their policies serve as “rough guidelines” when deciding whether to approve a particular
part-time arrangement. This is where the similarities end. The first case study matches up
a firm, its part-timers and lawyers who left. The second focuses on a firm and its parttimers, and the third offers the viewpoint of lawyers who left on their former firm’s culture
and policies regarding part-time.
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Case Study 1
Overview
The Firm, with more than 300 attorneys, reported a usage rate (i.e., the percentage
of lawyers at a firm who are working part-time pursuant to the policy) of 7% in 1999, the
only year for which it gave part-time data.107 Eight of the Firm’s current part-time lawyers
responded to the survey, and 14 lawyers who had left the Firm (some part-time, most fulltime) responded. There was a fairly close correlation between the Firm’s self-assessment
of its reduced-hours arrangements and that of the 8 current and 2 former part-timers. The
lawyers’ responses diverged somewhat from the Firm’s on “structural” issues; as the
descriptions below reveal, these differences may simply indicate a need for improved
communication between the Firm and its attorneys.
There was a disparity between the Firm’s self-assessment and that of full-time
lawyers who had left the Firm (many hoping to work fewer hours or on a different schedule)
who reported negative views of the feasibility of part-time arrangements at the Firm.
Characteristics of Policy as reported by the Firm
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Written policy: under review
Role of Policy: used as rough guideline in approval process; flexibility
emphasized
Availability: not reported
Communication: through intranet and at new employee orientation
Minimum seniority requirement: 1 year
Durational limitation: not reported
Compensation: annual raises; full and pro-rated bonuses; full benefits
Advancement: variable partnership track
Client development: not reported
Monitoring: not reported

Structure of Part-Time Arrangements
The Firm has a written policy regarding part-time work that is distributed at new
employee orientation and available on the Firm’s intranet. However, none of the responding
part-timers stated that they learned about the reduced-hours option through the written
policy. Instead, most learned of the policy through word-of-mouth or by asking their
supervisors. Although one respondent did not address how she learned that the Firm
offered part-time arrangements, she disclosed that the reason she sought employment at
the Firm was the possibility of part-time work. One part-timer who left the Firm also had
accepted employment with the Firm conditioned on a part-time schedule.
Although the Firm has a written policy, the Firm noted that the policy served only
as a “rough guideline.” The Firm emphasized that it is committed to flexible work
arrangements. When deciding whether to agree to a particular part-time arrangement, it
considers the needs of the individual as well as those of the practice group. The part-time
respondents’ statements reflected diversity in arrangements: One was a contract attorney,
and the others’ yearly hours goals (including those who had left) ranged between about 55%
and 75% of full-time hours. The part-timers worked on varying days of the week, though
most who specified their schedules noted that they were at the office at least three days per
week.
The Firm stated that it provided full benefits to its part-time attorneys; all of the
part-timers agreed although the contract attorney noted that she did not receive full benefits.
According to the Firm, annual pay raises were available to part-time attorneys based on
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class level and performance. Four part-time respondents agreed and were satisfied with
how their pay raises were determined, but three did not agree and were not satisfied with
how their pay raises were determined, and one did not know how her pay raise was determined.
While the Firm did not provide billable-hours credit for pro bono work, it stated
that this policy was under review. Two respondents, however, believed they received billable
credit for pro bono hours, while one stated that pro bono hours counted toward non-billable
requirements within a practice group.
The Firm asserted that bonuses were available to part-timers on a full and prorated
basis (depending on the type of bonus), but three part-timers disagreed. One respondent
stated that bonuses were dependent on what the practice group leader dictated. Four of the
respondents, however, stated that bonuses were in line with those afforded their full-time
counterparts.
According to the Firm, part-time attorneys were on the same partnership track as
full-time attorneys, “depending on the arrangement.” In contrast, only one part-timer stated
that a part-time arrangement would have no effect on partnership eligibility and timing.
The other respondents (including a part-time associate who had left) stated that their parttime arrangements affected their road to partnership in some way; two noted that their
particular arrangements kept them from being eligible for partnership.
Attitudes Toward Part-time Work
The Firm has determined that part-time arrangements can be as profitable as fulltime arrangements, and that flexible schedules result in a higher retention rate and higher
attorney loyalty. On the downside, the Firm noted that part-time attorneys might be less
able to contribute toward client development. The part-time respondents echoed these
sentiments. They generally indicated that the Firm’s commitment to offering part-time
arrangements made their jobs easier and, in several cases, the attorneys reported that but for
the part-time arrangements they would leave the Firm. Seven respondents acknowledged
that they were less able to spend time on business development.
Objectives and Attitudes of Lawyers who Left
Of the 14 attorneys who left the Firm, 2 worked part-time prior to leaving. One of
those left to take a government position while the other left to care for her children fulltime. Of the full-timers who left, 8 stated that they left because they wanted fewer hours, a
different schedule, or an in-house opportunity. Indeed, only 2 alumni went to different
large firms and 1 went to a medium firm. The others took in-house positions (7), left the
practice of law (1), or took a faculty position (1).
The impressions of full-time alumni varied greatly from their part-time alumni
counterparts as well as from the part-timers who remained at the Firm. In spite of their
desire for fewer hours or different schedules, none of the full-time alumni reported considering
a part-time arrangement at the Firm. One alumnus reported that he had no “justification”
for a reduced-hours schedule;109 two female alumna did not believe they were eligible for a
part-time arrangement; one indicated that the perception was that part-timers got paid less
but worked the same hours as full-timers; and another called a part-time arrangement
“professional suicide.” These alumni indicated a perception that the Firm did not support
part-time arrangements; that part-timers were unhappy; or that a part-time schedule was
career-ending. Interestingly, three of the alumni—one of whom did not even know parttime was an option at the Firm—indicated that they are working part-time in their current
positions.
The attorneys who left the Firm but were part-time while there gave responses
similar to those of the part-timers remaining at the Firm. One departing part-timer reported
the experience as “enjoyable and satisfying” and a solution to the “burnout” that colleagues

43
had experienced. Indeed, neither of these attorneys reported leaving the Firm because of
dissatisfaction with his or her part-time arrangements.
Evaluation of Part-time Policy
As recommended by PAR, the Firm has a written policy within which flexibility
is permitted; judging from the variable arrangements (55-75% of full-time and varying
days) described by its part-timers, the Firm’s implementation of flexibility in this process
is evident. The Firm also offers full benefits and full-to-proportional bonuses—also
recommended by both PAR and the ABA. In terms of parity in quality or type of work
assignments, only one of the part-timers reported a change—and indicated it was a result
of the part-timer avoiding certain projects. The minimum seniority requirement, while
discouraged by PAR, is short enough to allow an attorney to not only integrate into the
Firm socially but also be evaluated by the Firm prior to going part-time; notwithstanding,
at least two part-timers were hired from the outset on a part-time basis. Finally, it appears
that advancement opportunities are also proportional at the Firm, as advocated by PAR
and ABA.
Two areas where the Firm could focus its energies are communication of the
policy and training to overcome negative perceptions. Given that most attorneys reported
learning about the availability of part-time through informal means—by word of mouth or
asking a supervisor—and many did not know what the written policy provided (one parttimer stated there was no written policy), the Firm needs to determine a more effective
way of communicating both the availability of part-time schedules and the parameters of
the policy. Second, based on the comments of lawyers who left without considering parttime, as well as the fact that 3 alumni are working part-time elsewhere, the Firm would do
well to provide “sensitivity training” as recommended by PAR and ABA to overcome
negative assumptions about part-time and end whatever stigma to part-time that exists at
the Firm. Since the part-timers appeared satisfied while only full-timers thought parttime was career ending, this obstacle should not be difficult to overcome.
The Firm’s usage rate of 7% indicates that the Firm has a workable policy that
has been fairly successful in its implementation. Both the effectiveness of implementation
and the usage rate could be increased with the few minor adjustments suggested above.

Case Study 2
Overview
The Firm, with more than 300 attorneys, reported a usage rate of 7% in 2001,
with men comprising 29% of part-time attorneys at the Firm. Ten of the Firm’s current,
part-time lawyers responded to the survey, and their responses revealed a close correlation
to the Firm’s responses. Generally, lawyers at the Firm were pleased with the flexibility of
the Firm’s part-time policy, a result that reinforced the Firm’s rationale for allowing parttime work: improved retention of excellent attorneys. As in Case Study 1, there is
miscommunication between the Firm and its lawyers related to the structure of part-time
arrangements.
Characteristics of Policy as reported by the Firm
·
·
·
·

Written policy
Role of Policy: used as rough guideline in approval process; facilitates “case by
case” design of arrangements—attorneys given “wide latitude” to develop
arrangement
Availability: to any attorney, without regard to purpose
Communication: through intranet and at new employee orientation
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·
·
·

·
·
·

Minimum seniority requirement: none
Durational limitation: none
Compensation: (1) compensation generally proportional (but may be reduced);
(2) annual merit-based raises; (3) bonuses available on same criteria as fulltimers; (4) full benefits (minimum 20 hours); (5) requires “comp time” or bonus
if workload increases
Advancement: same partnership track, may take longer; no requirement to return
to full-time prior to consideration;
Client development: same credit as full-timers
Monitoring: (1) dedicated personnel to monitor and improve arrangements; (2)
requires each attorney and the respective practice group to manage workload
and facilitate professional development; (3) requires full-timers to respect parttime schedules when possible

Structure of Part-Time Arrangements
As stated above, the Firm has a written policy regarding part-time work. The
Firm informs its employees of this policy at new-employee orientation; further, the policy
is available on the Firm intranet. However, only 1 respondent learned of the policy at the
new-employee orientation, and none of the respondents stated that they learned of the
policy from the Firm’s intranet. Instead, most respondents (70%) cited “word of mouth”
as the source of their information about the availability of part-time work. One respondent
noted that she was offered part-time work after she had left the Firm, as an inducement to
return.109
The Firm’s written policy states that lawyers may present proposals for parttime schedules. The policy emphasizes that the lawyers may have wide latitude in
developing a schedule, and the respondents’ descriptions of their schedules reflect that
latitude. The various respondents worked anywhere from 50% to 90% of full-time; some
go to the office every day, while others do some of their work at home. Most respondents
stated that they believed their arrangements were fair and reasonable.
The Firm stated that it provides full benefits to its part-time lawyers; all of the
respondents agreed. The Firm and its lawyers also generally agreed that annual pay raises
are merit-based for part-time employees, just as for full-time workers; however, one
respondent had “no idea” how annual pay raises were determined.
A common finding in this case study, the Firm and the lawyers’ responses were
more divergent in the areas of pro bono work and bonuses. While the Firm stated that
part-time lawyers receive billable credit for pro bono work, only 5 of the lawyers responded
similarly; 4 stated they did not receive billable credit for pro bono hours. Likewise, only
5 lawyers agreed with the Firm that bonuses are available to part-time lawyers according
to merit, just like full-time lawyers. Four lawyers did not believe bonuses were available
to them as part-timers.
The Firm’s stated policy with respect to partnership is that part-time attorneys
may remain on a partnership track; however, it may take longer for part-timers to satisfy
the criteria for partnership. The lawyers had the opportunity to provide more detailed
responses reflecting their perceptions of the partnership track. The 3 respondents who
were also partners at the Firm echoed the Firm’s explanation. Some associates, however,
believed their value as potential partners was discounted as a result of their part-time
schedule, and suggested that other partners would not likely vote for them to become
partners. One associate noted that she was expressly “off-track,” with no plans to work
toward partnership at the time.

45
Attitudes Toward Part-Time Work
The Firm has evaluated the costs of attrition and concluded that facilitating
part-time work is cheaper in the long run, essential to retention, and good for morale.
Survey respondents working at the Firm confirmed the Firm’s analysis: all of them stated
that the availability of part-time work has influenced them to stay at the Firm. As one
respondent put it, “Being part-time allows me to enjoy my job and my life. I don’t believe
that I could get a similar arrangement elsewhere, so I would be hesitant to leave.” Moreover,
most respondents seemed generally satisfied with their arrangements and committed to
developing their careers: “The flexibility to deal with other obligations and goals gives
me the opportunity to pursue my career in the long term.”
Evaluation of Part-time Policy
Like the Firm in Case Study 1 above, the Firm has a written policy within which
flexibility is permitted as recommended by PAR. The “arrangements” which varied from
50-90% of full-time, working from home, and varying days in the office, evidenced the
flexible implementation of the policy advocated by PAR and the ABA. By encouraging
part-timers to address a variety of issues in their proposals, the Firm facilitates the advance
planning recommended by the ABA; by providing for “comp time” or bonuses when
workload increases to address “schedule creep,” the Firm itself has planned ahead as well.
The Firm also meets the remaining “flexibility” criterion of PAR and the recommendations
of ABA by dispensing with minimum seniority requirements and maximum durational
limitations, as well as by making part-time schedules available to any attorney—without
restrictions on purpose, such as childcare.
Its offer of proportional compensation and full benefits as well as eligibility for
raises and bonuses on the same bases as full-timers satisfies the proportionality promoted
by PAR and ABA. In terms of parity of work, however, lawyers’ responses are about
equally split—half of part-timers noted their quality/type of work had not changed, while
the remainder indicated they were on less high profile work, or they avoided certain types
of work. While on paper, the Firm supports proportional advancement opportunities—
and this is supported by partner part-timers, associate part-timers are unsure of their actual
futures at the Firm.
In terms of “monitoring,” the Firm has incorporated important requirements as
to the behavior both of full-timers and part-timers in terms of planning and implementing
part-time arrangements, going so far as to have dedicated personnel responsible for
overseeing part-time arrangements. These are important characteristics of policies promoted
by ABA and PAR that can facilitate successful implementation and utilization of part-time
policies.
Notwithstanding the laudable strategies employed by the Firm, it, like the first
firm, could improve its communication of the existence and contents of its part-time policy,
as well as provide some training to overcome the negative assumptions about part-time.
Most attorneys reported learning of part-time by word of mouth and were “unsure” of
what the policy actually provided. Improving communications would better educate the
attorneys as to the policy and its contents (including eligibility for bonuses and
partnership—areas where part-timers indicated they did not know if they were eligible, or
if they were off-track), as well as remove some of the “stigma” reflected by part-timers’
responses to questions about partnership eligibility. Furthermore, with its monitoring
policies and personnel in place, the Firm has an existing structure to improve these
communications and facilitate education of part-timers and removal of negative
assumptions.
The Firm’s 2001 usage rate of 7% (and in 2000, as high as 8%—nearly double
the national average) is testament to its workable policy and effective implementation
strategies; the high percentage of men that have taken advantage of part-time schedules at
this firm is a further badge of success. Implementation can easily be improved, and the
usage rate increased, within the framework established by the Firm.
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Overview

Case Study 3

One large Atlanta law Firm, which reported a usage rate of less than 1%, provided
a long, detailed policy; however, the tone of the policy suggested that it lacked the necessary
institutional support to make it successful. Feedback provided by alumni of the Firm
reinforced this observation.
Fifty percent (11 of 22) of alumni (4 men, 7 women) of the Firm indicated they
left the Firm for fewer hours and/or a different schedule. Yet none of these attorneys
considered a part-time option at the Firm. When asked why they did not consider parttime, 9 of these 11 indicated they did not want a reduction in salary; nevertheless, 8 of
these attorneys (6 of whom also indicated they left for “fewer hours”) ended up working
as “in-house” counsel or for the government—employers that traditionally pay lower
salaries than large law firms.110 A closer look at this discrepancy reveals that institutional
roadblocks may be more to blame for the Firm’s lack of part-time attorneys than financial
considerations.
Examining the alumni’s written comments, it appears that lawyers believed clients
expected “a certain level of service” with which a part-time schedule was inconsistent.
Others stated that part-time was not really an option—especially for a male associate; that
part-time salary reduction was disproportionate to the actual hours worked; and that a
part-time lawyer was immediately off the partnership track. In addition, some noted that
it appeared to them that a reduced-hour option still amounted to a full-time schedule.
A review of the Firm’s part-time policy, as well as its cultural attitudes reflected
in responses by senior alumni, shows that institutionally, part-time schedules are designed
to deal with short-term “problems,” such as new mothers and the seriously ill, and are not
viewed as being consistent with long-term commitment. Despite stating that “the Firm is
making an investment in a person whom it expects to be a significant long-term contributor”
by permitting an attorney to work on a reduced-hours basis, the Firm nonetheless appears
to discourage reduced-hours schedules with its restrictive eligibility criterion as well as its
salary and partnership credit features.
For example, an individual must have practiced with the Firm for at least 36
months to be eligible for part-time, and the part-time arrangement must last no longer than
2 years and be requested no more than twice. Moreover, the policy provides that part-time
lawyers may be compensated on a less-than-proportionate basis to the amount of time
worked. In support of this policy, the Firm reasons that it is “compensated for its attorneys
being available and always on call.”111
Although the Firm does not bar part-timers from ever becoming partners, it
emphasizes that equity partnership is not available to attorneys unless they are committed
to practicing law on a full-time basis. Lateral hires and hires who have received judicial
clerkship credits are treated differently than other attorneys—in their cases, partnership
credit while on a reduced-hours basis is discretionary.
Additional requirements for part-time arrangements include a minimum schedule
of 75% of full-time; reduced-hours lawyers are required to work from home when necessary;
compensation is discretionary based on practice area, level of seniority and time
commitment; and part-timers are required to continue nonbillable work, for which it does
not appear they receive credit or compensation.
In sum, the Firm appears to be conveying the message to its lawyers that a
reduced-hours schedule is incompatible with the practice of law. One more senior alumnus
indicated that she never considered part-time because she felt it was “important to [herself]
and the Firm to demonstrate that women can not only do legal work as well as men but can
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do so with the same level of energy and commitment.” According to this lawyer, and to
many, a work schedule of fewer hours for less pay shows a lack of “commitment”—not
only to one’s firm, but to the practice of law. Unfortunately, this attitude further ingrains
negative perceptions of part-timers, especially when it is conveyed by a perceived role
model and mentor for many women. Based on the viewpoints expressed by the Firm’s
former lawyers and the Firm’s written policy, it is evident why associates at the Firm
believed that part-time was not a viable option—and in any event, not a long-term

solution. To many, the only solution was to leave.
Characteristics of Policy as reported by the Firm
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Written policy
Role of Policy: used as rough guideline in approval process
Availability: limited to certain purposes, such as child care, care of seriously ill
family member, or similar reason
Communication: Firm intranet
Minimum seniority requirement: 36 months at the Firm
Durational limitation: not to exceed two years, but approval of part-time
arrangement may be withdrawn at any time
Compensation: (1) compensation and bonus (if any) may be less than
proportional; (2) annual merit-based raises; (3) full benefits (minimum 30 hours/
week);
Advancement: variable depending on the arrangement (i.e. one year at 75%
should not affect partnership track); risk losing partnership credit for judicial
clerkship; consideration for partnership discretionary.
Client development: not reported
Monitoring: not reported

Evaluation of Part-time Policy
While there were not a significant enough number of part-time respondents from
the Firm to compare to the policy as reported by the Firm, the Firm’s low usage rate—less
than 1%—speaks for itself. This policy does not further the proportionality advocated by
PAR and ABA, as it states that compensation and bonuses may be less than proportional,
and that consideration for partnership is discretionary. This policy also fails to include the
flexibility recommended by PAR and ABA by limiting the permissible reasons (and class
of attorneys eligible for) part-time, as borne out in the fact that only women have ever
opted for a part-time schedule at the Firm. Limitations on availability of part-time not
only stigmatize a part-time program by creating a group of attorneys who receive “special”
treatment, but also promote resentment on the part of full-timers. Furthermore, the rigid
and potentially arbitrary durational limitations (“may be withdrawn at any time”) and
lengthy seniority requirements (3 years at the Firm, with no apparent credit given for time
worked elsewhere)—both opposed by PAR and ABA, all but discourage use of this parttime policy.
As noted above, the low usage rate at the Firm—under 1%—speaks volumes
about the workability of its part-time policy. In addition to the usage rate, negative
sentiments with respect to working part-time at this firm evidence that implementation
has not been successful. Given the stigma attached to part-time reported by alumni and
the discouraging tone of the policy, this firm would do well to consider reformulating its
policy in accordance with the recommendations of PAR and the ABA.
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Section VIII

Law Firm Statistics

These figures are averages derived from the data reported by 37 Atlanta law
firms. While not all law firms responded to all questions, most firms responded to most
questions.

1999

2000

2001

150

174

190

Women Lawyers (% of total)

42 (28%)

53 (30%)

60 (32%)

Lawyers Who Left (% of total)

21 (14%)

23 (13%) 23 (12%)

Women Lawyers Who Left
(% of total women)

8 (19%)

9 (17%)

9 (15%)

Men Lawyers Who Left
(% of total men)

13 (12%)

14 (12%)

14 (11%)

6 (4%)

7 (4%)

8 (4%)

Part-Time Women Lawyers

4

6

6

Part-Time Partners

2

2

2

Part-Time Women Partners

1

2

1

1 (5%)

1 (4%)

1 (4%)

Average Number Lawyers In Firm

Part-Time Lawyers (% of total)

Part-Time Lawyers Who Left
(% of Lawyers Who Left)
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Section IX

Study Methodology & Demographic Information About Study Participants
“It’s About Time” collects and reports on the confidential responses of lawyers
and law firms to 3 surveys about working as a part-time lawyer in an Atlanta law firm and
how work schedules affect decisions to leave or change law firms.
The authors modeled the survey questionnaires on those distributed for a similar
study by the Women’s Bar of Massachusetts. The questionnaires that were distributed
appear in the Appendix to this report.
This report contains data from 37 law firms and 167 attorneys—men and women,
associates and partners, part-time and full-time, and retired and active attorneys. To
maximize the number and accuracy of responses, the authors promised participants that
their comments, if published, would be disclosed without attribution.
GAWL and WIP retained a professional research firm, Schapiro Research Group,
to collect the completed surveys from participants in 2002 and to compile the results.
During the past year, lawyers volunteering for this project analyzed the substantial
quantitative and qualitative responses to the surveys and prepared this report.
Survey I
Survey I was designed to measure the availability of reduced-hours schedules at
Atlanta law firms of different sizes and specialties. Survey I was distributed by mail,
email, and facsimile to managing partners at the 76 law firms in the Atlanta metropolitan
area reporting at least ten attorneys in 2001. GAWL and WIP members also telephoned
the law firms to request their participation.
In response to Survey I, 37 law firms ranging in size from 10 to more than 1200
attorneys provided data about their attorneys and their part-time policies. (An additional
1 firm of fewer than 10 attorneys responded but was excluded from this Study because it
fell outside the size parameters.)
Large firms: Nine of the 37 responding firms reported that they had more than
200 attorneys, some counting only their Atlanta offices, others counting all offices of the
law firm, in Atlanta and elsewhere.
Medium firms: Seven firms reported having between 100 and 200 attorneys.
However, 2 of these firms clearly counted only the attorneys in the Atlanta office of a
much larger firm.
Small firms: The remaining 21 law firms reported fewer than 100 attorneys.
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Survey II

Survey II was designed to investigate the part-time experience from the
perspective of individual law firm attorneys. Survey II was distributed primarily by email
to the members of GAWL, WIP, and other organizations and through informal networks.
Many of the participating law firms also delivered Survey II to their part-time attorneys.
Sixty-nine attorneys who had worked part-time (i.e. a reduced schedule with
reduced pay) at Atlanta law firms during the three previous years responded to Survey II.
Four participants were men, and 65 were women.
Survey II participants ranged in age from 27 to 48 years, with an average age of
37 years. Their average length of law practice was 11 years, with a range from 1 to 23
years of legal experience. Most (87%) had worked full-time for a portion of their legal
career, varying from less than a year to more than 15 years. Virtually all part-time
participants (93%) worked in Fulton County.
The authors had hoped to explore the differences, if any, reported by men and
women who had part-time experience. Roughly 25% of part-time attorneys are men,
according to the most recent law firm data collected in response to Survey I. Since only 4
men participated in Survey II, however, the authors felt the sample was too small to make
a meaningful comparison between their responses—for example, about their reasons to
work part-time–and those of the 65 women participants.
Survey III
Survey III was designed to determine whether contemporary work schedules
are a cause of attrition among experienced attorneys. Survey III was also distributed by
email and by law firms that delivered the survey to their recent lateral hires and mailed it
to their recent alumni at our request.
Ninety-eight attorneys who had left a law firm during the three previous years
responded to Survey III. Thirty-seven percent of Survey III respondents were men; 63%
were women. To the extent possible, the report explores differences in their responses
based on gender.
The average age of Survey III respondents was 35; the youngest respondent was
27-years old, and the oldest was 66-years old. Their legal experience ranged from 1 year
to more than 40 years. Eleven respondents to Survey III were partners at the firm they
left.
On average, Survey III respondents had practiced law for 3 years at the firms
they left, and they typically had worked full-time. They reported having worked an average
of 2320 hours per year at their former firms and having billed an average of 1965 hours
annually.
Most (85%) of the respondents now work full-time. On average, they worked
approximately 49 hours a week in their current positions.
Ten participants in Survey III had worked part-time at their former firms, but 8
participants now work part-time. The part-time attorneys who left worked approximately
14 hours a week in their current positions.
At the time they answered the Survey, most of the Survey III participants (64%)
worked in Fulton county, while 20% worked in states other than Georgia, and 10% worked
in DeKalb or Cobb counties.
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Notes About Data
In reporting the data collected from the three surveys, the authors have rounded
to the nearest whole number. Due to rounding, percentages may not add up to 100% in all
cases.
Additionally, many of the survey questions gave respondents the option to select
multiple answers. In those cases, the authors have reported the percentage of participants
who gave particular responses. Those percentages do not add up to 100% because many
participants provided more than one answer.
Lastly, not all respondents answered every question, although most answered
most questions. Thus the data in this report reflects the answers of those responding to the
relevant question. The authors have generally reported these results as “of those parttimers responding to the question regarding” or in similar qualifying terms.
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While we have not listed your names, we are truly grateful to the individual
attorneys who participated in this important Study. As reflected in the report, many of you
took the time to share your insightful comments and wisdom born of experience. Thank
you!

Participating Law Firms

*Alston & Bird LLP
Anonymous
Arnall Golden & Gregory, LLP
*Bondurant Mixson & Elmore LLP
Cohen Pollock Merlin Axelrod & Small
Epstein Becker & Green, PC
Fellows, Johnson & La Briola LLP
Fisher & Phillips LLP
Ford & Harrison, LLP
Goldner, Sommers, Scrudder & Bass
Goodman McGuffey Aust & Lindsey
Gorby, Reeves, Peters & Burns, PC
Holland & Knight LLP
Hollowell Foster & Gepp
Hunton & Williams
Jones Day Reavis & Pogue
Kilpatrick Stockton, LLP
King & Spalding
Kitchens Kelley Gaynes PC
Lamberth Bonapfel Cifelli & Stokes, PA
Littler Mendelson
Love Willingham Peters Gilleland & Monyak
McKenna Long Aldridge
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Nall & Miller LLP
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Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy LLP
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*Alston & Bird LLP and Bondurant Mixson & Elmore, LLP not only participated in this
Study, but they also provided substantial administrative support. The authors thank them
for their generous assistance.

