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Changing times: home life and domestic habit
Lynne Hamill

3.1 Introduction
Why should this book include a chapter on time? Because how people use time tells us much
about the prevailing social and economic conditions. In opening his book, Changing Times,
Gershuny (2000: 1) argued that “if we can measure how the members of a society spend their
time, we have the elements of a certain sort of account of how that society works”. Thus, in a
sense, this survey of time use sets the scene for the later chapters.
Wacjman (2008) suggested that “the temporal perspective in sociological theory” has been
neglected and “there is an urgent need for increased dialogue to connect social theory with
detailed empirical studies”. However, this Chapter deals not with social theories but with
empirical evidence. There are many ways to look at time use. Nansen et al (2009) argued that
when looking at the pattern of domestic life it is important to distinguish between “chronometrics
(time-measured), chronaesthetics (time-felt) and chronomanagement (time-ordered)”. Fine
(1996: 55) identified five dimensions of time:
“Periodicity refers to the rhythm of the activity; tempo, to its rate or speed; timing to the
synchronization or mutual adaptation of activities; duration, to the length of an activity;
and sequence to the ordering of events.”
The evidence discussed below focuses on just one of Fine’s dimensions, duration, collected
though large surveys, to which thousands of respondents contributed. With such large scale
surveys, it is impossible to collect details of who did what with whom when and whether they
felt hurried for instance. For such analysis small scale studies have to be used, such as
Southerton’s (2006) interviews with 27 people or Nansen et al’s (2009) in depth study of just
five families. The evidence presented in this Chapter is largely drawn from UK Government
sources: the Office for National Statistics (ONS) and Ofcom, the UK communications’ regulator.
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This Chapter focuses on how British people spend their time and how this has changed since the
mid-1990s. During this period the technology found in homes changed and new technology
means new activities. In particular, the internet arrived and the internet is now used for a range of
domestic activities from entertainment to maintaining social relationships and shopping. Yet
there are only twenty-four hours in the day: time, said Juster and Stafford (1991), is the ultimate
scarce resource. So, putting aside multi-tasking, a new activity can only be undertaken by giving
up an old activity. This Chapter therefore examines both the changes in domestic technology and
the changes in what is done at home. In passing, it also considers the so-called work-life balance
and why we feel pressed for time.

Section 2 briefly discusses the problems of measuring time use. Section 3 presents basic data on
time use. Section 4 examines the division between paid work and other activities and discusses
the rise of telework. Section 5 shows how time is used at home, which is, of course affected by
the adoption of new domestic technology. Section 6 then focuses on the biggest recent change in
domestic technology, the arrival of the internet. Section 7 concludes.
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3.2 Measuring Time Use
Measuring how people spend their time is surprisingly difficult. There is a large literature on the
subject and this Section does no more than to highlight some of the major problems.

We spend our time doing all sorts of things. Time-use researchers have to try to classify these
many and various activities and often end up with a list of hundreds. For example, in ONS’s
2000 survey, 250 activities were coded; for the 2005 survey, the number of activity descriptions
were reduced to 30 (ONS, 2006a: 74). But to make sense even of 30 activities we have to reduce
these categories further. There are, of course, many ways this can be done. The first cut is to
divide time use between paid work and other activities. Differences tend to arise between how
those other activities are further divided (See Kaufman-Scarborough (2006)’s list for example.) I
have chosen Gronau’s (1977) approach. As usual, Gronau divided time between paid work and
other activities, but then divided those other activities between those which a third party could be
paid to do, or a machine could be used to shorten the time required – such as washing the dishes
– and those for which third party production is conceptually impossible, such as sleeping or
enjoying leisure. So, for example, child care, or pet care, becomes domestic work because you
could pay someone else to do it even though you may enjoy the activities.

But there is a fundamental problem of defining what people are doing at any given point in time
due to polychronicity or, more colloquially, multi-tasking. For example, if you are doing online
shopping, are you shopping or using your computer? If you are doing the ironing while listening
to the radio, are you doing housework or enjoying leisure? Or if you are watching a DVD with
your kids, does that count as childcare or leisure? Different surveys treat this polychronicity in
different ways and this is discussed further later in the Chapter.

Then there is the issue of how best to collect the data. For instance, respondents were asked to
recall the previous day in the ONS’s 2005 Time Use Survey – which is extensively quoted in this
Chapter – or by diaries, as used in the ONS’s previous time survey (ONS, 2006a: 74). How
finely time use is reticulated can vary too: the 2005 ONS Survey used ten minute slots for
instance.
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3. 3 Time use in Britain in the First Decade of the 21st Century
3.3.1 The Average Day
According to ONS’s 2005 Time Use Survey (2006a) about half of the average day was spent in
personal and biological maintenance (such as eating and sleeping), a quarter was spent in leisure
and the remaining quarter was equally divided between “paid work, study and commuting” and
domestic work. But these figures are averages: averages over those in paid work and those who
are not, averages taken over weekdays and weekends, (ONS, 2006a: x). It is unlikely that anyone
actually experienced this average day. So as well as showing the time spent on each of the 30
activities identified in the survey – plus travel allocated according to its related activity – Table
3.1 also shows what proportion participated in the activity and the average time spent by these
participants. There is no difference between the overall average time spent sleeping and the
average for participants because everyone slept. There is little difference in the time spent
watching TV and the like because four out of five people did that. But for those activities where
the participation rates were low, there is a large difference. For example, overall on average only
11 minutes were spent using a computer, but only 11 percent did so and those that did, used it on
average for about 1½ hours a day. The fact that nine out of 10 spent no time at all on their
computers has very different social (and policy) implications than if everyone spent 11 minutes.
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Activity

Participation Average minutes per day
rate Participants
All
Of which
at home
(1)

Personal maintenance
Sleep
Rest
Eating & drinking
Personal care ie wash/ dress
Paid work, study and commuting
Paid work
Formal education
Commuting
Domestic work
Cooking, washing up
Cleaning, tidying
Shopping, appointments
Travel for shopping
Washing clothes
Caring for own children
Pet care
Repairs and gardening
Escorting someone
Caring for other children
Caring for adults in own household
Caring for adults other household
Leisure
TV & videos/DVDs, radio, music
Miscellaneous travel eg visit friends
Spending time with family/friends at home
Going out with family/ friends
Contact with friends/family
Reading
Hobbies
Using a computer
Sport & outdoor activities
Travel for exercise/pleasure
Entertainment and culture
Attending religious and other meetings
Voluntary work
Recreational study
Other specified/not specified

(2)

(3)

100%
51%
97%
92%

491
89
85
48

491
46
82
44

39%
4%
29%

434
269
62

170
11
18

70%
38%
37%
26%
19%
16%
13%
13%
10%
6%
2%
2%

59
82
90
42
61
148
52
126
50
141
95
120

41
31
34
11
11
24
7
17
5
9
1
2

80%
58%
33%
14%
15%
28%
14%
11%
10%
7%
3%
3%
2%
2%
10%

196
83
152
172
55
88
136
97
100
71
153
99
153
177
141

Total

157
48
50
24
8
24
19
11
10
5
5
3
3
4
14

663

618

199

17

193

132

371

233

14

4

1440

1004

Table 3.1. Minutes per day: average and by participants, UK, 2005
Source: ONS (2006a: 11, 13, 64)
Note: Average time by those who participated in the activity (col 3) = (average time per day for
all people (col 2) / proportion of people who participated in the activity (col 1)) * 100
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Time use also varies over the day as shown in Figure 3.1. What is striking is the large area that
represents leisure: indeed, leisure accounts for almost half the time compared to a quarter in
Table 3.1. This is because in this data set those who report multi-tasking are counted more than
once. So that if someone was ironing and listening to the radio say, they would be counted as
doing both activities.

Percent reporting activity

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
04:00

02:00

00:00

22:00

Work/study
Leisure

20:00

18:00

16:00

14:00

12:00

10:00

08:00

06:00

Sleep, eat etc
Travel

Domestic work

Figure 3.1. Activity by time of day, 2010.
Source: Ofcom, 2010: 29

3.3.2 Changes in Time Use
Identifying changes in time use is not straightforward due to the differences between surveys.
Data is available for 1995 but is not strictly comparable with that for 2000 and 2005 (Table 3.2).
In broad terms using the five basic categories – personal maintenance, paid work and study,
domestic work, travel and leisure – the only major change between 1995 and 2000 was a
doubling of time spent travelling. But whether this change is the result of differences in the
survey techniques or reporting rather than a real difference in time use is not clear: in the
reporting of the 1995 survey results, over an hour a day is described as “other”.
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ONS has itself compared the results from its 2000 and 2005 surveys (ONS, 2006a: 17) and two
changes in the overall averages are striking. The average amount of time spent socialising
increased by about half an hour a day while that spent on domestic work (excluding childcare)
fell by a similar amount. Changes in the overall average can occur because the proportion
reporting the activity changes or the amount of time they spend on it changes, or both change.
For domestic work, not only did fewer report doing it in 2005, but those that did spent less time
on it. Fewer reported socialising too, but those who socialise spent longer in 2005 than in 2000.
Indeed, participation rates for all the leisure activities fell while time spent by those who did
participate increased. This suggests that leisure activities are becoming more specialized in the
sense that people spend longer on fewer activities.
ONS (2006a: 47, 69) also noted the “considerable growth” in the use of computers over the 5
years 2000 to 2005. “On any given day in 2000, around 12 per cent of the population used a
computer outside their workplace (workplace use is not recorded in the diaries). By 2005, some
16 per cent of the population were doing so each day”. Also, those using computers spent longer
doing so thus overall, averaging over computer users and non-users, “computing time increased
from an average of 12 minutes per day in 2000 to 20 minutes per day in 2005.” (However, it is
not clear how this 20 minutes a day fits with the 11 minutes shown in Table 3.1, which is based
on a different table in ONS’s report.)
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Activity

Personal maintenance
Sleep & rest
Personal care ie wash/ dress
Eating & drinking

1995

2000
2005
Change 2000-2005
Average Particip- Average mins/day Particip- Average mins/day Particip- Average mins/day
mins/day
ation ParticipAll
ation ParticipAll
ation ParticipAll
All
rate
ants
rate
ants
rate
ants
(Approx)
627
664
663
-1
100%
530
530
100%
537
537
0%
7
7
96%
49
47
92%
48
44
-4%
-1
-3
98%
89
87
97%
85
82
-1%
-4
-5

Paid work & study
Employment
Study (including recreational)

181

Domestic work
Care of own children
Other domestic work

197

Travel
Leisure
Social life
Hobbies & games
Voluntary work & meetings
TV/video/DVD/radio/music
Entertainment and culture
Reading
Sport & outdoor activities
Other specified/not specified
Total

46

39%
6%

446
267

190
174
16

39%
6%

434
233

184
170
14

0%
0%

-12
-33

-6
-4
-2

20%
91%

100
190

193
20
173

16%
85%

150
167

166
24
142

-4%
-6%

50
-23

-27
4
-31

88%

97

85

86%

102

87

-2%

5

2

60%
24%
16%
na
6%
43%
15%

93
88
100
na
100
65
93

297
56
21
16
156
6
28
14

50%
24%
12%
80%
3%
28%
10%

164
125
142
196
153
88
100

325
82
30
17
157
5
24
10

-10%
0%
-4%
na
-3%
-15%
-5%

71
38
42
na
53
22
6

28
26
9
1
1
-1
-4
-4

29%

31

10%

141

-19%

110

5

310

79
1440

9
1440

Table 3.2. Detailed change in time use. GB. 1995 to 2005.
Source: ONS (1998: 216; 2006a: 17)
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3.4 Work Life
3.4.1 Time Poor – Money Rich?
As people became better off, it was expected that they would enjoy more leisure. In his
1931 Economic Possibilities for Our Grandchildren – that’s us! – Keynes suggested that
“with no important wars and no important increases in population” by 2030 there would
be a 15 hour working week with the main problem being how to use our leisure (Keynes,
1931: 369). There has, of course, been a major war – World War 2 – and the UK
population has increased. So, it is perhaps not surprising that although working hours
have fallen, they have not fallen as much as Keynes predicted. From the time Keynes
wrote to 1979 the average hours worked per person fell by about a third, and since 1998,
this trend to shorter hours appears to have continued (Matthews et al, 1982: 66-67;
Castells, 2000: 469; Gallie, 2000: 306-7; ONS, 2007: Table 8). Yet we are much richer:
real GDP per head, a common measure of how well off we are, has more than quadrupled
since Keynes wrote (Feinstein, 1972: Table 42; ONS, 2010c). We could therefore afford
to ‘buy’ more leisure but it appears that we, as a society, have chosen to take the benefits
of economic growth in terms of more consumption rather than more leisure. Put another
way, people have in effect chosen to be money-rich and time-poor.

In the previous Section, it was noted that on average people spent one seventh of their
time working, nearly 3 hours a day. This may seem surprisingly low. But not everyone
works and for some of those who do work, the day on which the data was collected was
not a working day. Thus only four out of 10 reported undertaking paid work, and on
average this took up 7¼ hours of their day (Table 3.1): and for those who worked fulltime and reported working on the survey day, work took up nearly one third of their day,
as one would expect. Figure 3.2 compares the average day for everyone, for those who
worked full-time and for those who were retired. Because the average day for the fulltimers includes weekends and holidays, work accounted for only about a fifth of their
time.
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Retired

All

Full time work

0

4

8

12

16

20

24

Hours
Sleep, eating, personal care

Work & study

Domestic work

Travel

Leisure

Figure 3.2 Time use by economic status, 2005.
Source: ONS, 2006: Table D9501
So why do we often hear that we have ‘busy lifestyles’, that we are somehow more
rushed, more pressed for time than people were in the past? According to Glennie and
Thrift (2009: 51) this idea that “the everyday world is intensifying and speeding up;
becoming ever more frantic, and producing a general shortage of time” is not new, and
has in fact been repeated “across several centuries”. Even in medieval times, time was
structured into weekly, lunar, seasonal and religious cycles: certain jobs, ploughing for
example, had to be done by certain times (Thrift, 1996: 180-206). But while there may be
nothing new in complaints of ‘too little time’, what in particular has prompted the current
complaint? The answer appears to be the distribution of leisure.
Gershuny (2000: 5-7) argued that in “the developed world in the last third of the
twentieth century”, there has been “a reversal of the previous status-leisure gradient.
Those of higher status previously had more leisure, and subsequently had less of it than
those of lower social status”. Partridge (2005) argued that it is because it is these “high
status” individuals who write academic and media articles that there is a perception that
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there is a shortage of time. Taking highest educational achievement as an indicator of
status, in 2005 on average those with degrees did work much longer hours than those
with no qualifications: nearly 4 hours a day compared to about 1½ hours. But half of
those with degrees reported working compared to only a fifth of those with no
qualifications and if we just compare these workers, those with degrees worked only half
an hour longer on average than those who had no qualifications (ONS, 2006: online table
D9505). Clearer support for Gershuny and Partridge comes from Tam’s (2010) analysis
of data from the Labour Force Survey (LFS). Tam looked at the proportion of workers
who would prefer to work fewer hours for less pay, who she labeled “the overemployed”.
According to Tam since 2001, 1 in 10 of workers in the UK have been overemployed
and, perhaps not surprisingly, this rose to almost 1 in 6 of those who were working more
than 48 hours a week. In line with Gershuny and Partridge, the overemployed were older,
better educated, better paid and more likely to do managerial and professional jobs.
Overemployment reflects the inflexibility in the labour market; people cannot choose
their hours, particularly at more senior levels where part-time work is simply not an
option and there is a general expectation that you work far longer than your contracted
hours. At the other end of the scale were the “underemployed” who wanted and were
available to work longer. (Underemployment is in effect hidden unemployment.) The
underemployed, too, accounted for about 1 in 10 of the workforce. Those in ‘elementary
occupations’ (such as labourers) and those working part-time are most likely to be
underemployed.

Since 1961, for men on average, there has been a reduction in paid work while for
women, there has been an increase: but despite this, by 2000, women of working age had
more leisure than in 1961 (Partridge, 2005; Gershuny, 2002). So why the reported time
pressure? Partridge (2005) suggested that moving from single to dual income households
has, by reducing the time that neither partner is working, created the perception of lack of
leisure time. There is support for this idea too in Tam’s data. Tam (2010) found that
women, especially those of child-bearing age, were much more likely to be
overemployed: 1 in 7 women working full-time were overemployed and “the gender
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difference was most evident in the age range 25-34, with women around twice as likely
as men to be overemployed”.

3.4.2 The Rise of Teleworking?
It is often argued that the industrial revolution resulted in paid work leaving the home for
the factory, thus separating people’s work lives from other aspects of their lives but that
new technology has reversed this trend. In his 1967 seminal paper, Time, Work-Discipline
and Industrial Capitalism, Thompson argued that “mature industrial societies… are
marked by a clear demarcation between ‘work’ and ‘life’” (although Thompson’s view is
now questioned by, for example, Thrift, 1996: 169-212). New communications
technology, it is argued, reverses this. Forty years ago, in 1970, Toffler wrote in Future
Shock:
“Machines and men both, instead of being concentrated in gigantic factories and
factory cities, will be scattered across the globe, linked together by amazingly
sensitive, near- instantaneous communications. Human work will move out of the
factory and mass office into the community and the home” (Toffler, 1972 edition:
402)
By the 1980s, it was being suggested that a large proportion of white-collar workers
would in future work at home (Pratt, 1984). The arrival of “interactive technologies” have
revived this argument: for example, according to Kaufman-Scarborough (2006) this
demarcation between work and home can be “bridged once again”. As I sit in my homeoffice, writing this Chapter, looking out over the fields between accessing articles from
journals, maybe held the other side of the world, then yes, it seems this has indeed
happened. But how typical is my experience?

To measure something, we first have to define it. Is someone who works at home the
occasional day a teleworker? Or is a teleworker someone who works entirely from home
making intensive use of the internet? Haddon & Brynin (2005) concluded that
“teleworking should be defined by technology and location but qualified by timing” (their
italics). However, twenty years ago, in 1990, the ILO’s definition of telework focused on
new communications technology enabling people to work away from their co-workers
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with no reference to timing (Ruiz & Walling, 2005). In 1994, the UK is reported to have
been ahead of other European countries in adopting telework, with some 1 in 20 workers
“doing some kind of telework” (ECaTT, 2000: 6) although it is not clear whether this was
based on the ILO definition.

In Britain in 2001, if doing any work at home was counted, then, just under half of
workers were teleworkers (Haddon & Brynin, 2005). But on closer inspection, some of
these are best regarded as mobile workers. Only one in five relied on the internet or
personal computer to work at home, and this takes no account of how much time was
spent working at home (although it did exclude occasional overtime).

In 2002, the EU produced a definition of telework that did at least cover the frequency
with which people worked away from their employer’s premises: telework was “a form
of organising and/or performing work, using information technology, in the context of an
employment contract/relationship, where work, which could also be performed at the
employer’s premises, is carried out away from those premises on a regular basis” (EU
Article 2 of the European Framework Agreement on Telework of 2002 (Eurofound, 2009:
3)). In 2005 8 percent of UK workers – the same as five years previously – were
teleworkers defined as an employee working “with a personal computer away from the
employer’s premises at least a quarter of the time” and 2½ percent teleworked “almost all
of the time” (Eurofound, 2009: 4-6).

However, to observe long term trends we need a run of data based on consistent
definitions and this is provided by the Labour Force Survey (LFS), a major national
survey which has been conducted since 1979 (ONS, 2010d). The LFS first included a
question about where people worked in 1981 and this showed that 4 percent of workers
worked mainly from home or used their home as a base (Felstead et al, 2003).
Unfortunately, the question was not repeated until 1992, by when the figure had risen to
5½ percent. But in 1997 new questions were added allowing the identification of
teleworkers (Felstead et al, 2003). Taking a broad definition of teleworker, as those who
work mainly in their own home, or use their home as a base, and who use a phone and
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computer, then 3½ percent were teleworkers in 1997. By 2009, this figure had risen to 10
percent and almost all of these could not telework without both a phone and a computer –
so-called “TC teleworkers”. However, about two-thirds of these TC teleworkers were
using their home as a base while the popular conception of a teleworker is someone who
actually works mainly at home. On this very narrow basis – TC teleworkers working
mainly from home – the figure falls to only 2 percent of the British workforce – about ½
million people – in 2005 although the numbers have probably risen since. Details are
shown in Figure 3.3.

Percent of people in employment

12
10
8
6
4
2

Homeworkers

Teleworkers

TC teleworkers

2009

2007

2005

2003

2001

1999

1997

1995

1993

1991

1989

1987

1985

1983

1981

0

TC teleworkers in own home

Figure 3.3. Homeworkers and teleworkers as a proportion of people in employment, UK:
1981-2009.
Note: “TC teleworkers” work at home or use their home as a base and could not do so
without a phone and a computer. Data not available for all years.
Sources: Based on LFS data from Felstead (2003), Ruiz & Walling (2005), ONS (2006),
Randall (2010).

Who are these teleworkers? Haddon & Brynin (2005) noted that the wider the definition
used, the more heterogeneous will be the groups labeled as ‘teleworkers’. They found that
in 2001 those who used the internet tended to be relatively well paid professional men
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while other teleworkers tended to be more typical of the working population as a whole.
Similarly according to the LFS data, by 2005 homeworkers were more likely to be selfemployed men than workers in general but had similar occupations. In contrast, those
“TC teleworkers” who worked mainly at home were more likely to be self-employed
women in the higher occupational groups as shown in Table 3.3. Thus rather than being
adopted as a new way of managing staff in large corporations, the ability to work at home
appears to have facilitated self-employment.

All in
All
TC teleworkers
employment homeworkers Home as Mainly at
base
home
Percent
Men
Self-employed
Full-time
Occupation
Managers & senior officials
Professionals
Associate professional/technical
Skilled trades
Estimated number (million)

53
13
72

68
64
72

78
60
82

44
60
54

16
13
17
27

16
13
17
27

23
20
22
23

24
17
27
7

28.0

3.1

1.5

0.5

Table 3.3. Characteristics of homeworkers compared to the working population, UK,
2005.
Source: Ruiz & Walling (2005)

How do these findings relate to the time survey data quoted above in 2005? Of the 170
minutes in the average day spent working, 133 minutes were done away from home. Only
15 minutes of paid work was done at home but the location of the balance, another 22
minutes, was not recorded (ONS, 2006a: 13). Another clue from the 2005 survey is that
18 minutes of computer time was in paid work mostly at home, adding another 10 percent
to work time for computer users (ONS, 2006a: 47 & 70). This suggests that, roughly,
between a tenth and a fifth of work was done at home, which is broadly consistent with
the LFS data.
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3.5 Home Life
In 2005, on average people spent 70 percent of their time – nearly 17 hours a day – at
home. Of course, much of this time, some 10 hours, was spent sleeping, eating and
bathing. Some two hours a day was spent in domestic work. But nearly four hours a day
was leisure time and this was dominated by watching TV or DVDs, listening to the radio
and music. (See Table 3.1.) Home-based activities will in part depend on what
technology is in the home. It is obvious that, for example, prior to arrival broadband
internet in 2000 (Connected Earth, 2010), people could not watch TV at home if there
were no TV set in the home. So this Section starts with a review of the adoption of
domestic technology before turning to look at time use.

3.5.1 Innovators and Laggards
The diffusion of innovations of all kinds has been studied since the mid-twentieth century
and a considerable literature has developed (see Rogers, 2003: 39-101). Adoption of new
technology is essentially a social process, which can be only partly explained by
economics (Douglas & Isherwood, 1996: xx-xxvii; Rogers, 2003: 289). Rising incomes
and falling prices do not of themselves create demand for new domestic technology or
anything else as, rather to their dismay, economists Deaton and Muellbauer, (1985: 7172) found. Economists can provide useful assessments of the short term impact of
changes in prices and incomes but not the longer term question of why some goods come
to be adopted by the majority of the population while others do not (Douglas and
Isherwood, 1979: 99).

On the basis of many studies over many years of many different types of innovations,
Rogers (2003: 281-2) divided adopters into five groups; innovators, early adopters, early
majority, late majority and laggards.


Innovators account for 2½ percent or 1 in 40 of the population. They have wide
social networks, financial resources and technical knowledge but they are not
necessarily respected within their social system. They can be likened to Simmel’s
stranger (ibid: 42, 290-1), i.e. people who are in a sense on the margins of the
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social system.


Early adopters account for about 1 in 7 of the population. They are somewhat
similar to innovators but are more embedded in the social system, being opinion
leaders and respected role models for whom status is likely to be important (ibid:
251, 316-319). Early adopters are better educated, of higher social status, and
more likely to be upwardly mobile and wealthy (ibid: 288).



The early majority comprise about a third of the population. They interact
frequently with their peers but are rarely opinion leaders.



The late majority account for another third and are persuaded to adopt by peer
pressure although they have limited resources.



Laggards are the last sixth of the population to adopt, and they tend to interact
with other laggards.

During the majority phases – both early and late – the rate of growth of adoption is
usually fast while at the start and at the end, it is usually slow. This produces the wellknown S-curve.

A good example of this pattern is the adoption of black-and-white television in Britain
from when transmissions were resumed after the Second World War in 1946 to when
adoption peaked at 93 percent in 1970, after which black-and-white TVs were replaced
by colour sets This is shown in Figure 3.4.
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Figure 3.4. Adoption of black and white television in England & Wales, 1946-1971
(Source: Bowden & Offer, 1994)
Table 3.4 shows the length of Rogers’ phases and the time needed to reach saturation
(defined as 95 percent adoption) for various domestic technologies. Data on the length of
the ‘innovators’ phase is rare because the adoption of new technology is usually not
monitored until adoption has reached early adopters or even the ‘early majority’ so Table
3.4 combines innovators and early adopters. For instance, colour TVs were launched in
1967 and in four years, by 1971, had reached 16 percent of households and in another
five years, had reached 50 percent, thus taking nine years in total. But it took another 15
years for adoption to reach saturation.

As noted in the previous Section, we appear to live in a money-rich time-poor culture.
People prefer to earn more money and, it is argued, have less, but higher quality, leisure
rather than having less money but more time. This apparent desire for high quality leisure
time emerges from studies of consumption: it is claimed that time-using goods that
increase the quality of time spread much faster than time-saving goods that increase the
quantity of free time (Bowden & Offer, 1994; Tellis et al, 2003). And Table 3.4 shows
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that it took more than 10 years for many time-saving appliances to reach the early
majority – starting at 16 percent of households – while it took less than 10 for many
entertainment technologies to reach that stage. But after that early majority is reached, the
distinction between time-savers and time-users is not so clear.
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Year Year adoption reached
product
Early
Late
launched
majority
majority
(16%)
(50%)
TV: colour
1967
Video recorder
1979
Home computer
Early 1980s
TV: B&W
1946
Internet connection
1992
Satellite receiver
1982
Mobile phone
1985
Fridge
1946
DVD player
1997
CD player
1982
Microwave oven
Mid 1970s
Washing machine
1933
Tumble drier
1950
Dishwasher
1957
Telephone
1880

1971
Early 80s
1986
1953
1999-0
Early 90s
1996-7
1960

1955
Late 70s
1993
Late 50s

Length of phase (years)
Innovators
Early
Late Laggards
Laggards Saturation and early
majority
majority
adopters
(84%)
(95%) (0 to 15%) (16 to 49%) (50 to 84%) (85 to 95%)

1976
Late 80s
2002-3
1958
2004-5
2004-5
2001-2
1968
2003-4
1995-6
1990
1964
1994-5

1985
1997-8

1991

1975
2007
2003-4
2000-1
1987

2004-5

1974

1988

1998-9

1963
2009
1980

4
Under 5
4
7
7
10
11
14

5
5-10
16
5
5
15
5
8

22
30
36
80

9
15
15

9
About 10

6

5
5
7
4
8
10
23

5

17

15

10

Table 3.4. Time taken for selected domestic technologies to reach key adoption levels
Sources: Launch of Telephones: The Telephone Company, 1880. Mobile phones: Agar, 2003: 81. Others: OPCS, 1995; Table 2.6;
ONS, 1997 Table A10; ONS, 1999 Table 9.4, ONS 2010a and 2010e: Tables A50 & A51; Bowden & Offer, 1994.
Note: italics indicate estimates, rounded to nearest 5 years.
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3.5.2 What has changed since 1998?
Why start with 1998? The short answer is the availability of consistent data. In 1998, the
ONS revamped their method of calculating household adoption rates and started
collecting data on household internet connections. So starting with 1998 facilitates
comparisons both over time and between adoption of the internet and other household
appliances.

Now even though economic growth does not guarantee increased adoption of any
particular item of domestic technology, it does tend to make these technologies more
affordable. By 2007, households were about one fifth better off in real terms (i.e. after
inflation) than they had been 10 years previously, although by 2009, this had fallen to
about one sixth1. While prices in general rose by almost a third, the prices of consumer
durables fell by a fifth, and in particular the prices of “audio-visual equipment” and
“information processing kit”, fell dramatically: audio-visual equipment that cost £1,000
in 1998 cost only about £20 in 2009 and information processing kit that cost £1,000 in
1998 cost only £80 in 20092. There are of course difficulties in measuring price changes
when products are changing rapidly as technology develops (see, for example, Brand,
2001). Nevertheless, it is hardly surprising that the proportion of households owning
domestic technology generally rose over the period given this growth in real incomes
together with the fall in prices of these goods relative to other goods.

Three groups of domestic durables can be distinguished by the change in the proportion
of households adopting them over the 11 years, 1998 to 2009, shown in Table 3.5:


Falling adoption: those items for which the adoption rates were high in the late
1990s but declined due to some degree of technological obsolescence: video

1

As measured by the growth in real GDP per head, IHXW on the ONS database (ONS,
2010c).
2
“Prices” measured by the all items RPI (CHAW on the ONS database); “Consumer
durables” (CHBY), “audio-visual equipment (DOCZ) and “information processing kit”,
which includes personal computers, by CPI 9.1.3 (D7EP) (ONS, 2010c)
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recorders, which were superceded by DVDs, and fixed line phones, superseded by
mobile phones;


Moderate risers, for which adoption increased by less than 20 percentage points:
washing machines and tumble driers, microwaves, dishwashers and CD players.
Except CD players, these are all time-savers.



Fast risers, for which adoption rates increased by more than 40 percentage points:
home computers, mobile phones, satellite receivers, internet connections and
DVD players. With, arguably, the exception of mobiles, all these were all timeusers.

Percent
Percent of households adopting
Change
1998-99
2002-03
2009 1998-2009
Video recorder
85
90
61
-24
Telephone
95
84
88
-7
Washing machine
92
84
96
4
Tumble drier
51
56
58
7
Microwave
79
87
93
14
Dishwasher
23
29
39
16
CD player
68
83
84
16
Home computer
33
55
75
42
Mobile phone
27
70
81
54
Satellite receiver
28
45
86
58
Internet connection
10
45
71
61
DVD player
(1)
31
90
90
(1) Data starts 2002-3

Table 3.5. Adoption of domestic technology by British households, 1998-2009
Source: ONS 2010e: Table A50.

But the averages shown in Table 3.5 hide the sometimes large difference in adoption
between rich and poor households. Figure 3.5 shows how the difference in adoption
between the poorest and richest households has changed in the last 11 years. The left
edge of each bar shows the percentage of households adopting in the lowest decile – the
poorest – while the right edge shows the percentage in the highest, richest, decile. This is
a rather unusual presentation and some explanation may help.


The longer the bar, the greater the difference between the richest and poorest
households: the longest bars are for internet connections and dishwashers.
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The shorter and further to the right the bar, the closer is adoption to saturation: as
for microwaves and washing machines in 2009.



The less the overlap between the pair of bars for each item, the more the change
between 1998 and 2009: for example for satellite and cable TV, where there is no
overlap at all!

This presentation allows us to distinguish between three broad groups:


Where there was a narrowing of the difference in adoption rate between rich and
poor households – the length of the bars shortened – washing machines,
microwaves, DVD players, CD players, satellite/cable TV and mobiles;



Where the length of the bars did not change much between 1998 and 2009
although they tended to shift to the right as more households in all income groups
adopted: tumble driers, dishwashers, and home computers.



Where there was an increase in the difference in adoption rate between rich and
poor households, the length of the bars increased: fixed-line phones and internet
connections. For fixed-line phones, the increase in the gap between rich and poor
was small, and the overall adoption rate fell as poorer households substituted
mobile phones. For internet connections, the difference increased dramatically as
the overall adoption rate rose. The gap between rich and poor households
increased because internet connections were found in only a third of the richest
households in 1998, but 11 years later they were almost ubiquitous in better-off
households but found in only one third of poorer households.

However, it is necessary to introduce a word of caution about these figures. The bottom
decile, the poorest ten percent of households, is dominated by retired people living alone:
indeed, in 2009, nearly half of the households in the bottom decile were headed by
someone aged 60 or over and 80 percent comprised of just one person. In contrast, only
some 10 percent of households in the top decile, the richest, are headed by someone aged
60 and only some 5 percent or comprised just one person (ONS, 2010e: Table 54). So the
differences in adoption rates do not just reflect income, but also age (and probably other
characteristics). Nevertheless, while those who have lower incomes are less likely to
adopt, it is not simply the case that older people are less likely to adopt new things.
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Rogers (2003: 288) reported that the relationship between age and “innovativeness” is not
clear because where older people are better off, they can better afford the risks of
innovation.

Narrowing divide
Washing machine
98
09
Microwave
98
09
CD player
98
09
Satellite/cable TV
98
09
Mobile
98
09
Large divide
Tumble dryer
98
09
Home computer
98
09
Dishwasher
98
09
Increasing divide
Telephone
98
09
Internet
98
09

0

25

50

75

100

Percent of households

Figure 3.5. Change in adoption among poorest and richest households: 1998-9 to 2009
Sources: ONS, 1999; ONS, 2010a
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To sum up, by early 2009, 99 percent of households had either a fixed line or mobile
phone, and 4 out of 5 had both (Ofcom, 2009: 248). Almost all households probably had
TV sets too, although data is no longer collected: 98 percent of people reported watching
TV on a TV set sometime during the survey week (Ofcom, 2010: 38). Indeed, Ofcom
(2010b) estimated that there were some 60 million TV sets in the UK at the end of 2009,
which would suggest that on average there were about three per household. Devices that
save time on domestic chores were very common: fridges were probably ubiquitous
although again, data is no longer collected and over 90 percent of households had
washing machines and microwave ovens. More than four out of five households had CD
and DVD players and satellite (or cable) TV; and more than seven out of ten, home
computers and internet connections (Table 3.5).

3.5.3 Impact on Time Use
But how has this affected time use? Today’s luxuries tend to become tomorrow’s
necessities (Douglas & Isherwood, 1979: 99, 121-2): “the poor”, Douglas and Isherwood
argued, are “periodicity-constrained” and have to spend more time doing chores while the
rich can afford new technology to free them. In a similar vein, Urry (2000: 10) argued
that money is time: it is “access to money which enables time to be put to good use”. In
other words, the rich buy time.

What evidence is there about the money-rich time-poor? Although the 2005 survey did
ask about respondents’ income, 40 percent declined to provide any information (ONS,
2006: online table D9503). Given this poor response poor, data on time use by highest
educational qualification is arguably better. Of course a high educational qualification
does not ensure a high income, nor lack of qualifications a low income. Nevertheless, the
results (not published in the report but available online) are interesting. The quarter of the
sample with degrees spent more time working and travelling than the quarter with no
qualifications; and those with degrees spent less time on housework (other than child
care) and had less leisure time than the unqualified. Furthermore, that leisure time was
less dominated by TV and associated media: fewer of those with degrees reported
watching TV and those who did watch did so for less time. (See Figure 3.6.) The findings
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are consistent with the idea that the better off ‘buy’ leisure time reducing the time needed
for housework. So does the increase in adoption of the time-saving technology between
2000 and 2005 (shown in Table 3.6) explain the apparent reduction of half an hour a day
spent on housework (shown in Table 3.3)? Maybe. The impact of labour-saving domestic
technology, such as washing machines, on the time spent doing housework is not
obvious. Indeed, it is claimed that the time spent on housework has not been reduced by
new domestic technology (Bowden & Offer, 1994; Gershuny, 2000: 54). The better off
work longer, and therefore have less time for other activities and can afford more
domestic technology. But is there not a chicken-and-egg situation here? Is it that more
technology enables them to work longer or that the longer working hours means the
technology is more affordable?

No qualifications

Degree or above

0

4

8

12

16

Hours

Sleep, eating, personal care
Travel
Other housework
Leisure/other

Work & study
Childcare
TV etc

Figure 3.6. Time use by highest qualification. GB. 2005.
Source: ONS (2006: online table D9505).
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3.6 The Internet at Home
3.6.1 The Arrival of the Internet
The internet arrived in 1992 but by 1998-9 only 10 percent of households had internet
connections; by 2009, this had risen to 71 percent (as shown in Figure 3.7).
100

Percent of households

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Home computers

2008

2006

2004

2002

2000

1998

1996

1994

1992

1990

1988

1986

1984

0

Internet

Figure 3.7. Adoption of home computers and the internet in the UK: 1984-2009.
Sources: as Table 3.5 (Data for home computers not available for all years.)

The adoption of new communication technologies differs from that of items such as
washing machines because of “network externalities”, that is, the value of joining the
network depends on the number of people who have already joined (Varian, 2003: 631).
When a network is small, there is little value to be had from joining it. But the more
people who join, the more valuable it is to join. How much more valuable is debatable.
Metcalfe’s Law says that “the value of a communications network is proportional to the
square of the number of its users” (Briscoe et al, 2006). However Briscoe et al (2006)
argued that Metcalfe’s Law produced too high a value because it is based on the idea that
all connections are equally valuable while it does not matter if a billion people have
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email; what matters is whether the people you want to contact – your friends and family –
are connected.
Another way of looking at this is to argue that a “critical mass” is needed for diffusion to
take-off. (See, for example, Valente, 1995: 79, 87, 130.) But how many need to adopt for
a critical mass to be reached? Rogers (2003: 360) suggests that “take off” typically occurs
when between 5 and 20 percent have adopted. However, Valente (1995: 83) suggested
that it might be around 50 percent adoption for phones as people will then feel that it is
necessary to have one when so many others have.
When there are “network externalities”, Rogers (2003: Fig. 8-5) suggested that diffusion
may follow a more pronounced “S” curve for than for other types of technology: a slower
start followed by a more rapid growth to saturation. Table 3.4 does show that the
adoption of the internet did move quickly through the early adopters phase compared to
the time taken by some other technologies: just five years compared to nine for washing
machines for example. My own modelling work (Hamill, 2010: 299) suggested that
without a critical mass of sufficiently digitally literate people, adoption of the internet
would not have taken off. And this in part came about because by the time the internet
arrived in 1992, around a fifth of households in the UK already had home computers (as
shown in Figure 3.7). The adoption of home computers and the internet then grew
together. Indeed, I think it is likely that the adoption of home computers would not have
risen as shown in Figure 3.6 had they not been transformed into interactive
communication devices by the internet!

In 1998-9, almost no households in the bottom half of the income distribution had an
internet connection; but by 2009, a third of the poorest households were connected as
were almost all those in the top half of the income distribution (Figure. 3.8). But even in
2009, the majority of households with internet connections were better-off: the richest
half of households accounted for about two-thirds of internet connections. Nevertheless
by 2009, a third of poor, single pensioner households had an internet connection as did 9
out of 10 two parent households with children (ONS, 2010e: Table A51).
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Percent of households ranked by income
(left = poorest, right = richest)

Figure 3.8. Percentage of households with an internet connection by gross income decile:
1998-9 and 2000.
Sources: ONS (1999, 2010e).
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Figure 3.9. Internet connection by gross income quintile: 1998-9 to 2009 (1st quintile is
poorest.)
Sources: ONS (1999, 2000, 2002, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2005, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2010a,
2010e)
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The younger and the better educated are most likely to use the internet.


In 2010 99 percent of people aged 16 to 24 had used the internet, only 40 percent
of those aged 65 and over had done so. There is, however, a wide difference
between those in their 60s and those in their 80s. Special analysis of the 2007
Family Spending Survey showed that only 15 percent of households headed by
people aged 80 and over were connected compared to just under half of
households headed by people aged 65 to 69 (Hamill, 2010: 283). Furthermore,
internet non-users are not confined to older age groups: in 2008, half were under
the age of 65 (Morris, 2009: 35).



In 2005, those with degrees were four times more likely to use a computer: 1 in 6
compared to 1 in 25 of those without qualifications (ONS, 2006: online table
D9505). By 2010, 97 percent of people with degrees had used the internet, but
only 45 percent of those with no qualifications had done so (ONS, 2010b).

In 2010, 9 million adults in the UK had never used the internet (ONS, 2010b). Of course,
this will fall over time. Morris (2009: 35) estimated that the proportion of the adult
population who are “digitally excluded” – apparently defined as those who have not used
the internet in the previous three months – would, if all other factors remain constant, fall
from 29 percent in 2009 to 15 percent in 2021, due to demographic change, but half of
those aged 65 and over would be digitally excluded.

3.6.2 Effect of the Internet on Time Use
Gershuny (2007: 277-8) noted that while the proportion of people using a home computer
had risen markedly between 1985 and 2005, the time spent using a PC remained at about
two hours a day. As noted in Section 3, ONS’s 2005 Time Use Survey found that more
time was spent using computers in 2005 than in 2000 but we don’t know how much of
this time involved use of the internet.

For internet data, we need to turn to Ofcom (2009: 279; 2010: 19). According to Ofcom,
internet users spent on average about 1½ hours a week online in 2004. However, by
autumn 2007, half of internet users were spending more than 5 hours a week online at
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home; and 1 in 10 were spending more than 15 hours a week online. By 2009, the
average was reported to be over 3 hours a week, more than double the 2004 figure.

Where had this time been found? There is a fundamental problem in teasing out the
impact of a new technology on time use. Simply comparing the time use patterns of users
and non-users at a given date does not allow for the many other differences between the
two groups: I call this ‘the heterogeneity problem’. For example, the ONS did just that in
their 2005 Time Use Survey (2006a: 47, 69). Statistical techniques can be used to try to
overcome this problem (as for example in Nie, Hillygus & Erbring, 2002). An alternative
approach is to undertake a longitudinal study (as for example, in Anderson and Tracey,
2002); but then the problem is to adjust for the other changes that have occurred such as
marriage or retirement. A variation on this is simply to ask people how, for example, the
internet had affected their use of time, although this has obvious problems in that people
may simply not know. Nevertheless Anderson and Tracey (2002) did just that, but with
inconclusive results in part, at least, because on average use was then still very low.

Can we learn anything from past experience? When TV arrived, people found time to
watch it. What was given up to accommodate this new activity? The BBC conducted time
budget studies in 1939 and 1952 when there were virtually no TVs, and compared the
results with a similar study conducted in 1975, when almost every household had one.
The BBC concluded that time for TV was found by working fewer hours and by spending
less time ‘doing nothing in particular’” (BBC, 1978: 641). However, the world in 1975
was very different to that before the Second World War in 1939, and so it really is not
possible to argue that TV caused these changes. (For a more detailed discussion, see
Hamill, 2003).

In the 1980s, adoption of home computers was reported to result in less TV watching
(Dutton et al, 1987). For instance in 2005, computer users watched TV for an average of
135 minutes while non-users watched for 160 minutes (ONS, 2006: 69). But as noted
above, it is the better educated, who are known to watch less TV, are also more likely to
use also use computers, so we have the heterogeneity problem and although the use of
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computers is associated with less TV watching, it has not necessarily caused it. (See also
Gershuny, 2002; Gershuny, 2003) This heterogeneity problem also arises in relation to
the impact of broadband on internet use where it was found that broadband users spent
longer online than narrowband users (Ofcom, 2007: 21; Anderson & Raban, 2007: 47). It
is not clear to what extent this finding due to the fact that those who were keener users of
the internet were more likely to move to broadband rather than to changes in behaviour
(due, for instance, to lower marginal costs when narrowband access is charged per minute
and broadband is not).

On average the number of hours spent watching TV in the UK did not change between
2004 and 2009, at about 3.7 hours a day. But once again, this average is misleading: for
those under the age of 35, time watching TV fell and for those aged 45 and over, it rose
(Ofcom, 2010: 160). Time may, however, have been taken from non-leisure activities.
While Gershuny (2000: 5) argued that the time spent sleeping can be treated as a
constant, Taheri (2006) suggested that children and adolescents found time for TV,
computer games and use of the internet and mobile phones at the expense of sleep.
According to Dutton et al (2009: 5), by early 2009, a third of internet users thought they
spent too much time online!

As mentioned in the introduction, one of the difficulties with time use studies is the fact
that people do more than one thing at once, they multi-task. In the analysis of the 2005
Time Use Survey (ONS, 2006: 7-8) where possible the purpose was recorded as the
primary activity with the fact of computer use as secondary so that for online shopping
the primary activity would be coded as shopping and computer use the secondary
activity. In contrast, Ofcom (2010) simply double-counted so that if someone reports
watching TV while sending text messages, then both activities are included. Ofcom
(2010: 43) reported that “The TV set, radio set, print, music centres and portable devices
(other than mobile phones) tended to be used for activities undertaken on their own.”
Indeed, more that 80 percent of TV watching and radio listening was undertaken as an
activity on its own (Ofcom, 2010: 44). In contrast, computers and mobile phones were
used at the same time as other media activity. Kenyon (2008) argued that “virtual
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mobility, via Internet use, loosens the traditionally close links between activity, space and
time” and internet increases the number of activities that that are both amenable and
accessible for multi-tasking. Kenyon found that multi-tasking added 60 percent to the
time reported spent on online activities and argued that undertaking more than one
activity at a time is common and can in effect add some 7 hours to the day.
What did people do online? Almost all internet users – 90 percent – use email (ONS,
2010b) and there is some suggestion that email has reduced telephone and face-to-face
contact (in the US, Quan-Haase & Wellman, 2002; Boneva et al, 2001; and in the UK,
Stoneman, 2008). “Two-fifths of people’s time spent on a computer is spent
communicating with other people”: more for younger people than for older people
(Ofcom, 2010: 3, Fig 1.21.) Furthermore, older people spent much less time using
computers on average because they are less likely to have computers.

All
16-24
25-44
45-54
55+
0%

20%

40%

Online communication

60%

80%

Other online activity

100%

Offline

Figure 3.10. Time using a computer by age, 2010.
(Based on data from Ofcom, 2010)
“Communicating” means using email, social networking, instant messaging and phone
(such as Skype).

Stoneman (2008) suggested that, initially at least, internet usage simply facilitates already
existing practices but that the impact of the internet will change as people become more
proficient users, and substitution effects may take time to evolve. Brynin & Kraut (2006:
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4 & 6) said that to argue that the new technology only enables people do the same things
in new ways is to take a narrow view and that the internet could result in “qualitative
changes in daily life” in which people accomplish new goals.
Anderson & Raban (2007: 59) argued that “there is simply not that much slack in most
people’s lives for major shifts in behaviour in the short term”. Experience with the
internet shows that this is not the case. This is because people are doing things
differently. The 2005 Time Use Survey suggested that, for example, if computer use as a
secondary activity was included in social life, it would increase the average time spent
socialising by computer users from 62 to 69 minutes; and for, hobbies and games from 13
minutes to 21 minutes (ONS, 2010a: 47 & 70). By 2010 (ONS, 2010b):


instead of walking round the shops, people go online: three-quarters of those who
had accessed the internet in the last three months of 2010 had looked for
information about goods and services;



instead going to the travel agent, they go online: almost two-thirds of those used
travel-related services;



instead of going to the newsagent or the library, they go online: half downloaded
news or magazines;



instead of going to the bank, they go online: half had used internet banking.
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3.7 Summary and Conclusion
Measuring time use is surprisingly difficult and the data that is collected has to be
presented and interpreted very carefully. The average day is very likely never to be
experienced by anyone! Nevertheless, it can throw light on the way we live.

The fact that people feel pressed for time is a paradox. We enjoy longer and healthier
lives than at any time in history, are spending less time in work and have homes full of
time-saving domestic technology. Indeed, the survey data suggests that the spread of
time-saving domestic technology might have enabled people to have more leisure in the
early years of the twenty-first century (but we need to see if this is a real change or an
artifact of the survey). Some people would like to work shorter hours – especially those
in senior positions and women trying to combine careers and children – and their
volubility may behind the reported feelings of being ‘time-poor’. Yet if Glennie and
Thrift are right and people have felt time-poor down the ages, then maybe there is a more
fundamental issue here. Thrift (2002) suggests that it may be due to nostalgia for a past
when, it is thought, life was simpler and slower. Or maybe it is connected to our human
condition, to our mortality?

Time use is not fixed: it does change, and can do so quickly. It changed when TV was
introduced and it is changing now due to the internet. Although the internet arrived in the
1990s, it was very different then. Access was slow and in Britain, charged per minute.
Only with the arrival of broadband for domestic users in the UK in 2000 (Connected
Earth, 2010), providing much greater speeds at a flat rate price, did the internet as known
today truly start. By December 2008 95 percent of households in the UK with internet
connections had broadband (ONS, 2009e). Broadband enables activities that were not
previously possible: Di Gennaro & Dutton (2007) argued that it enabled users to “better
integrate the technology into their everyday lives”. In my view, the impact of the internet
on our social and domestic life has yet to be seen.
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The arrival of the internet has reinvigorated talk about the blurring of work and ‘life’ by
enabling the spread of telework. But teleworking is an elusive concept. Nevertheless,
howsoever it is measured, it has probably increased in the UK over the past decade. But if
narrowly defined as someone working mainly from home and relying on phone and
computer, clearly teleworking remains a minority activity. The twentieth century visions
of pervasive teleworking have not materialised.

It is easy to forget that even as the second decade of the twenty-first century starts, there
are still many people who are not part of the ‘digital world’; in particular, there is a
significant minority who have never used the internet. By 2010, while 60 percent were
daily internet users, 18 percent had never used it (ONS, 2010b). So while the readers of
this book are likely to live in a digital, connected world, something approaching Castell’s
(2000) Network Society or even Toffler’s 1970 vision of the future, a small but significant
proportion of our neighbours still live as our parents or even grandparents did.

Word count: 9,100
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