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FOREWORD

\This monograph reports the results of an exploratory

national survey of'the work time preferences of American,

workers and their willingnesS to trade income for leisure.

The study, jdintly funded by the Employment and Training

Administration (ETA) of the U.S. Departmenf of Labor and

the National Commission for Employment.Pop_cy (NCEP),

analyze's the response8 to a series of quIstions concern-
, .

ing how persons vould preferwto balande 1,1/ork and leisuetiN_

if 'they had free choice On suai matters. How much income

earninq work time might they exchange for free time? What

types of fred time wouth they mist preSer? How do time

income trade-off preference's vary among groups in terms of

family cycle stage; sex, socioeconomic_position, and other,

social characteristics? FinO.ly, if preferences for

exchanging earnings for time are in fact different from,

prevailing conditions, what are the social'policy

implications?

While the findings are preliminary, pley are extremely

timely and important. The study is unique in being the

first attempt to calibrate the work time leisure

p-refe?tnces of Americans. The resultsi;hould be,of

interest to policymakers, researchers, and employers

altke1/4.
0

,

iii

HOWARD ROSEN

Director

Office of Resedrch

and Development
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4. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

If persons coun 'do as theyM&, how much income-earning

Worktime might they exchange for more free time? What types of 4.

free time would they most prefer? How do time-InCome tradeoff

preferences vary among groups in terms of family cycle stage,

stx, socioeconomic position, and other social characteristics?

If preferences for exchanging earnings for'time are, in fact,

different from prevpiling conditionswhat,are the social,
. /

policy impliCations?

While there are abundant .data on.work time trends and
m
4

nurderous studies of how groups with varying social character-
. ,

1

istics resp6nd to available work tim optitins, there4is little

!I

information concerning 'how persons m'

ii

t prefer to balance

.mork and leisure if they had free ch ce on such matters. This

"11

report examines what people might Prefer in,terms of balancing

of work and leisure pliough tlie analysis of data from en

exploratory national eturvey on work time preferences. To set

the stage lor this analysis, theoretical literature and

,existing data on time-income tradeoff choices are briefly

reviewed. The body of thereport deals with an analysis of

nationally representative survey data collebted in mid-1978.

The nature .of the sample and data collection process.,are

capsulized, stated wbrker preferences toward Occhanging

incomi for time ate analyzede and the data are used to address

.the social policy implications of survey findings.

. k



Avail.able evidence suggests that a number cif social changes

may be fostering'a desire om the .part of a growing portion of

the population to work less than wiiat We "now consider to be

"full time., Among the most important of these changes has been

the rise in the number of working women, many of whom are mothers

who prefer less than full-time jobs, And flexible 'work slcheduling.

.Pther significant changes include growth, in the number of.dual-

earner. families and. a declining birth rate, at once tend.g to.,

increase family income and reducd fihancial needs, thus allowing

eome men to reduce their work time and earnings. At the same

time, there has been'increasing interest in part-time and part-

year work among the youger,student populatiov anck among older

0 .

wooaers near or past:"retirement age." In addition, persistently

high levels of unemploympnt have increased popular,interest in
4.4

reducing work time to spread availahle jobs among mor.e-personsi

. 'Finally, therdsare indications that American values may 1:;e moving

in some measure away from materialistic,goals'in faVor of.greater

concerniwith "quality of life." While these social changes are

not likelyLto cause massive reduction (;'woxlk time, they may tilt

Amdrican sooiety.toward growing concern with increasing the work.'

time phoices available,to.indiViduals.

In broad overview, the results of this study,indicate that ,

prevailing work-time conditions are at variance with the

preferences of today's workerA An overwhelming majority of
1 ,

American workers state a willingness to forego most of future

pay raises f9mtmore time away from work if some choice is allowed

2
*



concerning the specific forms of potentit) free time. A soli.d

majarity of workers would give up at least 2 percent of current

earnings for their .choice amonTfive different forms of free

tivfle, and about one-fourth cAaimed a desire to forego 10 phxcent

. or maore of thedr income for time. A particuly important

r-,
finding of the surVeysis' that the ways in whicH potential -gains

in free time aee scheduled is a ma'or 'determinant of whether

individuals Will trade potential or current earnincs for time.

Specifically, -extended peridds away from.worki such as vacations

and sabbaticals, elicited considerahly greater deire top exchange

income for leisure than did shorter-rangegainsof 'time, such as

"reduced workweeks and workdays. ,,,Finally, survey responseS
e

tdward time-income tradedff preferences v among differentt 4

.
social groups. Notably,.parents in dualearner families, those

r.

.

with 4igh incomes,.ánd womeri,tended to express greater-Aanl,
1

average desire to forego income for time. However', the

differenbes of preference among maj9r s9cial,-groups were no.t

dramatic/ and subst tial intero,st,in more free tiMe was

evidenced by all su&ategoties of thelsamplte.

The stated williness'of survey eespondents to forego

earnings for time suggest,,implitant 4mplications'for .human

,
welfare aaa4pocial policy. . It cah'be elcpecred that a widening

14

of work time optionS for individuals would improve-job,.

satisfaction and the general quality of life. Although there

are unrpsolved questions concerning the viability of reducing

work time to sare empioyment, the wil*ingness of many workers

rlo
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to exchange earnings for_morb fre,e eine crOtes a positive social-

climate for such approaches to combatting joblessness. An expan-
,
scons of current work time options also can be expected to reduce,:v

barriers which create job-finding difficulties for a significant

number of.unemployed workers'.: Finally, sukveyrresponSes suggest..,

that many persons may prefer-to increase work time during the

school. years of youth and retirement years Of old ageAed these

tendencies could open the opportunity of using work time options

to help attenuate social problems associated with prolonged
.

schooling:and the'growing costs or retirement.'

In'addition to indicating-that a large number of workers,'

moSt, ot. them men in their,prime working years, are willing to

forego earnings for time, this study also.suggests that important
.

social changv, such as the, rise in the number ofiwomen wforkers

'an4 'an increasing pluraliticof employment decisionts among older
,

workers, may be fostering pressures for redistribution.of work,
.

between the sexes and among age groups. If the responses, of
.

thi survey reeresent emerging preferenCes oiCthe future, both

private and public sector institutions may find it necessary to

Ireexamine the viabii.i,ty of existing work time conditions.

,
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.FACfORS INFLUENCING WORK TIM PREFERENCES.

If it is true that work time preferences are

significantly different from current conditions, what

might the al4rnatives 'look like? A recent updating of

1966 computations by Juanita Kreps and Jogeph Spengler
1

suggests :the range of time-income tradeoffs and.work

schedules that might bq 'possible. This updating shows

1how much free time, and wfiat forms of freeStime, t

average worker might expect to Igain by the year 20 0 if

one-third of low projections of,economic growth were

foregone for more time away from work. ,The figureg

show that fhe average numbey of hours workedrper year )

C.

could decline from 1,911 in 1976 to 1,598 in the year'

2000. This would mean that the average worker could

have one of.the following: a 33-hour'workweek, an

11-week paid vacation every year, a 13-month paid leave

every seven years, retirement by age 56,'or some 4

1. A sumMary of-the originhl computations made in
1966 can be found in Juanita Kreps and Joseph Spengler,
"The Leisure Component orEconomic Growth" in Howard
Bowen and Garth Mangum (Editors), Automation and
Economic Progress, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.,
1966, pages y8-134.

5
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Combinationtof the above options. 2 .While tre figuks

are only speCulations based upon the'best available

data, they-do dramatize- the existenoe of a wide range

Of possibilities,'

Of'coUrse,.it is also conceivable that'existing

earnings could be exchanged for time, and that'existing

amounts oaf work time might be schedUled in a number Of

alternative ways. For example, a forfeiture of 10

perdent.of current income by the average worker 'would

allow a reduction of the workweek_by 4 hOurs, or 'a.day

of every two weeks, or additional weeks of paid.

4v4catione or a 9-month sabbatical (extended leave with

pay) every seven years. rn terms of scheduling alter-,

natives, the average worker might work fifty 40-hour

workweeks every year with 2 wvks vacation, or forty

50-hour workWeeks each year with.12 weeks paid vacation.

Given the ideal condition in which individUals have

unconstrained ChOica, the alternative waYs in which

people might choose the amount'and sphedulirig of their

,work time are theoretically unlimited. As such, it may,

be helpful td briefly review existing theories And

literatupe.concerning the factors that are likely to

determine work time preferences and decisions.
4

2. A detailed discussion of the methods and implica-
tions of the updated computations can be found id Fred
Best, "The Time of Our Lives: The Parameters of Work-
life Scheduling," Society and Leisure, Vol. 1 No. 1,
April 1978, pages 957124.

12
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Theories Re9arding, the,ChCOece
Between Work and Leisure 3/

.

air

The nature of workef preferences and choices con-

cernin-g the balance of wdrk and leisure has always been

sUbject of speculation among 406nomists, and-more

recently aMong other social sdientists. Through the

A 18th certtury, it was assumed that increased waqes would

a.

diminish the labor supply because wokkers would work

'just so much and -no,more'as may maintain.them in,thht

mean condition to whichthey have become accustOmed.'' 4/

Around the turn of the 19th century, Smith, Say, and

other non-Mercantilist thinkers prbposed the contrary
,

notion that higher wages would induce longer and harder

work effort. 5/ Malthus, however, continued to advocate

the belief' that most workers would be content with ,

3: A large measure of this summary of past labor
economics theory is attributed to Juanita Kreps, "Some
Time Dimensions"of-Manpower Policy," in Eli Ginzberg
(Editor), Jobs for Aericant, Prentice-Hall, Englewood
Cliffs, N. J., 1975, pages 184-205.

4. 'Josiah Child, A New Discourse on Trade (6th
Edition, page 12), quoted from Paul Douglas, The Theory
of Wages, MacMillan Company, N. Y., 1934, page 210.

5. Edgar Furniss, The Position of the Laborer in a
.System of Nationalism, N. Y., 1920, Chapters 6 and 7; .

LupoBrentano, Hours and Wages in Relation to Production,
N. ye, 1894, paVi-1-7; and Adam Smith, An Inquiry-into

,
the Wealth of Nations', Modern Library Edition, 1971,
pages 81-82;.and J. B. Say, Traite' d'economie politique,
Paris, 1041, Book II, Chapter 7, Section 4.

1-
A
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subsistence.and would cease working when incomes rose.

beyond that level. 6

Jevons, who agreed,with Malthus, also observed that.

the "irkSomeness"'bf work was.an important deferminant

,

of time-tncomé preferenceN. Laborers performing

ditagreeable and onerous work would be expected to be

less 'willing "to. increase their work efforts than would

professionils pursuing more pYeasanticareers. 7

.#

Correspondingly, Marshall noted'that any increase in

work time induced by hiiher wag4s would also heighten

'fatigue and thus increase the valuk Of leisure time to

the worker. 8 By the lae 19th century economists began

to integrate the host,of contradictory forces which

simultaneously motivate workers to both seek and avoid

wo k.
9

Finally, Pigou aliplied the concept of marginal

utility to this issue and postulat:ed that the value of

each additional unit slc.ncome would decline as workers,

- 6. Thomas-Malthus, An Essay on the Rrinciples of
Population, London, 1826, laages:339-348, 368, 379,
and 424-425.

7. W. S. Jevons, The Theory brf Political Economy,
5th Edition, Edinburg, 1864, pages 142-144, 328,'330,
and.339-348.

8. Alfred Marshall, Principles of Economics,
.11arj.orium Edition, London, 19611 pages 140-143,
526-629, 680-696, and 720-774.

9. S. J. Chapman, "Hours.of Work," Economics Journal,
Volume,XIX, 1909, pages 354-373.



-obtained greater earnings. 10/ With this the circle came.

full-round, and,economiits theoriied that increased

remuneration would increase the supply of labor, but
\

.that'the financial discretion.gained by larger incomes

coupled with the increased fatigue accompanying longer

hguri- would ultimately limit the emdunt oLt'ime that

person 'wOuld work at a giVen wage. \'
.

t

,

: . .

Current economic.theory has-postulated two counter-
-

poised)principles which de'termine how individuals come to

make choicee between earned income and time. The first

principle, called the "incOme effect," is the tendency.tol

forego earnings for time as income increases. Thus, a-

worker who finds it necessary to work-60 hours a Qeek

when paid $4 an hour might find it desirable to work less

if the pay rate was increased to $6 an hour. The second

principle", talled the "substitution effect,". is the

tendency to work more as the rate of-pay Lnpreases.. Thus,

an individual not Willing to work more than 40 hours a

week at $4 an hour, might be readily willing'.to work 60

-hours a week if paid $8 an hour.

10. A. C. Pigou, A Study of Public'Fin'ance, London,
1929, pages 83-84; and A. C. Pigou, The Economics of
Stationary States, Londbn, 1935, pages 163-164. .

9
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.Economic theorists have synthesized the interplay of

these income and substitution effects through the concept

of indifferenCe curves. Actual time-income tradeoff

decisions are viewed as an intersedtion between the

supply of labor (as represented by.work-income.

"indifference"-curves) and bhe demand for labor (as

represented by work-income "possibility" curves). The
,

indifiellce.curve'represents the variety of cgmbina-
4

tions Of work time and Ply workers would consider to be

of equal value, while the possibilities curve represent's

the time-income tradeoffs yhich are available to a
11

worker at a given level of pay.

'To illustrate this concept, hypothetical "possibility

curves" allowing total flexibility between working a

maximuill of 100 hours per week and zero hours at constant

pay rates are shown by lines AnBn in Figure I.

"Indifference curves," which are shown by linep XnYn in

Figure I, represent the' different combinations of income

and free time Which would be equally acceptable to a

worker.or group of workers. For example, a person may

work140 hours a week for anavqrage hourly rate of $4

(total weekly income of $160), but might require an

average of $6 an hour (total weekly income of,$360) to

' 11: Lloyd G. Reynolds, Labor Economics and Labor
Relations,5th Edition, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Criffs,
N..J., 1970, pages 37-46:

10_



work 60 hours a week (see "indifference curve" X2
-Y

2
).

In brief, each "indifference curve" represents a map of

equal preference points between complementary combina-
J

work hotirs and income. Different "indifference

curves" represent varying levels of overall worker

satisfaction. It is assumed that a worker or group of

workers will seek the highest level of over611 satis-

faction as rePi,sented by the highest poSsible

indifference curve whiCh intersects the best available

"possibility curve." In the example illustrated in

Figure I, a worker or group of workers confronting

"possibility curve" A2B2 would work the LIG hours,a week

iNs

indicated by.the intersection of A2B2 and X2Y2 because

this intersection allows the worker to attain the

highest possible "indifference curve."

These theoretical concepts provide a helpful

framework for thinking about choices l?etween work and
4%.

free time.. Nonethe1ess,--t4y must be integraed with

empirical datastend the perspectives of other disciplines

in order to more fully explorek,the complex .social forces

stpthat determine the values and pr ferences which4

influence work time decisions.
,

321-386 0 - r80 - 2
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Figure

EXAMPLES OF TIME-INCOME INDIFFERENCE AND POSSIBILITY CURVES
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'11.1

Work Time Trends as an Indicator
of Tradeoff Preferences

1(,

Work Time trends indica e t1at ponsiderable portions

of potential economic.gain h beenttforegone for,more

free time over the la'st century. During the first part

of the twentieth century, free time was gained primarily

through reductions'in,the Atrkweek. 'Specifically,

i>tween 1860 and 1950, the workweek gleclined from 60 to.'

0-41 hours. 12/ Since then howevpr, the average wotkweek

has leveled off at around 40 hours, 13/ and the growth of

fred time has taken otherforms. Most notably, there-
.

have been significant-gains in 'paid holidays and

vacations. 14/ Available data indicate that the average

vacation increased from 1:3 to 1.7 weeks between 1960

and 1969, 15/ and has continued to grow in subsequent

,----'
%

,

12. Geoffrey Moore and JdPice Hedges, "Trends 4
Labor and Leisure," Monthly Labor Review, February 1971,
pages 1-11; and Fred-Best, Phillip Bosserman, and Barry
Stern, "Income-Free Time Tradeoff Preferences of U. S.
Workers," Leisure Sciences, Vol.- 2, No. 2, 1979,

pagep 119-141.

13. Ibid; John Owen, "Work Time: The Traditional
Workweekiiiid Its Alternatives," Draft Chapter for the
1979 gmployment andA-Training Revort of the President,

1
U. S. Department ot iabar, Washing n, D. C., 1978.

14. Peter Hen1e, "Recent Growth f Paid Leisure for
U. S. Workers," Monthly Labor Review, March 1962,
pages 249-257.

15. Geoffrey Moore and Janice Hedges, op.cit.,
page 5.

13

1 9



years. 16/ Correspondingly, the proportion Of the average

U. S. pale's lifespan given to the non-woq:cti'vities of

schooling during youth and retirement in old age has

increased from about 37 to 42.percent between 1940 anethe
*

late 1970's. 17/

Whi.e there.has been some increase bf Xtended time

away.from wor ..uting midlife and significant expansion of

nonr-wor15 time at the extrelhes of the life,cycle, the

patterns of work time within the United States have remained

remarkably stable since the 1930's. It is notable that there

has been some recent expansion in the use of flexible hours ,

during workdays, aIçng with "modified workweeks," such

as the 4-day, 40-hour week, increases in pAt-time
^

work, 18/ and anecdotallreports of more exotic work time

16. Fred Best, Phillip Bosserman, and Barry Stern,
op.cit., pages 124-126; Robert P. 'Quinn and Graham L.
Staines, The 1977 Quality of EmploIrment Survey. r
(Descriptive-Statistics with Comparisons to.1969 and
1973 btudiel;), Institute fcir Social Research, University
Of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1978, Table 5.9; and "Collective
Bargaining Negotiations and COntracts," D'aily Labor
Report, October 18, 1978, pages El-E3, (This study of
400 collective bargaining agreements found that the
percent of agreements providing'maximum.yearly vacations
of 5 or 6 weeks rose from 0 to 69 percent between 1957
and 1978.)

17. Fred Best and Barry Stern, "Education, Work and
Leistme--Must They Come in That Order?,"( Monthly Labor
Review, July 1977; page 4.

18. Janice Neipert Hedges,."New Patterns for Working
Time," Monthly Labor Revi w, February 1973, pages 3-43;
and Jagice4Ne1pert Heclges "Six-day Workweeks Increase,
Fou4-day Weeks Stable," Ne s Release, Office of
Information, U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
December 30, 1977.

,
14

6) rk
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reforms. 19/ Nonetheless, the clear majority ot today's

employed persons work between 35 and 44 hours a week for

5-day workweeks, with annual vacAtions rafiging between 2

and 3 weeks. 20/ q

Many specialists in'the field.suggest that today's

stabilization of work time indicates that workerS are

satisfied with,current conditions -and have no pressipg

interes t in foregoing current or'potential earnings for

more free time. One indication of the popularity of

current work time arrangements comes from a survey of'

1,322 ranXmly selected persons in Autist 1966. This

national survey found that 56 percent of the respondents

wished to work the)Fame hours and earn the same amount

as they were at the time of the interview, while 34

percent wished to work more and earn more, and only

19. Two novel work time reforms which have been
gaining increasing attention are "job sharing" in which
two persons hold one full-time job and the "flexiyear"
which allows part-year work. (Barney Olmstead, "Job
Sharing--A New Way to Work," Personnel Journal,
February 1977, pages 78-81; Bernhard Teriet, "Flexiyear
Schedules-70nly a Matter of Time?," Monthly Labor
Review, December 1977_, pages 63-65.)

20. Interpolated estimates indicate that about 57
percent of the employed labor force work bstween 35 and .

44 hours each week. (John. Owen, "Work Time:t The
Traditional Workweek and Its Alternatives," op.cit.,
Draft, Table 1; and "Six-day Workweeks Increase; Four-
day 'Weeks Sta)le," U. S. Department of Labor News,
Release (USDL 77-1092), December 30, 1977, Table 3.
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N.

10 percent wiShed to work and earn less. 21/ This general

pattern w4s also supported by a smaller 1976 study. 22/

Another 1971 panel study of employed men who were "heads

of families" found:that only one-third were free to vary

'iphett workhours. Yet the vast majority reported them-.

selves satisfied with.their work tithe-conditions, and

. , ..
.

.those who were dissatisfied generilly waryted more work. 23/
.-\ . _

..

Further, studies of. grievahces'arising under-collective

bargaining agreements, as well as frequent observaions

that racist workers freely choor overtime work, suggest

'that a significant portion of workers place a.high value

on long hours. 24/ While the issue is not undebatable,

these and other studies have led many scholars tip conclude

'that workers are satisfied with the current workOek and

are eve*zeilling to work longer hours;'25/

21, George Katona, Burkhard Strumpel; and Igknest
Zahn, Aspirations and Affluence, McGraw-Hill Book
Company, NewYork, 1971, pages 129-233.

22. Fred Best, "Preferences on Worklife Scheduling,-
and Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," Monthly Labor Review,
July 1978,"page 32. -*

23. Jonathan Dickinson, "Labor S.upply on Family
Members," in James Morgan et al., Five Thousand American
FamiliesPatterns of Economic Progress, Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan, Vol. 1, 1974,
pages'177-25(1.-

24. Sar-A. Levitan and Richard S. Belous, Shorter
Hours, Shorter Weeks: Spreaaing the Work to Reduce
Unemployment, Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1977,
page 32.

25. Lloyd Reynolds, op.cit.A page 48; Edward Kalachek,
"Workers and the Hours Decisiod," Work,Time and Employment,
Special Report No. 28, National CoMmistbn for Employment
Policy, Washington, D. C., 1919.



.T1 any.thing, trend dat suggest that there are

changes occurring withiii the.labor force which will'

heighten tlie value of fre time relative to, earnings). 26/

Data concerning the dis ribution of work hQurs among'

labor force members show that the proportion o,f persons.
s. .

employed full time -(over 34 hours a week). wild work more_ ,

VhAn 40,hours each week-has decIined from 42.0 to 30'per--
,

cent between 1959 and 1977, ile the port-ion working ,a4 ,

hour oi less has increased fro 14.3'to 32.6 petcent

over the same time period. 27/ Additionally,' available

trend data 28/ and reviews of collective bargaining

2

.26. Studies undertaken by John Owen,indidate that work
time reductions have not been a result of dect%ing hours
for the traditional male worker lpetween age 21 nd.64,

,but the entrance into the.labor force of.increasing,
portionq of women, youth, and young.persons wilt, tend to
prefer less than full-time work. Thus, the work
activities of these new entrants have reduced-the average
workweek, wXile the hours of working age males haNre

remained essentially constant'. ("Workweeks and Leisure:
An Analysis of Trends, 1948-75," Monthly Labor Review,
August 1976, pages 3r8.)

27. Data extrapolated from John Owem, "Work Time: The
Traditional Workweek and Its Alternative," op.cit., Table 1;
"Six-day Workweeks Increase, Four-day Weeks Stable," op.cit.,

.
Table 3; and William V. Deutermann and Scott C. Brown,
"Voluntary Part-time Workers: A Growing Part of .t4le Labor
Force," Monthly Labor Review, June 1978, page 5. I

.28. Fred Best, "Changing Values Toward Material Wealth
and Leisure," Paper prepared for the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Education, U. S. Departmeneof Health,
Education, and Welfare., Washington, D. C., 1976.
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agreements 29/ indicate that workers are cfontinuing to push

for increased holidays and vacati9n Lime.

.Whatever trends are evidenced by work.time data, it is .

(-
.important t9 emphasize that ther-4mounof time an individual

or group giVes to work activities is determined by more than

worker preferences. -The supply of both'work'and incoise) is a

powerful determinant of work time and labor lOrce participA-

tion. In Most.cases, plsons work for the amount of time
4

possible or'in accord with s4edules dictatIpd by available

jobs. 30/ .Further, institutional factors, such as overtime

regulatOns and the fixed costs of fringe benefits, tend

to standardize work time and earnings possibilities. 31Y

29. Bureau of Labor atistics, Paid Vatation and Holiday
Provisions in Majok 0611 tive pargaining Agreements,
Bulletin 1425-9, U.(-S. G6vernmentPrinting Office,
Washingfon, D. C., 1975; and "Cbllective Bargaining Negotia- .

tions and Contracts," Daily Labor 'Report, October 18, 1978,
pages El-E3..

30. Edward Kalachek, op.cit., Section on Constraints; and
Sherwin Rosen,-"The Demand for Hours of.Wprk and Employment,"'
Work Time and Employment, Special Report tio. 28, National
Commission for-Employment Polity, Washington, D. C., 1979.

31. Edward Kalachek, op.cit.; Robert Clark, Adjusting
Hours to Increase Jobs: An linalysis ofithe Options, Special
,Report No. 15, National Commission Tor gmployment Policy,
Washington D. C., ,1977; Joseph Garbarino, "Fringe Benefits.
4nd Overtime as Barriers to Expanding Employment," Industrial
and LOor Rthlations Review, April 1964, pages 426-442; Lloyd
Reynolds, op.cit patles 34-35; Fred Best, "Individual, and
Firm Work Time,Decisi8ns: Comment," Work Time and Employment,
Special Report No. 28e Nationai\Commission for Employment
Policy,. Washington, D. C., 1979, and Fred Best and Joames
Wright, "The Effect of Scheduling on Time-Income Tradeoffs,"
Social'Forces; September 1978-, pages 150-151.
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While there is some disagreement about the extent of choice

actually given to individuals, 32/ it.is doubtful that

workers have great, let alOne "Ebtal, flexibility.in choosing

an amount of work time at a given rate of pay.

Clearly, the,impadOlof institutional factors limits the
%.

usefulness of work time trend data ag an indicator of time-

income preferences. Without, discrediting the value of such

data as a means to understanding preferences, it is necessary

to seeloadditional theoreticaY and empirical informa-tiOn

concerning the forces, which"Might determine preferences before

they are compromised by prevailing conditions.

//
\The Prospect of Changilfg Time-
Income Tradeoff Preferences 33/

There have bgen many indications that a large, and

possibly growing/ portion of the labdr fdrce may prefer to

work less than what we currently consider to bq

time." What are the chances that these interpre-.

tations are trfue? Further, if they are true, is the

1,

32. Edward Kalachek, op.cit.
,

33. A lafge measure of the framework used to discuss the
issues of this section is 'attributed to John Owen, The-Price
of Leisure, McGill-Queen's University Press, Montreal, Canada,
1970; and Edward Kalachek, "Workers and the Hours Decision,"
Work Time and Employment, Special Report No. 28, National
Commission for Employment Poli-cy", Washington, D. C., 19:79.

1
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1

proportion of the work force oriented toward more free

time likelY to grow.or decline 'in coming years and what

conditions might affect the strength and nature of

desires to forfeit income for,time?,

The Most obvious and allLencompassing factors which
SW

might be expebted to determine time-income tradeoff

preferences arematei'ial affluence and economic growth.

AlthOugh it might be'expected thatireal econoMic ,giowth

would fostei increased desire for time at the expense of

kincome, there is swilclear evidence that the tendency to

give up a portion of increased:earnings for more free
%..

time (income effect) always overcomes the incentive to

wark longer at higher pay (substitution effect). 34/

Nonetheless there is a general consensus that American

workers have foregone'significant portions of economic

growth for more free time over the lasf century, 35/

tHowever, available estima'tes of these tradeoffs indicalo

34. John Owen, The Price of Leisure, op.cit., pages 16-184
nd Lionel Robbins, POn the Elasticity of Income in Terms of

/Effort," Economics, Vol. X, 1930, pages 123-129.

35.. H. C. fewis, "Hours of Work and Hours of Leisure,"
.Proceedin s of Ninth Annual Meetin of Industrial Relations'

Research Association,
nternational Comparison

Researc AssociatiOn, In ustrial Re ati
CleVe1an4, 19-57; and Gordon Wihston, "An
of.Incoffie and Hou'ts of WOrk," R4view of E onomicsand Statistics
Vol. XLVLII, No. 1, 1966, pages Z8-39.
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that the proportion of economic growth foregone for

time (primarily in the fo of 'a reduced wqrkweek) has

declined steadily. Prior to 1920, if was estimated that

reductions of the workweek took about half of the growth

. in Output growth between 1920 and 1950. 36/ Between

1940 and 1960, the proportipn of increased productivity

given "up for gains of leisure declined still further to

an estimated 11 percent, and it has been calculated that

only 8 percent of real economic growth was forfeited for

free time in the 1960s. -37/

It would be reagonable to expect that sluggish

ecOnomic growth in recent years, coupled with trends

.toward lessooprogressive taxation for low and middle

income groups, would dampen interest in exchanging incoRe

for time. Yet there are indications that concern over

'monetary gain may not be as pressing as commonly assumed.

For example, a 1977 national s-uvey found that 79 percent

thought-it better to learn to live with basic essentials

rather than reach for higher standards-of living, and

36. Clark Kerr, "blscussion, erican Economic Revievi,
itay' 1956, page 219.

37. Peter Henle, rRecent Growth of Pald Leisure,for U. S.
'Workers," Monthly Labor Review, March 1962, page 256; and
Ge6ffrey'Moore and Janice Hedges, op.cit., page 11.
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76 percent found it preferable to put more emphasis 611 n6n-

material experiences than on material concerns. 38/ In

the face of recent economic downturas and inflationpry

instability, views such as these not only seem peculiar,

but raise the question of whether changes in American

society which are only partly related to levels of income

are encouraging a shift in values and pref6rences toward

non-material goals such as more-free time.

Some scholars have suggested that increasing

opportunities for short- and long-range recreational

activities may be Shifting th primary concern of (

American cultur from work to leisure. Presumably, the

Kroliferation ot recreationdl facilities and reduction

of their cost might place formerly unattainable leisure

act,ivities within the grasp of most persons, thus

2 creating a premium for *re time away from work. 39/

*bile there is some evidence that-the cost ot many

38. "Quality Wins Over Quanti,ty," he Harris Survey,
Press Release, 'May 23, 1977; Louis Harris, "Deep .

Skepticism is Expressed About UnlimiteE-Economic Growth,"
Washington Post, May 23, 1977, page A-11.

Sta-ffan Linder, The,Harried Leisure Class, Columbia
'University Press; New Yorke/1970; Kenneth Roberts, "The
Society of Leisure': Myth agd Reality," Society and .-

Leisure, Vol. 1, No. 1, pages 33-36;.and Daniel Books,
New York, 1973, coda titled, "The End of Scarcity."
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recreational activities may be declining 40/ and their

Accessibility increasing, the complexity of factors

impinging on this issue 41/ makes the hypothesis that

expanded recreational options may'ere* increasing the

desire fo free time a fascinating but, somewhat

provisional, speculation..

It is occasionallY suggested that work time may be

reduced because of the increased productivity and

personal worker relief to be gained by lessened job

f2tigue. While the impact of fatigue on worker pro-

-ductivity and well-being varies among occupations and

industries, most studies indicate that the workweek and

workd.iy have declined tio the point where further reduc-

tions would not reduce fatigue and perhaps maY even lower

productivity. 42/ On the other hand, there ha§ been some

40. Fred Best, "Changing Values.Towvd Material VNalth
and Leisure in the United States," op.cit., pages-111-1.43.

41. aohn bwen, The Price Of Leisure, op.cit., pages 20-23.

42. John Owen, The Price of'Leisure, op.cit., pages 31-36
and 71-72; and Davdd Brown, "Hours and Output," in Clyde E.
DAnkert et al. (Editors), Hours of Work,.Harper and Row,
New .York, 1965, pages 147-160.
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talk about
0offering extended vacations or sabbaticals in

order to ptoviae the personal renewal and retraining

opportunities necessary to foster fresh perspectives and

prevent skill obsolescence. 43/ For the mast part, however,

it is unlikely that concerns over job exhaustion on the

parf'of.tgither employees or employers will be a major

factor contributing to future' work time reductions.

The family cycle has always been viewed as a major

determinant of time-income tradeoff preferyces. The .

key variable here are children and the costs of estahliSh-

ing a new household. Single persons-and married couples

without children are commonly believed to have the

financial discretion and personal freedom to forego

income for more free time. However, .the arrival-of

children and the necessity to stabiliZe.home life

introduces new finangial and temporal constraints that

understandably alter previous views toward work and

leisure. ly When the proportion of working wives was low,

temporal demands of child raising were distributed

43. Ibid, pagd 71; "Statement.of James Hooley,"
Leisure Sharing, Hearings of the California State
Senate Select Cammittee on Investment Priorities and
Objectives, Sacramento, California, November 1; 1977,
pages 128-135; Wilbur Cross, "How to Take a Mini-
Sabbatical," Nation's ,Business, November 1974, pages 54
and 57; and James O'Toole, Work in America, MIT Press,
Cambridge, 1973, pages 119 and 129.

44.- Alice Rossi, "Transition to Parenthood," Journal
ofIdarriage and the Family, Vol. 128, No. 9, pages 47-56."
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primarily to wives, while the financial responsibilities

for dependent children, household goods, allrd mortgages

became the concern of husbands. Available studies suggest

.that this arrangement has caused men to stabilize or

ihtensify their traditional "breadwinner" role by working

the same or longer hours to insure adequate family income,

, as wives reduced or ceased their employment activities. 45/

Today, it is the rule rather,than.the exception that

both married and unmarried women have assumed some portion

or all of the rEraditional mile "breadwinner" role. 46/

This increase in the number of working women and the cor-
-

responding emergence of more flexible sex roles are likely to

alter Ole impact of the family life cycle on work time

45. Edward KAiachek, bp.cit., page 7; Harvey Rosen,
"gaxes in a Labor Supply Model with Joint Wage-Hours
Determination," Econometrica, May 1976; and Donald Larson,
"The Compongnts of

(
on-market Time and Female Labor Supply

Patterns," unpublis ed paper cited in Kalachek, op.cit.,
page 7.

46.. Between 1967 and the end of 1978, the ovekall labor
force participation'rate of women has climbed from 41.1
percent to1 50.1 percent. (Employment and Training Rekport of
the Pre'sident, 1978, page 47; and "The Employment Situation:
November 1978," U. S. Department of Labor News 'Release, USDL
78-1005, Deoeipber 8, 1978, Table. A-1J Further, between
March 1967 and March 1977, the ptoportion of married women
with husbands present With children 5 years of age or younger
who were in the iabor force rose from 25.6 to41..6 percent,

0, and women of the same characteristics but withdchildren aged
6 to 17 years who were in the labor force rose from 45.0 to
57.9 percent over the same time.period. (Ralph Smith, The
Subtle Revolution, 'The Urban Institute, Washin4ton, D. C.,
1§-79.) \
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preferences and decisions. As more women commit more

time to employment, the non-job time remaining within

`4Y
many household dnits for family chores and leisure will.,

become increasingly scarce: 47/ Householas are likely to

realize that the diminishing returns on effort caused by

the fatigue of family chores is as counterproductive as

job-related fatigue. 48/ Thus, family units are likely

to place higher valueion time off the job. For dual

earner families, the added income brought An by working.

wives will increase the feasibilitii Of exchanging income

for more free time, possibly,by husbands rather than by

wives. In the case of single-parent householas, the absence

of some form of childdare assistance'is also likely to make

the forfeiture of earnings for time a harsh necessity.

47. John P. Robinson, How Americans Use Time, Praeger
Special Studies, Praeger Publishers, New:York, 1977,
pages 61-82, 132-137, ana 147zA57; "Testimony of Urie
Brofenbrenner," Part-time Emplbyment and Flexible Work
Hours, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Employe
KFFIEs and Utilization, U. S. House of Reprgsentatives,
Serial No. 95-28, iF_!_y24, 1977, pages 25-30.

48. Off-job'time is not necessarily leisure, but may
also be "non-market work,time" which is undertaken by
baiancing off its value against- income earning employment
time. (Gilbert Ghez and GarY Becker, The Allocation of
Time and Goods Over the Life Cycle, National Bureau.of
Ecohomic Research, Columbia University Press, New York,
1975.) 4
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There Are a number of viewpoints regarding the potential

impact of increased female labor force participation and

changi0 sex roles on work time preferences. While there

is some possibility that working spouses may seek to duplicate

. each others' h t 49/ it is likely that dual-,earner

families %/ill hav a stronger'interest in expanging

earnings for time than their one7earner counterparts. 50/

- Most notably, it:has been suggested that parents of

Sioung children may prefer shorter workdays over other

forms of free time because it best matches the, daily

demancAs of.child raising. 51/ Second, it has frequently

been noted that the scheduling of work may be increas-

ingly'important, p.5rticularly to working parents of

youn4 children wh9 need to adjust their job hours to

meet the routine and unexpected demands of.child

49. T. Aldrich Finegan, "Hours of Work in the Long
Run: Comment," Work Time and Employment, Special Report
No. 28, National Commissiorifor Employment Policy,
Washington, D. C., 1979.

50. Isabel-Sawhill, "Economiclerspectives on the
Family," Daedalus, Spring 1977, 15ages 115-125; Juanita
Kreps, "Do All Women Want to Work: The Ecdnomics of
Their Choice," in Louise K. Howe.(Editor), The Future of
the Family, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1972,

pages'224-234.

51. ClairsVickery, "Work Time DeCisions of Firms and
Individuals: CoMment," Work Time and Em lo ment, Special
Repott No. 28, Nationaf Commission f or Employment Policy,

Washington, D. C., 1979.
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raising. 52/ As already suggested, the strength and

neture)pf time-income tradeoff preferences will probab

vary notably according to the diffe'rent stages of the

family cycle, but the impact of these family stages may

vary somewhat between one-earner and dual-earner house-

holds. Purther, it is likely that individuals and spouses

who have no immediate interest in Changing their work time

arrangements may place great value on having the option
T.

to make adjustments at some other point in time.

Available data supports most of these speculations

about the impact of new.family patterns on work time

preferences. National time budgetstudies indicate that

dual-earner families do have unusually harsh time

Pressures, most of which are 'inequitably distributed to

wives. 53/ Further, responses to a 1977 national survey

concerning the impact of employment on family life

indicated that work time arrangements were a se ious

problem for 25 percent of all persons with,spon es or

52. Denise F. Polit, "The l'gplipations of liontradi-
tional Work ScheIdules for Women," The Urban and Sociitl
Change Review, Vol. 11, 1978, pages 37-42; and Joseph
Pleck, Graham Staines, and Linda Lang, "Work and Family
Life: First Reports on Work-Family Interference from the
1977 Quality of Employment Survey, Center for Research on
Women, Wellesley, Mass., Draft, September 1978.

53. John P. Robinson, op.cit., pages 61-82, 132-i37,
and 147-157.
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children, 54/ and that 42.5 percent of the respondents

citing such hardships were willing to give up some

portion of their income in order to spend more time

with their Tines. 55/ However, there are ambiguous,
dr,

findings concerning the types of.free time more valued

by workers with employed'spouses or young-children.

Although national labor force data ahow that'62.8

percent of all voluntary part-tlme jobs were held by

mcaen in 1977, and women accounted for the overwhelming

majority of married part-time workers, 56/ exploratory

survey research of the same groups indicates that

,

shorter. rkdays and workweeks are not the most preferred

of poten ial fre'e time gains. 57/ Both survey studies and

behavioral data indicate that work preferences tend to mow

irary according to family cycle stage. As already sug-

gested, the early child-raising stage of tke family cycle

tends to increase concern over income, with men tending

to stabille or increase work hours, while women tend to

54. It should be noted that anOthér 40.9 percent noted

the work time arrangements were isomewhat" of a problem to

their family life. (Robert Quinn and Graham Staines,

op.cit., Table 15.25.)

55. -Mid, Table 15.31.
V

56. William Deutermann and Scott Brown, op.cit.,

pages 5 and 8.

57. Fred Best, "Preferences on Worklife Scheduling and ,

Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," op.cit., pages 32-34; and Fred

Best, "Changing Sex Roles and Worklife Flexibility,"

Psrchology of Women Quarterly, March 1980.

58. Ibid, Edwird Kalachek, op.cit., page 7,
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pursue less than full-time jobs. 59/ However, the strength

'of these family cycle influences seems to be affected by

whether or not both sponses work. 60/ Finally, exploratory

survey research suggests that both men and women who favor

flexible, as opposed to traditional, sex roles are much

more likely to exchange earnings for time. 61/

The rising educational attainment of thiu S. labor

force is likely to have mixed impact on work time pref-

erences. sy On the one hand, educational achiqz,ment is

59. Ibid, Edward Kalachek, op.cit., page 7. Some studies
indicati-aat employment in part-time jobs is associated with
the st;tge of the family cycle. Married women with young
,children are particularly prone to assume part-time .employment.
(Ethel 'Jones and James Long, Women and Part-week Work, prepared
for the Office of Research and Development, Employment and
Training Administration, U. .S. Department of Labor, Grant No. )

--- pL-21-01-76-21, March 15, 1978.)

60. Fred Best, "Changing Sex Roles and Worklife Flexibility,"
op.cit.

61. Ibid.

62. The average number f years of schooling completed by
the U. .S. labor force has risen from 8.6 in 1940 to 124 in
1970, and is projected to rise to 12.7 by 1990. (Digest of
Educational Statistics, 1975, pages'14-15:) The proportion of
the labor force With 4 years or more of college educ4tion rose
fillip 10 to 15.7 percent between 1960 and 1975, and is projected
to rise to 21.7 percent bor 1990. (Compiled figures from Fred
Best, "Social Forces Fostering Flexible Lifetime Scheduling of
Education, Work and Leisure," paper prepared for the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Education, U. S. Department of ,

Health, Education and Wel are, Washington, D. C., Agril 1978,
page 46 )
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thought to enhance capacities for the use of free time,
63

thus fostering greater desire for time away from the

job." Oft the other hand, years of schooling are

clearly an investment of time, money, And fordgone

earnings.rundertaken to increase future occupational

opportunities and total lifetime incomes. 65 As such, it

is to be expected that individuals who have undertaken

prolonged schooling will seek to maximize the return on

their investment by working long hours. The likelihood

that workers with higher educational attainment will

find jobs that are free'of toil and intrinsically

.rewarding call be expected to further encourage longer

hours. Sinc'e available data indicate that more highly

educated pergons work longer than average, it appears

that the desire to reap the rewards of schooling may

63. Harold Wilensky, "The Uneven-pistribution of

Leisure Time," Social Problems, Summer 1961; John Owen,

2E.cit., pag6s 45-47. There -is also some indication that

those with less than average edwation may tend to have

"leisure incompetence," particularly for prolonged
periods away from work ("Dundalk Study of Steelworkers

Creates Model getirement Counseling Program," Ideas at

Work, Se vice Center for Community College-Labor Un on

Cooperati n, American Association for Community and

Junior Co leges, Washington, D. C., November 197

page 1).

64. John Owen observes that increased competj4ny to

effect4vely use time might apply to work as w 1 as

leisure time. Thus, a well-educated persOn m ght

accomplish a gOod deal in the way of leisure atisfac-

tions within a relatively short period of time (srpt.cit.,

pages 46-47).

65. Ibid, pages 42-44.
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overcome any concerrent rise in the appreciation for

leisure time. 66/ At 'the same time, it is noteworthy that

well-educateeworkers cite a highpr-than-average number

of problems with "Inconvenient or excessive hours" 67/ and
,

tend to have more hdlidays and longer vacAions than

most workeis. 68/ This suggests that educational attain-

ment may encourage Cdesire for more discretion concerning

the scheduling of work, as well EIS preferences for forms

of free time 'other than shorter workdays and Workweeks.

v ;The quality.of work and job Atisfaction are likely

to affect tradeoff preferences'in at least two ways. As

previously sUggested, pleasant jObs are likely to

minimize the desire to avoid work and provide intrinsic

'rewards-which make longer hours tolerable and even

desirable. On the other hand, unpleasant working

conditions will foster avoidance of work and miniMize

time on'the job4e69/ Since casual observation suggests

that the quality of work is improvine(i:e., increased

job safety, reduction of physical toil, grievanc%

66. Edw Kalachek, Wesley Melloweand Frede ick
Raines, "T e Male Labor.Supply Function Reconsi ered,"
Industria and Labor Relations April 197to and Harold
Wilensky, op.cit.

67. Robert Quinn and Graham Staines, op.vit.,
Table 5.39.

68. Harold Wifensky, op.cit.

69. .a.ohn Owen, op.cit., pages a3-29; and Edward
Kalachek, "Workers and the-AloursDecision,"
page 6.

, )
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procedures, etc.), it can be expected that such a trend

would attenuate the desire for reduced time. However,

work satisfaction is determined by perceptions as

well as absolute conditions, and there is evidence

that high occupational expectations, 70/ combined with

underutilization of rising educational attainment, 71/ is

fostering job discontent. While many persons may woa

harder and longer in order to open career opportunities,

studies have indicated that limited occupational oppor-

tunities will cause many to realign focal life interests

'toward off-job activiti7. 72/ Since' education tends to

70. A nationally representative sampl d that 50
percent of,high school graduates in 1974 expec d to be
in professional occupations by age 30. (The Con tion
of4ducation, U. S. Mepartment of Health, E ucat n, and
'WelTare, 1976, page 123.)

71. Robert Hamrin, "Underemployment: A Grif6w1L3 Problem
for the Highly Educated#r Challenge, July-August 1978,
pages 57-58; Helen Dewar, "Job Malaise Found Rising,
Especially Among College Grade," The Washington.Post,
December 17, 1978; A. J. Jaffee and Joseph Froomkin,
"Occupational Opportunities for College-educated WOrkers,
1950-75," Monthly Labor Review, June 1978, pages 15-21;
425 Percent .of Graduates Spen Settling for Nondegree Jobs,"

ated American, AcademidPress, New York, 1976.d'The Washinn Post, July 26, 1978; and Richard Freeman,
. The4Over-e

e

12.ff% Curt Tausky,and Robert Dubin, "Career Anchorage:
,
Mana4ement Mobility Motivations," American Sociologica2

A view, Vol. 30, 1965, pages 725-735; and Robert Dubin,
n usitial- Workers' Worlds: A/Study of the 'Central

LifeInterest' of Industrial Waiters," Social Problems,
Vol. 3, 1956; pages 3-142. 4
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increase leisure as well as wo-rk competence, it seems

plausible that many workers may redirect theif under-

Utilized educational backgrounds to enrichllife off the

job and perhaps increase their willingness tq forego

earnings for tithe.
,

Age Appears ta be a determinant of work time lor

younger persons. 73/ For ctxample, the 1977 labor force
*

participation-fate for persons aged 17 to 25 of both

sexes was 66.7 percent, 11/ while the propOrtiom'of

workers in this age group voluntarily working part time

was 28 percent. 75/ The major caubes of this'pattern are

school activities and the lack of employment opportuni- .

ties. 76/

4 ,
73. Edward Kalachek, op.cit., page 1.

74. Employment anci Training Report of the President*
1978, pages In--and-186.

75. William Deutermann and Scott C. Brown,.op.cit.,
pages 6-7.

76. Ibid; William Deutermann and ScOtt C. Brown, op.cit.,
.page'7; Carol Juseniusy ''Young Adultt Out of School and Out
of Work," Paper prepared 'for the National Commission for
Employment Policy, Washington, U..C., Draft Briefing Paper,
November 1978; and Aldrich Finegan and William.Bowen, The
EcOnomicsof Labor Force Participation, Princeton University

. Press, Princeton, 1969.
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4

t the other end pf the life cycle,,the advancement
7-5 ,

of age is associ,Ated with the increased temporal and

financial Oscretion that comes with the maturation ff

-offspring and, with possible desires for lower activity

levels folloWing physical decline--two factors which

are likely to foster interest in work time reductions.

On the other pand, concern, with the costs of health care

and encroaching retirement increase the va-lue of earnings

for the purpose of saving--a factor which is likely to main-
.

tain or increase existing work hours. 77/ FI/Other compli-

.cations come from Social Security restrictions which impose

earnings limits on those receiving pensions. 78/4n

response to these conditions, data inthcate that hours

remain relatively constant up to around age 60, when

wPrk involvement begins to taper off. As ege progresses

beyond this point, those with poor health, bad employment

optijons, or honemployment income tend to withdraw from
,

77. Juanita M. Kreps, Lifetime Allocation of Work,and

. Income: Essays in the Economics of Aginq, Duke-University
Press, Durham, N. C., 1971, pages 100-133 and 143-154.

78. Alicia Munnell, The Future of Social Security,
-Brodkings Institution, Washington, D. C., 1977(
pages-25-83.
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thellabor force. 79/ Of those who continue working after

age 65, some 49 percent were voluntarily employed in a

part-time job, 80/ a larae number of which were doubtless

influenced by Social Security earning restrictions. If

cuerent Social policies persist, it is likely that the-

aginglof the large post-World War II "baby boom" gèneration

may magnify such Mork time behaviors in coming decades.

Because of the many social changes'cited above, the

tendency of workers to exchange incom6for time ia likely-toft
, .

- become highly diver4 and.strOngly influenced by the forms of

potential,free time gains. For most persons, marginal reduc-
c),-(

tions of the workday or wbrkweek/ and perhaps the worklife
1

as it'is durrently conceived, may

diminishing returns. Nonetheless,

have feached the point of

free tithe in the forms that

meet tndividual neeAs, such as part-time work for parents of

r
79. 'Edward Kalachek, op.cit:, page 1; Aldrich Finegan and

William Bowen, op.cit.; Philip L. Rones, "Older Men--The
Choice Between Work and Retirement," Monthly Labor Review,
Noyember 1976, pages 3-10; Joseph Quinn, "The Microeconomics
of.Early Retirement: A Cross-sectional View," Prepared for
the U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Washington, D.C., 1975; Leonard Rubin, "Disabling Health
Condit*ons Among Men,".Reaching Retirement Age, Social
SeCurity Administration, U. S. Department Health, Education
and Welfare, Washington, D. C.ft 1976, pages 65-74.

- 80. William Deutetmann'and Scott C. Brown, op.cit.,
pages 6-7; and Philip L. 'Rones, op.cit.; pages 4-6.
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young children or extended vacations or weekends for

those wishing to breach the confines of their regular

routines, may be particularly valuable. 81/

A number of survey studies indicate that scheduling

ofjpotential free time is-particularly important and

thaf time-income tradeoff optione extendinq1jond the

workday and workweek produce different exchange prefer-

ences. First, two national employment surveys conductedi

at the University of Michigiln in 1969 and 1977 foup'd

that-the proporti9 of persons citing problems with

"inconvenietor excesslve hours" increased somewhat

from 29.5 percent to 33.6 percent, and that most problems

dealt With scleduling rather than number of workhours. 82/

Second, a 1973 study of 518 employees of 22 firms

recently converted to 47.day, 40-hour workweeks,

allowing for th same amount of wprk Mit more extensive

time off the,job revealed high employee satisfaction

with the nevi work schedule. 83/ Finally, several

81., Edward Kalachek, "Workers and the Hours Decision,"
op.cit., pages 5 and 18; and Fred Best, "Preferencds for
Worklife Scheduling and Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," op.cit.,

pages 32-33.

82. Robert-Quinn and Graham Staines, op.cit.,
5.36.

83. Opjnion'Research Corporation, The Effgcts cif,1

Shorter Workweek on Employees _pb Attitudes and-Leisure
Mtivities,Princeton,N.J.., 1973.

.....
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additional studies of nohrepresentative samp1e4 ranging

in size from 197 auto assembly workers to 791 varied

county employees further pinpoint the likely .effects of

scheduling on time-income tradeoff preferences. These

studies asked respondents to choose their personal

preferences among a nhmber of equally costly benefit

options, such as a pay raise, shorter workdays, longer

weekends, more paid vacation, or earlier retirement.

The results revealed that most respondents preferred

extended time away from work over income, but that

income was commonly chbsen over shorter workdays, longer
/f.

weekends, ana earlier retirements. 84/

Consideration of available data suggests that future

tradeoffs between income-earning Work time and free time

may be influenced by the ways in which wo0 and free

time are scheduled. Specifically, one might expect that

willingness to forego potential earnings in exchange for

more free.time may increase with the length of free time

and the flexibility with which free time is scheduled. 85/

84. Stanley M. Neally and James G. Goodale, "Workers'
Preferenpes Among Time-off Benefits and Pay," Journal of
Applied Psychology, Vol. 1, 1967; J. Brad Chapman and
Robert Ottemann, "Employee Preferences for Various
Compensation and Fringe Benefits," The Personnel,Admin-
istratdr, November 1975; Fred Best and James Wright,
op.c t., pages 136-153.

85. For workers' stated.preferences towarq alternative
schedules of constaut amount of work time, sel, Ibid;
Fred Best, "Pratarences for Worklife Scheduling-WO' Work--
Leisure Tradeoffs," op.cit., pages 34-35.
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By enlarging the-time frame it is possible to speculate

how woaer tradeoff preferences, apd their respective

"indifference curves," may change under different

scheduling options. Figure II illustrates this

possibility with three schedule-determined "indifference

curves," with potential fre4stime taking Oge form of

(1) more daily'time away from work, (2) longer weekends,

and (3) longer vacations. If these speculations are

valid, it wouldIke reasonable to assume thy, many workers

:may 0.4 up existing or potential earnings for extended,

as oPpOied to shorter, periods of free time.

The likely impact of sCheduling on time-income

tradeoff preferences can be extended to the time frame

of overall-alifespans. During the twentieth century, a

number of sl4pial forses, including prolonged schooling

and earlier retirement, have led to compression of

workiears into an ever smaller portion of overall

lifetimes. As a result, most men and an increasing

portion of women have come to pursue a "linear lifé

plan" typified by something of a lockiltep progression

from educatiOn in youth to some 40 cons utive

years of employment during the middle #ars of/life,

and finally to retirement. 86/ This lttern has become

86. Fred ,Best and Barry Stern, op.cit., Ogges 3-10.
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increasingly.pronounced, not only for humanistic reasons,

but also because of the economic consideration that those

who are at the peak of their productive capacities during

mid-life should work, while less productive persons in

their youth or old age should either ,incr7ase their

productive capacity through schooling oriwithdraw to

retiiement as a reward for a ompleted worklife. 87/

While this life prtern has had and continues to have

healthy features, there are questions as to whether the

progression from education-to-work-to-retirement is too

,rigid to meet today's social and individual needs', and

#

whether the value"of further increases of non-work time'

at the ends of the life cycle may have reached the point

of diminishing returns. 88/

87; For an exposition of this line of thinking, see
Melvin Reder, "Hours of Work and the General Welfare,"
in Clyde Dankert et al. (Editors), Hours of Work, Harper
and Row Publishers, New York, 1965, pages 179-200.

88. For assessments of prevailing life patterns, see
Juanita Kreps, The Lifetime Allocation of Work and
Income, Duke University Press, Durham, 1971; Willard
elrirtz et al., The Boundless Resource, New Republic Book
Company, Washington, D. C., 1975; Archibald Evans,
Flexibility in Working Life, Organisation for Economic
Cooperation, Paris, 1573; Harold Sheppard and Sara Rix, /
The Graying of Working America, The Free Press, New York,
1977, pages 156-168r Robert N.'Butler, Why Survive?
Being Old in,America, Harper and Row, New York, 19734,/ f

pages 364-401; and James O'Toole, "200 Million Job Choices,"
The Washington Poet, July 4, 1976, pages. B1 and B4ff
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While the forces determining the lifetime distribution
/Th

of work and non-work time are not fully u ___t9d, several
/'

social trends suggest that today's prevailing linear life

plan" may not be as viable as in the past.. S hooling

in youth has been viewed as personally enric ing 'and

economically beneficial because it enhances knowledge,

improves social productivity, and increases earning power

in later life. 89/ Today, it is also stiggested that young

persons pursue prolonged years of schOoling,because there

are no j 90/ that the individual income and social

89. Jacob Mincer, "Investment in Human Capital and
Personal Income Distribution," Journal of Political
Economy, August 1958, /pages 281,402; Gary S. Becker,
Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis with
special- Reference to Education, Columbia University Press,
New York, 1964; and Theodore W. Schultz, "Reflections on
Investment in Man," Journal.of Political Economy,
October 1962, pages 1-8.

90. While it has commonly been noted that schools
serve as "Aging vats" for young persons with nothing else
to do, there is little literature on this topic. It has
been determined that young persons iend to withdraw from
the labor, force or potential labor force participation as
uhemployment-increases (Aldrich Finegan and WilXiam Bowen,
2E.cit.; and Stuart H. Garfinkle, "The Outcome of a Spell
(Tif Unemployment," Monthly Labor Review, January 1977,
pages 54-57), but there has been scarce literature
dealing with whether such lack of employment or any other
activity leads to school enrollments. Scholars of
educational institutions have long observed that schools
frequently play a "custodial role" to keep vagrant young
Persons out of trOyble (Bernice Neugarten and Robert
Havighurst, Society and Education, Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
Boston, 1975, pages 197-98), and a limited study of black
high school students huggests that the absence of work
may prolong length'of schooling (Sue E. Berryman, "Youth
Unemployment and Career Education," Social Polic,
Winter 1978, pages 29-69).
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6

benefits derived from school incl. have tapered off because

of an "over-supply" of educated labor, 91/ while social

changes require recurrent education throughout life rather

thAn limiting school to youth. 92/ At the other end of the

life cycle, retirement has been traditionally regarded as a

humanistic and economic-al way of encouraging the withdrawal

less productive older workers. 93/ Today, there is

considerable uncertainty about the lower productivity of

older workers; 94/ moreover, the projected size, good health,

and life expectancy of the, older population promises to

make eaflier retirementS socially expensive and persori-

ally impoverishing. 95/ For those in mid-life, there

91. Richard Freeman, The Over-educated American,
Academic Press, New York, 1976; Ivar Berg, The Great
Training Robbery, Praeger Publishers, New York, 1970;
Andrew Spekke, HIs Going to School Worth the Investment?,"
The Futurist, December 1976, pages 297-304; and A.'J.
Jaffee and Joseph,Froomkin, op.cit-

92. Barry Stern, Toward a Federal Policy on Education
and Work, U. S. Government Printing Office, U. S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education and-Welfare, Washington, D. C.,
19774 pages 80-109.

93. Richard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform, Random Rouse,
New York, 1956, pages 242-243; John McCowell, "Social
Security," Encyclopedia Americana, Vol. 25, 1969, page 186j;
and Sidney Fine, Laissez Faire and the General Welfare State,
University of Mich&gan Press, Ann Arbor, 19561'page 236.

94. Harold Sheppard and Sara Rix, op,cit., pages 70-80.

95. Ibid, pages 104-168;.Alicia Munnell, op.cit.l. pages
84-112; Robert Butler, op.cit.; and Fred Best, "The FAxture
of Retirement and Lifetime Distribution of Work," Aging in
Work, Summer 1979, pages 173-18140
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are signs that time away from work may be well received

for purposes of family care, re-education, and leisure

activities.

Survey studies provide some support fOr the

proposition thiat American preYerences may be shifting

toward more flexibility in the ditftribution of education,

work, and leisure over total lifetimes. While the value
1

of basic education during youth continues to be recognized,

the social and economic returns of prolonged schooling

restricted to the early stages of life seem to be

increasingly questioned. 96/ National surveys suggest

that youth fripm all background: wollldprefer to combine

more work into their school years, 97tand that older

persons would welcome more educational opportunities
-

during mid-life. 98/ Similarly, while there is no'

apparent pesistence to the basic institution of

retirement, there is a growing plurality of opinion

Ivar Berg, op.cit.

97. Daniel Yankelovich, The New Morality, McGraw-Hill
Book Company, New York, 197'4, pages 111-114.

98. Elizabeth Meier, Aging in America: Implications
for Employment, Report No. 7, National Council on the
Aging, Washington, D. C., 1976, page 15; A Gallup Study.
on the Image of and Attitudes TowArd America's Community
and Junior Colleges,,The Gallup Organization, Inc.,
Princeton, N. J., August 1977, pages 5-10; and Matilda
Riley and Anne Foner (Editors), Aging and Society,
Russell Sage Foundation, New., York, 1968, page 527.
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..

concerning the best age for retiring, 99/ overwhelming

resistance to the idea of forced retirement at a pre-set

age, 100/ and indications that about half of currently

retired men would like to return to work. 101/ Of particu-

lar interest are surveys showing that the majority of persons
)

would prefer to continue working in later life, but that

most would choOse Ipart-time rather than full-time work. 1027

Among those in mid-liferl the possibility of longer vacations

and sabbatical leaves seems to have considerabl'e appeal, 103/

and while there has been little survey research on overall

life scheduling, on exptoratory study of 791 county

Nig

99. Elizabeth Meier, Aging in America: Implications
for Employment, Report No: 7, National Council for the
Aging, Wpghington, D. C., 1977; MAP'77,' National Council
for Life Insurance, Washington, D. C., 1977, page 65.

100. Elizabeth Meier, op.cit., page 11; Louis Harris,
"'No' Vote on Forced Retirement," The Harris Survey,
Press Release, September 26, 1977.

101. Reaching Retirement Age:. Findings from a Survey
of Newly Entitled Workers, 1968-1910, Social Security
Administration, U. S.. Department of Health,, Education and
Welfare, Research Report No. 47, page 60.

102. The Roper Organization, Roper Reports,-August 1977;

"Dundalk Study of Steelworkers," Ideas at Work, op.cit.i
pages 2-3; and Fred'Best, "The Future of Rbtirement and
Lifetime'DistributiOn of Work," Public Policykand the Future
of Work and Retirement, Seleet Committee on Aging, U. S.
House of Representatives, 95th Congress, May 3, 1978,

page 96.

-103. Work: Desires, Discontents and Satisfactions,
Special Report, The.Roper Organization, New York, June
1974; BNA's.Collective Bafgaining Negotiations and Contracts,
The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
October 18, 1978; and Fred Best, PhillipBosserman, and
Barry Stern, "Income-Time Tradeoff Preferences of U. S.

Workers: A Review of Literature and Indicators," Leisure
Sciences, Vol. 2, No. 2, 1979.
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employees founa that an overwhelmi,ng majoriiy preferred

to redistribute some of the non-work time now given td

schooling in youth and retireme.nt in old age to the middle

years of life. 104/

Summary of Major Factors
Determininq Time-Income Tradeoffs.

Clearly, thtre are a host of factors which determine
.N,

time-income tradeoff preferences,-many of which have not %

been explored in this.discussion. While efforts have been,

made to interrelate these fact-Ors, 105/ there is no over-

arching formula or theoretical bramework which explains

and predicts work4time preferences. Nonetheless, it is

possible to draw upon available data to cr.eaV a number of

working propositions to guide thought on this topic.

(1) Tinte-income tradeoff preference:3, vary in accord

odor

!

with the unique impacts of a number of major

social characteristics:

Income: Increases in income resulting from
hxgher pay rates or longer workhousg will lead,
to declining value for each additional unit of
income, while the relatiive value of additional

-non-Work time'will increa n the other
hand, increased pay ra s.will ncourage
longer workhours beca se the .re ard for each
unit of work time is higher. A ide from cases
in which earnings are extremel low, higher
income levgls are likely to increase the value
of non-work 'time relative to earnings'.

r

104. Fred Best, "Preferences oil& Worklife Scheduling,"-,
op.cit., pages 35-36.

105. Gary Becker and Associates have developed the most 4

refined theories on the use of time. (Gary Becker, "A
Theory on the Allocatron of Time," The Economic Jourrill,
.September 1965, pages 493-517;-and Gary Becker and
Gilbert Ghez, op.cit0
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Education: Added education may increase the
cipacIty to use discretionary time and thus
foster desire for more non-work time. At the
same time, education is an investmeq toward
greater earpings levels, thus fostering longer
hours as an atteMPt to maximize returns for
years of schooling. As educational attainment
rises,.it can be generally expected that the
desire to maximize school investment will
dominate leisure appreciation, and thus lead
to lengthening of work time.

'Occupation and Quality, of Work: Work which is
personalfy viewed as unpIeasaht is likely to
.encourage the minimization of work time, while
Work which is viewed as pleasant will tend to
encourage longer Work time.

Family Cycle: Dependent children are likely to
haVe a major impact on work time preferences.
Single persons and couples without children are
likely to have the teMporal and financial
discretion to place high value on non-work time
relative to income. Parents with children are
likelir to have preasing financial pressures due
to child raising and other household expenses,
while also experiencing a scarcity of%ttme for
family and personal matters.N,As such, family
units With children will comibrilThave con-
flicting needs for added income aridrncaz-work I

time, which are likely to be resolved 4.n favor

of income. Parents with matured and ifidependent
children will once again have the financial and
temporal discretion to choose more freely
between time and earnings.

Structure: The working status of spOuses ,

,an parents and their views toward sex roles may
influence.work time'preferences. Members of.
traditional families in.which the, husband works
on a paying job.and the wife keepS house.will
probably plade.greater premium on income relative
to time; while members of nontrhditiorial familieS
in which both seibusegi work and, assume-home chores
may have' greater financial.discretion and scarcity
of time leading to a greatr premium for time
relative to earnings.

'40 /
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Sex: Sex is likely to have conflicting and
changing impact onvtime-income tradeoff
prefe ences. Women with more traditional
atti des toward home- and child-care can be
exp ted tO show a strong interest in time
relative to earnings, while men who are the.
-sole family income earners are likely to be

j'cautious about exchanging ncome for time
and perhaps prone to work longer for more pay.
However, if sex and family roles continue to
become more flexible, these differences between
sexes concerning work time.preferences are
likely to decline.

Ar: Age may be a major determinant of work
time preferences during youth and old age.
However, it is likely that other variables,
such as family cycle stage and socioeconomic
grouping, will dominate age as a determinant
of time-income preferences during the middle
years of life. many young perqons may .

need income-APhing work to meet living and
discretionary expenses, frequent access to
nonemployment income from parents and educa-
stional assistance programs, deferment oT
employment due to school enrollment,peer
group acceptance of low earnings, and lack'of
health barriefs to many forms of inexpensive
recreation can be expected to Minimize the
value of earryings relative to time. For workers
near retir8a4nt, personal discretions caused by
senior pay levels and independent offspring,
coupled with declining physical stamina, may
iricrease preferences for time over money, while
the need to save for retirement apd future
health care may foster a desire for'income over
'time. For all older persons, the extra costs
of retirement brought about by longer life.
expecitancy and inflation may increase interest
.in 'less than full-time employment as opposed
to full retirement.

(2) The diversity of faCtors influencing time-income

tradeoffs can be expected to foster a plurality

of preferences concerning the scheduling of

potential free time. Some forms of potential

free time gains will be more popular than others,
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and an increase in the variety of ways potential

free time is scheduled may increase willingness

to forego earnings for time.

(3) A number of key social changes and compositional

shifts in the labor force may be moving American

society toward work time preferences significantly

different ffom the prevailing amounts gnd

.schedules of work.

/-

While reasonable scholars might disagree with these

propositions, there is wiespread-agreeinent that our

\knowledge of work time preferences and decisions is

ip

somewhat scaT, and that these and other hypotheses need

tofte evaluated thiough a variety.of approaches.

P-"te

P
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III. ,SURVEY DATA AND APPROACH TO ANALYSTS

During.the last 2 week of Augusi- l978, a national

survey Of the American public was conducted by Louis Harris

and Associates which contained a series of questions dealing

with work time issues. These questions were contracted by

the National Commission.for Employment Policy and fielded

along with Other questions contracted by other clients of-

the survey ;firm.

Survey Questions

Some 22 of the.Commissioh's contracted questions dealt

specifkcally wibh work time. Four additional questions

were gpeciai.ly contracted to obtain information on the

social characteristics of rbspondents that was not provided*
- by the 12 background questions prowided by Harris and

Associates. Theorki time ques.tions dealt with the exchange

'Of potential Pay raises'and'current income for alternative

forms of' tim off the job, short-time compensation (a. woik-+

,f

sharing policy currently under .conside-ration by ,the U. S.

Departmentpf Labor), and the integration of work activities

into the school years o'f youth and retirement years of old

age. Several of these questions had been pre-tested through
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a numbek of exploratory survey studies using non-

representative samples. To insure that these, as well

as newly developed questions,-were applicable to

Ational survey techniques, Harris and Associates

field-tested these questions independently. Because

the issuefvunder consideration were considered to be

somewhat complex, particular efforts were made to

design the questions for maximum simplicity and

clarity. They were presented to respondents on flip

cards an4 pla d at the beginning of the survey in

--, order to minimize nespondent fatigue. (See Appendix I

for questions.)

The. Sample and Data Collection

Data were collected so as to guarantee survey

responses that were representative-of the total non-

institutionalized civilian population over 17 years of

age. Some 1,566 respondents were'interviewed from all

States except Alaska and Hawaii. Respondents were

randomly'litelected fro raphic units chosen to

guarantee that the hational re ons. and metropolitan-

nonmetropolitan mix of the sample was within 1 percent

of proportions documented by current.Bureau of the

Census data. Data were collected through person-to

person interviews with respondents at'their place of

residence. (See Appehdix 11 for details of the data-,

collection process.)'
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The social characteristics of the 955 survey

respondents reporting themselves as employed were

compared to recent Bureau of Labor StatiStics data on

the working labor force. This comparison indicates

that the subsample is generally representative of the

U. S. working population (table 1). However, two

important qualifications must be made. First, break-

downs of the survey subsample of workers reveal that

the sample under-represents women and the clerical occu-

pations while over-representing men and the skilled trades.

- This bias can likely be explained as theilesult of sampling

procedures in which survey interviews ask or. the "head

of the household" when both spouses are prens t. In the

.case of dual earmer families, the man is still commonly

viewed as the "head," thus creating a bias in the data-

collection process in favor of men and the trades. Svond,

data collection at place of residence tends o bias the

sample in favor of'More sedentary, as opposed to active

persons. While this would presumably lead to a smaller

proportion of younger respondents than would be found in the

popuAtion, this bias does not appear to any notable extent

in the sample.' Since more active persons an'a women

are thought to be mere prone to exchange income for

time, it can be expected that any sampling biases in
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Table 1

CCMPARI SON OF SUINEY SAMPLE wrni NAT TONAL DAM

Variable

Recent
BLS

Data

1978

National
Sample Variable

I

-

Recent
BLS
Data

-

1978
National
Sampf.

.

Sex.

iiale

remille

kl e... /
Under 20
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
00 and Over

Region

.

.

.

)

.

.

.

.

58.7
41.3

8.4
27.0
22.2
18.4
15.0
9.2

26.6
2).1
28.6
17.8

88.9

) 11.2

27.2

39.5
16.3

1 16.9

..._

64.3
35.7

8.0
24.0
24.2

_0.0
/15.7

9.2,

28.5
28.1

27.9

15.6

86.1

8.1

5.8

21.3
33.5

24.1
10.1
10.8

.

6Marital Statue

. .

. .

. .

.. .

. .

. .

.

. .

. .

. .

. .

. .

65.3
22.5

112.2

,

KA
NA .

.

NA
KA
KA

15.1

10.8
17.9
6.2

13.3 ..

5.k
14.9

13.6
3.0

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

69.4
19.2.

6.5
3.2.

1.7 .

41.3
19.9
20.1
11.0
7.8

19.1

12.6

6.6
6.8
25.5

) isZ. 6

40.4
1.4

6.9
15.8
21.2
20.6
14.5
20.8

a '

,..,....._

Married
Never Married.
Divorced
Widowed
Separated

Number Children
None
One
Two
Three
Four or More

Occupation
East
Midwest
South

West

Race
White
Black

. ,

411SCher

Education

Prof-Tech.. . .

Managerial . .

Clerical . . .

Sales 6 Other.

Craft
S.F. Labor . .

Operatives . .

Services
. Pars

Family Income
Less than HS.
High School .

Some College
College
Graduate

i

Under $4999. .

$5000-.9999 . .

$10000-14999 .
515000-19999 .
$20000-24999 .
$25000 Plus. .

'SOURCE: Recent BLS (Bureau oS Labor Statiatics) date cited from 1978 Employment and Training Report of the

President. pages 202,231-34, 247; "Rmployment Situation: August 1978," News Release; and Statistical
.

Abstracts of the United States, 1976, page II. )
NOTE: Data sets were not always comparable. In some cases the percentages of subcategnries were

interpolated to approximate comparability.



this direction would present a consqrvative picture of'

national willingness to forego income for more free
4

time.

Precautions for Analysis

//

There are several precautions that must be kept

in mind while.interpreting the results of any national

survey, as well as,this specific study.

Confidence Intervals. While a randomly'selected

sample.of 1,566 persons can be reasonably accurate in

representing the views of the S. population, it is

important to recognize that all such surveys have

defined ranges of error. These ranges of error and

the probability that survey responses may vary within

these ranges can be statistically elaborated. As a

general guideline for analysis, it can be said that it

is highly unlikely that the actual responses of the

total population tinder study will,vary more than three

percentage points more c*,less than the responses fram

a randomly selected sample of around.1,600. However,

this margin Of e4Or increases as sample or subsample

size declines: For example, it is reasonable to

expect that thetreeponsef of the total population could

vary as Much as,12 percentage points plus or minus from

the responses of's-sample or subsample of 100 respon-

dents (See Appendix III iOr more discussion of

confidence interyals).
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Limitations of Survey Questions. It is always

possible that poorly designed or limited questions will

improperly reflct the realities of the total popula-

ion. In t ase of the uestions on work time used

in this survey, there w re a number of unavoidable

deficiencies which coul -.create problems of interpre-

tation. The necessity to simplify questions so that

they were easily understood by most persons, combined

with financial constraints limiting the number and

nature of questions, led to 'the following shortcomings:

The fajt that the work time arrangements of the
U. S. laboj force are highly varied made it impossible
to assume jihat the exchangykof a given perceritage of
income earning wor ttme would result in a cVparly
defined amount of dded free time. Yet, the desira-
bility of grap lly spelling out the amount of free'
time to be gained by tradeoffs encouraged such an
approach. As a result, all respondents were asked to
"assume that'you are working 40 hours a week" before
they were requerted to,answer the questions. While
this -approach likely works well: for the majority of
persons spending between 35 and 44 hours on their jobs
each week, it is likely to ,have caused confusion among
those working particularly short or long hours, and
thus ambiguity in interpreting such results. This'
problem is particularly troublesome in the analysis of
the work time preferences of potential workers,not
.employed at the time of the survey.

The ongoing social problem of inflation added
complications to the collection and interpretation of
data concerning time-incom9 tradeoffs. The necessity
of maintaining maximum simiolicity in the questions led
to an avoidance of the inflation issue. However, this
decision has the result of making it unclear as to
whether respondents were answering quwstions about
tradeoffs With the assumption that prices would remain
stable or that inaation would continue at past rates.
Since inflation is a somewhat unpredictable fact of
life in the background of all today's financial
decisions, it was thought best to leave the issue in
the background.



This study was undertaken' primarily to explore the
willingness of workers to exchahge income for free time.
While one question deals with the option of working
longer hours for higher pay, all other questions deal
with adjusting work time to increase time away from
the job. While the desire to work more and earn more
are important aspects Of work-tiny research, resource
constraint67Wmt the focal concern of this study with .
work time reduction precluded attention to this matter.

While these problems and limitations unquestionably

detract from the precision of the survey, it is still

reasonable to claim that the survey responses represent

something of a fine tuned "sense" of worker views

toward exchanging earnings for free time. Nonetheles-S,

these shortcomings should be kept in mind while ,

reviewing the results of the study.

Limitations of Survey Research. Like all appro es

to studying the world, survey research has its partic4ar

limitations. PA.haps the greatest limitation is.that

surveys do not necessarily predict behavior.. Opthion and

attitude studies may indicate the wisheF, and conderns of a ,

population, but doubt muSt always remain as to whether

relpqndents will act as their answers indicate they might.

A second limitation, which has been largely rectified in

this study, is that respondents are rarely asked to indicate

the strength of their preferences by being forced to make

choices between desired commodities or benefits. A third

limitation is that survey dies are infrequently replicated

with comparable samples and questions. Thus, it is often
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impossible, aside from informed speculation, to access

whether responses are changing over time. Despite these

shortcomings, survey research is particularly valuable

for its ability to pinpoint highly specific issues and

examine responses to hypothetical conditions that are

difficult, if not impossible, to create in reality.

Ultimately, the task of assessing American time-

income tradeoff preferences is somewhat akin to the age-

old fable of the five blind people trying to describe

an elephant. One, holding the tail, said the elephant

was long and skinny; anotJper, touching the foot,

reported that it was like a fleshy tree trunk; and so

on. Just as-in thds story, the use of different types

of data in isolation often lacks the scope and accuracy

necessary for the development of an accurate overview.

Surveys, like all other methods of research, have short-

(
comings which should not be overlooked. However, it is

hoped that the findings of this study will'sprve to.both

%fill and isolate knowledge gaps concerning unexplored

aspects of time-income tradeoff preferences.

4
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IV. TIME-INCOME TRADE4F PREFERENCES

While the findings of this study indicate that

American workers may he interested in foregoing substantial

portions of current or potential income for time, the ways

in which potential gains-6I free time are scheduled proved

to be a major determinant of tradeoff preferences. The

\:'

data\,confirmed the common view that the majority of workers

are satisfied with the length Of today's average workweek, 106/

(1

but the survey also indicated a wide diversity of work time-

preferences and a strong interest in gaining extended

time away from work through vacations and sabbatical

leaves. If individuals were somehow allowed to choose

the preferences re/vealed by this survey, work time

conditions would be markedly different from those44.

prevailing today. Finally, while responses varied

somewhat by the characteristics of respondents, the

106. Edward Kalachek, "Workers and the Hours Decision,"
Work TiMe and Employment, Special Report No. 28, National
Commissidn for Employment Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979;

and Lloyd Reynolds, Labor Economics and Labor Relations,
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 191b, page 48. ,
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pattern df general satiefaction witfi the workweek and

desire for extended free time was surprisingly cobsis-

tent among all major social groups.

Generalized Time-Income Tradeoffs

The first question posed to respondents dealt with

whether they would prefer to work loriger hours at their

present,pay level and earn proportionally more, work the

same hours and earn the same, or work less and earn

less. In response, 60.7 percent of the employed respon-

' dents reported that they would choose to work the same

hours and earn the same. Some 28.0 percent said they

would like to work more and earn more, and 11.3 percent

said they would work less and earn less (table 2).
1

These fesponses closely paralleled responses to a,opre-
0

viously-mentioned survey.question fielded to a representative
,

sample of the U. . population in 1966. The earlier respon4essk\
,

showed that 56 perct e t wished to work the:same and earn the

same, 34 percent wished to work and earn_more, and 10 nrcent

wished)tdi work and earn less. 107/ Comparison
;

of this 1966 data with the 1978 responses iuggests that

;

107. George Katona, Burktiard Strumpel, and trnest Zahn,
Aspirations and Affluence, McGraw-Hill Book'C'dmpany, New
.York, 1971, pages 129-133,and 230.
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Social Charactorlatice

kiii
Virotileht

1111rApria
Clerical-Sales
Skilled Labor
OparativerLaborere
Service

\ Vara

114milst
Same 11411. or Leee

igh School Degree
Sone Celleee
C011ege Degree
Sone Oradeate School

WilitieS141r .

$5.000-89.940
$10.000-$14,999
$15,000-$19.1199
220.000-624.999
$25,000-$34.139
Over $34.9911

%low MC1110%100
MIsalber

ikarilamber

Pore 42 Pones; ter W°%*
Wass
S alary

Otter

1119MT! WliTked Vseitly

Under 34
35-39
40-44
Over 44

ftlFgLA-Sii.v.1.41F
Of from*

Mee
Mot Married
Wortiag Pell-time
Mortise Part-time
Unemployed 8 Off-Job
Hairpin Mouse

Mouse
Mot Merriod
Working Pull-timo
Working Part-time
Misplayed &Off-Job
Teeple. Mouse

In
u m
Wore .

Ike
Morita $ttue

S imla
Marriod
Div-Sep-Vidowed

lire: of Mseedeate

.. Om
Teo
Three
Vow or Mora

Ago.o1 Toputoot CAlld 'i

Mb Chlldron 1
Moder 5.Toato
5-9 Years
10-14 Tomo

.sOver 14Toars

Wilder 25
23-34
15-49

:::f64 A

Mose
Whit
*mutate

Table 2

GENIKAL1ZID 21MEANCOMB IRAMOIT faBrIaricre
IV IBLICTID SOCIAL CHARACTISISTICS. 1978

(9srcents1e Breakdown)

More Work, Sane Work, Laps Work,

Nor, ray Cuss ray Lass Pay
CorritlatIoa
(Positron r)

Number of
Respondents

28.0 60.7 11.3 WA 949

RA

25.7 61.3 12.8 179

30.5 56.8 12.7 118

33.1 55.6 11.3 124

23.0 64.9 12.1 239

28.3 62.7 9.0 166

35.7 54.1 10.2 98

23.1 69.2 7.7 13

.0501

32.5 61.6 / 5.9 (5-.12) 203

26.6 59.5 13.9 316

30.1 56.1 12.3 227

20.8 63.5 15.6 96

23.0 69.0 8.0 100

.1096

41.3 49.2 9.5 (4..00) 63

30.3 57.9 11.7 145

29.5 62.2 8.3 193

31.4
21.5

58.1
66.9

11.5
11.5

191

130
SP

r, 16.8 68.2 15.0 107

Of 23.5 62.4 14.1 85

b NA r

25.7 64.9 9.4 202

28.6 39.6 11.8 735

.
NA

29.0 60.3 10.7 448

27.2 62.9 9.9 342

26.6 57.8 15.6 154

.0323

30.5 57.4 12.2 (5...16) 197

32.0 58.0 10.0 100

27.7 63.2 9.2 437

24.7 60.0 15.3 215

30.9 51.5 17.6 136

28.0 63.1 8.9 137

30.9 54.4 14.7 68

26.5 58.8 14.7 34

23.3 69.9 6.8 :oft
394 55.7 0.2 115

24.4 62.8 12.8 160

16.4 36.4 27.3 11

6.6 60.0 33.3 15

23.1 . 61.5 15.4 13

-.0892

27.5 61.3 11.1 (5-.81) 610

28.9 59.6 11.3 339

NA

35.7 32.2 12.1 182

24.1 64.3 11.6 655

39.3 53.3 7.5 107

-.0253

27.4 57.9 14.6 (....44) 390

26.6 63.3 10.1 188

33.2 61.6. 5.3 190

25.0 66.3 8.7 104

25.6 59,3 14.9 74

o
-.0235

29.5 55.5 15.0 (o...50) 366

30.6 39.7 9.7 196

26.6 65.3 8.1 .i 124

28.0 59.3 12.7 118

25.2, 70.3 4.5

.1016 .

111

40.3 50.3 9.4 (om.00) 171

21.6 38.4 14.0 257

28.4 60.7 10.9 285

11.6
23.1

71.0
69.2 1 .47

221
13

NA

26.1 61.7 12.2 612

39.4 54.5 6.1 1 32

[101811011: "Sow people would like to wort more hours a week if they sould be paid for it. Others

would prefor to work fewer hours per week swan it they earnsd lege. How do you feel

-about thisf Meaning that thane would bozo pacial rates for longor hours, place a uerk

.
in the box next to the answer which beet reflect, your feelingc (Options noted in above

table)."
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the desire to forego income for leisure has remained

virtually constant over the last decade, with the vast

majority expressing satisfaction with the current workweek.

The 1978 responses to this general tradegif question

were remarkabry constant among groups broken 'down by-selected
A

social characteriptics (table 2). Most notably, willingness

to reduce hours increased with total family income. Similarly,

desire to work and earn more declined with age and education.

Breakdowns by other so5ial-characteristics,' such as occupation,

sex, and age of youngist child revealed surprisingly little

variatiton in responses. Multivariate analysis 108/

indicated that race, socioeconomic standing, 109/

108.f In order to assess the relative Ntrength of several
predictor variables on the variation of one dependent variable
while simultaneously controlling the impact of the numerous
predictor variables, Multiple regression techniques will be
used from time to time. The general natpre of the findings
will be summarized in the text, and stat'istical tables will be
provided in Appendix IV.

11:19. In order to consolidate the combined influence of
eduCational attainment, occupation, and total family income, a
composite variable (SES) was consp;meted giving equal weighting
to its three cOmponents. ConstruCtion of this varliable is out-
lined as folliiw: iyariables= were recoded by use o computer-
programming eo that points for various values of 'education,
occupation, and family income were aSsigned. Points for educa-
tional attainment were: 1 = some graduate school; 2 = 4-year

_ College degree; 1,.= some college; 4 = high School degreeLand
5 = some high school or less. Points for occupation were% 1 =
vrofessi al or managerial; 2 --,-2 clerical, sales, and.skilled
labor; 3 = services; 4 = operatives and un'skilled laborx-and'
5 = farmwor ers. Points for family income were: 1 = $25,000
and o'ver; 2 = $20,000 to $24,999; 3.= $15,*000 to $19,999; 4 =
$10,000sto $14,999; and 5 = Under $10;000. Totals from adding
the-scckves for all thesp variables were classified into socio-
economic 'groups so that scoree o'f'13 to 15 = lower class; 10
to 12 = rdwer-middle class; 6 to 9 = middle class; and under
9 = tapper middle class plus.
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and. age were the strongest predictors of general tradeoff
-

preferences, while weekly workhours, family cycle stage, 110/

sex, and union affiliation had relatively little impact.

:However, similar analysis of the results for subgroups broken

down by sex and age of youngest child suggested teat sex and

family cycle stage should not be discounted as no able .

determinants of time-income exchange prdferences (table 19,

Appendix IV).

Two Percent Tradeoff with 'Scheduling Options

Responses to additional time-income tradeoff questions

providing different ways of scheduling potential gains of

free time reveal preferences contrasting strongly to those

revealed by the first question. The second group of

questions presented'the respondents with five equally costly

options: a pay raise-of 2 percent, 10 minutes taken off

each workday, 50 minutes taken off one workday a week

(presuMably Friday), five I'ditional dayA of paid annual

vacation, and earlier retirement by seven workdays a year.

Respondents were asked to give their first, second, third,

and fourth choices between these.options.
IV

110. A detailed series of'coMputerized selection procedures
were used to'construct a composite family cycle stage (FACYCLE)
variable from marital status, Vumber Of dependents, and age of .

youngest child. The' categories of this composite va4able weye
single, couples without dhildren, parents with young 6hildren,
and parents with older-independent children.

63-



The responses to these questions showihat the pay

raise was chosen most by a 'plurality of 35.5 percent of

working respondents, while, the remaininn 64.5 percent
9

chose-one of the alternative forms of free time. 'Most

notabl4r, additional.days of paid vacation proved to be

particularly popular, with 25.7 percent selecting this

ption. The.50-minute reduction of one Workday a week

and earlier retireant were 'also in demand, being qhosen

by 17.1rtand 18.6 percent, respectively'(table 3),, The

10-mtnute shortening of each workday was notably unpopular,

receiving only 3.2 percent of the first choices. Te5 some.

degree, the low popularity of this option can likely be

attributed to the negligible value of such small reductions

.of the, workday. Presumably, those interested in shorter

workdays might prefer to make larger exchanges of income for

Jignificant gains of daily ffee'ilfime--an issue tha-t will be

explored later. 111/ .

111. Other exploratcary surveys with an identical 2-percent
tnideoff question with scheduling optione*nd a 2-percent
Aqueseion of the same nature found that .an increase of available
reduction An the workday elicited a significantly greater
exchange of potential income for time. Fred Best, "Time-Income

.Tradeoff and Work,Scheduling Preferences," Paper pr are for
thev.Office of the Assistant Secr'etary for Policy, E ua ion
and Research, U. S. Department of Labor, Contract No.i 1-USC-
252, October 1977, pages 14-36; Fred Best, "Preference's on,
Worklife Schedqling and Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," Month1y-44Abor
.Review,, June 1978, page 33; and,Fred Best and James D. Wright,
"Effects of Work Schedulihg on Time-Income Tradeoffs," Social
Forces, Vol. 57, No. 1, Septernbez 1978, pages 142-145.

A
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WORKER PREFEkENCES MOOG EQUALLY COSTLY OPTIONS FOR. INCREASED INCOME OR FREE-TIME
(Percentage Breakdown.. Cost of All options Equal to 2 Percent Pay Increase)

2 Percent Time-Incomt, Tradeoff Options
First
Choice

Setond
Choice

Thi
Choice

4temth
ice

Fifth
Choice

,

- Percent Pay Increase

.0 Min. Reduelikon of Ea. W(Oay

0 Min. Reduction of 1 Wkday/Week

..

Additional Days Paid Vacation
,

)

.arlier Retirement
.

35.5

3.2

17.1

25.7

18:6

10.0 16.4

14.2

27.8

24.0

17.7 .0

16.2

4.0

20..9

11.4

17.5

,

1

14.8

.42.8

'90

7.0

26.4
,

.

-...

.

7 8(
-..-22A1-.-/

31.3

20.0
--.

.."'

Otal

q ,

umber Respondents

100.0
.

.

950

100.0

941

100.0

929
_

100.0

920 .

100.0
.

922

I.

JESTION: Suppope that your employer gave you a choice of the following options: A. Pay
increase of 2 percent (1/50th more than your current income), 8.'Each workday
reduced 10 minutes, C. Shortening of Friday (or any other workday) by 50 miputes,
D. 5 additional days (1 workweek) of paid vacation each year, E. Earlier retiremept
by accumulating 7 days each year until retirement. Mark the anrwer ipaces-with Ehe
letter of the option which best reflects your own proferencest yhich option would
be your first choico?'( ) Which option would be your eecond ohibice?.( ) Which
option would be your third choice? ( ) Which cption would be your fourth bbicc? '

)



The second and subsequent choices among 2-percent

tradeoffs reveal some interesting patterns (table 3). Most

particularly, the percent of respondent* selecting income

t for their second choice is surprisingly low. Indeed, aft6.r

receiving the plurality of choices in the first round, the

pay raise was chosen by a relatively constant proportion of

respondents in the second through the fifth choice. Indeed,

some 14.8 percent would accept the pay raise only as their

last choice. Looking to the choices among the'free time

options, it is noteworthy that added vacation time.was

remarkably popular among the second and third choices.

Indeed, if the first and second choices were averaged,

added vacation time alone would receive more choices than

the pay x.aise.

Foremost among the observations to be made about these

2-percent tradeoff'responses is the tremendous influence of

'scheduling on choics between income and time. First, some

II forms of free time, most notably N:racations, are extremely

popular. Presumably, opportunities to exchange earnings for

such forms of leisure would be likely to encourage a substan-

tial portion of the American work force to make time-

income tradeoffs. Second, the responses.to lese 2-percent

exchanges suggept that there is considerable diversity of

1 66



preferences within the American workforce ('oncerning the

types of free time that are most desirable to individuals.

Althoucih some forms of potential free time such as
1

vacations are most populart! number of persons would

clearly choose other forms of free time as their peisonal

first choices.

Bivariate breakdowns of these 27 ercent tradeoff

choices by a number of social characteris ics reveal,

some variation of preferences, but a general cons,istency .

of the overall pattern Stable 4). Petpondents broken

down by occupations show that workers employed in the

most tolesome and lower-paying occupatilons are more

likely to choose the pay raise over time, suagesting

that less pleasant work may create a desire to work less,

but that financial needs prevail against such desires.

The proportion of workers choosing the pay raise
,-, (.

declines as educatifpn rises, with most of.this reduced

interest in pay shtfting to preferences for 4.onger

vacations. This indicates that well-educated pbrsons,

tv)

who presumably work long hours to'reap eeturns on

educational invea ents, 112/ may have the resources and

occupati.6na1 discretion to pursue such extended leaves

from work. Among those with lower-than-averagp incomes,

) 112.` Harold Wilensky, "The Uneven Distribution of Leisure

.
Time," Pocial Problems, Summer 1961; and John D. Owen,
"Hours of Work in the Long Run," Work Time and Employment,

Special Report No. 216,_ National Commission ft:1r Employment

Policy, Washington, D. C.,

N.

9
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S killed Labor 14.6
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42.1Service
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Soaa Orefiati Mal 11.7

MMULLEL41.1-11MOR
Dade, $4.009- 3070
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10-14 Tema 34.4
Over 14 Years 33.6

Miaow 23
33-34
31.41
50-66
Oyer 64

Ideas 33.6
Meakite 46.2

3.1 17.1 25.7 18.6 NA 110

3.4 11.8 28.7 10.8
.04174

178
2.1 20.2 34.5 16.8 111
4.0 21.0 26.6 13.3 124

3.3 11.3 44.6 20.0 240
3.6 48.2 21.8 16.4 165
1.0 13.3

27.1
11.4 11

o 15.4 13.1 13

.1221
3.1 14.1 13.4 24 101
2.8 11.6 28.7 17.1 317
3.1 18.1 210 15.4 228
1.1 15.6 alro 18.8 94
3.0 11.0 34.6 16.1 101

.1093
4.8 11.3 22.6 11.3 62
4.8
2.6

20.7
14.4

24.1
21.6

1.0
22.7

145

104
1.6 17.3 25.1 23.0 111
1.1 15.3 35.1 18.3 131
2.8 10.6 27.1 11.6 107
2.4 14.3 21.8 22.6 84

.1021
3.0 16.4 20.1 26.4 201
3.1 17.3 27.0 16.8 737

.0696
3.1 17.0 24.6 11.5 447
2.3 16.1 27.1 20.1 343
3.2 We 23.11 13.3 133

.0141
4.6 11.3 23.1 11.7 117
1.0 18.6 24.5 13.7 104
3.2 14.1 24.1 22.7 436
2.8 20.0 31.2 11.1 215 I

3.6 22.6 28.5 17.3 131

2.6 1.6 21.6 27.6 156

4.3 13.0 26.1 17.4

3.1 17.6 20.6 23.5 34

2.1 11.7 26.7 23.7 206

2.6 13.1 23.2 10.4 113

3.3 23.0 26.7 10.0 110

0 36.4 36.4 1.1 11

0 13.3 13.3 13.3 13

0 21..1 13.2 23.1 13

.1708

3.4 14.7 26.0 23.1 611

2.7 21.2 25.1 10.6 331

2.2 18.0 30.1 1.8 183
3.2 16.2 25.6 10.8 453
4.7 20.4 11.6 18.7 107

.0910

1.8 17.1 25.1 18.2

2.7 17.6 27.1 13.2

4.2 12.1 23.8 22.6 1,0'

4.8 12.4 21.3 17.1 105

6.1 21.7 16.2 20.3 74

.0846

1.1 16.4 26.0 17.1 326

3.1 13.8 28.6 14.3 106

2.4 .16.41 27.8 21.2 126

7.6 ,12.0 25.4 13.6 118

4.3 14.5 20.0 27.3 110

.1407

2.7 17.1 31.0 7.0 Al, 171

2.3 11.1 21.6 13.4 's 260

4.1 18.4 26.1 21.1 283

2.3 - 14.0 16.3 27.6 221

o o 23.1 7.7 13

.036
3.3 17.0 27.8 18.3 513

2.3 16.7 13.6 21.2 132

,

QUZSTIONt Suppose that your employer gave you a chola dr the following options: A. Pay increase of
2 percent (1/50th more than your current inco44), S. Each workday reduced 10 minutes,
C. Shortening of Friday (or any other workday) by 30 minutes, D. Five additional days
(1 workweek) of paid vacation each year), 1. Earlier retirement by accumulating 7 days each
year until retiremont. Nark tho answer spaces with the letter of the:Option whish boat
reflects your own preforenoest Which option would be your first *bolo*? ( ) Which option
would be your second choice? ( ) Which option would be ydur third choice? f- )
Which Option would be your fourth chola? ( )
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%,,,the pay raise as preferred more treouently over oains

of free time. Those at all the hilier levels of eaLning

were less likely to choose the pay raise. While there

was some moderate variation of tradeoff preferences

according to family cycle characterisics,-the impact of

these variables was surprisingly small and erratic.
--,

Although parents of young children expressed-a higher-

than-average interest in pay over time, persons without

children did likewise. Contrary to expectatigns, time-

income Choices varied little between single-earner and

dual-earner, families--an issue which will be discussed

more thoroughly later. Age proved to have a filuctuating

relationship with tradeoff preferences. Specifically,

young respondents, presumably with financial neeas, and

qlder workers, presumably saving for retirement, expressed

strong interest in pay over time. Finally, women,

surprisingly, were slightly more Prone to choose the pay

raise over added free time.

Digressing slightly, a point.might be made about

limmon assumptions concerning tradeoff preferences. An

earlier exploratory survey using a 2-percent/tradeoff

question identical to the one used in the national

survey also asked respondents how they thought their

co-workers (who also took the survey) would choose among

the options. Comparcson of the results from these two.
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questions showed that respondents tended to think that

tjaakir co-workers were far less willing to exchange

earnings for time than their direct personal responses

revealed. 113/ As such, it is possible that we commonly

asstIMe that the interest in trading income for leisure

is a ,good deal less than it is in reality.

Exchanging Poteatial Income for
Alternative Forms of Free Time

A series of questions explored worker interest in

exchanging all or part of a potential pay increase for

alternative forms of free time. Each question was a

paired choice between all or part of a 10 percent pay

raise andovarying amounts of one of five forms of free

time. The five forms of free time included shorter

workaays, reduced workweeks, added vacation time,

sabbaticals (extended leaves with pay every 6 years),

and earlier tetirement. The respondents were asked to

choose their prefeience among: the total pay rlise,

60 percent oi pay raise and some free time, 30

percent of the pay raise and more free time, or for=

feiture of the total pay raise for a maximum amount of

a specified form of free time.
A

113. Fred Bent, "Pieferences on Worklife Scheduling and
-Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," op.cit., pages.32-33, and Fred Best,
"Time-Income Tradeoff and Work Scheduling Preferences,"
op.cit., pages 10-13.
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The responses to these f.ive paired tradeoff

questions reveal marked differences in the.amount of

potential income gains that workers would be willing to

forego for alternative forms of free time. At the base

line, 73.2 percent would not give up any par4 of a

10 percent raise for a shorter workday, 56.5 percent

would gii.01 up no part of the raise for a reduced

workweek, a smaller 34.4 and 34.7 percent would not

forego any raise for longer vacations or a sabbatical,

and 48.6 percent would notkgive up potential gains in

earnings for earlier retirement (table 5). Clearly,

more persons would forego some portion of a raise for

vacation time and sabbatical. leaves. Earlier retirement

was valued third, reduced workweeks fourth, and the

shorter workday last.

It is interesting to turn the tables around and

',examine the proportion of respondents claiming them-

selves willing to forego all.of.a pay raise for various

forms of free time. Curiously, the proportions are

reasonably high and roughly equal among all tradeoff

options other than that concerninthe shorter workday.

The vacation optison still leads, with 29.4 percent

choosing to forego the total pay raise fdr an additional

L
25 workdays of paid vacation. The proportion w'lling to

give up all of the pay raiise for a workweek red d by
\
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STATED WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD EXCHANGING
ALL OR PORTIONS OF A TEN-PERCENT PAY RAISE

FOR ALTERNATIVE FORK'S OF FREE TIME
(Percentage breakdown)

Value of Tradeoff Reduced
Workday
Vrs. Raise

Reduced
Workweek
lire. Raise

Added
Vacation
Vrs. Raise

.

_

Sabbatical
yrs. Raise

.

Errlier
Retirement
Yrs. Raise

No Part of Raise
for Free Tier

402 ot Raise
for Free Time

702 of Raise
for Free Time

1002 of Raise
for Free Time

,

73.2

6.7

4.9

14.1

56.5

15.4

5.3

22.8

1

34.4

31.8

4.5

29.4

1

34.7

34.2

8.1

23.0

48..6

19.3

.

8.3

23.3

Total Percent

Total Respondents

100.0

950

100.0

' 952

I

100.0

954

o

100.0

949

100.0

952

QUESTIONS:

Workday. Which one of the following choices between a pay raise and a shorter workday would
you select? (K) 10.% pay raise and no reduction of the workday, (11) 61 pay raise and a
19 minute reduction of each workday, (C) 32 pay raise and a 34 minute reduction of each
workday, tD) No pay raise and a 48 minute reduction of each workday.

Morkweek. Which one of the following choices between a pay raise and a shorter workweek
would you select? (A) 10% pay raise and no reduction of each workweek, (0 6% pay raise and
a 1 2/3 hour reduction of each workweek, (C) 3% pay raise and a 2 4/5 hour reduction of each
workweek, (D) !in pay raise and a 4 hour reduction of each workweek.

VacatiOn. Which one of the folic's/lag choices between a paY raise and a fonger paid vacation
would you select? (A) 101 pay and no added vacation time, (B) 6% pay raise and 10 workdays
of added vacation, (C) 12 pay raise and 174 workdays added vacation, (D) No pay raise and
25 workdays added vacation.

Sabbatical. What is your choice between a pay raise and an extendi
work after six years of work? (A) 101 pay raise and no leave time,
12 workweeks (60 workdays) paid leave, (C) pay raise and 21 wor
paid leave, (D) No pay raise and 30 workweeks (150 workdays) paid le

leave with pay froc.
(B) 61 pay raise and
eeks (105 workdays)
ave.

Earlier Retiriment. What is your choice between a pay raise and earlier retirement?
(A) 102 pay raise and no_ change in retirement plan, (B) 62 pay raise and 10 workday,' earlier
retirement for each future year of work, (C) 31 pay raise and 174 workdays earlier retire-
sent for each future.year of Wdrk, (D) Ho pay raise and 25 workdays earlier retirement for
each future year of mork.

Sss
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4 hours, a 30-workweek paid sabbatical, or earlier

retirement by V working days for each future year

worked was essentially equal at about 23 percent. Once

.again, the shorter workday came in as a poor lasOwith

only 14.1 percent willing give up all of a 10 percent

pay raise for 48 minutes off work each day, possibly

because most respondents considered a 48-minute reduction

of the workday to be inconsequential.

It is noteworthy that the proportion of respondents

who were willing to forego all of a pay raisfre for a shorter

workday or reduced workweek was greater than the proportion

willing to make lesser exchanges. While:Vriis dbes not in

any waylkiter previous observations that these forms of free

time tend to be less popular than others, it once again leads

one to speculate that-persons who value shorter workdays and

reduced workweeks may be will/ing to make substantial exchanges

of earnings for these types of leisure rather tfian deal.with

small incremental reductions.

Although most of the -.tradeoff patterns obser4d for

the total sample, hold within subsamples broken down by

majot social characteristics, some attention is merited

for the occasional variations (tables 20, 21, 22,

and 23, Appendix IV). Among all the responses to these

questions, there was little or only slightly moderate

variation of tradeoff choices by socioeconomic group

k
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j(a'
composite variable incorporating education, family

incoMe, and occupation) . Aside from a statistically

questionable observation that women may wish to exchive

more potential income for shorter workdays and reduced

workweeks, their preferences were almost identical to

those of men concerning vacations, sabbaticals, and

earlier rettirement. The tehdency to forfeit.any portion

of a raise for free time appears to decline markedly with

age, particularly in the case of the tradeoff dealing

with earlier retirement. This suggests that older

workers may be more concerned with s,aving for retirement

rather than hastening the date of retirement. There

appear to be erratic and uninterpretable variations

according to family cycle stage. Finally, respondents

in dual-earner families appear to be legs willing to

forego potential earnings for time than do working
of

respondents with a housekeeping spouse. While this

observation can be interpreted with.the speculation that

working spouses originally sought employment to meet

pressing financial needs, the entire topic needs more

detailed analysis.

An Overview of the American worker's interest in

foregoing future raises of income for more free time

can be gained fromthe usv of a special composite

variable designed to show th maximum portion of pay

increases that respondents are willing to give up for

74
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any of the five forms ol free time studied in this

section. 114/ For example, if a respondent would forego

only 40 percent of his or her pay raise for four of the

five available types of potential free time, and 100

percent for a reduced workweek, that individual could be

said to have a maximum tradeoff preference of 100 percent

of the raise for one of the five types of free time. If

similar computations were made for all respondents in

a
accord with the ways they answered the five questions

on time-pay raise tradeoffs, it would be possible to

compute a variable which-estimates the overall maximum

portion of a raise which would be forfeited if workers

could choose the type of free time they individually

preferred. 115/

Computations of the maximum portion of the 10

percent pay raise that workers would forego for more

free tiftle reveals a surprisingly high desire for such

114. It should be noted that such .a computation of mqximum
tradeoff preferences does not necessarily measure the true
maximum income that a person might forego for time. For
example, a person might be willAig to (Ave up 70 percent of
his or her pay raise for a reduced workweek, but still prefer
to forfeit the remaining 30 percent of the raise for added
vacation time.

115. A composite variable (MAXTRD1) was developed to estimate
the maximum portion of a pay raise that respondents migt
forfeit for more free time. This variable used a series of
computer IF statements to systematically i$Olate the one on more
tradeoffs among the five raise-time questions that had the
highest exchange of potential income for time.

321-366 0 - 80 - 6,
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time. In overview, only 15.6 percent would giVe no

part of their raise, 25.4 percent would give 40 percent

of their raise, 11.6 percent would forego 70 percent of

their raise, and a remarkable 48.9 percent would trade

the total raise for more time (table 6) . Ana]ysis

of sample subcroups indicates that: advancing age brings

a declining tendency to eade potential income fon time;

minority group members are less likely than whitesko forego

portions of a raise for tithe; clerical workers stand out

among occupational groups as particularly willing to give up

pay increases for time; and willingness to take-smaller raises

in trade for time surprisingly increases along with the number

of househo4x1 dependents. Aside from these variations, the

general responses fOr the total sample remain almost monolithic
4.

when the data are broken-down by selected social characteristics

(table 6).

Some speculative computations osan dewonstrate how

actualization of expressed preferences for exchanging

portions of pay raises ,for time could dramatically

alter work time conditions within the United States.

If American workers were willing and able to make the

kinds of exchanges indicated by the 10 percent potential

tradeoff responses three times over the next 12

years, the total number of hours worked each year by the

_J

76

8
4



,

)1411KUM roarIts OP ITN PRRTNI r4t RAM WHIM WORTNPOI 81411 1,1111N1MI4P 10 n012.4N, roa Atm or TIT!

Al 11101411VA Mem OY PROP 1110 OP 11111,1110 11011A1 (VANA(11411.1114

(reuvotege

Roolal MoilatlatIoltro

Mal

IktillInN (ow 401 of Pay 101 of Pay 1001 of r... P."4)611..41 N.41141 of

Yr.. 11mo Roll. (ow 0.1... low 11.1.. 1o. Orratimoot 11 R.. 1.07.

Pt.. 11.... O.... 11.1. 7.... 111..
,

12.8 21.4 If 47.1 NA 921

2SSMILIA1-ft
MA

Prof-Tech 11.6 15.0 10.6 46.6 180

Meaegerial 20.2 16.1 9.1 41.7 119

CI FF -Salem 11.1 10.2 11.1 41.1 116

1111.11.6 Labor 1340- 21.7 CIP 11.1 51.1 140

Operetivea-Laiorere 15.1 N.. 25.6 10.2 48.8 146

S ervice 17.1 25.1 18.4 16.6 ve

form 7.7 10.111 7.1 51.8 13
-

ta,Kotkis
. .ora

Soma N.B. or Lass 19.7 IS./ 11.3 46.3 (e -.11) 201

N igh School Deere* 14.2 11.1 10.1 10.4 110

S one College 14.4 25.8 11.1 46.1 216

College Ilisree 17.5 17.1 11.1 41.7 66

Some Graduate School 18.6 77.5 6.8 44.1 107

Total ./.111hrapg
Usaew .

5.000-69.9ft
610.000-614,666
615.000-$19.691
20.000-$24.998
625.000-654;1196
Over 6)40116

IPA% Ofilissin
Harbor
Mon-Meeber

19.0

IC)
14.4

11.1

II.)
17.1
15.1

25.4
14.1

)0.)

27.7

20.2

70.6
24.1

14.4 21.6

15.7

11.1

1).8
11.1
17.0
6.8
14.0
8.2

44.4
41.6
44.1
4/.1

58.4
47.7
52.8

6.4 52.5
12.3 46 7

.0571

(6-.04)

N A

6)
145

195

191

111

107

as

roz
741

ftlm.of Sextmet for 1690 RA

We's 12.6 , 26.1 12.2 41.6 449

S alary 17.7 27.6 10.1 44.) 145

Odle. 17.9 17.) 13.5 51.3 154

liooqe Votioel 88.60.11
.0074

OsAer IA 13.1 25.3 12.6 49.0 (e.41) I'S

15-16 16.7 35.2 14.7 3).1 161

40-44 16.2 15.1 12.) 44.3 436

Over 44 16.1 21.7 7.6 54.4
i

117

NAPS Ax1iYity of tOme
Mee NA

Mot Retried 11.9 17.5 14.6 54.0 117

Worth, 8.11-time 17.1 74.1 7.6 51.) 111

Workiag Part-time 23.2 11.7 11.4 41.10 at

Unemployed 6 Off-Job 17.6 5.9 14.7 61.11 . 34

Keeping Wouee 4 Other 15.9 17.3 7.1 49.1 207

Rosen / . KA

Mot Married 16.4 25.0 14.7 44.0 116

Workiag'Vull -time 11.1 11.7 16.0 37.0 (181

world." Sart-time 1.1 45.5 9.1 36.4 11

U36empIoyed..6 Off -306 13.3 20.0 20.0 46.7 15

[sepias Moues 4 Other 7.7 11.1 7 . 7 41.5 ...- /
git!

h um 16.4 21.6 6.6 51.0

w omen 14.1 82.2 15.0 40.1

634

341

Merit.) litsup 11.4

S lagle - 14.2 21.0 18.0 44.1 IS)

Married 15.5 17.2 10.1 47.0 659

Oiv-Sop-Vidoved 11.5 ICS. 9.3 53.7 108

Nut= of Dapiadeste -.0316

16.5 21.4 12.7 49.4 (6-.17) 393

Oact 15.9 24.5 9.5 411.1 169

Tee 16.2 35.7 12.6 45.5 191

Ihrao 11.3 33.3 11.4 41.1 105

Ivor or pr. 12.2 32.4 9.5 45.1 74

Ngt-d.
.

N o (hi dean 16.5 23.5 10.1 50.2

Ondet 5 Years 4,---4"..
33.2 11.2 311.3

5-6 Tears 15.7 1 26.9 10.2 44.1

10-14 fears 12.7 22.0 12.4 53.5

Oval 14 'tsars 14.4 22.5 14.4 411.6

lader 25
25-36
15-49
50-64
Ovor 64

10.5 ISA 22.2 34.3

14.2. 31.9 11.5 45.4

13.1 22.1 , 11.6 51.2

20.5 31.0 9.0 50.4

56.5 7.7 0 53.6

a-

Itite 14.5 25.11 10.6 4746 49.0

boombite 22.0 34.3 16.2 35.6

.0320

(r.23)

.00611

(s-

RA

369

196
-127

III
III

171

260

2115

234
13

III
132

110211 aselawm potsatisl inoome-tima tradeoff Asir. deterained by computatioe of e composite variable (11A61111)

thick report. ths hiphott proportios of pottntial taa-paroant pay raise that each rospom.lont states

WILIimemerei Oa 9661.4004 for may of five fonts of potential aina of free time. For example. reepomoset

oho-paates a logics to exchange 701 of ten-percant pay raise for a horter workday. 401 of the tab*

for reduced eotive01. 4071 for milled vocatio0, 401 for an otended paid leave of eboemcs (sabbatical).

ead mo potties ef the pay waive for rrrrr emant-would have modulus potontiel tradeoff (114111071)

soot. of 704, of pay raise became* the ehorter workday choice licited the highest exchools of ll the
I avall1/61e c$01044.

4

7 7

a

4



average worker would decline from 1,910 in 1978 11-6/ to

1,517 hours in 1990. 117/ This would mean that the average

wärker might have a 6-hour workday, or a 30-hour workweek,

or a 10-week paid Vacation each year, or a 627week

sabbatical every 6 years, or one-quarter year earlier

retirement for every future year worked, or some combina-

tion of these options. Presumably, the bulk of such

free time gains would be preferred in the form of

vacations and sabbaticalg7 with lesSer,amounts of

potential income gains foregone for earlier retirement,

reduced workweeks, and shorter workdays.

."A
116. It is estimated.that the average U. S. employee has a

39-hour 'workweek, with about 2 weeks annual vacation, and '5
holidays each year. The average workweek was estimated by
interpolation of May 19784data showing the distributidn Of
weekly. workhours among t'he.work force: John OWen, "Wprktime:
The Traditional Workweek and-Its Alternatives," Draft
Chapter; 1979 Employment and Training Report of the President,
U. S. Department of Labor, page 3; data cited from*Employment
and Earni6 s,' June 1978. Vacation and holiday figures wer'e
,x ughly estimated Qn the basis of a 1977 survey on working'
c nditions, allowing extra days for non-qpaid vacation alid

RobePt Quinn'and Graham Staines, The 1577'Quality
of Employment Survey: Dtscriptive Statistics, Institute for
'Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1978,
Table 5.9.

117. The aVezage maximum prOppxtion of a 10 percent pay
raise that survey respondents wol4dIteforego,for any of five
forms of free time was,Computed to be 65.6 percent, which
'was equal,in Narue to 1 1.2 hours pf Wed-freetime each

ubtracted ffom the ave age 1978 work r Of 1,91b hours to
1p year 6-r the average wo ker. This sloif,131.2 hpurs was

obtain. 1,778.9 ho . -This was orice,pgain reduced by -the
'time value of_65.6cpercent of a 10 pbtcent raise to obtain
1,663.3-bours a:year; which,was reduced a third time in
similap fashion to obtaiu 1,555.2 hours of work a year.

..,Thus, three exchanges of 65.6 pdrcent of a 10 pe.rtent pay
-raise oyer one 12-year time period would lead to a,
reduction of 354.43 hours of work each year.

ip
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Of course., the extent and nature of the potential

tradeoff preferences'ibuggested by the survey data might

not _stay, constant over the next several years. Social

"-change*: could shift time-income tradeoff preferences

toward greater or lesser exchanges. More important,

major gains in the\forms of leisure which are now most

popular may alter the utility of cofftinued reductions

of work time. For example, widespread attainment of

8 weeks,annual vacation might'greatly attenuate interest -
,

in further vacation gains, thus causing an overall

reduction in the desire to forego potential income for
a

time or a realignment of interests toward other forms of

free time such as the reduced workweek. Regardless of

the long-range possibilities, it must be said that the

stated survey responses dealing with potential time-

income tradeoffs suggest/that American workers may be

willing to forego major portions\ of future economic

growth for more free time.

t

Exchanging Current Income for
Alternatiye Forms of Free Time

.

Up t6- this point, th'is report has focused on the

exchange ofc,potential gains in income for time. Hivever,

O.

it is also plausible that current earnings might be

traded for more,time. To explore this dimension'of-the

time-income tradeoff issue, another series of questions

79
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,pitted current incdme in parred choices against varying

amoutits of the same five forms of free time Used in the

previous potential tradeoff questions. However, unlike

the previoas series, the degree of possible exchange

varied from question to question. The reason for this

-

is that the maximum portion of current income that

respondents may give up for time mayAvary.alliong different

types of potential free time. For example, it is quite

plausible thatvworkers may wish to trade as Much as

50 percent of current earnings for a drastically reduced

workweek Or wprkday, but almost unthinkable that many

would forego half of their current income for a 6-year

sabbatical every six years-

As,in the case of the exchanges between a phy raise"

and various forms of free time; tra off "Preferences

.

%
dealing with current earnings varied considerably in

accordzwith the type of free time to be gained. In

every paired choice, the majority of respondents wete

unwilling to give up.any of their current,pay for each
4

of the five types of potenti!al free time. Specifically,

only.23.0 percent wipuld trade some income for a shorter

workday,. 26.2 percent would forfeit earnipgs for-a
A

reduced workweek, 42.2 percent would giVe up pay for

more pai0 vacation; 42.1 percent, wduld.exchange.some

income for a siabbatical leave, and 16.0 percent would

fOrego earnings for earlier' retirement ?table 7).
4 %

pa
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Table 7
STATED WORKER FREFERINCIS TOWARD EICIWICING F011110MS Of CURRENT INCOME

FOR ALTERNATIVE FORMS OF rut TIME
(Percentage Breakdown)

Value of Tradeoff

.

.
1

Shorter
Workday
Vs. Pay

A

Seduced
Workweek
Ve. Pay

Added
Vacation
Ve. Pa7

Sabbetical
Leave
Ve. Pay

larlier
Ratirsent
Vs. Pay

Mothing for Timm 77.0 73.8

I

57:8

1

37.9 64.0"

22 of Payifor Time 8.7 11.6 23.2 _ 24.4 17.6

52 of Pay for Timm 5.8 - 8.5 8.0 8.1

102 of Pay for Timms ._ 7.6 6.2 4.8 5.9

12% of Pay for Time 5.5 - / -
,

15i9e1( Pay for Time ._ - - 4.8 -

f' ---........
--..

&
202 of Pay for Time - 4.5 2.2 - 4.4

102 of Pay for Time 1.6 - . - -

)

332 of Pay for Timm - - 2.0 ... ._

401 of Pay for Time , .9

)

502 of Pay for Timm 1%5 1.6 - -t

4
-4

r a ,

Total Percent 100.0 - 14).0 100.0 100.0 100.0

,

Total Respondents 954 953 952
__

951 4, 951

QUESTIONS:

Workday. What I. the largost portion of your current yearly incoee that you would be willing
to give up for shorter workdays? (A) Nothing, (1) 22 (1/50th) of your incoaa fOr 10 ainutes
off each workday. (C) 52 (1/20th) of your income for 25 inutes off each wOrkday, (D) I2Z
(1/8th) of your income for 1 hour off each workday. (t) 30% pf your income for 2 hours off
each workday, (F) 502 (1/2) ol)your income for '4 hours off each workday.

Workweek. What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that you would be

willing to give up for shorter workweeks? (A) Nothing. (8) 2% (I/50th) of your income for

50 minutes off 1 Workday week. (C) 102 (1/10th) of your income for 4 h urs off 1 workday

a week, (D) 202 (1/5th) of your income for 1 full voikday off each week, ) 402 (4/10ths)

of your Income for 2 full workdays off cich week, (F) 50% (1/2) of your tnchpe for 2 full

woikdays off each week.

VaLation. What is_the largest fortion,of your current yearly incoea that you would be

willing to give up for more paid vacation time? (A) Nothing. (8) 22 (1/50th).-44 your ncome

for 5 workdays added psid vacation each year. (C)152 (1/20th) of your income For 124 v$rkd.ay.

added paid vacation each year, (D) 102 (1/10th) of your incoxl for 25 workdays added p id

vacation each year. (E) 20% (1/5th) of your loco*. for 50 workdays added paid vacation each
Year. (F) 332 (1/3rd) of your income for 874 workweeks) added paid vacat 6n

each year': '

willing to give up in exchange for an extended leave wiout pay every seventh year?
Sabbatical. What is the largest portion of your current yearly inC0114 that you would be

th

(A) Nothing, (8) 22 (1/50th) of your yearly income for 7 workweeks paid leave after six years

of work. (C) 52 (1120th) of your incomm for 174 workweeks paid lave after mix years of.work,

(D) 102 (1/10th) of your'incoue for 35 workweeks paid leave afterlix years of work,
(E) 152 (3/20ths) of your income for 52 workweeks (1 woreyear) paid leave after six years of

work.

Earlier Retirement. What is the largest portion of your current yearly income thst you would

le willing to give up in exchange for earlier retirement' (A) Nothing, (8) 2% (1/50th) of

your incomm for earlier retirement at a race of 5 workdays for every year worked until

retirement, (C) 52 (1/20th) of Your income for earlier ratiremAnt at a rate of 124 workdays

for every year workea until retirement, (0) 102 (1/10th) of your income for earlier retire-

ment of a iota of 25 workdays for every year worked until retirseant, (E) 202 (1/5th) of your

LMCOOM for earlier retirement at a rste of 50 woakilays for every year worked until retirement.

Non: . Wu= spaces are friquently blank for many tradeoff options because questions dealing

with different forms,of free tfre did not slways have parallel exchange options.

ft
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Althouoli responses to (:Itest ions concerning curtent
'71c

tradeoffs are not directly cpmparable, there are very

slight indications that the maximum portion ol income

that respondents may be willing to forego for time varies

according to the form of potential free Aime. Por examPle,

some 3.1 percent of respondents would give up 30 or '0
*

percent of their earnings for a sigjiificantly shorter

workday, and 2.5 percent would give up 40 to 50 percent for

a greatly reduced workweek. In contrast, 2.0 percent would

(JO)* up as much as 33 percent of current income for more

vacation, 4.8 percent selected the thaximum oPtion of 15

percent of earnings fol- a sabbatical leave, and 4.4 percent

chose the maximum 20 percent exchange for earlier retire-

ment.(table 7). While the incompatibility of tradeoff 4

scales and the questionable statistical reliability of

differences among these responses make interpretation

hi,bly speculative, there ig some reaSon to suggest that

shorter workdays and reduced workweeks elicit a willingness

to e"xchange'larger proportions 1 income than other forms

of free time. powever, these differences are not dramatic,
N)

and the impact-of free t4fle scheduling on maximum exchange

levels requires furtheAlOsesSment through' more precise

questins and breakdowns of responses by key social!

characteristics.

82
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Breakdowns of.,current tradeoff rsp'onses dealing

with shorter workdays are vartieularly interqstin9
\

because they deal with-Yhe type of free time most likely

to ease the time pressures of the growing number of

dual-earner families. Bivariate breakdowns of responses

to this question by family cycle and sex_role character-
.

. ,

istics provide somewhatRuzzling resu.lts. There was

little variation acoording to.sex; respondbrits with no ,

children were more willing to'excHange income kor shorter

Workdays than those with children; and resOondents in

dual-earner families were--as expected--more willing to

giye up money for reductions of the workday than,work6rs

in single-earner families (table 8).

More detailed analy.sis clarifies 'many of the

relationships between family cycle and sex role character-

istics with tradeoff choiCes concerning shorter workdays,

.A multivariate table brefting down these tradeoff

:preferences by,sex, age of youngest child, and ma.ior

activity of Spouse suggests that thq desire for a snorter

, workday varies over the family cycle and:in,a4irdance with

the working arrangements-f Spouses'(table 9) .
,

Single persons without childrenwere more prone.

than oth'"er groups to tr41e income for shorter-workdays
0

but this isu, likely to be the result of the-financial and

tmporal discretiOn that a:cdompaniez their stage of life.
,

While the limited.number Ofwofking responaents froM

3

,
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Table 9
WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD EXOIANCING CURRENT INCOME FOR SHORTER WORKDAYS

BY SEX, WOR ACTIVITY OF SPOUSE AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD
(Percentage Breakdown)

0

Tradeoff Prefereneee by Sus Not Married Workin8 Spouee Spouse Keeps House or Other

--

No Child

,

Youngest
Child
Under 6

Youngest
Child

6-14 Yr.

Youngest

Child

Over 14

.

No Child Youngest
Child
Under 6

Youngest
Child
6-14 Yr.

Youngest
Child
Over 14

No Child Youngest

Child
Under 6

Youngest

Child
6-14 Yr.

Yodhgest
Child
Over 14

Men
. _

Nothing
2/ of Pay for 10 Min. Off
51. of Pay for 21 Min. Off
122 of Pay for 1 Hour Off
30% of Paylitor A Hrs. Off
50% of Pay for 4 Hrs. Off

Total Percent
Number of Respondents

Women__-
Nothing .

2% of Pay for 10 Min. Off
5% of Pay for 25 Min. Off
12% of Pay for 1 Hour Off

302 of Pay for 2 Hrs. Off
50% of Pay for 4 Hrs. Off

Total Pgrcentn
Number of Respondents

70.0

8.7

8.7

7.8

1.0
2.9

100.0

(103)

76.4

5.6
8.3

4.2

2.8
2.8

100.0

(72)

is

88.9
0

11.1

0

0

0

100.0

(9)

90.0
10.0

0

0

00
100.0

(10)

100.0
0

0

0

0

0

,100.0
(15)

%

_63.2
26.3
5.3
5.3 .

0

0

100.0

(19)

60.0
40.0

0

0
0
0

100.0

(5).

80.0
10.0

0

10.0

0

0

100.0

(10)

77.3

6.1

1.5

. 10.6

0

4.5

m000.0
Jr (66)

75.0

5.0

.. 5.0

5.0

7.5

2.5

100.0

(40)
'.

87.0
2.2

2.2

4.4
4.3
0

100.0
(46)

71.7

7.5 .

11.3

5.7

1.9
1.9

100.0

153)

79.2

9.1 .

6.5
3.9
0

1.3

100.0

(77)

63.1
16.9

7.7

7.7

4.6
0

100.0

(65)

81.5

11.1

0

3.7
0

3.7

100.0
(27)

-

82.1
10.7

3:6

3.6

0
-0

100.0
(28)

75.8

10.6

6.1

6.1

1.5

0

100.0

(66)

76.9

15.4

7.7

0

0

0

100.0
(13)

1\

1

87.5
5.6

4.2

1.4

1 ..,A

0

100.0

(72)

83.3
-0

0

16.7

0
0'

100..0

(6)

' 73.8

8.7

8.2

6.6

0

3.1

100.0
(61)

100.0

0

0

0

0
0

1501U

(6)

86.1

5.6

5.6

2.8

0
0

100.0

(36)
,

13.3

33.3

0

0

0

0

100.0

(3)

'qUESTI4: What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that you would be willing to give up for shorter workdaysf (A) Nothing (11) 2% (1/50)

of your income for 10 minutes off each workday (C) 5% (1/20) of your income for 25 m1notl off each workday (D) 12% (1/8) for 1 hour off each

. workday (E) 30% (1/3) of your income for 24 hours off each workday (F) 507. (1/2) pf your income for 4 hours off each workday.

1.
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single-parent hOusehi lds makresponses from this group

,unrelile, survey res nses suggest tbat pressi,pg

financial needs reace ir williivness to forego

earnings for shorter workdays, esPite the likelihood

that they confront overwhelming ti e pressures.

The impact of changincOamily patterns on the desire

to trade income for shorter workdays can best 11. evaluated

\Kby examining married respondents by age of youngest child,

work activity of spouse, and sex. While the'preference for

'money over -time increasedfluring the early and middle child-

raising years, the desire to exohange lbcome for shorter

workdays did not differ appreciably between married men from

either dual-earner or single-earner households: Although it

might be expected that higher finakicial discretion within

.dual earner families might encourag greater tradeoffs, it is

possible that- r/6sistance abut sing' hosehOld respon-

sibilities, coupled with the low popearity of this forM

of free tim,.might nullify willingness to forego income

for shorter workdays. dontrary to the responses of men,

working women from dual-earner households demonstrated

an i4breased interest foregoing' income fOr Vorter

workdays during the early and middle stages of the

4
child-raising cycle. Interestingly, women in this

group who had children,aged 6 to, 14-years were

\

more prone to make tradeoffs for the shOrter Workday

4 86 -

")

11

-
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than those with pre-school children under 6 years of

-TZ

e. Presumably, these responses can be attributed to

e fact that many women tend to withdralyompletery

from the labor force during tha early'child-raising years

unless they have full-time career commitme3t8Or pressing

financial needs. Thug, the women returning-to,the work

force after the youngest child Teaches school age might

be expected to prefer workhours that coindide with the

school schedules of their children.

A01757from the impact of'family cycle and sex role,
factors', willingness to forego income for shorter

workdays varied little by other social Characteristics

(table 8). There was some variati6n-by aae, but

this can likely bp explained primarily by family cycle

factors. Although the number of Working respondents,

over age.64 was too small to attriblite statistical

/ .reliability, to their views, it is inter sting to note

that they were the least Willing of al age groups to

giVe' up earnings for shorter workdays. SoMewhat
. , k

suriprisinglythe Preference for shorter workdays-
%

declined as reported lvngth of respondent workweeks
//

increased. In,9verview, multivariate analysis cOn-
,

trollinp for the impact of seven key variables confirmed

the promthence of.the family.cycle as the.astrongest

pradictor of shorter workday'tradeoff pref/rences, and
-,7

indicated that ,the.rilative influence of other variables

87

#
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in order of impact to be length of workweek, aye, race,

srioeconomic group, sex, and union affiliation (table 24,

Appendix IV)..

As aleady noted, the desire to trade current

'income for a reduced workweek was low, but still higher

than interest in the shorter woricdy. These preferences

varied little by major social characteristics. Respon-

dents in professional occupations, who typically work

long hours, had more than average interest in the

reduced-workweek. As might 86 expected, willingness to

exChange income for a reduced workweek increased as the

reported length Of the respondents' workweek rose.

Finally, worker interest in a reduced workweek declined

with aVe (table 25, Appendix IV).

4
-4 ,Will ebs to exchge earnings for vfication is

particularly interesting because this form of free time,

'along With sabbaticals, clearly proved to be the most

popular,of potential gains of leisure. Some 42.1

percent of the sample r4Ported that they would forego

ZST cent or more of their'current income for more paid

vacation, and some 10.4 percent stated a willingness to

exdhange 10 percent or.more of earnings for significant

gains in vacation time.

While responses to the income-vacation tradeoff

question varied somewhat by social characteristics, the

basic pattern df relponsbs held for all major social

88 . n



groups (table 10). Among occupational groups, operatives,,

service workers, and laborers evidenced stronger than

average d'esire for longer vacations, while managers, skidled

laborers, and farmworkers had less than average intet-est.

Interestingly, a relatively large 10.2 pereent of service

workers would trade 20 or 33 percent of their pay for greatly

extended vacations. The desire 1or more vacation rose

slightly alOng with level of educional attainment and

income. Conversely, interest in forfeiting earnins for

vacation declined slightly as the number of dependents

rose, and fell considerably with the rise of weeklY workhours

and ager--Tri-The case of aae, it is-likely that older workers

already have the long vacations that accompany seniority
4111a

job status.

Contrary to claims that women prefer shorter

workdays and weeks while men prefer extended .time away,

from woa., women exhibited a significantly( larger

intereSt in foregoing earnings f6r vacation thari did

men. Further, the desire for vacation relative to

earnings waS higher for respondents from dua1-Rarn6'r

famflies than for those hom single-earner households;

and the value of vacation curious.ly declined with
-

increases 11 the age- of'youngest child. In the latter

case, it may be4that children over age 6 are more

. reluctant to accompany p4rents on vacations because of

the separation it'caus,es from veers.

.e-
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-
The fact that ,vacations were valued highly by women

and respdrndentS at the peak of family cycle responsi-

bilities raises an interesting question. If longer

vacations-and the forfeitur-e of income for such ftee

time would be of little help in relieving the financial

and time pressures of home care ana child raising, why

do-those who are m9st ,affected by such family needs

exhibit relatively high interest in exchanging income for

vacation,time?, The most plausible'answer lies with the

disttrictions t4at'are often made'between ."leisure" and

y'non-market,wbrk." .Briefly, all time off the /gb is

not used for the recreational and self-enriching

activities that on e? commonly associates with "leisute."

Much non-job time iS spent on "nqn-market work" such as

paying bills, cleaning house, and preparing meals--for

,which no monetary.payment is received. 118/ For the most
0

par, the shorter workday whidh many persons claim is

necessary for family well-being falls-into the'category

of "non-market work,_" while vacation probably apProaches

the category of p#e "leisure." In view of this

distinction, it is plausible to suggest that many

118. Gary_ Bedker, "A TheOry of the Allocation of. Time,"
The,Economiq Journal, September'1965, pages 493-517; Edward
Kalachek, Op.cit., page 2; and Juanita Kreps, "Some Timer.

Dimensions of.Manpower Policy,"-iq Eli Ginzberg (Editor),

Jobs for Americans, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N: J.,
1976 pages 197-202.

321-366 0 - BO - 7
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persons of both sexes evidence a stronger desire'for

viscatiph Over sh9rter workdays and weeks, not because

such time is necesi.!vry or good for their families, but

because^they simply want real "leisure.!' Indeed,..this

may be particularly true, of dual-earner families con-

fronting-the peak demands of child raising. Such

persons are pushed and battered in an almost.ceaseless,

treadmill of job amd family duties, and it is not

surPrisi4 that they are willing to make significant-
.

monetary and non-monetary tradeoffs to escapd for some

extended period to a different pace of life. -

Multivárlate analysis on the total sample ana

selected subsamples further confirms the impact of

selected soctel characteristics on indo e vacation

choices (table 26,:rippendl,x IV). Most notably, age
\

consit;tently appears as'thb major predictor among seven

variables, further guggesting that the lbng vacations

raccompanying job ,seniority are likely to reduce the

utility of additiyaa-vacation time. For the total
r

sample', the-preclictors in order of impact on vecaiion-

income choices were-age, family cycle. stage, length of

4 workweek, soioeconomic group, union ffiliation, -sex,

and race: Anibng h subsample'of men, family cycle sts4e,

age, and race were the leading predictors in order of

,impact-4-with'the adv ceme of the,family cycle stage

reducing the desire r rimation. Among a subsample of

92



women, age hid the greatest influence as a predictor,

followed by length'of.the workweek and socioeconomic

group'. Analysis within sqb;amples broken down by

prespnce and age of childieh was not always statistically

reliable, but reaffirmed the importance of age, socio-

economic group,(1and length of worfcweek'as

determinants of incorde-vacation exChange greferences.

While most'of these computations we're statistically

reliable, the variation of tradeoff preferences

explained by the:seven selected predictor variables was

maest. For the Most Part, the results serve only to

confirm the importance of age and ,the overall progression-
,

of the family cyCle stave 115/ a's factors Ohich reduce

time.willingness to forego earnings-for vacation

4
The desire to exchange some portion of

. .

cufrent pay

for a sabbatical (extended leave with pay every six

years) was almost identical to the vacation-incoirles

tradeoff preferences. Some 42.1 percent of the.sample

Was willing 'Co forego 2 percent or.thore of-their -current
0

earnings..

leaves.

for both added vadation time and sabbatical

Breakdowns by Eiocial charactekistics were only .

119. It should be noted ehat the domposite family cycle

stage variable JKACYCLE) was used as an independent,
variable becau'ie it allowed tIeoconsoridation oi marital

status, age of youngest child, and number of dependents

into a roughly,ordipal progression of stages. HoWever,

the .rise and decrine of, child-care-responsibilities
-'incorporated into this Variable give-ft a curvilinear

,nattre which makes it, at best; marginally Acceptable as

an independent v'arkable.'

.
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..slightly different from those Concerning vacation time

Atable 27, Appendix fV). Indeed, the only notable

differences were-that farmers, respondents in the

highest income bracket (.over $34,499), and those who.

wee Widowed or divorced were more favorably disposed

towatd sabbaticals than vacations. -.It is also-inter-.

estingv but statisticaily iilsignifisant, that those

workers over age 64 were less dispbsed to the sabbatical

than other age groups7-presumably because they were on

the verge of retirement and, therefore, had little

-interest in extended time away fibm work.

The popularity of the sabbatical is something of

surprise. The.concept.is hardly known, let alone

practiced, Aputside 'of academia. Thus, it must appear

as rather strange and exotic to,the average American.
0

For,this reason it is noteworthy that so many. workers

stated a willinvess to forego income for thistype of

'free time. .Of course, there are many appealin9 aspects

,-td.the abbatigal. With the possible e'eception of

extremly long:vacations, the 'Sabbatical represents a.

-form offree)tiMe.that-allows people to accomplibh

'things Wat might otherwise be very difficubt or

impossible. In short, it provides an opportunity, foi a

prolonged and totpl break from daily and yearly routines.'
<-

r

r

Such prolonged leaves could be used for ally number

f

of, purposes, including returning'full-time to schooie
p

) ,
. r
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care of young children, entrepreneurial business'

efforts, initiation of a new caree, construction of a

hodse, or simply a period.to reassess one's life:

Additionally, the almost total absence of s'abbaticals

within American society may give this form of free time

extremeiy high utility when compared to other types'of

work time reductiont. Correppondingly,.there may Ie

something of a noveltia0eal to the concept which Could

decline if the idea receives more discussiOn and -appli-'

cation in the future. . In any event, the, Oopul arity of

the sabbatical in the'face of 'its almost total absence

must be viewed as another indication that the work time
, 4

preferences of many Americans are significantly at

uariance With reality.

The willingness of,working reppondents to foregb,-
1

current.income for earlier retirement was reasonably

<

high, with 36.0 percent choosing to give up some

earnings for this option.. As might 'be expected,

respondentsiwithin the more physically demanding ocóu-

pations (6Peiatives, service workers, and skilled
t

laboreS). -were more prone to make this exchange than.
. ,

.
.

persons in other occupations.. Men were also.mare grOne

than vomen.to make trqdeoffs for earliek retiremefit, as
#

..' .

. were persons
,

.-who worked long weekly hours-and those /

,

with lower levels bf 4ducation. Notably, interest in

, early retirement declined with the Iradvancement of .

,

4
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f
1,

Otherwise, income-retirement tradeoff preferences varied
A

littlb when respondents were Broken down by union.

affiliatioh, aje of- hfildren,mork activity 'vtlif spouse,

and rac7/(table 28, Appendix IV). However, it must

be emphasized that These responses may be biaied by

-edlf-Jselection factors. Specifdcally, persons over,

age 50.who. 'Wish to retire eaily may already have done so,
4

thus leaving a dis,proportionate:number of respondents.

who do not value earlier retirqment ip.the subsample of

older workers. Clearly, the isdue of early retireme t
4

preferences must be examined with other types of samples.
_- .

As in thecase of the earlier pay raise trateofis,

an'overview of the maximuM amount of current income that- 1
Amer'iGan workers-may-exchange for time can be approAi-

mated 12g/ by the computation of a composite variable which
% -

,shows the highest percentage of earnings that each

respondent will give up for any of the fiVe forms of_

free time that were studied.. Thus, if a respondent

states''a whlingness to forego 15 percent bf current pay

for a sabbatical.and less:than that amount for all other

forms of free time, he o r she is recorded as having a

4.

r

120. It should te noted that such a coMputation of
jaaximumPtradeoff preferenbes*does not mecessarilS, measure
the true maxigpm income that a person might forego for -

time. For,example,_ja person might be willing*to give up *
10 percdnt.of his oc her paylor a reduced workweek, but '

. still prefeA tb f9r-leit another 10 pent,of current
ihcome for added vacation ,time--thus, leading to a total'
trade of,20 percent,of income for time.\

I

Or)
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maximum tradeoff preference of 15 percent. Such compu-

tations mere made for all working respondents,'then

summarized to create a distribution'of maximum tradeoff
lb

choiceR. 121/

The computation of maximum tradeoff choices in4Cates

that a majority Of American workers may be willing to

exchange some portion of their current income for some
%

form of tree time. .Some 59.4 percent of the respondents

expressed a desire to forego at least 2 percent of theiiY

.earnings for more free time. More specifically, 23.6

percent would give up 2 peiCerit of earnings for time,
, (

.9.7 percent would forego 5 percent, 10.0 percent would

trade 10 perc'ent, pnd 16 percent would exchange between

12 and 56 percent of their income for sometype of work

time reduction (table 11). This distribution of

maximum tradeoff choices remained remarkably constant

among groups broken down-by occupation, educatidn,

union affiiliation, number of children,,and age of

youngest child. The tendency to 'forego earnings for time

increased amona,respondents reporting the higher leveli

of family in d workirfg lOng hours each wee1(.

121. X composite-variable \WAXTRD2) was developed to
estimate the-maltimum portion of curreneincome that
respondents might-forfeit for more free time. This
variable.used a series .of computer IF statements to
systematically isolate the one'or more'respgpses to the
five paired current-income-time trade2ff questions .that
elicited the'highest exchange of inrierie for time.

,
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I.

Women weFe felr more llkely than men to make tradeoffs,

particularly if they were in dual-earner families.

Minority groub and older respondents were less likely

to favor exchange for time.

More.detailed breakdowns o vaximumikurrent incOme
N

tradeoff Choices by family cycle and sex role characer-
-,

istics suppOrt past observation about, the impadt of

these factors on the desire for all types of free time.

41111*
(table 12). With már.gival exceptions, both men and

'Women in dual-earner households were more likely to.
torfeit current earnings for time than their counter-

.

parts in single arner families. Furthercon'siderably

moge men'in aual-earner faMilies were wililng to forego

income for time auring the pre-child and young child

stages of thfamily; and an extremely, large portion.of

women.in dual-eArner faMilies were willing to make

similar tradeoffs. Finally, men in dual-earner'house-

holds were willing to make laxger excltanges of income
A

for time than men in single-earner families"; and women

in dual-earner families were willing to make even'

larger echanges. All in all, fhese breakdowns of
t,\

maximum 'tradeoIf choices by family chariacteristics lend

support to the previously stated hypothesis' that the,

financial qiscretions.and time piessures of dual-eqrner

families increase the value of time relative to inbome
4
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Table 12

J

MAXIMUM POVTION OF CURRENT INCOME THAT WORKER'WOULD EXCHANGE FOR ANY OF FIVE FORMS OF FREE TIME
BY SEX, MAJOR ACTIVITY OF SPOUSE AND ACE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

(Percentdge\lirenkdown)
,

`"11.

-\

-

Tradeoff Preferences by Sex

,- -

,

1

Nbt Married

.....-

arking Spouse
/

a 1
1

4

Spouse Keeps House or Other

No Child

.

Youngest

Child
Under 6

Youngest

Child

6-14 yr.

'Youngest

Child
Over 14

No Child Youngos't

Child
Under 6

Youngest
Child
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HOW:: Maximum curront.current income-tine tradeoff choice determined ty tompuOtton of a composite (MAXTRD2) variable which reports the highest portion
of current earnings that each respondet statep s wfllingneas to exchange for any of five forms of pátential added free time. For xaaple,, a respond-

ent who.ststes a desire to exchange 5 percent of earnings 4pr a shortet wdadsy, 10'percent for a reduced workweeg, 10 reorient-6r added vacation,

15 percent for.a sabbatical leave, and 2 perrent.fot earlier, retirement in paired choiceb
r

between current ihcome and each of these fiye fo me of _

wefree time would hove a maximum current tradeoff (MAXT1102) score of 15 percent because the sabbatical, leave choice elicits(' the highest ,) chsnge Of

all available optibns.
41.
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\
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for purposes of meeting family responsibilities as W.11 -

as relieving tensions' with leisure-oriented time such as

vacations. :

Speculative computatiRns using maxiMum tradeoff
-1/

choices ihdicate that the average U. S. worker-would

forego spme 4.7 percent of his or her current earnings

for more free time. In terms of yearly work time,

estimates, this mould mean that the average worker's

total annual work time would declIne from the current

1978 level of l910 hours to-some 1,821 hours. This

would give the.average worker a 71/2-hour workday, or a

37-hour workweek,'or 'about 111/2,added days of paid

: vacation, or almost 9 weeks sabb'atical leave every six

years, or 111/2 days 'earlier retirement for every year

NI

worked in t-h4 future, or some combination of the above.
1

:If these tradeoffs came in preferred forms, most would

likely take the form of added vacation and sabbaticals.

- While these computations of Average tradéOff

4 preferences-caA serve to illustrate differences between

stated' work time preferences and existing conditions,
4

is importint to not,e,that the use of averages is a poor

way of viewing desired work time arrangements. One of ,

title maJOr trends in work time is an increasing plurality ".

,of preferences. ,Indeed, it is probably true that a

large portion, of.,today's labor force are quite satisfied

with most dimensionscpf their work time conditions. At

_
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the some time, this.surve'S, i4dicates that another large

portion wishes-to. work_Iess than'what is curiently called

"full time," and is. willing.to forego current and

potential earnings to do SO. ,While actual tradeoff

behaVior.iS-not likely to be as great Os..that evidenced

by the survey responses-reported in-this study, the

magnitude of these SUrVey preWences fot mote free ame

suggests that Amefrican society has not only slipped

behind in the task of providing the growth of free time

-desired by today's work force, but has also failed to

provide the most preferred forms of free time.'

net

, 102
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V. SOME POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF WORK TIME PREFERENCES

A large portion of the average person's waking hours

i s spent working on a paying job or involved with,job-

related matters. 122/ Wsuch, the b'alance between work\arid

,

non-work time is a crucial element of hutan welY-being.

,Olhe dif.ferences between the preferred work-leisure arrange-

ments'suggested by this survey and current work tithe

conditions suggest a numbe'r of impliCations for social'policy.

First, increasing work time options can be expected:
'h 7

,to improve job satisfaction' and-the general quality of life.

Second,-therinterest of ,many}kmerican workeXs in fore-,

goinqearriings for time creaths a positive climate for

If 4

policips to pduce work time in ordei 'to sfiare employment

With °those mho are Ittbless. 'Third,- an increase in. available

/-

work time 'options could be expected to reduce barriers which .

,

compticate the task of finding a job for a smalli but
-,' .

.
. 4

significant poXtion of potential workers. Fourth,
't ,

A
f

I

,
6kploratory surverfindings i picate that the desire of

.
/

many persons to Ihcrease work time during Vle sch)ttol
.

.

Irgarsof youth and retirement years of old age coold

122. Johrf P. Robinson, Chan es in A ierican Use.of Time:
1965-1975f Progress Report, survey Res arch Center,

. University Of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Apri 1976.

y

'
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,open the,door to theuse of work time options as a means

-of attenuating social, problems associated with prolonged

schooling and the growing.costs of retirement.

Work Time an'd the Qualitx of Life

Work time conditions not only Influence job satis-

I-faction, but alsanumeroua'aspects of hOw peopA arrange

4

their lives off the job. _National survey studies have

documented that a growing proportion of American workers

report problems with "inconvenient or excessive hours," 123/

and tlie results of thia study suggest _that there are

likely ta be others who woulanot ieport prOblets but

still prefer alternative work time arrangements.

111

Further, work time conditions are also likely to affect

family life>leisure activities, health, educational

123. Robert P. Quinn and.Graham L. Staines,The'1977-
Quatlito-ntSurve, Descriptive Statistics,

;)

-8646Y-1MRi4*--.61n-ter, Institute fok Social Res4arch,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbof, 1978, Chapter 5.

104
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endeavors, Knd voluntary service effhrts. 124/ In many

ways, the choices which ,individuals have inthe .arrange-

ment of their work time have notable implications for

their sense of self7determination and personal dignity.

Work time cohditions are c.learly an important aspect of

quality of work and life, and soCial policies that would

effectively expand the iange of a4ilable 'work time

)
options would be a significant social contribution.

Sh4ring Work to Combat 3bblessness

The work time preferences revealed by this -study
A

Kaye impartant implications for recent proposals to

create jobs for those who ard unemployed by reducin7

,d

work 'time a

ir°

ng those who ate'workip'g. This section

will Obt eek to evaluate the viability Of work sharifig

\
A

124. Alternatives in the World-Of Work, National Cehter
fajw. ProductIVity'and" Quality of Working Life and The
National Council for Alternative Work Patterns, Washington,r.
D. C., Wrnter 1976; Resource PaC,Xet of the National
Conference on Alternative. Wo4 Sbheaules, Natiohal Cóuncil-

J for Alternative Work Patterns, Washington, D.'C., Match.21- ,

/ 24, 1977; Jeffrey M. Mill'erv Innovations in Working Patterns,
(

U. S. Trade bnion Seminar and German Marshall Fund,
--. Washington, Jr C., Mby 1978; Harriet'Golberg Weinstein,

"A ComparisO?Co Three Alternative Work Schedules: FlexIble
Work Hourd, Compact Workweek/ and Staggered Work Hours,"
The Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, Miscella-

, neous Series Report No. 23, 1975; and Fred Best, "Social
Forces Fostering Flexible Lifetime Scheduling of Education,
Work, and Leisure,"-Prepared for the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Education,- U. S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, Washington, D.'C., April 1978. .

t
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as a social poJlicy, 125/ but'rpther assess whether or not

the time-income tradeoff ana other work.time preferences

measured.by this sunvey are in accord with verai leading

proposals for work sharing.
%

Mandatory Workweek ReductAon and Overtime kestriction.

The best knowig of current work-sharing proposals is to

amend the wotk time provisions of the Fair Labor

Standards Act to redefine the standard workweek as

35 hours without a pay'reduction and reeluire double pay
0

for.time ws(lked oVer this amount. Presumably, this woyld
#

reduce the length of the workweek 'and the amount of

. overtime, thus creating jobs for the unemployed.' 1211 Pro-
. .

t poi-ler-1V of(this proposa4004ntain that this will shorten
.,

.
. .

.

the rorkweek at no cost to workers, and under these

- -A' / -' C. 4 - ,

,.- ,
. ,

.

125. For some discusSion of the alternative-approaches to
*ork sharing and their viability,' see WorICTime and EMploymenti
.Special Report No,28, National-Commission for Employment, .

Policy, Washington C., 1979;-$ar A. Levitan and Richard S.
`)Belous, Shorter Hourp, Shorter Weeks: Spreadirig the Work to
Reduce Unemployment', Johns Hopkins University gress,.Baltimore,
Md,, 177; Fred Best, "Work StraT4ngl .Its History, Relevance, ,

Viability, And Futurq," National Commission for Employment
Policy, Washington, ae,c., December 1978; Robert L. Clark, 1

Adjusting Hours to Increase Jobs, Special Report No. 15,
National Commiethion for Employment Pklicy, Washington, D. C., ,

Septemper 1977; and Fred Best, "Work S aring: Ibsues, Pdlicy
Options and Assessments," Draft, Organ sation for Econimic
Co,opration. and Development, Paris, J ly 2, 1979.

126. Ttle most recent proposals to reduce the workweek by
amending/the Fair L'abor Standards Act (Bill HR:11784),1iave
been introduced by John Conyers of the U. S.-House of' .

Representatives duri9v April 1978.

1.
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conditions sucli.,work time r(\dvti,on would ciouhtles's be
-

welcomed by post persons. 127/ Critics maintain that'
./

indirect-forces,will Cost Workers somle Portion of their
,

qiirrent earnings.for siich woi-k time ;1ductions; 128/-in.

which case the propbsal takes on characteristjcs of a.

time-income tradeoff. IWgaidless bf cost to win-kers,'

surve}; re'sponses indicate that the-shorter workweek. is.

one of the less' desired of-owork-time reductions. Thus,

A-

from the standpoint of these'pfeferencpb, this approach..

to work sharing Offe'rs only marcliaal,ly valuable gains

of free time; and if the costs of this increase- of'free
.,

time are p itassed on to workers, t can be expected that,
.

-
'this proposal. might receive a cool'receptioh frpm most

4101

AMerican worleers.

'Long-term Reduction Of WOrk Time:, It has'been

'p opos'ed that work.time..be reduced oVer the cburse

several years by forfeitIng portiong.of futuL. eednomic

1271 Howard Young-,ZWork Shari,ng, 04-imployment.,, and the

Rate of Economic GroWThip: Comment," Work Time.and Employment,
op.cit.i and Frank Runnels, "Keynote Speech," All Unions .

Committee to Shorten the-Wqrkweek, Detroit, Mich., April 11,

1978.

128.- Critics suggest that worXweek-teductions without
decline ok pay levels will cOst'employers more,'aild, there-
fore, inc'rease the cost of productt to workers as consumers.

Also, workers who.Are,now dependent on overtime pay would

likely suffer lossesibf income. Joyce Mt..Nussbaum and

Donald E. Wige, "The Overtime Premkit and Employment,"

Work Time and Employment, op.cit.;'and Rqbert L. Clark,,

op.cit.

J
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growth, thps making it. necessary for employers to hir&-

more persons. Organized labor hasten the major

advocate-of

reductions,

this approach, proposing hat-work time

primarily-taking the fo m of a shorter work-

week, be accomplished through the process-of collective

.bargaining, with the possible assistance of incentives

from Government. 129/
#

. Survey responses,iOncerning the exchange of

potehti41 pay raises suggest that there would be N\

wide$pread suppgrt for Such a ,gradUal approach tb work

time'reduction and work sharing. As alieady noted,

speculative computtiphs based on maximum wi1lingness to

forego portions of one 10 percent pay raise for vilge

free time would result in a reductift of,the average

_worker's annual work time of some 131.2 hours. II

.

aggregate, this would amount to forfeiting about. 2.6

billion work hours or 6.2 million jell-time workyears,/130/

,

, 129. "Paid Personal Holidays: The UAW's New Plan to'
txpand Job Security," Solidarity, October 21, 1977, ,

pages 6-10p0. H. Raskrn,OBreakthrough in. Work HOurs:
March Towar0 Four-day, 32-hour Workwebk Begins,in Earnest

. with Advances in Ford Pact," World of Work Report, October
1976, pages 4-5; John ialusky, "Aorter dours--The Steady
Gain," AFL-CIO Agterican Federationist, January 1978, °
pages 12-16; and "Pour-day WiTikweek is Wave of Future,"

.... Daily Labor Review,, June 14, 1978, page A-3.

(130. These computations were based,on November 1978
statistics in which 95.7 million employees worked an
average of 39 hours a week; "The Employment Situaton,"
U.S. Department of Labor News Release, USDL-1005,
Washington, D. C., December 8,.1978.

1

108

115



11- fr

some portion .of which would presumably have to be:

replaced with' newNWorkers. Such exchange from

-potential, 136y 'raises over a series of.years could be

expeCted to create some undeterMined but gignificant

number of jobs. 131/

It should be noted, however, that .these average

1. Aaximum tial tradeoffs were computed on the'basis

of exchanges of pay raises for a varIety of different

forms of frA time. Thus, to maxiMize future trade6\of
T

economic rowtm for time in ways that woyld be popular

4

or-at least acceptable,- work time would have to be

reduced in a variety df ways. Most particularly, it is

likely that a,large portion of such long-r'arige work time ''

1 4

redUOtions would have to.take the fOtm of extended

1,1 ,
periods away from work, such as ,lonaer vacations or

sabbatical lealp<132/-

. s, .

,131. For a brief discastaon of the-problems that would be ,

xincountered.in transforming fore4bne work tim6 to create nhw

iobs, aee Fred'Beste "Work Sharinq: Ips History, Relevance,

Viability., aAkFuture,".cp.6it.,. pages131-32%
_

...,
, N

, .4.
. 4

132. For disCussion of=sal?batica-r le-aves as an approach to

work shaOngc,, see Ju rolé. Sygarma, "The Decennial-Sabbatical,"

CUPA Journal? ATol. 1-No.Ct31 Summer 4771' pages 47-52; Robert'

Rosenberg, nA Pilót,Projectifoi Exended Leaves;" Working
' Paper No. 10, Ca1ifornid4State Senate Office pf Research,

Sacramento4'Calif.,.December'1976; poñalä Frasier,'"Social

Security Sabliticalia: A New DimensiOn for the'Social
, Security System," Congressional Record, August 4,2, 1974,

pages 118939-H8940; an3 Pred-Best and Barry Sterri, "Sducationa

Work,.and Leisufe--Mu t They-Come in '1'hateirder?," Monthly, r

_Labor Review', July 19 7,.page 9.
,

, i.,
...,4

,
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Voluntary Time-Income Tfadeoff:altkms. It has teen
f ) .
suggsted with increasing frequenc/ that if ways could be

found'to encourage individual workeKt to voluntarily

forego current income for free time, enough work time
.1"

might be freed to create a significant number of jdbs'for

those who are'currently unemployed. 133/ This idea bas

been proposed and tried both as a temporary \way of -

preventing layoffs 134/.and-a permanent mechanism fGr

creating,jobsIfor those without employment. 135/ .

Surve responses concerning the exchange of cutrent"

income for free time suggegt that enQugh people may be -

willing to forego portions of their income earning work

time to create a noteworthy number of<new it:A:is.. As

, previously, observed, estimates of maximum current income

time tradeoff preferences based an survey data indicate,

that tlie. average p. S. worker would forego 4.7 percent of

earniRgs for-his ost,desired form of free tiMe. I ,

A

-.In terms df the total 1978 wotk foice, this would msan- a .

q3r.-:4 J

133. 'James.R. Mills, -"A.NeW Supply of 'Jobs," Town Hall.
' Journal, June 248.1 1977, Pages 224-,226; Leisure Miring, .

HearAngs of the Select Committee on Investment Priorities
And Objectives, Califorhia'State Senate, Sacramento,.CaIif.,
November 1, 1977; and Fred Best, "Ihdividual arld Fi m Work
Tim9 Decisions:, Comment," in Work Time anEmp1oy1et,
pP.cii. .

, ..
-.,

*
134. "Statement of James ifoofey, Leisure Sharkl>

op.cit., pages 12Q-135.

135. "Statement of'Dan'McCgrquodalel" Ibid, pages 41-49; ,

,and "Statement of Michael Baratz," Ibid ges 40-58;
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4.

forfeiture Of some 8.6 bLon hours .of w9rk or. 4.2

million full-time wortyears. It could be assumed that

some portion of this foregone v7ork time would create new

y6bs.

AS jpn the case ot creating jobs thiough long-term

exchanges, of economic growth for e, time, thp wilaing-

liesavof workers to give up current dargs for time

va ies tremendously according to the types of fi4e time

th t would be available. Extended time away from work

such as-vacations and.sabbaticaes would mos-elikely indub0

the bulk of exchanges, but the number,and 'size of

tradegf s could be expected to incr.eálte as thelwariety, of

possible exchanges becomes larger. In cases where

organizational adaptability make such tradeoff options t

possible, private and publlc policies 136/ to-provide'such

'ork tiMe choices-might result in the creation of a

significant number Of jobs while also.producIng many

setondary social bwiefits. ii
Shorth-time Compensation. Ond.of the-host"prominent

work, sharing proposals now under.considerationtinvolVes
1

, the provision of partial replacement of lost earnings to

workers in firms that go on redIced wOrkweeks as a

t.emporafy alternative to layoffs.' leis commonly

J 1!6.. Robert(Eisner, "Employment and Training Subsidies,"

Wori6Time.and Employment, oEpcit.; and rank Schiff,

"Employment and Teaining Subsidies: Comment,v Ibid.

,615'
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expeQted, although dot essential; that *uch a .short-time

compensatlion-program would be administered thr ough the

unemplOyment insurance system by providing partial-U.I:

.benefits for the portion of the re4ular workweek which

employees lose under this proposal. sTo i.11tisti.ate the

idea, if a. firm were to go to a 4-day, 3:2-hour workweek-

rather than lay off .one-fifth of is employees, each

. worker would receive fvll pay for the 32 hours worked,

plus approximately 50 percent of regular pay in the tosm
A

of partial U.I. benefits for the lost workday. SinCe U.I.

benefits are tax free, most workers would retain over 90

/ percent of their regular take-hoMe pay, almost'all frihge

- benefits, and:none would' be displaced from their jobs.,137/

Bechuse short-time comperisation is being gi-ven
, .

-S eriaus consideration' bY the U. S. Department of Labor,
0

, .

(f

survey respondents were asked th.ree que'stions about the

proposal. The_first question dealt with the general

acceptabilfty of the idea the second with the maximum'

4

137. For complementary evaluations of this proposal, see
Peter Henle, Work Sharins as an Alternative to Layoffs,
CcingressiOnal ReSearch Service,151brary of 'Congtess,,Jull;'
1-976 Daniel Hamermesh, "Unemployment Insurance, Short-time
Comp;nsation, and the Workweek," Work Time and Emilloment,
op.cit.; and Fred Best, "Short-time Compensation and Work
Sharing,m.National COmmission for Employment Policy, .

Washington, D. C., April 1978.
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length of time workers would.be willing to participate,
-

. _....

.
.

and the third wit/the, acceptability of the,program with
.

.

an increasqd benefit level.

Respont s to the'first vestion indicate that woriters

falior the shortytime compensation approach to work sharing.

When asked how they would fee-1 about a reduction of the

workWbek"by 1 .day_with half pay for.the Lost day in their

-oWn workplace as an alternative to layoffs,some 3,6.1

percent strongly favOred the idea, 27.6 percent favoreeit

somewhat, 17.7 Were neutral, 8.0 percent disfavored it

dbmewhat, and 1Q.6 percent strongly disfavored the program
,

(table 13): .
,
.

, 41' ... , .

,
. AlthoUgh 'all tubgroups favored the proposal, there

. .

. 4.

I k

.
Was some notable variation of preferences according to

major social,characteristics. Flvorable responses

4.

dec1inedmarked1y withsincrease of incoMe, length of.

'workweek, and age. ,PresuTably, those with higher

incomes felt they would personally-lose more/ those

with longer wokkweek4 felt they needed the-money, and

those in older age groups feat that seniority would

insure-that they would not' lose tfteir jobs. There was

very little or erratic.variation according to education,

major activity of spouse, number of dependents,. age of

youngest child, and race. Union.members were slightly

more favorable than non-members--a noteworthy finding,

since one might' expect that,union-enforced job security
,

113

1



Table 13
woIjII rstmlimcss 17WAND 11 II Ot 11012-TINM 02011101AT1010 All AM ALTIMATIn

TO LATOfFil DT 118L1C21040C1AL 014114C111118r1C1

(Parentage Proehdeue)

Social Cheroctsrilice remgly
Favor

.

Favor
toelevhat

Meutall Dielavor
gopeinrka

.

,

.

Stwongli
Ina...or

. ..

Cavastloo
19..t.ea r)

.

Rumba-41
uhume.dtme.

hal

25111r1ftll

91414egertal
Clerical-Sales
Shilled Leber
Operative's-Laborer
Service
Pore

lteresite
Lana MAL a Lea
9110 School Degree
IWO 06114ge
Collge Degree
ism OrodwasiSchool

r .

11.0011.11.119

110.000-114.

$15.0016.119.99
820.000.124, .

825.13:0-134.99
Over 916.912,

P9944 4/011141194

.

.

. .

.

.

.

.

26.1

.

33.9 ,
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through senipttty mi qt Ieid, many mArrhers to oppose the

prpposal; 'Skilled laborers were mOTe favorable th'an.were
;

workers,from other occupations, and it is noteworthy that

riSpondentS 4in managerial jobs differed from other obeu-
c

patiorks-only by evidencing a moderately greater amount of

--opposition. Women fav .11ort-time compensation more
,

V
than Men; and thOse Whowere divorced or wi.dowed were

--more,favorable than marriE0 Tespondents, who in turn

were more fTi,orable'than single persons.- Finally, a

multivariate'analysis of the itpact of seven selected

predictor variaibles oh preferences toward the program

revealed-suCh 'low explanation of variation's of prefer-
,

g's

.ences that discussion would have little-value (table 29,

Appendi4IV).

One of the major priticisMAkf shOx't-time-compensA-

tion is that it wduld subsidize lejsure among thoSe,mhd.

might voluntarily forfeit income for reduce0.workweeks.

Since only 2.2 percent of surveyed workers would trade

afy cui-rent-inCome or a reduced,workweek, and'onty, 7.0,

percent woulci.freely forego the 20 percent or more of

earnings for at1 day's reduction, it is-unlikely that

windfall."1eiSure subsidies" would be midespread
0 .

(table.25 Apperld.ik IV). This point is further con-,

firmed by breakdowns of preferences regarding short-time

coMpensation by responses to a number of time-income

, tradeoff questions. As one might expect., those who lelte



more prone to exchange income for time were slightly more

favorable toward short-time compensation (table 30, ,

Appendix IV). However, with the exception of-the,very

small number of respondents willing tO forego major

portions of their incomes for time, variationin prefer-

ences toward the Program according to time-incoMe.tradedff- .

cho,ices waS negligible.

Responses to a question dealing with the maximum

acceptable duration of teOced workweeks with short-tite

, compensation-revealed that most workers do not w).ph to.

use such a program for an overly long kriod of time.
;

Some 26..6 percent, most of whom were probablyfthose who
A

, disfavored the program, did not wish to use the.progiam
4.

it for any amount of time. oCof those willing to,spend some
-

time on the program, 40.5 percent Chose,a X.--;to 4-week

-dvration, 12.5 percent ar5- to 9week duration, 5.7 per-

cent a 10- to 15-week durations, 3.4 perJent *16- to 26-

week duration, and 11:3 percent would accept a duration

ovei 26 weeki (table 31, Appendix IV). A rough guess

based on these responses would be that workers as a.group

woultulfccept alcximum duiation of around 8 weeks at thewp

onset of using such a progiam. However, it should be
. .

noted that° experiengep with similar programs in other

nations indicate that the maximum acceptable duration.

variels according to immediate eMployment realities, and

these programs have been used abroad with worker suppoit

for periods well An,excesd of 8 weeks.
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Responses'to.a question dealing witt3 the accept-

ability of a 'short-time compensation program with benefit

levels increased over those described in the first
4

question indicate that higher benefits would have almost

no effect on workers' preferences toward the program

(table 32, Appendix IV).

Survey reSponses suggest that short-time compensation

would be highly acceptable to American workers as an

alternative to layoffs. Howeyer:\it should alsO be

emphasized that breakdowns of preferenceS regarding this

program .by time-income tradeoff choices indicate th.lt it

is not:popular as a means of gaining more free time

(table 30, Appendix IV). Rather, the popularity of

'\short-time compensation can more likely be attributed to

an interest in job security and perhaps to qpncern over

the well-being of co-workers.

While the viability of spreading work by reducing

''work time remaj,..as a debatable issue, survey responses

concerning time-income tradeoff preferences indicate a

desire for more free iime that is likely to enhance the

acceptability of the general notion of sharing work.

However, it is'important to alSo recognize that the type

of time desired.varies, and that extended time away from

work is by far the most preferred form of potent01 free

time. . This suggests .that considering the

applicability of work sharing might consider a variety-of

117



approaches dealing with alternative wiays of reducinq

woa time, and that pa'rticular attention .be c;iven to

extended vacations and sabbatical leaves rather than

pie current focus on the shoiter workweek.

A

Work Time as a Barrier to Employment

It has frequently been observed that the unemployment

problem is aggravated by many persons who cannot adjust

their lives to meet the prevailing work time requirements

of available jobs and, correspondingly, that countless

new job searchers might surge into the labor 'force if

work time conditions.could be better adapted to personal

needs. 138/ Discussions of this sort frequently point to

fhe unique work time needs.of the elderly, handicapPed,

student youth, and working parents. 139/ In the case of

non-job holding parents,'most of whom are women, it is

a matter of particular concern that more flexible work

time arrangements might stiMulate labor force growth far

b6ond theicapacity to create jobs.

0

138. Eli Ginzberg, "The Job Problem," Scientific American,
Vol. 237, No. 5, November 1977; and Stanley D. flollen,.
"Whither Alternative Work Schedules," Unpublished Paper,
School of Business Administration, Georgetown University,
Washington, D. C., October 1978, page 14.

139. Isabel Sawhill, "Women in the Labor Market: -Prospecfs
and Policies," National Commission for Employment Policy',
Washington, D. C., June 1978, page 13; Richard Schonberger,
"Ten Million U. S. Housewives'Want to Work," Labor Law Journal,
June 21, 1970; and Jobs for the Hard-to-Employ, Committee for
Economic Development, Washington, D. C., January 1978,
pages 73-75.
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4.

The suOey sample provides an opportunity to explore

the .extent to which expansion of work time ovtions might

reduce barriers to employment, as well as accelerate the

growth of the labor force. The sample collected Tespoughs

concerning work time preferences from 1,566 persons over

17 years of age. Some 955 of these,respondents were

employed in-paying jobs, and served as the principal sub-

sample for the analysis of tiMe-income tradeoff preferences

Additionally, some 83 respondents were actively looking for

employment, 103 were thinking of looking for work, and 415

had no i'nterest in finding'a job (10 cases were not coded

by these categories). Examination of the work time

preferensps of the 186 respondents who were either actively

looking,for work (the official definition of unemployment)

C\ or thinking of looking for work (pot mtial rabor force

-entrants) may provide some indication of the impact of

work time on the\employment of pers9n on the borderline

of labor force participation.

,
The major characteristics of the subsample of

it

\ unemplcir,d and potential workers are summarized in table 14.

In comparison to the working respondents (table 1), this
k

'
group is less educated,.younger, less dominated by whites,

and less Affluent. Itiis particularly noteworthy that a

strong majority are women, most of whom come from the ranks of
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Table 14
CRARACTIRISTICS OF NATIONAL SURVEY SIMSAMIPLI AND BUREAU OP LABOR STATISTICS DATA

ON UNENPLOTID AND POTENTIAL WORKERS
(Percentage Breakdowns)

Variable

.

1978
Natioeslyilemple
(Unemployed 4
Potential Workers)

1978
Notional Sample
(Unemployed)

1978
National Sample
(Potential Workers)

August 1978
BLS Data
(WnearloYad)

......

Number of Reszondents . a vit

....-.,

-

.

-ek..

a.

186

36.7

61.3

14.7
30.4
20.7
16.3
11.2*
'6.7*

(-18.5
30.1 I
22.6
18.8

78.9
21,1

33.0
35.1

20.0
8,6
3.2

60.5
24.9
5.4

6.5
2.7

45.1

17.4
20.7
9.8
7.0

16.8
11.2
5.6
6.2

22.4
24.2
11.8
1.9

18.4
31.6
19.5
10.3
8.6

11.5

.

(

4

,,,N,

...

,

, 1

63 -

53.0
47.0

20.3
30.1
6.0
13.3.

12.1*
7.2*

_27.7
27.7
20.5

24.1

73.2

26.8

37.3

33.7
15.6

12.0
1.2

53.0
34.9

4.8

3.6
3.6

52.4

45.9
14.6

1 40
.1

16.0
12.0
4.0
10.7
17.3
22.7
13.3
4.0

24.7

35.1

i6.2
40.8

2.6

11.7

.

.

it

.

.

.

103

27.2

72.8

9.9

30.7

23.8
16.f
10.5*
.6.3*

29.1

32.0
-24.3
14.6

83.5

16.5

29.4

36.3
23.5
5.9

4.9

66.7 .

16.7
5.9

8.8
2.0

39.2

18.6
25.5

8.8
7.8

17.4
10.5

7.0

2.3

26.7
25.6

N4..4

10.5
--0 a.--""1

13.4
28.9

20.6
12.4

13.4
11.3

_.

49.1
50.9

14.4
26.7*

58.9*

-

32.7
24.5
23.6
19.2

77.6
23.4

NA
NA
NA
NA
'NA

41.0

59.0

NA
NA --,-

NA
NA
NA

7.4

3.4
17.1
5.0

11.4
33.8'
19.0
1.9

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

(..,

.

m

Sex
Male
Female

.

.&.4.1.

,

16-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 and Over . . . lir

Region
East
Midwest
South
West

Race
White
Black 4 Other

Education
Less than HS
High School
Some College
College
Graduate

Marital Status
Married

.'Never Married
Divorced

----Widowed -

Separated

Number of Dependents
1 Noner r

Ona
Two

Three
Four or More

Occupation
,Prof -Tech

Managerial ,

Clerical
Sales 6 Other . . .,

. .

Crafts
Labor i Operatives. .

Services
Farm. a.

Family Income.
Under $4,999

$5,000-59,999
$10,000-814,999 . . .

$15,000-519,999 . . .

$20,000424,999 . . .

$25,000 Plus

,SOURCE: Regional breakdown of BLS unemployment data estimated from 1977 data cited in the 1978 Employment and
Training Report of th President, page 282. All other breakdowns of BLS data cited from "The
Employment Situation: August 1978," U. S. Department of Labor News Release 78-753; Septeeber 1, 1978.

* Msrked percentages are estimates based on interpqations.
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those thinking of 4oking. for work. The preponderance of

women among those categorized as potential workers is

;certainly an indication that the current trend toward

increasing labot force participation among women is likely

to continue in coming years.

Caution must be tekenin drawing conclusions about --
(

wbrk time barriers from this .subSample of unemplOyed and

potential workers. Wgile the subsample appears to be

reasonably representative of the American population with

marginalilabor'force attachment (table 14), it also

incorporates the pame biases Of the total sample (i.e.,

underrepresentation of women, clerical workers, aneMbre A

active individuals). Additionally, the number of cases

in this subsample is large enough to allow some confidence

in extrapolating survey responses to/the general popula-

tion, but detailed breakdowns by social characteristics

are likely to be.statisticallvunkeliable (Appendix III).

Nonetheless, breakdowns can provide valuable insights

into the issue-of work time barriers, but(observtins or

4 large number of such breakdowns will ha to be

interpreted as technically non-representative responses

df a group of persons who happen to be marginally attached

to the labor force. .Finally, most of the survey questions-
'.

weredesigned for working respondents, and, therefore, were

likely to have caused some confusion and response

resistance among non -workimg respondents. As siich, the
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1

responses of unemployed and potential workers must be

prudently viewed as only rough indications of the type

of work time arranaements this group seeks.

An overview of the current income-time tradeoff

choices of responde ts who were uneniployed and potential

workers indicetes a c

forms of free time

siderably stronger interest in,all

an was evidenced by the employed

respondents. (See table 15 for marginal workers and

table 7 for employed respondents.) Approximately 34

percent) of these marginal workers, as compared to 23

percent of, the workers, preferred,to exchange income for

a shorter workday. About 40 percent of marginal workers,

4compared to 26 percent of workers, would forego income
4.

for a 1e0-than-standard-length workweek; around 57 percent

of the marginal workers, compared to 42 percent of workers,

would exchange some earnings for a vacation or sabbatical;

an.0.4-oughly 49 percent of the marginal workers, compared to

36 percent of the workers, would trade income for earlier

retirement. Although statistical relip,ability of differences

4 very low, it is noteworthy that tbe unemployed and poten-

tial workers had a considerably greater proportion of respon-

dents who were willing to trade very large portions-of

earnings foi time than was the case with the 'workers. i4hile

differences between subsamples continue to be statistically

questionable, it is also interesting to note that unemployed

JP
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Table 15
STAMP rairsommage OF VSENFIBIRO 4WD POUNTIAL VOARRIS TOWARD

licuAmcnno POOTWOO OF Mote FON 41.1111NATION Foto* oF Fen TIMM
(forcootolo Ilrosif000)

,

1.1%. of Twodooff

'4'1..

'Mortar Wolidao
%wove Imes.

Modosof Sotiwook
%wows loco*.

444.4 Fo14 'Scoff**
torero !memo

.

Olablierisal 1.411,4

.1eroos Income

Rattlew 1.11 emoot
INt11114 loco..

S0000loyed
-.

Potowdol
Sophowo

ll000plojor,

Yodel.
"%tootle!
Wrier*

_

Voesodoyof
Wortoro

'

Fo1o4t1o1
Wortsto

Illr

_

V000pIoyof
Vorllowe

fotoo11111

Vorloto

1

imooployof
Soatro

FotootIel
Vector.

Mother.

14.411.8 for Um

11 of Fey for 11oo

31 of Foy for T1os

101 of ref lei Tim

121 of 20, for Timm

191 of To9 for Tim

1 ef P. rd, 11196

XX t 2.1 Moo Tim

3n Soy for Tam

HI e toy tor Thus

301 fey fit Tire

,

1
62.2

P 13.4

6.3

-

/.I

-

3.1

-

4.0

kr%

66.1

6.1 .

S./

-

6.6

. ,

-

4.2

-

-

1.,

.

r

16.1
,

12.5

12.2

-

3.7

-

_

2.4

2.7

F

61.2

14.6

12.6

-

4.7

2.1

. 1.11

r

41.0

21.1

13.2

6.0

-

-

10.1

-

7.2

-

-

434

26.1

10.1

1.7

.

-

4.4

-

4.9 .

.

-

...

41.0

32.3

14.2

4.1

-

7.2

_

..

-

-

'

_

46.4

11.1

12.6

3.6

-

5.11

_

-

-

-

_

r

4.1
22.1

6.4

7.2

-

-

10.1

-,

-

-

-

11.2

21.1

.. 10./

/4.1

:

-

1.4

-

.

.

i

.

T. el Fortest

tad Ilsopowtems

100.0

42

_

100.5

ell

100.0

62

N.

1
100.0

103

100.0

62

100.04
103

100.0

63

100.0

163

.

100.5

63

100.0

-..
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porallet enchants eptlees.
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respondents who were actively looking for work were

consistently more prone to.give up some of the income of

prospective jobs for time than were those only thinking

about employment.

A look at the overall time--income tradeoff prefer-

ences of the unemployed and potential worker subsample

does 9k suggest that work time conditions present

overwhelming barriers to many job searchers. The data'

show that this subsample had a areater willingness than

the-worker sample to trade income for all forms of

free time. Presumably, the4bulk of work time barrialk

blocking employment for.the handicapped, students,

mothers, an4lder persons occurs within the context of'

workdays and workweeks (i.e., mothers may need shorter

workdays so they can caie for children returning from

schll, and older or handicapped persons may.prifer shorter

workweeks in Order to minimize j.ob fatigue). Since a

large portion ot the unemployed and potential worker
A

spbsample expressed a strong desire for extended free

time, which does little to change the type of daily work

scheduling conditions which would block employment, it

appears that a good deal of this desire for more free time

may be due more to personal "leisure" preferences than work

time problems. However, it is important to recognize that

10 percent or more of these marginal workers were williftg

to forego-large amounts.of prospective income for the
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kind of significant-reductions of the workday and workwoOK

that would minimize personal problems associated with.

work time. As such, it is reasonable- to speculate qiat

the problem of work time barriers may not complicate

employment prospects for much more than 10 or 15 percent

of those searching 31- jobs.

Presumably, breakdown's of marginal 06rker preferences

regarding shorter workdays and work*eks by major social

characteristics should isolate those groups confronting

work time barriers, to employment. However, spch break-

downs reveaMd astonishingly little variation. Particu-

larly puzzling waS the lack of a substantial increase of

interest in shorter workdays or reduced woOweeks among

respondents in dual-earner families. Among the variations

worth mentioning, the proportion oft"resp6ndents stating a

willingness to forego earnings for shorter workCiays and

workweeks was moderately larger among single persons and

parents of young children,. as compared to couples without

-children or older children. However, the proportion'of

each-family stage grofip willing to make significant

trades for large gains in.these types of non-work time

was surprisingly siklar. As might be expeCtedp respon-

dents who were in th ir middle,years were less willing to

forego earnings:for shorter Workdays-and workweks than

those who.were younger or older (tables,33 and 34,'

Amlendix IV). Aside from lending some support to the-

.
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view that the lack of sborter workdays and workweyks may A

be a probleM for mothers seeking employment, these

breakdowns provided little basis .for isolating target

groups needing assistance_in the removal of work time

barriers.

While the time-4ncome tradeoff preferences of

marginal.labor force participants suggest thaf there are.

no widesPread problems with work time barriers of the

sort that wodld prevent employmenk, it is another matter

to -asseels the impact of enlarged work time optionii on

the growth of the labor fOrce. The removal of barriers

for an estimated 10 or 15 percent of jobseekers who might

not otherwise:find employment would certetinly en9ourage a

relatively small number of persons with similar constraints

to enter the labor force. However; this in itklf could

.not be expected to create a surge'in labOr force"growth.

On the other hand, the creation of more work time'options

would most certainly make the prospectopf employment

considerably more appealing to many persons not now in the

labor force. Unfortunately, the data collected for this

study do not provide inf9rmation allowing even a crude

speculation on the magnitude of smh growth.
t

In summiRg up this discussion of work time barriers,

it should be emphasized that the datallited for the

analysis of this istue are far less than ideal. The
'S16,
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small number of respondents makes many of the observations

statistically unreliable. More important, the questions,
a

themselves, were not designed for non-working respondents,

thus, raising the possibility that answers to survey

4

questions may be invalid. However, with these caveats
9

firm,ly in mind, it can' be said that there are indications

that work ti,me barriers to employment do exist for a small

Portion of jobseekers, but that the problem is not

widespread.

School, Retirement, and the
14ifetime Distribiltion of Work'

'So far, this study has analyzed survey data tha-t

strongly euggest'that a large number of workers would

- prefer more free time during the, work years of their
'

lives. But what about the non-work years of the life.

'HoN4 do people feel about the historic'trend
A-

toward increaweng non-work time-at the extremes of the

life cycle in the form of schooling for
.

the young and

retirement for those In the later,stage of life? Two

questions were fielded to make a pre,Aminary exploration

of tills issue. One deals.with work during the school

years, and the other with work during-retirement years.

The questions Are extremely general, somewhat ambiguous,

and will leave many issues unresolved. However, the

responeies ds provide a rough indication that current
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trends concerning the distribution of work over the

total life cycle may become a pressing policy issue of

the future.

The question dealing with work and schooling asked

respondents whether they thought it best for young

persons to go straight through their formal education in

YoUth (with the exception of summers) before starting

career-oriented work involvements, or if it would-be

better for young persons to alternate periods of school

enrollment with significant amounts of wOrk for a longer

portion of life before undertaking a career involvement.

The responses of workers were almost eClually divided,

with 51.3 percent choosing the more flexible-cyclic pattern

of work and education, and 48.7 percent choosing the more

linear pattern of consecutive schooling before work (table 16).

Responses for the total sample of workers and non-workeri

combined were essentially the same (table 35, ppendix IV).

For both.the total sample and subsample of woikers,

the'choices between these two school-work scheduling°

options remained essentially equal when responses were

broken down by-inajor social characteristics (table 16 and

table 35, Appenciix IV). On'e exception was that those

in professional occupations, who are personally

'concerned with repeatedly updating their skills, had a

moderately greater preference for the cyclic school-work
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schedule. 'Preferences for4he,more li'near schedule grew

with the number of children and age of youngest child.
.

Preferences remaxned equally divided as age increased

among worke'rs, but preferences,for the cyclic school-work

option were moderately.greater apiong young persons from

the total popblation. Most likely, this discrepangv-can

' be attributed-to the fact that more younger persons from

the total population were still in school, and students

tended to strongly favor the cyclic option.

The school;-work scheduling prefeence question was

only one of many that might have been used to assess.the

desire ti intermingle more work activity into the sch681

years ol.youth. Although responses to this question

leave many issues open they do indicate that the American

.population and work force is about eaually divi!aed on the

: point of whether schooling should take place in consecutive
Zt,

:years of forMal 'training, as opposed to a more fLexible

approach involving considerable work actioity for both

financial and educational purposes. While this study's data

',.concerning the relationship betwepn education and work are

very limited, it,is reasonable to hypothesize Alat the pfefer-

ences of half the sample for flexiblOschool-work scheduling

in ybuth, coupled With

dUiing.the traditional

7.

interedt expressed in more free time

wrkyears, could indicate.that a

130
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significant portion of the Americam public may also be

interested in various "lifelong learning" ictivities well -

beyond the. tr-aditional school ye'ars of youth.

A second question deLlig with the lifetime'distribu-

tion of work asked respondents the extent of work activity

they would prefer gt age 65. In response, 21.1 percent of

the working population'said they did not want fo work at

all, 44.9 percent reported they wod?d\like.towork*Ipart-
$

week all year (4.1.,lowing for vacations) , 10.4 percent chose .

to work Tull time f r only part of the year, 9.1 percent
-

expresept ah interest in continuing to work fal time, and

12.5 percent.1 were not sure of their preferences (table 17).
- , .

General responses to this question by the tOtal Sample-were

virtually the same (table 18).

As might btexpectdd from the results of other 4

research, 140c-worker responses to this reltirement age work

time questioh varied according to major social.character-
A

istics (table 17). Those in the more physically

demanding occupations were more prone to choose no work

at age*65; respondsnts from professional occupations,

whose jobs were not physicallY taxing but likely to

provide generous pensions,, were only slightly less than

average in their disposition to cease work totally; and

140. An excsllent survey of thisAresearch can be obtained
from Thilip L. 'Romes, "Older Men--The Choice Between Work

and 'Retirement," Monthly Labor.Review, November 1978,

pager 3-10.
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Table 17

Social Oharacterietice
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at 411
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Tal1441

%
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22.2
27.1
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/-13.1
c 24.6
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26.3
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22.4
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20.5

11.1p

30.
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OccispItioe

Tref-Tech
Memegerial
Clerical-Seal'
Skilled Labor'
Operstives-Laborere
leryice
Yore

idluation
Soso S.S. or Less
Gish School Degree ,

SOCA College
College Degree
Seem Graduate School

%tat ?amity Wow
Under $4.909
15,000-19.1119

110.000-814.999
313.000-819.999
320.000-124.999
125,000-334,999
Over 134.999

Onion Ajfillation
Member
Non-Member

Major Activity of 'ROMs.
Man

.

Not Married
WorkinOull-tiee
Working Fart-time
Unemployed 649ff-Job
Keeping Howse 6 Other

Women
Not Married
Working Full-time
Working Part-time

' Unemployed 6 Off-Job
Rasping Nouse 4 Other
.

Sex
Men
WomAn

marital Statue
Single
Married .

Div-Sep-Widowed

Number of Dependents
None
One
Two .

Three
Four or More

r

Age of Youngest Child
No Children
Under 5 Years
5-9 Years

g 10-14 Year's

2lli Over 14 Years 2\s\

Am
.0.

Under 25
25-34

11-49
50-64
Over 64

.11.S1
WIlite
Nonwhite

QUESTION: Considering your expected financial situation and ability to stay in or change your current line of work when you res..
retirement age, which of the following work tin* options would you personally prefer ac age 657 (A) No work at all.
(11) Work part time or Short workweeks year around (with vacations), (C) Work full time Mbr only a portion of the year,
(D) 1fogk full time year around (with vacations). (E) Net aura.

132
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Table 18

GINERA1 POPULATION RETIREMENT
ACE WONA-TIOR riareamcis OT SELECTED SOCIAL CKAKACTISISTICS

(Percentars Breakdown.)

Soclel Characteristic. NO Work
at All

Work
Pert -week
All Tear

Wort
Full-clad
Part-year

Work
Full-time
All tear-

Not Sure Corrlation
(Cramse. v)

Number of
Itepoodent.

is Pr . .

Total 26.8 43.0 8.6 8.9 12.8 KA 1,555

,

23.1 44.9 10.4 9.1 12.5

.1011
955

-4n-1255JL-A"ISh"-ilttathtoyed Worker

Ueeeployed 22.9 39.8 9.6 14.5 13.3 81

Poteatial Worker 19.4 49.5 4.9 10.7 15.5 103

Not Potential Work% 17.7 37.4 5.1 7.0 12.8 4 414
,

444111,74sA81.tvlIT

.1104

Porkies Fell-tiles 24.2 42.2 11.3 9.6 12.7 718

Porkies Pert-Una._ 18.0 52.5 7.1 9.8 12.6 183

Unemployed or 947 Job- 25.4 41.8 10.1 14.3 189

Retired 50.0 28.9

,41.3

3.1 5.5 12.5 128

School 12.0 72.0 '''" 0 12.0 4.0 25 '

Reapiag Souse 29.8 43.5 6.0 7.6 13.0 315

Sour, Worked Rath Week
.1038

Not Working 33.2 39.8 5.0 8.7 13.4 576

1:bder 35 . 17.0 51.5 7.9 9.4 13.4 202

104:-39-
21.1
27.9

45.9
48.8

. 5.5
12.2

9.2
7.3

18.3
11.8

.109
451

Over 44 18.4 47.5 11.7 12.6
}-----

13.3 225

Aas '

.1130

Under 25 -
16.2" 42.3 7.9 14.4 19.0 253

25-34 . 22.4 47.8 12.1 6.3 11.3 379

35-49 ;8.5 40.8 11.6 7.9 11.1 f 431

50-44 31.2 44.9 3.1 9.1 11.7 385

Over 64 42.2 33.9 4.6 8.3 11.0 109

Occupation
4°

.1020

Prof...tonal-Technical
I 22.7 47.2 11.2 10.6 8.2 269

Manager 23.0 46.9 10.2 6.6 13.3 196

Clerical -Sale, 27.0 43.4 12.2 5.1 12.2 196

Skilled Labor 29.0 43.9 8.0 6.1 13.0 362

Operatives-Laborers 35.7 33.2 5.4 10.15 14.8 277

Service 17.9 z 45.7 6.0 14.6 15.9 151

Yore
16.1 41.9 9.7 19.4 12.9 31

Education ,

.1194

&levant or sae .3 37.0 4.3. ' 9.3 16.0 162

gh 2;\41; 38.3 5.0. 12.3 16.1 261

li School Dyitte 28. 42.7 7.4 7.4 13.7 517

23.9 14.3 11.2 9.5 11.2 148

liege ores 21.2 49.6 14.6 7.3 7.3 137

Graduate chool 20.0 52.3 12.3 8.5 6.9 130

.

.

rikmily Cycle Stale
.0727

Single 19.9 48.0 7.4 10.5 14.2 296 '

Couple Without Children 34.3 39.9 6.2 6.9 12.7 306

asildna Under Age 14 25.7 43.7 9.4 8.7 12.5 670

Children Over Age 14 31.7 41.4 9.0 8.1 9,7 145

Topel rea43y income

.0615

Undor 14,999 27.1' 43.8 5.3 10;7 13.0 169

85,000-69,999 25.3 42.0 7.6 - 10.4 14.6 288

810,000-814,999 27.4 42.2 8.9 6.3 13.2 303

815,000-819,999 26.8 46.1 7.9 7.5 11.8 280

820,000-924,999 27.7 41.3 11.4 9.2 10.3 184

125,000-134,999 28.4 46.11 11.5 5.4 8.1 148

`Over $34.999 25.1 39.8 11.0 13.6
,

10.2 * 118

Race
.0622

White 26.2 43.1 9.1 8.8 12.8 1,335

Neewhits 29.1 43.5 ' 4.5 10.3 12.6 22S

.§.9.3

.

Nen 27.1 42.2 9.4 9.5 11.8 789

Woman 26.3 44.1 7.6 8.4 13.7 776

1

put:snow: Considering sour 01Pected
financial situation and ability to stay in or;thangs your current line of work when you

reach ratirevant age, which of the following work time options would yoU personally prefer at age 657 (A) Po work

at all, (S) Wprk part time or short workwesks year around (with
vatations), (C) Work full ties for only a portion

of the year, (D) Work Tull ties year
around (with vacations), (E) Not sure.
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those in service and clerical occupations, who might be

, expected to have more partr-time job opportunities, 141/

were moderately more disposed to Iess than "full time"

employment. Those with higher levels of,education, who

could be expected to haV'e ht4her p ying and lesserhysical

jobs as well as high "leisore com etency," had notably

high interest.in both part-week hnd part-year work.

Union members, who could be assumed to 'have better private

pension covera4e as welbl as more physically demanding-jobs,

were more prone to full withdrawal from work activities.

The proportion of respondents choosing no work.at all grew

only slightly with the rise of earnings, which was sonething

of a surprise because one might expect that persons with

higher incomes could best afford total free time.' Retire-
eo.

ment age work time+referendes varied only,moderately, with

erratic patternd among respondents from dual-earner and

single-earner households. Increase in the age of

youngest child, which indicates a decline in finan-

cial dependents,- was associated with increased

preference for total' labor.force withdrawal. Minority

group respondents, who generally have poofeNthan average

health in o1drager4as well as lower pensions and declining

employment oppotunities, still expressed,a higher interest

in full retireMent than whites. Finally, increasing,age

141. , Ibid; and William Deuternann and Scott Brown,
"Voluntary Part-tine Workers: A Groying Part of the
Labor Force," Monthly Labor Review, Dune 1978, pages
8-10.
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among working respondents wAs accompanied y declining

interest in full retirement and less inde ision about

A

choices. However', the fact that manY older workers

wishing to_retire will have done so, reauires that a more

detailed analysis be made of the impact of age.

Breakdowns of retirement age work preferences within

the total samAe of workers and non-worker indicate two

notable differences from the response patterns of the

working respondents (table 18) . Particularly important,

the previously observed imppct of age is strongly revers&l.
41.1,

Amona the total population sample, the desire for full .

retirement increases dramatically with age. However, it

is also important to observe tflat the desire for full

retirement among the total sample is still less than 50

percent, and that about half of those respo \dents reported

to be fully,retired at the time of the survey(preferred some:

work activity. The second reversal between the total 'sample

and that of the workers was that the desire for full with-

drdwal from wotk declined slightly with the rise of Income,

suggesting that factors other than the financial_ab.ility to

retire are important in th, work withdrawal decision. More

detailed breakdowns among the total sample over age 50

cated,mdch the same patterns as those observed for the

total sample (table 36, Appendix IV).
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46,

Ret4rement work age choices, along with Oreviously,

cited time-income tradeoff preferences broken down by age

and the response 'to questions dealing writh the exchange of 4

earnings for earlier retirement, indicate that there is a

wide diversity of desires toward work time conditions

during the later stages of life. In ierms of social policy,

these data provide a clear mandate for the encouragement of

a wide variety of work time options for the older population.
6

What was said about retirement age work preferences

appears t follow also for the work time choices of those

in mid-life andthe. traditional school years. While Many

persons appear to prefer the segregation of education,

work, and leisure into three stages of life, there
kse

Appears to be at least an equal number of persons,who

would choose more flexibility in the lifetime scheduling

of these activities. Aside.from the humanistic benefits

that might be accrued by adjusting public and private

sector p icies to maximize individual choice in these

rs the f ture economic cbsts of pensions and

blems associa d with prolonged schooling 142/ may

142. For some discussion of the problems in utilizing
growing educational attainment and their implications for
lifetime scheduling, see Fred Best and Barry Stern, "Educa-
tion, Work, and Leisure--Must They1 Come in That Order?,"
Monthly Labor Review, July 1977, pages 3-10.

136



foster an increasing necessity to consider the viability

of increasing overall life scheduling flexibility. If

future conditions do require consideiation o such

changes, the American public is likely to be reasonably

receptive.

Aect,101,,_

1-37
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VI. OVERVIEW ANRCONCLUSIONS

What has this exploratory nationaf survey on work tiMe

preferenbes shown us? 1n-a very brief overview, the data

suggest that a significant portion of the American work

force may desire work time arrangements significantly
/

II/lb

'fferent from those which are currently prevalent. Further,

0
,

ese preferences could be supportive of a number of public-
V

policies to improve the quality of work, reduce unemployment,

remove barriers to employment, and ease emerging problems

resulting from prolonged schooling and.retirement.

While there ate always shortcomings and questions

about national survey research, the data collection process

and the size of the sample for this study provide

reasonable assurance that the responses are representative

of national opinion concerning the questions posed to the

respondents. Second, a lack of "crazy answers" .and

consistency of stated work time preferences broken down

by each othervindicate that the questions were understood

and answered with valid responses.

in-tes 0 - e0 - 10
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There is always'a question as to whether survey

respondents will behave in the way indicated by their

answers to survey questions. Realistically, kt can be

expected that respondents, and AmeriCan workers in

general, would in reality be more conservative in

exchanging earnings for time. NoweVer, a few remote

citses in which workers were given act9a1 choices similar

tio those presented in this survey 'suggest that "real

life" choices between time and income may be clUer to

the survey.responses than commonly imagined.

One of the most interesting examples of such

/tradeoffs comes (rom Santa Clara CounW )in California.

During 1976, the county was.experiencinorbudgetary

probleMs and expected to make substantial_ autbacks of

personnel. 'After intensive and prolonged union-

management negotiations, 143/ a voluntary time-income

143. "County Staff May Trade Pay Cuts for Time Off,"
San Jose Mercury, February 5, 1976; "Voluntary Reduced
Workhours and Pay Program," Memorandum from R. M. Nyman,
Deputy County Executive, Santa Clara County, March 23,
1976; Michael Baratz, "Press Release," Local 715,
Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO, June 27,
1976.
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tradeoff and work sharing program was put 'into effect (-4

which provided all employees with the options of no

reduction of earnings for tim, 5 percent reduction of

current annual pay for 10 1/2 added days of paid Vacation,

10 percent of income for two 21-day vacations044/

Within a year after the program had been put intgeffect,

the combined forces df the desire to save jobs an ia. gain

more free ti e resulted in 17 percent of the approximately

10,000 county éiployees choosing one of the three tradeoff

options. As a re lt, there were no layoffs. Of,those

It

who made tradeoffs, 5 per6ent chose the 5 percent option,

26 percent'the 10 percent option, and 17 percentNishe 20

percent option. About 71 percerft of the participants

. were women who worked in clerical or social servide

jobs. 145/ During the second year, the portion of all

county workers involved in the program fell to 7 percent

due to reduced threats of layoff and the resistance of

middle management to the participation of their employees

in the program. 146/ However, the notion of such tradeoff

144. "Agreement Between Locals 715 and 535, Service

,
'Employees International UnionT'and the-County of Santa

Clara," July 16, 1976.

145. Testimony of Dan McCorquodale, Leisure Sharing,

Hearings of the Select Committee for Investment Priorities

and Objectives, California State Senate, Sacramento, Calif.,

November,l, 1977, pages 41-48.

146.' Ibfd, page 43.
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choice beciime so popular that the union-ill de it a major

bargaining point in subsequent contract nqotiations. 147/

While the proportion of employees participating in

this tradeoff program was a good deal smaller than the

percentage stating willingness to forego.income for

vacation in the survey,,a few specifications-should be

made. Most important, it should.be noted that the

Santa Clara exchange options started at 5 percent rather

than 2 percent, and thai. 23.2 percentage points of the

42.1 percent of the national sUrvey sample wishing to

make a vacation-income trade were in the 2 percent trade-

off category (table 10). At the same time, it. is also

true that ttlie Santa Clara Countiemployees were likely to

have a higher pay level than the national work force, and

may have included groups and occupations more prone to

forego earnings for time.

Despite the absence of a direct match between the
some

Santa Clara tradeoff behaviors and other similar cases 148/
1

147. "Testimony of Michael Barratz," Leisure Sharing,
op.9it., pages 42-66; and."Testimony of Dan Mceorguodale,"
op.9it., page 42.

148. "Statement of James Hooley," Ldisure Sharing, op.cit.,
pages 128-135; Kathy'Sawyer-, "Unpaid Time Off-Studied,if

% Washington Post, December 28, 1977, pages Al and A5; Edith
Lynton, "Voluntary Furloughs," Alternatives to Layoffs, New
York City Commission on Human Rights, New York, Aptil 3-4,
1975, pages 14-15; "gnd John >Perham, "New.Life for,Flexible
Compensation," Dun_ls Review, September 1978.
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with the national survey, such comparisons do indicate that

the survey responses are likely to reflect far more than

wishful thinking on the part of respondents. Further, the

exiistence of time-income tradeoff options incorporating

4her forms of potential free time would likery result

ih additional exchanges, both immediately lind Over-the
,

long run as individuals come to confront' new constraints

apd options over the course of their lifePand family

cydles.

Wetr or not the desire for more free time wirl

grow in doming years is a matter of speculation. On the
,

one hand, low economicigrowth, inflation, and, the mid-

life finandial dqueeze of the maturing " by boom" genera-

tion could stultify or lessen current int est in

exchanging Income for time. On the oti4r--hand, the'

continued growth of women workeis and dual-earner,1

familtes, increasing portions of longer-living older

workers, trends toward recurrent education in mid-life,

and the,possibility that valiles may be shifting away from

materialism could push AmericA society toward an inpreas-

ing desire for work time: reduction. Lai/ In any case,

149. For sone thoughtful speculations on the future desire .

for nore free time, see John 'Owen, "Hours of Work in the Long

Run: Trend's, Explanations/ Scenarios, and Implications,"

Work Tkione and Employment, Speci.al Report No. 28, National
Commfision for EmOloyment Policy, Washington, D. C, 1979;

and Ditniel'Bell, Coming'oi Post-Industrial Society, Basic

'Books, New 'York, 1973, pages 456-4/4

1.0
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it is reasonable to conclude frord.this study that a very
S ... N

f
Olarge minority, a d very posbly a majority,.of today's

;

U. S. work force would forego income for'some form of.

free time.

What should be done about this desire for less than

"full-:time" work? Most ecOnomists and institutional

leaders would be the first to agree that the creation of

a true "free market" allowing individuals to optimize

w(!,lik time choices would be a. laudable goal. At the same

tiMe, they would hasten to add that creation of such

conditions would have its costs AA well as its benefits.

Very briefly, there are three barriers to the creation of

\
more time-income tradeoff options that merit pointed

attention;

(1) In additiont to ,wages and salaries, most etployers
'undertake s ntial fixed costs for each employee
which increase t e hourly cost§ of labor As work .,

time is reduced. Employer.expendittlreg for each
employee for health insurance, training, and
Government programs such as Social Security
commonly vary little, if at-all, according to the
time an employee works. 150/ Indeed, it is common

150. Joseph Garbarino, "Fringe Benefits and Overtime as
Barriefs to Expanding Employment," Industrialand Labor
Relations Review, April 1964, pages 426-442; Robert L. Clark,
Adjusting Hours to Increase Jobs, Special Report No. 15,
National Commission fibr Employment Policy, Washington, D. C.,
September 1977; Patricia Schroeder, "Keynote Speech,", Work
Time and Employment, Special Report No. 28, Nationa1,65iiiils-

,, sion for Employment Poliby, Washington, D. C., 1979; Sherwin
Rosen, "The Demand for Hours of Work and Employment," Ibid;
.and Fred Best, "Individual 'and Firm Work Time Decisiong:
,Comment,"-Ibid.,
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that these fixed costs amount to about 30 percent

of the average employee's base pay,fif not .more. 151/

As such, ehe cost of these expendituxes per hour Jr-

labor increases as work time is reduced. Clearly,

such fixed costs are a maj,or barrier'to work time

reductions.

(2) In many cases, public statutes,make it eApensive,
difficult, and even impossible for employers to
adjust work time to the needs and desires of their

employees. Most particularly, the current Fair

Labor Standards Act defines the standard workweek
as 40 hours and requires a.penalty of time-and-a-

. half pay for working employees more than 8-hours

a day. This and other laws complicate the crea-

tion of alternatil:re work time aerangements, such
as a 2-day, 20-hour workweek which allows an
employee to avoid the problem of coming to work

a third day for only 4 hours work.

(3) The constraints and options 'concerning work time

vary tremendously amOng work organizations., 152/

A small twenty-person firm organized around Pre-ce-

meal production will have different work time,.

possibilities than a large assembly line corpora-
tion which depends upon a hfgh level of integration
betwegn capital and labor. While there are rarely
organizations which cannot make some adjustments,

the possibilities vary tremendously. Work time
reductions may be impogsible or extremely costly
for some firms, but a minimal problem for others.

While work,time reductions and changes may also

provide notable benefits to organizations in such forms

as increased productivity, higher morale, lower turnover,

151. 1977 Handbook of Labor Statistics, U. S. DeP"artment

of 14por, page 23/1 and U. R. Chamber .of Commerce, Employee

Benefits, 1975, Washington, D. C., 1976.

152. For a general discussion of organizational constraints

and options, see Jay Galbraith, Designing CoMplex Organizations,

Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Reading, Mass., 1971; James

Thompson, Organizations in Action, MCGraw-Hi11 Book Company,

New. Yorkr 1967; and-Curt Tausky, Work Organizations, Peacock,

Publishers, Itasca, Ill., 1970, pages 76-117.,
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and reduced absenteeism; 153/ the evidence to date smmests

that the costs to most employers for work time reductions

commonly outbalance the benefits. At the same time, it

must be emphasized that the benefits to the firm, society,

and individual Workers may also be substantial, and that

the existence of barriers to work time reducttOns should

not necessarily be -.Tiewed as insurpassable. If the interest

in more free time is as great as indicated by this survey,

arid this interest persilts or grows,4'it will be necessary

for individuals, employers; and Government to assess whether-,

the costs of increasing opportunities for work time reduction

are worth the benefits that such reductions mal; bring

153. *Isabel V. Sawhill, "Testimony," Changing Patterns
of Work in America, 1976, Cornmitte6on Labor and Public
Welfare, United States Senate, April 7-8, 1976, pages 467-473;
and Stanley D. Nollen, 8ren.da B Ecidy, and Virginia.H. Martin,
Permanent Part-time Employment, Praeger Special Studies,
Praeger Publishers, New York, 1978.
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APPENDfX

SURVEY QUESTIONS

4

Core _Questions on Work Time and Special Control Variables

Now we'd like to ask you a number of questions about Kiving up,

some income for more free time. If you are not working, or

working aAshort week (under 40 hours), please try to answer the

questionsloDy assuming that yetrare now working about 40 hours a

week.

V19. Somëqjle would like to work more hours a week if they

could be aid for it. Others would prefer to work fewer

hours per eek even if they earned less. Assuming that

there would be ow special rates for longer hou'rs and th#t

your job security would not be afficted, which one of,the

following choices best reflects your feelings--A, B or C?

A. Work longer hours than you(now work and

--tarn proportionally" more money (19) -1

B. Work the same hours that you now work and

earn the same amount of money

C. Work shorter hours than you now work and

earn proportionally less money -3

V20. Now suppose that your empl e toldyou that you could have

a pay Increase or an equiv lent reduétion in your work time.

There are five possibilities--A, B, C, D or E below. Which

one of these options would be your first choice?

V21. Which option would be your cond choice?

V22. And which would be your third choice? (READ LETTERS LEFT,
IF NECESSARY) ;

V23. And which would be your fourth choice? (READ LETTERS LEFT,
IF NECESSARY)

V24. And, finally, which would be'your fifth choice?

147
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A. 2% pay increase (1/50th)
more than your current

First

Choice
Second
Choice

Third-
Choice

Fourth
Choice

Fifth
Choie

(20) (21) (22) (23) (24)
income. . . . ot . . . . ./ -1 -1 -1 -1

B. Each workday reduced
10 minutes -2 2 -2

.....

-2 22

C. Shortening of Friday
(or another workday) by
50 minutes -3 -3 -3 -3 -3

D. 5 additional days
(1 workweek) of paid
vacation each year. . . -4 -4 -4 -4

E. Earlier retirement by
accumulating 7 days each
year until retiremient . . -5 -5 -5 -5

The next group of questions asks you to choose between ri)Au increase
and reducing your work time in a variety of ways. Once again, altume
that you are now working 40 hours a week.and that choice of work time
reductions will not affect, your job security.

V25. Which one of the following choices between a pay raise and a
reduced work ay uld you select--A, B, C or D?

A. 10% pay raise (1/10th of your current income) and no
reduction in each workday 1 (25) -1

B. 6% pay raise and a 19-'minute reduction of each

6 C. 3% p y raise and a 4 minute reduction Of each j1dy. -3

D. No y raise and a 48 minute reduction in each workday. .

V26. Which o of these is your choice between a pay raise and a
shorter workweek--A, B, C or D?

-4

A..10% pay raise (1/10th more income) and no time off
Workweek

B. 6% pay raise and 1 2/3 hours (96 minutes) off
1 workday a week

C. 3% pay raise and 2.4/5 hours (168 minutes) off
1 wotkday a week

D. No pai'rse and 4 hours off 1 workday a week

(26)_71

\if:2

-3

-4
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V27. What is your choi e between a pity_raise and a Iongfr paid

vacation--A, B, C)or D?

A.-10% pay rai9e/(1/10th more income) and no added

vacation time (27) -1

B. 62 pay raise and 10 workdays of added paid

vacation -2

C. 3% pay raise and 171/2 workdays of added paid

vacation. . . . 2

Di No pay raise and 25 workdays added paid

vacation

3

4

V28. What is your chofc'e between a pay raise and an extended leave

with pay from work after sii years of work--A, B, C or

A. 10% pay raise (1/10th more income)

time A

and no /leave
(28) -1

B. 6% pay raise and 12 workweeks (60 orkdays) paid

leave
-2

C. 3% pay raise and 21 workweeks (105 Wrkdays) paid

leave
3

D. No pay raise and 30 workweeks- (150 workdays)

paid leave
-4"

V29. What is your choice between a pay raise and earlier retirement--

B C or D?

A. 10% pay raise (1/10th more income) and no change

in retirement plan
(29)

B. 6% pay raise'and 10 workdays
for each future year of work

C. 3% pay raise and 171/2 workdays

for each future year of work

D. No pay raise and 25 workdays

earlier retirement

earlier retirement

earlier retirement

for each future year of work

Now we'd like to know how much of your current earnings you would

be willing to exchange for various forms of free time. Once again,

assume that you are now working about 40 hours'a week and that

reductions of your work time will not affect your job security:
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V30. What is the latgest portion of your current yearly income that
you would be willing to give up for shorter workdays? Just
call off the letter that applies.

A. Nothing .

40
( 3 0 ) -1

tri

/B. 2% (1/50th) of your income for' 10 minutes off
each workday

C. 5% (1/20th) of your income for 25 minutes off
each workday

D. 12% (1/8th) oryour income for 1 hour off
each workday

E. 30% (3/10ths) of your income for 21/2 hours off
each workday

F. 50% (1/2) of your incOme for 4 hours off
each workday

2

3

-4

- 5

- 6

V31. What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that
you would be willing to give up forohorter workweeks? Just

(31) -1

call off the letter that applies.

A. Nothing

B. 2% (1/50th) of your income for 50 minutes off
1 workday a week

C. 102 (1/10th) of your income for 4 hours off
1 workday a week

D. 20% (1/5th) of your income for 1 full workday
off each week

E. 402 (4/10ths) of your income for 2 full workdays
off each week

F. 502 (1/2) for 2;1, workdays off Vlach wak'

-3

-4

-5

-6
1 1.

V32. What is the largest portion of your, current yearly income that A
you would be willing to give up in exchange for more paid
vacation time? Just call off -the letter that applies.

A. Nothing 4 (32) -1

B. 72 (1/50th) 'of your income for 5 workdays added
paid vacation each year . . -2

C. 5% (1/20th) of your inCome for 121/2 workdays added
paid vacation each year -3

D. 102 (1/10th) of your income for,25 workdays added
paid vacation each year

E. 20% (1/5th) of your income for 50 workdays
, (10 workweeks) added paid vacation.each.year. . . .

F. 33% (1/3rd) of 'Your income for 871/2 workdays ,

- (171/2 workweeks) added paid vacation each year . .

150
15G

-4

-5



V33.'What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that

you would be willing to give up in exchange.for an extended

leave with pay every seventh year? Just call off the letter

that applies.

A. Nothing (33) -1

B. 2% (1/50th) of your yearly income for 7 workweeks
paid leave after x years of work -2

C. 52 (1/20th) of y income Tor 17h workweeks paid

leave after six y are,ca work -3

D. 10% (1/10th) of your yearly income for 35 workweeks

paid leave after six:years of work -4

E. 152 (3/20ths) of your income for 52 workweeks

(1 workyear) paid leave after six years of work . . -5

V34. What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that

you would be willing to iive up for earlier retirement? Just

call off the letter that applies.,

A. Nothing (34). -1

B. 2% (1/50th) of your 'liable for earlier: 1

retirement at a rate of 5 workdays for every yaar

worked until retirement -2

C. 5% (1/20th) of your income fot parlier

retikement at a rate of 1215 woAdays for every year

worked Until retirement -3

D. 10% (1/10throf your.income fo earlier.
retirement at a rate of 25 workdays for every year

worleed until retirement '
-4

E. 20% (1/5th)_ of your incoie for earlier

retireMmnt at' A.rate of 50 workdays for every year

worked until retirement -5

Now-we would like to ask you a-few questions about how you might

preYer to schedule work, education and leisure over your entire

lifespan.
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V35. Considering your expected financial situation and ability to
stay in'or chape your current line of work when you reach
retirement age, which of the following work time options would
you personally prefer at age 65? (or at present, if you ate
over 65?) Just call off the letter that applies.

A. No work at all (35) -1

B. Work part time or short workweeks year around
(with vacations) -2

C. Work,fyl time for only a portion of the year . . -3

D. Work full time year around (with vacations) . . . -4

E. Not sure -5

4
V36. In general, which of the following approaches for the educa-

tion of young persons do you think would be best--A or B?

A. Continuous attendance in school (except summers)
until all formal high school or college education
has been completed and the young person is ready
to begin work in a chosen occupation (36) -1

B. Continuous.attendance in school (except summers)
th59ugh junior high school, followed by more-
or-less equal alternations between work
experiences and schooling until the young person
has finished hfgh school or college and is ready

- to begin work in a chosen occupation
ek

The next three questtons deal with one way of using reduced work
time to prevent unemployment. Assume that you are now working
40 hours a week when you answer,

-2

V37. ASiunie that it is necessary, for your employer to.lay off 2 out
-of every 10 workers for a temporary but unknown period..
Assume also, that in Order to prevent layoffs the government
would give workers one7half of-their pre7tax pay for each day
they shorten their workweek.1LIn this way, you could get
regular pay for working.32 hdrirs, get half your pre-tax pay
for the day you did'nOt work, and no one would be.laid off%
.Now strongly would you favor or disfavor the use of such a
.plan in your own work place?
applies.

Just call off the letter that

A. Strongly favor .... (37) -1

B. Favor some4hat -2

-3

\121.. '181D:::::lor

7-"--

somewhat -4
LI

E. Strongly disfavor * (
----

..-5

ft. 1.5.2

15
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V38. What is the longest period that you would be willing to

your workweek reduced in order to prevent layoffs under

plan? Call off the letter that applies.

A. No time at all

B. 1-4 weeks

C. 5-9 weeks

D. 10-15 weeks

E. 16-26 weeks

F. Over 26 weeks

have
this

(38) -1

-2

-3

-4

-5

-6

V39. Assume the government would give you two-thirds of your pre-

tax pay, instead of one-half, for each day of shortened work

time. Under these conditions, bow strongly would you favor or

disfavor reducing your workweek 1 day tO prevent layoffs?

Just,call off the letter that applies.

A. Strongly favor (39) -1

B. Favor somewhat -2

C. Neutral -3

D. Disfavor. . . . ? . . .
-4

E. Strongly disfavor -5

Standard Control Variables Provided by Harris and Associates

V40. What has been the major activity of your spouse (husband or

wife) over the last month? :lust call off the letter that

applies.

A. poc presently married t, (40911.1
%

B. Working full time

C. Working part time- -3

D. Off regular job due to temporary illness, health

reasons, vacation/or strike -4

E. Unemployed, laid-off, looking for work -5

F. Retired -6

G. School
-7

H. Keeping house
-8

15 3
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V41. How many financial dependents (children, elderly parentRit etc.)
other than a non-working spouse do you have? Just call oft
the letter that applies.

A. None

B. 1

(41)

C. 2 -3

D. 3 -4

E. 4 -5

F. 5 or more -6

V42. What is the age of the youngest dependent child in your
household? Just call dff the letter that applies.

A. No dependent children (42) -1

B. Under 5 years -2

C. 5 to 9 years -3

D. 10 to 14 years -4

E. Over 14 years

V43. tWorking Full Time (V16)
V44. "Working Part Time" (V16)
V45. "Off Regular Job..." (V16)
V46. "Unemployed, Laid-off, Looking for Work" (V16)
V47. "Retired" (V16)
V48. "School" (V16)
V49. "Keeping House" (V16)

V50. "Not Presently Mariied" (V40)
V51. "Working Full-Time" (V40)
V52. Norking Part Time" (V40)
V53. "Off Regular Job...." (V40)
V54. "Unemployed, Laid-off, Looking for Work" (V40)
V55. "Retired" (V40)
V56. "School" (V40)
V57; NWeping House" (V40)
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V16. Let me ask you a few questions about work and employment.

has been your major activity pver the last month--have

working full or part time, unemployed, going to work,

something else?

A. Working full time

B. Working part time

C. Off regular job due to temporary illness, health

What

you been
or

(16) -1

-2

reasOns, vacation or strike -3

D. Unemployed, laid off, looking for work -4

410E. Retired
-5

F. Going to school
-6

G. Keeping house
-7_

(HAND RESPONDENT BOOKLET)
Now we'd like to ask you a few questions about how your work time

is arranged. Please read the questions in this booklet along with

me and then select the appropriate answer choices.

V17. Again, I'd like you to tell me how you would describe your

current employment situation, this time using one of the four

answers listed--A, B, C or D.

A. Currently employfd in a paying job (17) -1

B. Not employed, but actively searching for a job. . -2

C. Not employed, but thinking about looking for work -3

D. Not employed, and not thinking of working -4

V18. On the average; what is the total number of hours that you now

work each week 9n a paying job or jobs?

the letter that applies.

Again, just call off

),A. Not working i d .(18) -1
11

B. Under'20 hours
-2

C. Between 20 and 34 hours
, -3

D. Between 35 and 39 hours
. -4

E. Between 40,and 44 hours
-5

F. Between 45 and, 49 hours
/I -6

G. Over 49 hours

_
-7

321.466 0 60 7 41
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V12. SURVEY INTERVIEWER MARKED THE GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION OF THE
INTERVIEW AS FOLLOWS:

A. East (rows 1 and 2)

B. South (rows 3 and 4)

C. Midwest (rowS 5 and 6)

D. West (rows 6 and 7)

V14. SURVEY INTERVIEWER ALSQ NOTED THE "SIZE OF PLACE" AS 'FOLLOWS:

A. City tows 1,5,6)

B. Suburb (row 2)

C. Town (row 3)

D. Rural (row 4)
L

A

V91. Is the main wage-earner of this household an hourly wage
worker, salaried, or self-employed in histher main job?

A. Hourly wage worker

B. Salaried

C. Self-employed

D. Retired

E. Unemployed

None of the above:

(91) -1

(ASK Flb)

(SKIP TO
F2)

-3

-4

-5

-6

-7

F. Student

G. Military,service

H. Housewife

I. Disabled

J. Other (SPECIFY)

-8

-9

-0
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V92. What type of work does (did, if retired) the main wage-earner

do? (PROBE FULLY, FINDING OUT WHAT THE JOB IS CALLED, DUTIES

INVOLVED, ETC., IN ORDER TO CATEGORIZE CORRECTLY BELOW)

A. Professional. .
(92)_-1

B. Manager, officcal -2

C. Proprietor (small business) -3

D. Clerical worker -4

E. Sales worker -5

F. Skilled craftsman, foreman -6

G. Operative, unskilled laborer (except farm). . -7

H. Service worker -8

I. Farmer, farm manager, farm laborer -9

J. Other (SPECIFY)

(ASK EVERYONE)
V93. Are you single, married, widowed, divorced or separated?

-0

A. Single (93) -1

B. Married -2

C. Widowed -3

D. Divorced -4

E. Separated , -5

(HAND RESPONDENT CARD "A"I)

V94. Would you pleve look at this card and tell me

into which you fall. Just"call off the letter

,proper category.

.A. 18 to 20. . . . %
4%

the age category
next to the

(94) -1

B. 21 to 24 -2

C. 25 to 29 -3--

D. 30 to 34
-4

E. 35 to 39 -5

F. 40 to 49 % . -6

G. 50 to 64 -7

H. 65 and oveT
-8

Refused* -9

* IF RESPONDENT REFUSES, ESTIMATE HIS/HER AGE RECORD FOR "REFUSED"

AS WELL AS THE GROUP YOU ESTIMATE.

,

f

A
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(HAND RESPONDENT CARD "B")
.V95. Would you please look at.this card and tell me which letter

represents the highest grade of school that you actually
completed? \,

A. No formal, schooling (0 years)

8. First through 7th grade (1-7 years of school
completed)

C. 8th grade (8 years of school completed)

D. Some high school (9-11 years of school
completed)

.E. High school gfaduate (12 years of school
completed)

F. Some college (1-3 years of college completed)

G. Two'year "college graduate (completed 2 years
community college, etc )

H. Four year college graduate (completed 4 years
of college)

I. Post graduate (4 year college graduate and
completed at least 1 year of graduate school)

Refused

(95) -1

-2

-3

-4

_5

. . -6

-7

-8

-9

V96. Are you a member of a labor union, or islany othex member of
this household a member of a labor union? (MULTIPLE RECORD .

IF NECESSARY)

A. Self is member (96) -1'

B. Other is member -2

C. No union member in household -3

D. Not sure 1 -4

E. Multiple answers of 1 and 2 (Both) -5

1
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(HAND RESPONDENT CARD "C")

V97. For statistical purposes only', we need to know ,pour total

household income for 1977. Will you please loa at this card

and tell me which letter best represents all the money the

members of this household either earned or received, before

taxes, in 1977. This would include both earned income, such

as wage and salary, and unearned'income, such as welfare,

pension, and income from stocks, bonds, real estate, bank

aceunts, business ventures, and other investments.

A. Under $5,000

B. $5,000.to $6,999
-2

C. $7,000 to $9,999
.1 -3

D. $10,000 to $4999 -4

E. $0,006. to 0.9,901
-5

F. $20,000 to $24,999
-6

G. $25,000 to $34,999
-7

H. $35,000 and over
-8,

Not sure/,refused*

*.IF RESPONDENT "NOT SURE"
REFUSED," AND RECORD FOR

OR "REFUSED," RECORD FOlt "NOT SURE/

THE AMOUNT YOU ARE ESTIMATING.

V98. How much pre-tax income did you earn as an individual during

1977 through a paying job?

A. Under $5,000

B. $5,000 to $6,999

C. $7,000 to $9,999,

D. $10,000 to $14,999

JE: $15,000 to $19,999

F. $26,000 to $24,999

G. $25,000 to $34,999

H. $35,000 and'oVer

.

-9

--''(98) -I

-2

_0

4 -5

-6

Not sure/kefused

Did not.,hold job

159

, A

A

-7

-8



WORD THE FOLLOWING-TDO NOT ASK:

V99. Ethn,ic Group or Racial Bnckground:

A. White

B. Black -2

C. Oriental -301
D. Spanish-Amerfcan (Puerto Rican, Mexican-American,_

etc ) 7
,

E. Other (SPECIFY)

F. Not sure -6

V1Q124. Respondek is:

Male

Female

V101. Length of interview ("X" ONLY ONE):

15 minutes or less (101) -1

16 minutes to 30 minutes'

-4

-2

31 minutes to 45 minutes

46 minutes to 1 hour

1 hr. 1 min. to 1 hr. 15 min

1 hr. 16 min. to 1 hr. 30 min

1 hr.,31 min. to 1 hr. 45 min

1 hr. 46 min. to 2 hours

-2

3

- 5

-6

2 hrs. 1 min. to 2 hrs. 15 min -9

2 hrs. 16 min. to.2 hrs. 30 min. -0

2 hrs. 31 min. to 2 hrs. 45 min:

More than 2 hours 45 minutes -y

- X

r.
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APPENDIX II

DATA COLLECTION METHODS

Surveys conducted regularly by Louis Harris and
Associates are based on a national sample of the civilian
population of the United States. Alaska and Hawaii,
however, are not represented in the sample, nor are those
in prisons, hospitals, or religious and educational
indtitutions. The sample'is based oh census informatipn

on the population of each state in the country, and on'

the population living in standard metropolitan areas and
in the rest of the country. These population figures are,
updated by intercensal estimates produced annually-by the
Bureau of the Census, and sample locations are selected
biennially to reflect changes in the country's demographic
profile.

National samples are stratified in two dimensions--
geographic region and metropolitan (and nonmetroiSolitan)

residence. Stratification insures that the.samples will
reflect, within one percent, the actual proportions of

those living in the country in different regions and
metropolitan. (and nonmetropplitan) areas. Withiri each

stratum the selection of the ultimate sampling unit (a
cluster of adjacent households) is achieved through a

series of stepOla process which is technically called
multi-stage cluster-sampling. First stated, then
counties, and then mAnor civil divisions (cities, towns,
townships) are selected with probability proportional to..

census estimates of their respective household popula-

tions.

Maps of the selected civil divisions are obtained
and are partitioned by segments containing approximately
the same number of households.

Th9 Harris-Survey has four of these natidnal samples,

and they are used in rotation from study to study: The

specific sample locatioris in one study generfflPly are
adjacent to those used in the next study:

Interviews are usually conducted vith randomly-

designated respondents in 200 different locations

throughout'the countlor. Interviewers contact a designa- /

ted number, generally 8, of households within each

segment. Harris surveys of a nationwide sample,

therefore, usually include 1,600 respondents.
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All interviews are conducted in person, in the
h s of respondents. At each household the respondent

'is chosen by means of a random selection pattern, geared
to the number of adults ?f each sex who live in the
household. Interviews last approximately one hbur in
length. When the completed interviews are received in
New York, a subsample of the rewndents are re-contacted
to verify that the data have bedLaccurately recorded.
Questionnaires are edited and coded in the New York /
office. The coded quqstionnaires are key punched and th
data tabulated by standard ,computer equipment. In
essence, the Harris sampling procedure is designed to
pcoduce a national cross-section which accurately
x4flects the acual population of the country 18 years of
age and over li<ring in private households. This means
that the results of a survey among a national sample can'
be projected as representative of the countrY's civilian
population 18 years old and above.

k
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APPENDIX

ESTIMATING RANGES OF ERROR IN SURVEY RESULTS
4)

In analyzing survy. (Lita, it 'should be kept in mind
that the restats are ubject to sampling error (i!re.,
the difference betwee the results obtained from the
sample and those which ould be obtained by surveying the
entire population). The size of a possible sampling
varies to some extent with the size of th e. sample and

with the percentage giving a partipular miswer. The
following table sets forth the rallge of eiror in samples
of different sizeW and at different'percentages of
response:

RECOMMENDED ALLOWANCE FOR SAMPLING ERROR (PLUS OR MINUS)

Response

AT 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL

Sample Size
1,600 1,200 900 500 250 100

% % % % %

10 (90) 2 2 2 3 5 7

20 (80) 2 3 3 4 6 10

30 (70) . 3 3 4 5 , '7 11

40 (60) 3 3 4 5 7 12

50 3 3 4 5 8 12

For example, if the response for a sample size of
1,200 is 30%, in 95 cases out of 100 the responSe in the
popula ion will be between 27% and 33%. This error
accou4 s only for sampling error. Survey research is'
also st1ceptib1e to other errors, such as data handling
and in5èrviewer recording. However, the procedures
'followed by the Harris firm:Keep errors of this kind to

a minimum.

When is a difference between two results sig4ficant?

0)
As in the case

f
f sampling error, the answer depends on'-

the size of t 4samples involved and percentage giving a
particular answer. The following table has bwo charts,
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one showing the significance of difference between
different size sample whenIthe percent giving an answer
is near 50% and the other jiihowing thesignificance of
difference when the percent giving an answer is near 20
or 80%:

RECOMMENDED ALLOWANCE FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN TWO PERCENTAGES AT 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL

1st Sample Size/ % Near 50
2nd Sample-,Size 1,600 1,200 -900 500 250 100

1,600 4 4 5 6 8 12

1,200 5 5 6 88 12

900 6 7 8 12

500 _ _ _ 7 9 13

250 11 14,
O.,

100 - / 17

1st Sample Size/ % Near 20 or 80 .

2nd Sample Size 1,600 1,200 900 500 250 100

1,600 3 4 4 5 6 10 )
1,200 4 4 5 7 10

900 - 4 5 7 10

5-00 - - 6 7 10

250 - -
100 - -

For example, if one group of size 900 had a/response
of 56% "yes" foF a question and an independent group of
size 250 had a response of 43% "yes" for the same question,
in 95 cases but of 100, the difference in the "yes"
response rate for these two groups would be 13 (56 minus
43), plus or minus 8, or between 5 and 21%.
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Table 19
.31*

MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON GENERAL TRADEOFF PREFERENCES
WITHIN SELECTED SUBSAMPLES

Independent Variable.
,(Predictors)

.

All Workers

Standardized
Regression
Cbefficients
(Beta Wts.).

.

r

Workers By Sex . .

,

Workers By Family Cycle Stage

Zero-Order
Correlations
(Pearson r)

Men

(Beta Wts.)

Women

(Beta Wta.)

No Children

(Beta Wts.)

Children
Under 14

(Beta Wts.)

Children
.0ver 14

(Beta Wts.)

Race (Dumny)

,

r/---.._\_

Socioeconemic Group (SES)\,
,

Age (V94))

Hou Worked Weekly (V18)

Family Cycle Stage (FACYCLE)-\

Sex (Dummy)

Union Affiliation (Dummy)

1 A

-.1154*

.0960*

.0847*

.0590*

-.0404*

.0383*

.02443*

,

-.1116

.0802

.1589

.1036

-.0348

NA

.0070

-.1070*

.0317*

,

.2085*

.1127*

-.1408*

-

.0257*

-

-.1188**

.1676*

-.0717*

:0211*

.... .0501*

-

.0407*

-.1389*
,

.1085*

.1182*

-.1378*

r

-.0228*

w

* .1112*

-.0943**

.0972*

.0247*

.0448*

-

.1456*

,-.0431*

.1312

.0278*

.2451*

-.1354*

-
-,-

-.2975*

.0160**

Workers with Workers with Workers with

All orkere Men Workers Women Workeri No Child n Children Vndpr 14 Children Wier 14

Mul ple 12 .1896 Multiple R2 .2537 Multipls R2 .2480 Multiple 2 .2866 Multiple 12 .2069 Multiple 12 .4044

Nu iple R2 .0360 Multiple
2

0644 Multiple .0615R2 Multipl 12 .0822 Multiple 112 .0428 Multiple 12 .1635

Ad usted R .0280 Adjusted R .0540 Adjusted R .0426 Adjusted R .0651 Adjusted R .0288 Adjusted I .1118

S niflcance .01 , Significance .01 Significance .01 Significance .01 Significance .01 Significance .01

Untitundardized CooffiAleet Greater than TWice its Standard Error
Unatnndardiged Coefffnent Greater than One-and-a-Half Times its Standard Error
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Table 20
WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD PAY RA1SE-REDUCED WORMER TRADEOFF OPTIONS BY SELECTTD SOCIAL CHARACURISTICS

(Percentage Breakdowns)

Social Characteristics 10! Pay
Raise

62 Rs4re
4 1 2/3 Mrs.
Off Whweek

I

32 Raise
i 2 4/5 Hrs.
Off Wkweek

No Raise
i 4 Hours
Off Wkweek

C4
Correlation
(Pearson r)

Number of
Respondents

Total 56.5 15.4 5.3 22.8 'MA 952

Socioecomomic Group (SEI)
-

64.2
b.

15.6 2.8 17.4
.0374

(s.13) ' 109Lower Claes
Lower Middle Class\ 53.0 21.5 5.0 20.5 298

Middle Class 54.3 13.3 5.9 26.5 392

(Upper Middle Clase Flue 64.3 7.7 5.6 22.4 143

Major Actilty,of Spouse
Men
Not Married

.

48.9 14.6 7.3

,

29-2
MA

137

Working ' 61.7 11.9 5.3 21.1 227

Uosmployed 4 Off Job 52.9 11.8 11.8 23.5 34

Keeping Moues 4 Other 63.9 12.2 ' 3.9 20.0 205

Women I
NA

Not Married 55.2 20.7 1.7 116

Working 50.3 21.5 5.8 -22 5 191

Unemployed 4 Off Job 40.0 20.0 6.7 3 .3 15

Keeping Mouse i Other 61.5 15.4 7.7 15.4 13

a! i NA

Sian 59.0 12.4 5.7 22.9 612

Women 52.1 20.9 4.4 22.6 340

Marital Status
53.6 20.2' 7.1 19.1

NA ,

183Single -

Married 58.5 14.5 4.9 22.1 656

Die-Sep-Widowed

Family Cycle Stage (FACTCLE)

48.1 1.9 / 4.6 , 33.3

-.0484

108

Single 53.7 18.1 7.4 20.7 (s...08) 188

Couple Without Children 49.0 12.6 6.6 31.8 151

Young Children 58.9 16.5 3.8 20.8 423

Children Over Age 14 61.9
,

9.5 7.6 21.0 105-

All .

.0449

Under 25 53.8 22.1 9.9 13.5 (s...111 171

25-34 58.5 15.0 3.8 ' 22.7 260

35-49 54.9 13.7 4.9 26.4 284

50-64 57.2 13.5 4.1 25.2 222

Over 64 69.2 0 0 30.8 13_

Racial-Ethnic GrOup WA

White
.

56.6 14.1 5.0 24.3 815

Nonwhite ' 56.8 23.5 6.1 13.6 132

at

QCESTION: Which one of the following choices between pay raise and a shorter workweek would you select?
(A) 10% pay raise agd no reduction of each workweek, (8) 62 pay raise and a 1 2/3 hour reduction of
each workweek, (C) 32 pay raise and a 2 4/5 hour reduction of each workweek, (D) No pay raise and
a 4 hour reduction of each workweek.

1)

1

(14
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Table 21
WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD PAY RAISE-ADDED VACATION TRADEOFF OPTIONS BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

(Percentage Breakdowns)

Social Characteristics 102 Pay
Raise

-

61 Raise
& 10 Days
Added Vac.

32 Bailee
6 1711 Days

Added Vac.

No RA40
& 25 Days
Added Vac.

Correlation
(Peareon r)

Number of
Respondents

Iowa 34.4 31.8 4.5 29.6 954

Socioecomeic Group (SES) .0033

- Lover Class 46.4 23.6 3.6 26.4 (s...46) 110

Lower Middle Class 29.8 34.4 6.4 29.4 299

Middle Clefs 33.4 30.4 3.6 32.7 392

Upper Middle Class Plus 37.1 35.0 4.2 23.8 143

Major Activity,of Spouse
MAMen

Not Married 29.2 27.0 5.8 38.0 137

Working 37.9 25.1 6.6 30.4 227

Uasseployed & Off Job 29.4 . 17.6 8.8 4.4 34

Keeping House 6 Other 31..5 33.5 2.4 29.6 206

Women
NA

Not Married 31.9 37.9 2.6 27.6 116 i

Working
if

35.4 41.1 3.6 19.8 192

Unemployed i 0 f Job 33.3 40.0 6.7 33.3 15

Keeping House & Other 38.5 7.7 7.7 46.2 13

Sex
NA

Men 14.3 28.2 5.1 32.5 613

Wo.men 34.6 38.1 3.5 23.8 341

Marital Status - NA

Single 28:4 36.1 5.5 30.1 183

Married 35.6 31.6 4.7 28.1 658 -

Div-Sep-Widowed 36.1 25.9 1.9 36.1 108

Faultily Cycle Stage (FACYCLE) -.0045

Single 33.0 32.4 4.8 29.8 (....45) 188

Couple Without Children 39.5 21.7 3.3 35.5 152

Young Children 35.9 348 4.5 ' 24.8 423

Children Over Age 14 29.5 28.6 6.7 35., 105

At -.0087

Under 25 24.0 41.5 5.8 28.7 (6..79) 171

25-34 . 33.1 36.2 4.6 26.2 260

35-49 35.1 32.3 4.2 28.4 285

50-64 40.8 20.6 4.0 34.5 223

... Over 64 69.2 0 0 30.8 13

1 ,

Racial-Ethnic Group
NA

Whitt 33.5 31.6 4.3 30.6 817

Nomvhite
,

39.4 33.3 6.1 21.2 13:

Nmillem

QUESTION: Which one of the following Choices between a pay raise and a longer paid vacation would you select?

(A) 10I pay,and no added vacation time, (11) 61 pay raise and 10 workdays of added vacaticn,

(C) 31 pay raise and 171/2 workdays added acacion, (D) No pay raise and 25 workdays added vacatim.
00.

v
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Table 22
MUM raannacas TOWARD PAY RAISZ-SABSATICAL TUMMY onion BY sirucno SOCIAL cuucraanna

(Feresatage Breakdowns)

1

Social Characteristics

1

102 Fey
Raise

,

62 Noise
.81 60 Days
Leave

32 Raise
6 105 Ddys .

Leave

No Raise
i 150 Days
Leave

Correlation
(Fears°. r)

Number of
Despondent.

1 N

Total 34.7 14.2 8.1 23.0 NA 949

Socioecemom1c Group (US) .0407

Lower Class 45.9 24.8 12.8 16.5 (r..11) 109

Lower Middle Claes --12.6 *-6 8.1 22.8 298

Middle Claws
Upper Middle Class Flue

314,
34.8 `s.

34. 8
34.0

6.9
7.8

25.1
23.4 1.

t
391

141
N

lidlot4Cavitv of Spouse
.

liA
.

Men
Not Harried 27.7 28.5 10.2 33.6 137

Working 35.7 33.9 7.5 22.9 227

%employed 6 Off Job 23.5 26.5 12.8 38.2 34

Keeping Nouse 4 Other 39.7 29,4 7.4 23.5 204-

S/omen MA

Not Married 34.8 33.9 9.6 33.2 115

Working 35.1 46.1 7.3 11.5 191

Usemployed 4 Off Job 33.3 46.7. 6.7 13.3 15

Keeping Nouse 4 Other 46.2 23.1 o 30.8 13

Sex NA

Men 34.4 30.5 8.4 26.7 . 610

Stoma 35.1 41.0 7.7 16.2 337
.

Marital Status MA

Single 30.8 33.5 11.0 24.7 182

Married 35.7 15.4 7.5 21.4 655

Div-Sep-Widowed
o

35.6 28.0 6.5 30.8 107 .......

Family Cycle Stele (FACYCLE) -.0279

Single 33.7 32.1 8.6 25.7 (6...20) 187

Couple Without ChLiyren 41.3 24.7 6.7 27.3 150 2,

Young Children 36.3 37.7 7.3 18.7 422

Children Over Age 14 33.7 10.8 8.7 26.9 104

,

AIM.
-.0073

Under 25 24.9 42.7 13.5 17.0 (s.8i) 171

25-34 33.6 37.8 6.9- 22.0 259

35-49 32.7 33.8 8.1 25.4 284 '

5044, 43.9 25.3 5.0 25.8 . 221

Over 64 41.7 16.7 16.7 25.0 '12

Racial -Kchnic Group NA

'White 34.2 34.6 7.6 23.6 813

%white' 37.4 33.6 11.5 17.6 131

QCRST1ONT What is your choice between a pay raise and-an extended leave with pay from work after six years of

work? (A) 102 pay raise and no leave'time, (8) 62 pay raise end 12 workumeks (60 workdays) paid
leave, (C) 3: Pay raise and 21 workweeks (105 workdays) paid leave, (D) No pay raie and 30 workweeks
(150 workdays) paid leave.

170 . )
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Table 23

WORKER PREFERL4CES TOWARD
PAY,RAISE-EARLIER RETIREMENT TRADEOFF OPTIONS BY SELECTED SOCIAL CRABACTERISTICS

(Percentage Breakdowns)

Social Cheracterietics 102 Pay
RAJA.

62 Raise
& 10 Days
Ea. Ratitst.

32 Maine
4 174 Days
Ea. Ratirsm.

No Raise
4 25 Day.
Ea. Retina.

Correlatiom
(Pearsom r)

Number of
Respondents

Total
48.6 19.3 8.3 23.7 r

952

Socioeconomic GLOW (SES)
i -.0590

Lower Claes 47.3 23.6 6.4 22.7 (s.04) 110 ,

Lower Middle Class 44.3 19.9 9.8 26.0 1 296

Middle Class 50.4 16.5 7.6 . . 25.4 393

Upper Middle Class Plus 55:2 21.7 7.7 15.4 143

Major Actiyity of Spouse

Men

RA

Not Mairied 51.5 14.7 11.0 . 22.8 136

Working 53.1 13.3 6.2 27.4 226

Unemployed i Off Job 35.3 8.8 20.6 35.3. 34

Keeping House 4 Other 46.4 19.8 7.2 26.4 207

Women
KA

- Not Married 48.7 22.6 6.1 22.6
.

115

Working
48.4 26.0 9.9 15.6 192

UnehOloyed i Off Job 33.3 33.3 6.7 26.7 15

Keeping"House 4 Other 38.5 23.1 7.7 30.8 13

Sex

, NA

Men
,

Women
1

49.0
47.9

16.3
24.7

8.3
8.2

26.3
19.1

612
140

Marital itatus
Single

56.9 18.2 9.9 14.9 181

Married
47.1 20.1 8.2' 24.6 658

Div-Sep-Widowed
43.5 17.6 ' 6.5 32.4 108 .

.

-

Family Cycle Stage (FACYCLE)
.0597

Single . 54.3 22.0 6.5 17.2 (sft.04) 186

Couple Without Ltildren 49.7 .,, 13.1 7.2 30.1 153

Young Children 46.9 22.3 8.3 22.5 . 422

Children Over, Age 14 48.6 16.7 6.7 28.6 105

he
,

.1127

_

Under 25
51.2 24.7 14.7 9.4 (s....00) 170

.25-34 50..6 22.0 8.1 19.3 259

35-49
44.4 18.0 7.7 29.9 284

50-64
46.9 15.2 4.9 33.3 224

Over 64
92.3 0 0 7.7 13

Racial-Ethnic Grout

NA

White
48.5 18.8 7.8 24.9 816

Nonwhite
49.6 . 22.1 11.5 16.8

_ -

131

I

I

QUESTION': What I. your choice between a pay raise and earlier retirement! (A) 102 pay raise and so change in

retiresmnt plan, (8) 62 pay raise and 10 workdays earlier retirement for each future Year of work,

(C) 32 pay raise and 1.74 workdays earlier retirement for each future year of wOrk, (D) go pay raise

and 25 workdays earlier retirement for each future year of work.

321-966 0 - BO - 12

171
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Table 24
MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON WORKER TRADEOFF PREFERENCES

BETWEEN CURRENT INCOME AND SNORTER WORKDAyS

Independent Variables (Predictors) Standardised
Regression
Coefficients

Zero-Order
Correlations
(Pearson 0

Family Cycle Stage (FACYCLE) -.0876*

Hours Worked Weekly (V18) -.0872* -.0968'4

Age (V94) -%0292* -.0497

RaCe (Dummy) .0257* .0216

Socioeconomic Group (SES) 4
.0044

Sex (Dummy) .0102* .0492

Union Affiliatyn ADummy) - .0063** -.0230

Multiple R .1415

Mnitiple R
2

.0200

Adjusted R2 .0119

_Significance .025
-

* Unstandardized Coefficient Greater than TMice its Standard Error
** Unikandardired Coefficient Granter than One-and-a-Half its Standard

Error

±72

78
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Table 2 5.
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PT SILIC7110 1047,4 CMAAACTIAISIICS
(Peccoatile. Oreak6agme)

.

Social Mayotte ttttt ce llatilag ler
beioced Wok

31 ef Very

for SO Dia.
Off 118Week

101

ter

Off

of ray
4 Itre.

Iftwook

-
I.

201 l Pay
for 1 Day
011 Wineoalk

or

3

601 of Pay
for 2 Soy.
Off Wkweek

1101 et ay
ter 2% Mayo
0ff leowook

Corr,leales
(Pears.. r)

_

Poulw. .1

lloepeo4.er

1.2.111

47444P1110.

e

.

1

ce

t

73.8

7.6
80.1
71.4

73.3
70.9
74.3

92.1

74.6
75.1

71.5
71.9
74.3

74.2

73.8
77.0

77.0

78.7

70.1

64.7

75.7

73.2

67.6
70.4

76.1
74.5

67.2
71.1

71.0
76.5

81.1

75.7
63.5

81.8
80.0
64.6

75.7

70.3

63.0
73.2

80.4

69.8
76.2

78.0
73.2
77.0

70.0
77.0
74.0
13.1

80.2

72.3
73.7
81.2

61.2

,
71.8
73.0

.

.4

.

.

f

'

.

o

vow,

11.6

11.2

8.4

12.7

13.8
11.1
12.2

7.7

9.4
12.6

12.7

)01.6

8.8

6.5

12.5
11.3

13.1

14.3

10.3

10.6

11.9

12.2

10.6

16.7
11.7

10.2

41

44.6
8.1

14.5
11.8
7.8

12.2

17.7

9.1

8.7
0

10.3

14.1
-

16.4

10.8
1.3

11.5

11.1

11.3

12.4
12.2

11.7

11.2
13.4
11.0
10.8

17.0

13.5
10.6

7.6
o

'I

11.6
11.4

r

j

.

7.6

10.6
1.1
4.6
6.3

10.9
7.1

o

8.4

6.0
_7.1
6.3
9.8

-

6.5
7.6

3.7

5.2
6.8
11.2
14.1

7.4

7.7

6.6
2.0
7.6

9.3

6.6
8.2

8.1
8.8
6.0

3.5

9.4
o

13.3
15.4

.

7.7

7.4

8.2

8.1

2.8

9

8.4
9.0

1.3

327 44. !

2.7fi.4
.

9.7

1.1

6.3 .

'9.1
6.3

9.4

9.2
6.2
1.4
7.7 ''

1.7

-,-1.3

w

-

0

'.'.1.6

47.:

4 5

10.1
1.7
1.6
3.8

3.0
1.0
o

3.1

2.5
6.1
6.)
6.9

6.5
4.1
2.6.

3.7

4.5
6.5
8.2

4'11,4 :4

8.1
5.1
2.7

4.2

7.8
1.3

5.8
249
2.4

7.0
6.6
o
o
O.

3.8
5.9 ,

8.2
3.5
3.7

.

4.1
2.1

7.1
4.8
8.1

5.7

ilfir
2.7

YIP

.1*1

3.1
o

4.1
1.8

., _

(.

,

-

.9

.6

0
.8

1.1

1.2
2.0
o

1.0

1.3
.9

1.0
0

3.2
1.4
.5

0
2.3
0

1.2

1.0
1.0

1.5
2.0
.5

.1

.

1.5 ,

.6

0
o
.5

:1

1.1
9.1

o
0

.8
1.2

1.1
.9

.9

1.5

.3

0
0

.

1.6
1.0

0
0
o

7.3
.11

.4

.9

o

1.0
.8

.

,,,

,

-

1.6

1.4
.8

1.7
2.6
7.0
o

1.0
2.2
.9

.0

V

3.2
1.4

2.1
1.0

1.5
1.1
1.2

2.0
11.5

3.1
2.9
.7

.9

1.9
2.5
o
o

1-1

.9

1.7
0
o

. 0

1-8
1-2

1.1
1.5
2.9

.
1.6
1.1
.5

1.9
.0

2.2
1.0
.8

2.3
0

1.2
1.2
10.6
1.8

73.1

1.2

3.,
..'r

'

Wr

f

.

_

1

VA

MA

-.0101
(e*.58)

AIM
(r.16)

-

.

NA

-.09781

(8...00)

MA

OA

PA

.

NA
.

-.osa?
(.-.01)

1

-.085)
(.....01)

.

-.0/76
(0-.01)

PA

.

951

Ire

119
126
240
165

18
13

_
202

118
720
16
101

62
145
1116

191

133
107 c
61

922

739

1118

102

437
216

137

158
69
si.

206

115
101

11

15

__II

613.

340
..--.,,..,...

183

658 .

107

..

111

181
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.
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116
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240
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Table 26
MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIAB4S ON CURRENT INCOME-VACATION TRADEOFF PREFERENCES

WITHIN SELECTED SUBSAMPLES

.

Independent Variables
(Predictors)

. .

...

All Workers

Standardized.
Regression
Coefficients
(Beta Wts.)

Zero-Order
Correlations
(Pearson

tlorkers By Sex

. ,

Workers By Family Cycle Stage

r)

Hen

.

(Beta Woo)
I

Women

(Beta Wts.)
-

No Children

(Beta Wte.)
4

Children
Under 14

(Beta Wti.)

,

Children
Over 14

(Beta Wts )

,

(V94)

Oe Cycle Stage (FACYCLE)
.1.
N

110.fil. orked Weekly (Y1f)

. .

'Socioeconomic Croup (SES)

Union Affiliation (DuMmy)

Sex (Dummy) a

Itace.(Dummy)

,

-.1292*

-.0811*
.

-.0627*

.0098*

-.0051

,.0041*
.

.0017*

-.1503

-,1201

-.0682

-.0070

-.0264

.0365

-.0065

_

_

-.0781.*'

-.1128*

-1

-.0390*

6.
-.0559*

-.0181*

-.0622

-

.

'

-.196V*

-.0590*

-.0862*

.1143**

.0237*

',.-

.1151**

-.216 *

-

-.0928*

.0652*

-.0184* .

-.0142*

.0424

_

-.0333*

.

-.02394

-.0156*

-.0456

.0419*

-.0780*

A'

-.1466

, -

-.07626

-.1014

.2642*

.047

-.WI*

All Workera

Multiple R2... .1834

Multigie R
2

0336
.494dihat1d R .0256

Significance - .001

Men Workers

Multiple R2 .1901
Multiple R2 .0361
Adinsted R .0254 -

Significance .01

* UnstandardizedaCoefficient Creator
*.* Unstandardized Coefficient _Greater

than
than

Women Workers

Mwltiple R
2
1

Multiple R,A,
Adlumted
Significance

.2517

.0634

.0445
.01

Workets with
No Children

Multiple R2. .2378
Multiple R2 .0566
Adjusted R .0390
Significance .01

Twice,1ts Stand40 Error
One-and-a-Half Times its StaRdard Error

-

A

4,
)

ilorkrb with
Children Under 14

Multiple 126, .0965
Multiple Ris .00*3
Adjustd R 0480052
Not Significant at 1.

.05 .

A

Workrs with
Children 0v6r 14

Multiple Rio
Multiple

2
Adjusted R
Significance

.3440

.1183

.0638
.05
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4 .3 11
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6.0
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4.0
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6.1
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18

NA

.641
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.051.3

r (0-.12)

.

NA

A&

-.0624
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Tab 1 e 2 8

NORRIS Tommoolas IMAM CURRENT INCOMR-IARLIRR RESIRMIJI1 TlALCOVI OrT10111
8114.11CTID SOCIAL CRARACTIRISTIC3

(Porcontego Broakdoenn)

Social Ckswactestatice NOthilre fir

Earlier
Retirement

-

-

ZS f Pay
for 5 Dere
Re. Rotirnmt.

1

SI

for

Ia.

of Pay
121/2 Day.

Ontirunt.

101 of Pay
for 15 Mays
Ra. &still-ant.

202 of Pay
for $0 Dope
Id. idiairMnl.

Correlation'
(Pearson' ri

Number or
llenpoodencs

I/

ItUll. 64.0 17.6 8.1 5.6 4.4 NA 911

91SY1PASinn
MAProf-Tech 69.8 11.2 10.1 5.0 1.9 179Mmeagerial -..

65.3 16.0 8.4 5.0 1.0 111Clerical-Sale. 611.8 16.7 7.9 1.2 2.4 126Stilled Labor 62.5 20.4 7.) 6.7 2.9 240Operative, -laborvra . 57.7 17.8 11.8 7.4 2.4 163Srvic 51.1 27.6 4.1
- 9.2 6.1 98Fere 84.6 15.4 0 0 o i 1

Ilducatioo i

-.0656t.ne M.S. leas 61.7 18.9 7.0 6.1 6.0 (e.04) 201
or

Sigh School begun. 43.4 L 20.1 7.5 6.9 5.0 318$one College 64.3 ' 18.3
------,) 4.8 3.1 A 221College Dere. 69.111 8.3 11.5 6.3 4.2 94Some Graduate School 74.5 13.7 3.9 7.9 2.9 107

Total Fluidly Iacono
. .0147

Under\ /4.999 44 . 51 14.5 6.5 6.5 8.1 (.-.66) 62
83,000-119.11111 63.2 22.2 6.9 4.9 2.8 1441110.000-1114.919 62.7 19.1 8.3 7.3 2.6 191815.000-S19.99 62.3 17.3 .8.4 8.9 1.1 191$26.000-824.999 69.2 12.0 9.0 1.5 8.3 1)1115,000-1134,999 66.4 17.8 1.4 1. 7 3.7 107Over 934.999 58.8 15.1 94 8.2 8.2 81

'bolo. Affiliation
16 RA

Neater 61,2 22.9 6.0 5.5 4.5 201Moo-Manbir 64.8 16.1 8.8 4 6.0 4.8 738

Hour. Worked Weealy
-.0901

Usdor 34 57.1 14.6 11.6 8.6 8.1 (...01,)

1
35-19 61.8 26.3 3.11 4.9 2.9 1:.7
41-44 64.8 18.4 8.3 4.4 4.1 . 4 35

-Over 44 69.9 14.4 6.5 6.9 2.3 2
.,

Maio,' Activity of Spouse
Men . k

NA '
Not Married 64.7 17.6 9.6 3.7 4.4 . 13A
%Ales Fell -title 67.7 14.6 7.0 6.3 4.4 158
Working Part -tips 61.8 21.7 411 7.7 5.8 , 1:4 69
Unnesployed 4 Off-Job 44.1 32.4$ 2.9 14.7 3.9 34

.

Keeping Rowse 6 Other 70.0 15.5 3.6 7.0 1.9
.

213
Saner' ' RA
Not Married 64.3 16.5 7.8 05.2 6.1 115
Working Pull-time 56.1 20.0 11.7 5.0 7.2 180
Working Part-tiles 81.8 9.1 .0 9.1' 0 \ 11

'Unemployed 6 Off-Job
. Seeping Nana i Other o

66.7
61.5

6.7
13.1

6.7

15.4
6.7
0

13.3
0

15

13
4

Sex
NA

--ie. 63.8 17.8 7.2 6.4 3.3 612
ibeeni 60.8 18.0 9.7 3.0 6.5 339

-`1

Marital Scetye
i MA

Single , 62.1 17.6 12.6 4,9 2.7 11(2
Worried . 63.8 18.0 7.3 6.4 4.6 657
01r-Sep-Widooed 69.2

#
.

13.9 4.7 if, 6.5 107

Number of.Desesden t. .

-.0235

\\\
None 64.1 16.4 8.5 6.7 4.4 (0-.47) 190
One

_.
. 63.3 18.0 7.9 3.8 4.8 189

Two 66.5 16.8 7.9 3.1 3.8 191
Three
Four Of More

63.3
.62.2

19.2
23.0

6.7
3.4

9.6
4.1

1.0
3.4 91,

104

74 .

Age of Yonne's% chIld
.0295

No Children 64.8 17.5 7.9 5.5 4.4 (e.37) 366
der 5 Teary 66.3 15.8 9.2 4.6 4.1 1196

(/134-111 Tears 63.0 21.3 7.9 6.3 1.6 127

112:r416 Year,.

61.5
61.2

17.1
19.8

6.8
7.2

6.5
3.6

6.0
7,2

117

111

6111 -.0651 .

Undtr 25

25-34
37.1
63.8

19.4
15.4

14.1.

11.) 41 4.1

2.7

(ev.05) 170C

260
33-49 . 61.1 11.9 5.3 4.9 6.7 283
50-64 ' 71.7 . 14.3 3.1 7.2 3.6 :2)
Over 64

.,
154.6

.

:0 7.7 0 7.7 13
IP

Race .
. - AA.

Mate
lloawhiti '

65.0
38.0

16.64.,
24.4 ,

8.1

6.9
6.1

4.6
' 4.2

6.1 ,

815

121

QUI371091: What is Om Lancet portion of your curvet yearly ince** tt you would bv villine to etre up in oschnnin (nt earlier
retirement? (A) lathier. CIO 2/(1/50t14 of your income for earlier ratIrAnamt at rate of 5 uclekdavn tor awry year
woriad'uotil retirement. (C) St (1/24.th) of your icome for arlier retirement.et rate of 12' workdays for every
riot worted'unil retirement. (0) 10* (1f10th) of your income for earlier retirement St rate of :5 workday. for
...try y.ar wrirted until retirement. (t) 202 (1/5th) of yoUr income for earlier rstir.sant St 11, rats of 50 workdaya for
every year worted until retirement.

176



c.

Table 29

3.

MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON

WORKER PREFERENCES.TOWARD USE OF SH0RT-11ME COMPENSATION

Independpnt Variables (Predictors) Standardiss0
Regression
Coefficients

Zero-Order
Correlations
(Pparson r)

a

Hours Worked Weekly (V18) .0695* .095/

Sex (Dummy) -.0652**

4k
Socioaconanic Group (SES) .0411*

4

.0628

Eace,(Dummy) -.0409 -.0590

./
Union Affiliation (Dummy) -.0407 -.0248

Family. Cycle Stage (FACYCLE) .0081* .0174

Age,(V94) .0014* .0009

.1 .

7
.

Mulilple R .1361

Multipl R
2

.0185

Adjusted R2 .010L

Significance .05

* Unstandardixed Coefficient Greater than Twice its Standard Emir

Unstandardixed Coefficient Greater than One-and-.-Ha1t its Standard

4 Error

-

4111

177



Table 30

WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD USE OF SHORT-TIME COMPENSATION BY SELECTED TIME-INCOME TRADEOFF PREFERENCES
(Percentage Rrenkilowno)

,.

Time-Income Tradeoff Preferences Strongly
Favor

Favor
Somewhat

Neutral Disfavor
Sommwhat

Strongly
Disfavor

Pearson r Number of
Respondenta

Total
f

36.1 27.6 II,/ 8.0 10.6 NA 953

Genemlized Time-Income Tradeoff -.0552
Vork Mor,0 and Earn More 33.5 28.2 18.4 10.5 9.4 (s...05) 266
Work Same and Earn Same 35.7 27.5 17.8 7.1 11.8 . 574
Work Lege and Earn Less 45.8 25.2 15.9 6.5 6.5 107

. 'Potent4n1 Two Percent-Tradeoff NA
1Wo Pctient Pay Hulse 29,8 28.0 19.3 11.6 11.3 336
10 Min. Off Each Workday 46.7 20.0 23.3 3.3 6.7 . 30
50 Mtn. Off I Workday a Wek 36.4 30.2 22.8 5.6 4.9 '162
5 Added Days Paid Vacation -

,

40.6 30.7 11.1 5.7 11.9 244
Earlier Retirement 40.7 21.5 17.5 17.3 13.0 6 177

Current Income-Shortmr Workday -.0711
kio-ilaU-g 35.2 27.2 10.2 7.2 12.1 (s1.01)

1

735
2% for 10 Kin. Off ga. Wkday .40.2 22.0 15.9 18.3 3.7 82
52 for 25 Min. Off Ea. Wkday 32.7 32.7 20.0 7.3 7.1° 55
12% for 1 Hour Off Ea. Wkday 40.4 38.5 11,5 3.8 5.8 52
30% for 2'1 Hrs. Off Ea. Wkday 40.0 20.0 20.0 6.7 13.3 15
50% for 4 Hrs. Off Ea. Wkday 50.0 28.6 14.3 7.1 0 14

,

Current IncoMe-Reduced Wprkweek , -.1011
Nothing k . 34.7 27.0 17.4 . 8.1 12,7 (s...00) 703
2% for 50 Min. Off 1 Wkday 36.0 29.7 20.7 9.9 3.6 111 '
10i'lfor 4 Hrs. Off 1 Wkday 42.3 31.0 16.9 7.0 -.2.8 11
20% for 1 Day Off Workweek 41.9 27.9 14.0 -4.7 11.6 43
40% for 2 Days 'off Workweek 33.3 33.3 22.2 o 11.1 . 9 .

50% for 21/4 Days Off Workweek 60.0 20.0 20.0 o o 15

Current Income-Added Vacation -.0792
Nothing , 33.0 26.1 , 19.2 . 8.7- 12.9 (s....01) 551
'22 fur 5 Days Pnid Vacation 41.4 29.5 .14.5 8.6 5.9 220
5% for 1211 Days Vacation " 137.0 - /32.1 - 21.0 1.2 8.6 81

102 for-25 Days Vacation 37.3 ?-/ 32.2
,

11,9 10.2 , 8.5 59
20% for.50 Days Vacation 33.3. 28.6 19.0 4.8 14.3 21
332.forii7 y Days Vacation 57.1 _15.8 10.5 5.3 10.5 19

k

,
..... AN.

.
_ , .

..

1.8 i

(.)

4-

0
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Table 31 It

41111111 44111114141111 411111111010 1114 61141111111 1111112140 4100111044 4414141114 11111445111441 4140114-1114 NNONNO.11
141 NNININ1.11 II UMW 19 1161I4. IN NNAL NNINCTINNMIN

NamouNgs 1w0~4.)

Gear Illemmarerras I* rep
ea 1411

11.-4 Sado 1.0 %NW

_

41-I2 Sado 10.-116 044114 law I*
Wars

*wirers.
1114.....

v....

.

Omega .4
40441.044*.1

IONA
41.4 40.1 11.2 S./

.111

1.4 11.1

.

. la CI

A

illetiel''

NI

IL) N. 3 Y. 1 . I LI W 1 IN

NoNlooftel se.s 10.1 10.3 1.1 1. 11.1 111

41146441.41144 18.1 5 41.1 11.) 0.1 1. 1.0 1h4

SLIP44 tars 41.3 41.5 am.) 1.1 1.0 11 I 115

OpoNNIN.944110169Ne 18.1 96.1 11.11 3.1 45 ss.e 141

Ilerre 17.8 *2.4 11.4 2.1 1.1 0.1 17

ter 13.4 11.6 23.1 7.1 7.7 11.4 if

ilingr8.

-.11061

ee Ler 10.0 41.2 7.8 3.8 1.1 11.6 (...41) Dr

Mr arra erre 11.4 41.4 08.6 7.1 1.) U.6 III

*Ns 0.1r4e
4111N0

14.6 12.1 18.6 4.1 4.4 1.1 NI
20.1 419 14.1 4.1 - 4.3 O.) 4

oa

rpm.
Dm* 414401044 &rea1 21.8 11.8 14.0 1.0 6.0 1.8 140

.4,
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.401/I

11.1 17.1 1.2 3.1 0 11.5 1....1191 II
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610.440414.119 ,13.1 4s.3 13.7 1.e 3.1 11.1 Ile

615.411119411.1011
33.8 41,1 12.1 4.1 1. 8.1 199
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ea
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ea
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Table 33
UDEMP'LOYYD AND POTENTIAL WORKRIS PRETERINCIS

TOWARD EXCHAI!GING INCOME FOR SHORTER WOAKDATS

ST SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
(rear ****** treabdoons)

Social Characteristic.
,

Nothing for
Shorter
ateday

4.

22 of Pay
for 10 Min'.

Off Is. Day

52 ot.rai
for 25 klo.
Off Ks. Day

122 of Eat
for 1 Mout
Off Ea. Dey

_

,301 of Pay
for lir Mre.

Oft Ka. Day

_

502 of Pay
(or 4 Moore
Off Ea. Day

Correlation
(Pearson 0

Newilw of

I BesPoz:lonc.

.

Total 65.9 10.8
*

8.6 7.0 4.)

er

3.2
br ....-

NA

Labor forcalAstacbeent

MA

Osetployea 62.2 4 13.4 8.5 7.3 - 3.7 4.9 t2

Porentlal Waraers 68.9 8.7 8.7 6.8 4.9 1.9 2.".

Socloesomoeic Group (SKS)
-

lowei Class 56.1 24.2. 2.4 7.3 7.3 2.4 -.0143 _

Lower Middle Class 64.6 ' 9.2 10.8 9.2 1.1 1.1 if

Middle Class 71.7 5.0 10.0 6.7 3.3 3.1
'6.3

.

Upper Middle Claes Plum 68.8 6.3 12.3 0 6.3

.
A

Major Actlrfry of Spouse
Nen

NA

Not Harris:
Worklos

''S

62.2
69.2 .

11.5
15.4 ,

8.1
7.1

5,4

0

5.4

7.7

3.4
0

.

Unemployer 41/ff Job 66.7 0 lb.1 0 0 16.7

Mropin 6 Og fn. ther 66.7 20.0 0 6.7 0 6.7

Wocen

NA

Not Marti& . 61.5 15,4 11.5 11.5 0 0

Working 57.5 6.) 10.0 7.5 5.0 / 2.5 .

Ctremplovec . Off Jo: 77.8 0 0 11.1 ..1.1.1 0
.

Keeping Hc...se 4 Other 85.7 14.3 0 0 0 0
.

,
.

.O'ex
,

ta

-Men 64.8 14.1 7.0 4,2 4.2 5.6

Wooen / 66.7 8.8 9.6 8.8 4,4 . 1.8 .-

.
,

Marital Status
.

/

Me-

NA

Single 55:9 20.6 11.8 1 5.9 2.9 '
2.9

Harried 76.7 10.0 1.1 3.3 3.3 3.3
.

Dly-Sep-1;1towed 50.0 0 o 0 16.6 33.3
.

Women -1177"--
DA

Singly 41.7 16.7 25.0 0 0

Derried .
69.1 4.9 8.6 8.6 6.2 2.5

Olv-Sep-Alioved 68.2 22.7 9 1 . 0 o -
.: 4

iaully Cycla Scale (FACNC1.E1 .4. - ,,

-.0452

Single 61.4 15.9 9.1 4.5 2.3 6.8

Coupla ::itnout Children 72:7 o 9.1 4.5 9.: ,

c

4.5

1oung Chllcre: 62.8 k2.8 .0).
9.3 8.1 4.; 7.3

ChildrenOyer Age i4 76.9 7.7 0 15.4 o 0 ., .

-

A51
.

-.01477

Under 71 '
58.8 17.6 11.8 9.8 0 2.0 (s.423.

25-34 61.1 13.0 11.1 7.4 5.6 1.9

35-49 76.1 4.3 - 6,5 4.3 6.5 2.2

50-64 6 70.0 6.7 1.,1 6.7 3.3 10.0

Over E- 50.0 0 0 0 50.0 0

.
. . 1

.

'Arial-Ethnic ,roup

NA

Whits 66.2 .
11.0 9.0 4,1 4., 5.5 ... -

Nonwhite , 66.7 7.4 7.7 :7.9 0 0 .-

-_ -

letsTIoNt lati;i4 the laremet portloo'of your
turroit yearly income that you would he willing to give up fcr Shorter workday.? (Al :thing,

(5 21 (1/5eth) pa tour Incdbe for 10 =lour*a
off ach workday, (C) 52 (1/20th) of Your income for 25 minutes off oach Acr,:av,

(:
122 (liirn),Of Your income for 1 hour off each vorkdaY, (F.) 37: of your income for 2 hours off each workday. (r) _ 21 of

Income for 4 hiuis off each workday.

,

1,
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Table 3.4

ITIVIMOILD AND POTEWTIAL WORKERS reanimate MAIO EXCHANGING INOOME 1,08 REDUCED WORKWEEKS
SY SILECTED SOCIAL cumAcrialsrIce

(Percentage !Breakdowns)

Chto al aracteristics Moth's& for
I Reduced
Workweek

21 of Pay
for 50 Wle.

Off I Wkday

102 of Pay
for 4 Hour.
Off 1 likday

202 of Pay
for 1 Day
Off Wkweek

401 of Pay
for 2 Days

Off Wkweek

502 of Pay
for 24 Days
Off kftweek

-4

Correlation
(Pearson r)

Number of
Rempondants

'total 60.0

56.5

61.2

56.1
63.1

58.3
56.3

56.8
'69.2
50.0
66.7

69.2

A4.9
55.6

85.7

60.6
59.6

1.

52.9
73.3
40:0

41.7
56.8
81.0

59.1
66.2
Sktis

'.69.2

34.9
55.6
63.0 .

40.0

50.0

60.0
61.t .

16.8

19.5
14.6

.

31.7
16.9
10.0
6.3

21.6
15.4
16.7
20.0

7.7
15.5

. 13.3
14.3

.

19.7
14.9

23.5

16.7
20.0

12:1
9.5

'20.5

13.6
19.8
7.7

20.4

13.0
10.0

0'

15.2
20.5

12.e

12.2

12.6

o

9.8
7.7

16.7
25.0

13.5
7:7

0
6'.'7

23.1

12.7
11.3

0

9.9
14.0

14.7

' 3.3
20.0

41.7
11.1
9.5

13.6

4.5

12.8
15.4

.

15.7
14.8
10.5
6.7

0,

12.4
12.8

6.5

5.)

8.7

0
7.7

10.0
6.3

2.7
0

16.7
6.7

11.5k

0
0

.

5.9
3.3

0

11.?
0

2.3
4.5
8.1

. 7.7

.

.,. 5.9
5.6

10.9
3.3
0

6.9
5.1

2.2

2.4
1.9

.

0
, 3.1

3.3
0

2.7
7.7

0
0

0
2.8

0
0

2.0
' 1.41

*

2.9
3.3

0

2.3
0

0

4.5
2.3

0

-2.0
3.7
0
0

50.0

2.8

%

,
2.2

.

3.7

1:0

7.4

1.5

1.7

6.3

,
2.7 -

II

16.7
0

0

2.8
0

' 0

2.8
1 . e

0

0
40.0

2.3
0

4.5

4.5
1.k
0

- 1
2.2

10.0
0

.

2.0
0

RA

.1146
(s.-.06)

NA

KA

NA

iftA

MA

.0031

(s..415)

-

-.0034

(so.43)

NA

IFS

.._

ii

H.;

4:

65

65
It

3-

13
6

13-

25

71

9

..
. .

11-

2-

2.

3

,-

1:

1:

L.
....

- .-.

Si

13

5:

5-
4E

2

.

4.
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Labor Vett' Attachment
.211owsp1oyed

Potgatia1 workers

iocioecogogic Group ($83)
Lower Ciao.
Lower Middle Clasp
MS4410 Gimes
0P9Pmc Middle Claws Fier

Maiderbettvity.of Spouse

Nor Married !

Mettles
Oweeploruloi Off Job
Keeping Moues 6 Other

WOOS*
Mot Merriod .

Workrag
lawmployed 6 Off Job

./- Lesplag Mows. i Other

All
Mgr
Wore

4rAt61 Statue
,Hleis

-, Single
Mewried

pis309.741dowed
Wiese

Single.
Married '

Div-Sep-Widowed

Family Cycle 8taas (fACYCLE)
-Singlr
Couple Without Children
Ceildrea Order Aa. 14
Children Agod 14 sad Over

Ag/ * .r/
Wader 25
25-34

.

35-49
50-64
Over 64

. ,

laelal-itkals 4,9s91114

White
Megabits

. QM/1710M z What is the larprit pottios of your current yearly income taat you would be willing to give up for shorterworkweeks? (A) Nothing,

(8) 22 (i/sotr) ef your imam for 50 minutes off 2.workday a week, (C) 102 (1/10th) of your income for 4 aourr. off 1 workday a

week. (Dr201 (1/5th) of your lacer for 1 full-workday off ech week, 1) 402 (4110ths) of your forge for 2 full workdays off

death week. (119 302 (1/2) of your !moose for 2 full workdays off each week.

:7

182

4
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Table 35

GENERAL pcpuLATEN p'4D1 '46 GIN, TOM= SCHOOL SCHEDULIM
FLEMBILITY By SELECTED SOCIAL CHARTCrERISTICS

(Percentage Breakdown.)

...N.

Social Characteristics

I

Favor Flexible
School
Scheduling

.-

favor Traditiosal
School
Scheduling

Correlation
(Cramer's v)

Number of
Respondents

.

Total
50.0 150.0 NA 1,561

Labor Force Attachment
..

Employed Worker 51.5 48.5 951 \
Unemployed 53.0 ( 47.0

83

Potential Worker
Not Potential Worker

53.4
45.2

.6-Th446.8

5

'
103
414

-. .

Major Activity
.0660-

Working Full-tias 51.8 48.2 716

Working Fart-tims 46.7 53.3 182

Unemployed or Off Job 52.7 47.3 188

Retired
49.6 50.4 12/

School 64.0 36.0 25

Keeping Hous'7.. 45.6 54.4 316

Hours Worked Each Week
-N4326

Under 35 49.5 50.5 778

35-39 48.6 51.4
109

40-44 53.6 46.4
. 448

Over 44 59.7 40.3 -222

Ag4
.0812

18-24 54.5 _ - 45.5
253

25-34 54.1 )45.9 .

379 ,

35-41
44.3 55.7

429

50-64
49.6 50.4 . 383.

Over 64 50.5 k_ 49.5 t
109

Occupation .

'
.0653

Professional-Technical 50.0 50.0
2§8

Manager 47.2 52.8
147

Clerlcal-Sales
46.9 .

53.1 .

196

Skflled Labor 50.1 49.9
361

Operatives-Laborers 54.9 45.1

' Service 51.7 48.3
'-151

'Farm
36.7 63.3

30

Education
'I.., (0604

Elementary or Less 50.0 50.0
162

Some High School 51.5 48.5 262

High School 48.5 51.5 515

Some College 48.9 51.1
348 ,

Collog, Degree. 51.9 48.1
v 135

Graduate School .4
56.2 43.8 130

lace
.0220

White
49.5 50.5 (Phi) 1,330

Nonwhite 52.7 47.3
224

1

Sex
.. Men
'Women

./
52.4 47.6

.0468

(Phi)
4tv)

785

47.7 -N 52.3 .

776

AUES'TION: In general, which of the following approaches for the education of young persons do you think would

be best? (A) Continuous attendance in school (except summers) antit all formal high school or

college has been completed and the youn4 person is ready to begin Nptk in a chosen occupaticn,

(B) Continuous attendance
in-school (except summers) through

junidlPhigh school, followed bv more-

or-leas equal alterations-between work
experiences and schoblIng until the young person has

finished high school or college and is ready to begin work in a chosen occupation.
./
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Tab 1 6

OLDER POPULATION RETIREMENT AU WORX Tlte. ParrERFNUS BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
(Pel(eutage Bleakdownist

Social alerectexietike f'kNori.

at'All

r

Wolk
Pert-week
All Year

Wutk
Full-time
Part-yeal

Wolk

Full-rime
All Yeal

Not Soto

\

_

CosIliatiott
(Cramar's v)

Nombet 01
kespondente

,
'

'0%

A
limmmomm

494

173

55

47

122

0

95

245

59

24

1;

385

109

.

422

69

255
719

77

55

7,

109

78

54

14

103
9:

146

80

35

35

107i

4;

6t,

80

107

90
77

, 49

35 .

32

230

07'
6e.

Iccal

4

He,or Activity

31.6

26.0
21.8
34.0
50.0

0

31.7

40.4
22.0
29.7

31.3
20.0

31.2

42.2

15.1
24.6

34.8
32.6

37.7

23.6
33.8
39.4
41.0
,22.2

' 14.3

30.1

31.5

33.6
41.3
40.0
28.6

26.2

38.1
29.8

_37.9

28.8
30.1
35.6
35.1
42.9
31.4
37.5

34.3
32.8
29.4
37.3

.

_

42.5

48.0
58.2
46.8
29.5

0
36.8

35.9

55.9
37.5
48. 7
48.0

44.9
-33.9

40.0
56.5

45.1
39.7

57.7

49.1
45.5

38.5
3E.5
45.1

i
29.6

4

41.7
44.6

43.8
38.8
47.9
40.0

54.2
37.2
4.4'
=2.4

46.-5

46.7
'15.6
41.6
26.5
54.3
...,7.6

-3.9

40.9

-5.6
-37.3

_

1. 4

5.2

1.8

4-3

2.5

0

- 2.1 '

..

2.4

3.4

4.2

klj

3.1

L. 6
',.

3.8%

1.4

4.3

2.5

5.2

1.8

7.8

2.8

1.3

0

14.34

1.9

1.1

4.1

6.3

2.9

5.7

2.8

4.1

2.1

4.5

2.5

1.9

2.2

3.9

6.1

5.7

9.4

2.6

4.4

5.9

1.7

4

...

r

8.9

11.6

10.9
6.4

.
4.9

0

9.5

7.3

10.2

16.7
7.8

14.0

9.1

8.3

9.0
8.;

ct

7.8

010

11.7

9.1

3.9

5.5

5.1

20.4

35.7

11.7
10.9
5.5
8.8
8.6

11.4

'7.5
n

6.4
14.9

9.1

11.3
8.4

6.7

5.2

14.3
2.9

113.9

\03.6

3.-

.

.

_,,

/

-

'

__

I

11.5

9.2

7.3

, 8.5
13.1

0
17.9

13.9

8.5

12.5

10.0

11.7

11.0

12.1

8.7

8.2
15.1

7.8

16.4

9.1

13.8
14.1

.9.3

. 7.1

14.6

12%0

13.0

5.0
.7

14.3

9.3 .

14.2

8.5

6.1

11.3
12.1

10.0
14.3

10.2
5.7
3.1

8.3
13.1

11.9

20.3

^..,

'

4A

.1417

.1362

.1114

.1215

.125.5

.1872

.1369

.

.1130

.1143

.1236

'

.

gorking full-time
Working Part-tisa
Unemployed or Off Job
Retired
School
Leaping 8ouse i

Hours Worked Weekly
Sot Working
Under 35
35-39
40-44
Over 44

!IlE.4

50-64

Over 64

RACs

WOte .

Sonwtate

Sex

-.Clan

:omen

0.-..:upaciun

Professional-Tech-Acal

M .anager
Clerical-Sales

Skilledlabor c

Operatives-Laboreht
Service

Firm
1

,

littaliA-1
Elementary or Less
Some High School
High School Degree
Sone College
College Degree
Graduate School 0

Fapily Cycle Stag!
Single
Couple Without Children
Children Under Age 14
Children Over Age 14

,

:atal F Iv In me
Under 54 999

55,000-59, 9 .

,

S10,000-514,999
515,000-519,999
320,000-524,999

925,000434,999
Over $3.,999 ' .

Maximum Current Tradeoff Chcice
No Part of Pay br Time

/A 2E-52 of Pay for Timm
10X-124 of Pay for Time
151-502 of Pay for Time

r

:11STION: Considering your expected financial iehation and ability to stay in or 7hange Tour current line of work then you Te7-
retirement age, which of the following work time options would you Personally prefer at age 65? (A) N3 work at. all.
(15) Wort part-time or short workweeks year around (with vacations), (C) Work ft.11 time for only portion of the year.
(D) Wort full-time year around (with vacations), (E) Not sure.

1

184
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U. covultm PRINTING oerux. : plat) o - 321,-366
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Where to Get More Information

For Moln infonnalion on this an(1 other 1)1091i-1MS Of research rind developmenst funded by 9101 mployment
and Training Administration. contact the mployment arid Iraining Administration. U S DePartment of
Labor. Washington). D C 2021a or any of the Regional Administrators for 1 mployment and r aiming whose

addresses are listed below

Location

. .

sloPtn F Kennedy Bldg
Boston, Mass 02203

15 t 5 Broadway
New York. N Y t 0036

P 0 Box 8796
Philadelphia, Pa 191 01

1371 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, Ga 30309.

230 South Dearborn Street
Chicago. III 60604

911 Walnut Street
Kansas City. Mo 64106

Griffin Square Bldg.
Dallas. Tex, 75202

1961 Stout Street
Denver, Colo 60294

450 Gotden Gate Avenue
S'an Francisco. Calif 94102

909 First Avenue .

Seattle, Wash 98174

States Served

Connecticu
Maine
Massachusetts

New .rsey
New York
Canal Zone

Delaware
Mar yland
Pennsylvania

Alabama
londa

Georgia
Kentticky

Illinois
Indiana
Michigan

lowa
Kansas

Arkansas
L ouisiana
New Mexico

Colorado
Montana
North Dakota_

Arizona
California
HaWaii
Nevada

Alaska
Idaho

New Hampshire
fitiode Island
Vermont .

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Virginia
VVest

District of Columbia

Mississippi
North Carolina
Souhh Carolina
Tennes-see

. Minnesota
Ohio
Wisconsin

Missouri
Nebraska

Oklahoma
Texas

South Dakota
Utah
pyoming

American Samoa
Guam
Trust Territory

Oregon
Wahington


