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A national survey was conducted to explore the work
time preferences of American workers and their villingness to trade
income for leisure. Data” were collected through person-to-person- .
intervievs with 1,566 respondents. The results of the study indicate
that prevailing vork tinme conditions are at.variance with the
preferences cf today's workers. A mafority of the American workers
.state a willingness to forego most of future pay raises for more time
ava} from work 1f some choice is allowed concerning the specific

- forms of potential free tihe. A so0lid majority of workers would give
up at least 2 percent of current earnings for their choice among five
di fferent forme-of free time, and about one-fourth claimed-a, desire
to forego 10 percent or more of their income for time. An additional
finding vas that the ways in which potential gains in free time are

Ay scheduled is a major determinant of whether individuals. will -~trade

.{3

potential or current earnings for time. (The survey questions are
appended.) (LRA) .
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The Office.of Research and Development of the Office of Policy,
Evaluation and Research, Enployment and Training Administration,
U.S. Department of Labor, was authorized first under the Manpower
Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962, and then under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973, to
conduct research, experimentation, and demonstration to solve
social and economic problems relative to the employment and -
training of unenployed and underemployed workers. Research

also includes national longitudinal surveys of age odhorts of

the population at critical transition stages in working life
which examine the labor market experience of these oohorts.

. Studied are conducted on labor market structures and operations,
obstacles to employnment, mobility, how individuals do job :
searches, and varjpus problems that pertain particularly to
disadvantaged persons. Experimental or demonstration projects
may test a new technique of intervention, a different
institutional arrangement for delivery, or innovative ways ‘to
combine resources. ' )
Analyses of the results of the most significant of these studies,
descriptions of process, handbooks of procedures, or other

products designed specifically for planners, administrators, and .
operators in the CETA system are issued as monographs in a
continuing series. Information concerning all projects in

- process or completed during the previous 3 years is ocontained in
an annual catalog of activities, Research and Development Projects.
This publication and those in the monograph series may be obtained, -
wpon request, from: - - '

Inquiries Unit .
-Employment and Training Administration
U.S. Department of Labor " |
Room 10225 Patrick Henry Building : —
' 601 D Streét, N.W. . -- N
' Washington, D. C. , 20213 >

G

-

v
!



" FOREWORD
\This monograph reports the results of an-exploratory
national survey of the work time preferences of American
workers and their w1111ngness to trade income for leisure.
- The stndy, jointly funded by the Employment ana Training : .-
Administration (ETA;.of the U.S. Department of Labor and
the National Commission for Employment Pe}icy (NCEP) ,
analyzes the response8 to-a series of qu?stions concern-
ing how‘persons yould preferxxo balance %ork and 1eisufa\
if they had free choice on such matters. How much income
earnind work time miqht they exchange for free time? What
types of freé time would they most prejer? How do time
income trade-off preferences vary among groups in terms of -
family gycle stage, sex, s001oeconomic position, and other
g 9001a1 characteristics? Finally, 1f preferences for
exchanging earnings for time are in fact different from)
prevailing conditions, what are the social'policy -
implications? v '

While the findings are preliminary, they are extremely
timely and important. The study is unique in being the ' :
first attempt to calibrate the work time leisure

. prefe?Ences of Americans.' ‘The results’should be . of -
,1nterest to policymakers, researchers, and employers

aiike. »

. R * 7 "HOWARD ROSEN
" Director
- Office of Research

.. ‘ . ' and Development
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4. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

!
AY

I1f persons could 'do as they liésh how much income-earning

worktime. might they exchange for' more free time? What types of\s

¢

free time would they most prefer? How do time- income tradeoff
preferences vary among groups 1n terme-of family cycle stage,
skx, socioeconomic position, qnd other social cnaracteristics?
I1f preferences for exchanging earnings for'time are, in fact, -

. 8 B ' '
different from prevFiling conditions, what are the social
\ ‘ : .

policy implications? ’

ke -

LY

while there are abundant data on- .work time trends and
" nunerous studies of how groups with varying soc1al character—'

istics respdnd to available work tim 'optibns, there ig little
- \/

1nformation concerning ‘how persons mifat prefer to balance

_work and leisure if they had free chdice on such matters. This
' ‘. -
report examines what people might prefer 1n terms of balan01ng

of work and leisure through the analysis of data from an.

A exploratory national Quivey on work time preférences. To set

the stage\for this anaiysis, theoretical literature and
- -
\existing data on time-income tradeoff choices are briefly

reviewed. The body of the" report deals with an,analysis of
nationally representative survey data collebted in mid—l978 .
The nqture.of the sample and'data collection process. are N

) capsuliéed, stnted'wbrker-;references taoward ekchnnging
income for time are analyzedr and the data are used to address-
the 8001a1 policy implications of survey findings\\\ .

P \ ' ) . ’ v : ¢

-
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Avaikable evidence suggests that a numper éf social changes
‘ may be fosterlng a desire on. the part of a grow1ng portion of
the population to work less than what we now conslder to be o

?k"full time.t Among the most important of these changes has been

IS

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

: N ' .
who prefer less than full-time jobs, and flexible work scheduling.
_cher significaﬁt changes include growth ip the nugber of dual-

earner families and a declining biEFh rate, at once tendigg to |

increase family income and reduce fihancial needs, thus allowing
. some men to reduce' their work time and earnings.’ At the same

/' >
time, there has been 1ncrea51ng 1nterest in part- t1me and part—

year work among the younger student population ani amonga older

- -
%’;kers near or past_"retirement age." 1In addition, per31stently

high levels of unemplo§ment have increased;popular,interest in

reducing work time to spread availahle jobs among more. persons;
. L M ,

‘Finally, there.are indications that American values may be moving
in_some measure away from materialiStingoals*in favor of.greater
concern:with “quality of iife.' While these soc1al changes are
not likelyl to ‘cause mas51ve reduction o?‘work t1me, they may tilt
Américan s001éty ‘toward growing concern with 1ncrea51ng the work '
time ch01ces available to 1nd1v1duals. : '&

In btoad ov;ruiew, the nesults of this'study‘indicate that~

prevailing work time conditions are at variance with the

preferences'of today's worker® An overwhelming majority of
Ty £ . s .

American workers state a willihgness to forego most of future

>

pay raises fqgtmore time away from work if- some cho%ce is allowed




b

»

concerning the speCific forms of potentiai)free time. A solid

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

L

earninqs for their choice among five different forms of free

s
t ife, and about one-fourth c;aimed a des1re to forego 10 p&xcent

Ay,

or more of their income for time. A particula‘:y important .

finding of the survey. is' that the ways in which potential gains

~ o <

{
in free trme are scheduled is a major determinant of whether
. s o
indiViduals will trade potential or current earnincs for time.

SpeCifically, extended peridds away from .work, such as vacations

and sabbaticaIsh eliCited considerably greater desire %o exchange

Sy 3 &
income for leisure than did shorter-range - gainstof #ime, such as

»

"reduced workweeks and workdavs. »Finally, survey responses

4 I . :

toward time income tradeoff preferences varied among differeng

Ay

soc1a1 groups. Notably,_ arents in duaP“earner families, those
With high 1ncomes,~and women tended to express greater ghan—l
N U
average deSire to foreqo income for time. However, the .
\ . 7 » ) ) t

differences of preference amdng majQr SQClal groups were not

el
t ’ - M

dramatic, and subszgptial interest,in more free time was -
' ~ Y

8 -

¢ .

evidenced by all s Qategories of the’ sample. J'w

- -

The stated W1llingness of sunvey fespondents to forego
earnings fpr time suggest-impoitant~1mp11cations for human

welfare aQQMPOClal policy « It cah be expected that a Widenina

-, M

- of work time options for indiv1duals would improve. jOb

K2

satisfaction and the-general quality of life. Although there

4

are unrﬁsolved questions concerning the v1ability of reducing

. L]

“work time to share empfoyment, the W1liingness of many ‘workers

U ’
.

N i 3 . N Ny
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to exchange earnings for _more free time creates a p051t1ve social”

14

climate for such approaches to combattihg joblessness. An expan-

“ ) .
. sion of current work time options also can be expected to reduce *

1

' barriers which create job-finding difficilties for a significant
‘- . ~ . . » ! :
number of unemployed workers: Finally, sutveyrresponSes suggest;

that ‘many persons may prefer:*to increase work time during the
school years of youth and retlrement years of old age,, Xﬂd these N\

tenden01es could open the opportun1ty of using work time optlons ¢

to help attenuate soc1al problems assoclated with prolonged '

schoollnq’and the‘grow1ng costs of retirement.’
. ‘ ' ' . A ‘;‘
In‘*addition to indicating” that a large number of workers,
most. of. theém men in their prime working years, are willing to

~ 3

forego earnings for time; this study also-.suggests that important

\*‘ so01al changes, such as the rise in the number of ywomen workers
%r
hig and an increasing plurallty of employment decisiops among older .
Ff; mprkers} may be fostering pressures for redistribution‘of work
'betmeen the sexes:and among a;e groups. lf‘the respOnses of

thls survey reﬁ%esent emerglng preferences of(the future, both

private and publlc sector 1nst1tutlons may flnd it necessary to
N ) |
agreexamlne the v1ab11;ty of_ex1st1ng work tlme conditions. '
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II. vFACT:ORS INFLUBENCING WORK TIME PREFERENCES

’
-

If it is true that work time preferences are
significantly different from cprrent conditions, what

might the albérnatives look like? A recent updating of

) v

1966 compuﬁations*by Juanita Krepé and Joseph Spenglerl
P ‘ R

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

-

scheduléé that might Be.possible.' This updatinq shows
. \‘5 =
how mucgwfree time, and what forms of free time, the

( [ 4

average worker might expect to Yyain by the year 20040 if

one-third of low projections of economic growth were

»
»

foregone for more time away from work..‘The fiéures
show that the average numbé;'of.hours Qbrkedréer ye;r )
codld decline from 1,911 in 1576 to 1,598 in the year
2006. Thi; would mean that thé average worker could

have ong{of'the following: a 33-hour workweek, an

ll1-week paid vacatio? évery year, a 13-month paid leave

-

_every seven years, retirement by age 56, or some
’ ' ]

1. A summary of the original computations made in
1966 can be found in Juanita Kreps and Joseph Spengler,.
"Phe Leisure Component of Economic Growth" in Howard '
Bowen and Garth Mangum (Editors), Automation and
Economic Progress, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.,
1966, pages %38-134. 5 '

A
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-comblnatlon:of the.above optlons 2 While thfse‘figurés
. are only speculations based upon the: best avallable
'ﬁata,_they~do gramatlze,the existenoe of~a wide range
6% posgibilitiES.a;

‘ Of'codfse,«it.is also conceivable that:existing
earnings could be exchanged for time, and that ex1st1ng
amounts of work‘klme might be scheduled in: a number of
alternative ways. For example, a forfeiture of 10
percent of currént income by the avef&géﬁworker would
allow 5 reduction of the workweek_bf 4 hours, or ‘a .day
of f every.two weeks, or % additional weeks of paid
vacation, oE:a 9-month sabbatical (extended leavé with‘
pay)-every-seven years. In térms of scheduling alter-.
natives, the\averége worker might work fifty 40—ho;f

workweeks every year with 2 weeks vacation, or forty

50~hour workweeks each year with 12 weeks paid vacation.

~
3

Given the ideal condition in which individuals have
unconétra%ped ¢hoicé, .the alternative ways in which

people might choose the amount’ and acheduliﬁg df their

v

-work time are theoretically unlimited. As such it may

be helpful to briefly review exlstlng theorles and

~

literature .concerning the factors that are llkely to
. . - (‘

determine work time preferences and decisions. R
o - . ‘

¢+ 2. A detailed discussion of the methods and implica-
tions of the updated computations can be found il Fred
Best, "The Time of Our Lives: The Parameters of Work-
life Scheduling, " Sociﬁtg}and Leisure, Vol. 1, No. 1,

Aprll 1978, pages 95- ” -

.
-7 . -
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Theories Regarding the Chojce :
Between Work and. Leisure 3/

- The natqfe 6f Qorker’preferenCes anq choices con-
cerning tﬁe.baiance of'Qork and iéisure has always been
'gﬁbject of‘speculation among gﬁéﬁpmists, and ‘more . \
‘fecently among other sociai-égigﬂtists. Th?ough the
18th cemrtury, it was assumed.that increaséd wageé would
'.diminiéh the labor sqpély becaﬁse workers would work
"just so much and -no.more’ as may maintaih:them‘in:that
mean condition to whichthey have become accustomed. " 4/
Around the turn of the 19th century, Shith, Saf,‘ahd
other non-Mercantilist ‘thinkers prbposed thé contrary
_notion that higher wages would induce longer and hardér
work effort.fg/ *Malthus, hoyg@ér, continued to advocate

/

the belief that most workers would be content with

» o YN

)

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 Afmericans, Preritice-Hall, Englewood
 Cliffs, N. J., 1975, pages 184-205. .

- 4. .Josiah éhild, A New Discourse on Trade (6th

Edition, page 12), quoted from Paul Douglas, The Theory

of Wagés, 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;
. Tupa-Brentano, Hours and Wages in Relation ¥o Production,
"'N. ¥7, 1894, pages 2-7; and Adam Smith, An Inquiry-into

" the Wealth of Nations, Modern Library Edition, 1937,

pages 81-82; -and J. B. Say, Traite' d'economie politique,

Paris, 1841, Book II, Chapter 7, Section 4.

)

.. T o N

- - . < .
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of time-incdmé préferenceh ' iaborers performing

g

~
A}

subsistence and would cease working when incomes rose.

beyond that level.6

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

the "irksomeness” of work was an important deferminant

¢
.

dtsagreeable and onerous work would be expected to be

less willing“to idorease their work efforts than would .
professionals pursulng more pleasantfcareers.
Correspondingly, Marshall noted’ that any 1nc;ease in
WOrk t1me induced by hlgher wades would also helghten

" fatigue and thus increase the valué of lelsure time to

the wquer.8 By the laﬁe 19th century economlsts began

-

" to integrate the host of contradictory forces which

simultaneously motivate waorkers to both seek and avoid

work. > Finally, Pigou applied the concept of marginal

v

utility to this issue and postulated that the value of

each additional unit Qi\}ncome would decline as workers,

A

N

6. Thomas. Malthus, An Essay on the Rrinciples of
Po ulation, London, 1876, pages 339-348, 368, 379,

424-425. _

7. W. S. Jevons, The Theory of Political Economy,
5th Edition, Edinburg, 1864, pages 142- 144 328, 7330,
and 339-348. .

8. Alfred Marshall, Principles of Economics,
Varjorium Edition, London, 1961, pages 1404113
' 526-629, 680-696, and 720-774.

9. s. J. Chapman, "Hours of Work," Economlcs Journal,
Volume. xxx, 1909, pages 354 373. ) .

' _ ¢




N

person would work at a given wage. |

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

full round, and- economists theorized that increased
. - . . /

remuneration would increase the supply of labor, but

. ' _ \

.that the financial discretion- gained by larger incomes
‘coupled with the increased fatigue accompqnying Ionger ’

‘hqurs would ultimately limit the amount of, time that a

1

§

Current economic: theory has-postulated two counter—'

poised)prinéiples which defermine how individuals come to

] B N

make choices between earned income and time. The first

principle, called the “incdmé_effect,f is the tendency'to

forego earnings for time as income increases. Thus, a-
worker who finds it necessary to work 60 hours a wéekl
when paid $4 an hour might find it dgsiréble to work less

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

- brinciplé; called thé "substiéution effect,"zis'the

tendency to work more as the-rate”of'pay increases-. -Thus,'

an individual not Wiiling to work more Ehan 40 hours a

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

hours a week if paid $8 an hour.

"10. A. C. Pigou, A Study"of Public Finance, London,
1929, pages 83-84; and A. C. Pigou, The Economics of

‘Stationary States, London, 1935, pages 163-164. .

PR



-wdrker at a given level of pay.

- Economic rheorists have sfnthesized the interélay of
these income end spbstitution effects through the concept
oflindiffe;enCe curves. Actual'time—income'tradeoff
deqisions are viewed Qs an intersecdtion between the
supply of labor ias represented by work-income.

"indifference": curves) apd‘bhe demanh for labor (as

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

indifferénee,curve'represegts the variety of cambina-

\ ) ' .
~

tions Sf work time and '‘pdy workers would consider to be

of equal value, while the possibilities curve represents

the time-income tradeoffs_which are available to a
11 '

‘To illustrate this concept, hypothetical "possibility

.curves" allowing total flexibility between werking a

maximum of 100 hours per week and zero hours at constant
. v

pay rates are showh by lines A B, in Figure TI.
"Indifference curves," which are shown by lines X Y in
Flgure I, represent the’ dlfferent comblnatlons of income

and free time whlch would be equally acceptable to a

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

work A0 hours a week for,aq,avq;age hourly rate of $4
(total weekly income of $160), but might require an . -

average of $6 an hour (total weeﬁly income of-$360) to

‘ ¥1. Lloyd G. Reynolds, Labor Economics and Labor
Relations,*5th Edition, Prentice- Hall, Englewood Cflffs,

N. J., I970, pages 37-46.

10 .



work 60 hours a week (see "indifference curve" X,-Y,).
In brief, each “indifferénce curve" represeﬁts.a mdp of
equal preference points between complementary combina-
tiong/?f work hours and income. Différent "indifference

curves" represent vary}hg levels Qf overall worker
satisfaction. It is assumed that arworkgr or group of
workers will seek the highest level of overall éatis—
faction as repfgsented by the higheét possible |
indifference éurve which intersects the best available '
"possibility curve." In the example illustrated in
Figure I, a worker or group of workers confronting
"péssibility cur;e" A,B, would work the 4@ hours a week
indicated by . the in£ersection‘of A282 and X,Y, because
this intersection allows the worker to attain the
high;:t possible "indifference curve." )

These theoréiiéal concepts provide a helpful
framewérk for'ZﬁinkingﬁabOut choices bhetween work and
‘frée time.. NonethelessThthgy must be iniegra;ed with
empirical data \end the perspectives of other disciplines
in order to6 more fully exploreithe complex social forces
'that determine the values: énd pr%ferences which‘

influence work time decisions.

—

J’\
11 - | v
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Figure I
1

. EXAMPLES OF TIME-INCOME INDIFFERENCE AND POSSIBILITY CURVES

®

‘”'

E

C

(3]

o]

—

o

o,

[ V]

2

100 80 - 60 40 20 0
Hours of .Work per Week
»
;‘ ~.\ -
e 12




. . ! N
)

Wwork Time Trends as an Indicator
of Tradeoff Preferenceg

\

Work Time trends indica{; tflat considerable portions
of‘potential economic'gain hafre been&foreéone for more

free time over the last century. During the first part
‘of the twéntietﬁlcentury, free time was gained primarily

through reductions in, the ‘Brkweek. « Specifically,

¥

Bakween 1860 and 1950, the workweek <¢leclined ffom 60 to -

~

-
*41 hours. 12/ Since tﬁ;;>\however, the average workweek

-

has 1e§e1ed off at around 40 hours, 13/ and the growth of .
freé time has takemn other, forms. Most nétably, there..
have been significant gains in paid holidays and
vacations. li/ 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 JS”ice Hedges, "Trends iﬁ
Labor and Leisure," Monthly Labog 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,
pages 119-141.

13. 1Ibid; John Owen, "Work Time: The Traditional
Workweek and Its Alternatives," Draft Chapter for the
1979 Employment and:Training Report of the President,
U. S. Department of Labor, Washingtpn, D. C., 1978.

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

%5. Geoffréy Moore and Janice Hedges, op.cit.,
page 5. ’
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years. 16/ Correspondingly, the proportion Ofﬁfhe average
U. S. pale's lifespan q1ven to the non- wor&;fctivities of
schoollng durlng youth and retlrement in old age has |
increased from ?bout 37 to 42.percent between 1940 and the
late 1970's. 17/

WhiLe\ti;r;-has been some increase’bf ‘&tended time

| Saay_from work during midlife and significant expansion of |
nonrworﬁ time at the extrehes of the life.cycle, the
patterns of work time within the United étates have remained
remarkably stable eince_the 1930's. It is notatle that there
has been some recent expansion in the use of flexible hours .
during workdays, along witp "modified workweeks," such

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

work, 18/ and anecdotal\feports 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 Employment Survey .
(Déscriptive Statistics with Comparisons to. 1969 and
1973 3tudies), Institute fqr Social Research, University
of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1978, Table 5.9; and "Collective
Bargaining Negotiations and Contracts," Daily Labor
Report, October 18, 1978, pages E1-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.) .

v 17. Fred Best and Barry Stern, "Education, Work and
" Leisuge--Must They Come in That Order?,", Monthly Labor
Review, July 1977, page 4. < '

18. Janice Neipert Hedges, -"New Patterns for Working
Time, " Monthly Labor Review, February 1973, pages 3-8; *
and Janice-'Neipert Hedges,}"slx-day Workweeks Increase,

Four-day Weeks Stable," News Release, Office of
- Information, U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,

.. December 30, 1977.
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reformsk 19/ Nonetheless, the clear majority ot today\s
emploied persons work between 35.and 44 hours a week for
5-day workweeks, with annual vacgtions ranging between 2
and 3 weeks. 20/ o }

Many sbecialists in: the field suggest that today's
'stebilization of worh;time indicates that workers are
satisfied with-curtent cenditions'and have no pressinpg

. - . v ’
interest in foregoing current or ‘potential earnings for

" more free time. One indication of the pépularity of

i ~ n~

current work time arrangements comes from a survey of"
1,322 ranébmly selected persons 1in Auéust 1966. This
national survey found that 56 percent of the respondents
"wished to work the\ezae hourg and earn the same amount

as they were at the time of the 1nterv1ew, wh11e 34

percent w1shed 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; Bermhard Teriet, "Flexiyear
Schedules--Only 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 b%}ween 35 and
44 hours each week. (John. Owen, "Work Time: . The
Traditional Workweek and Its Alternatives," op.cit.,
Draft, Table 1l; and "Six-day Workweeks Increase; Four-
day Weeks Stable," U. S. Department of Labor News
Release (USDL 77-1092), December 30, 1977, Table 3.
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10 percent wished to work and carn less. 21 This general
_pattern was also supported by a smaller 1976 study. gg/.
Another 1971 panel sﬁudy of employed men who were "heads

of families" found;that only ane-third were free to vary
r‘)ﬂwﬁf workhours. Yet the vast majority reporteé& them- -

selves satisfied with their work time conditions, and
‘those who were dissatisfied gencrglly wamted more work. 23/
Further, studies of grievances arising under -collective

- -
-

bargaining agreement§7 as well as frequent observations -
that most workeﬁs freel§ choote évertime work, suggest
that a significént portion of workers place a.high value
dn long hOurs..gﬁ/. While the issue is not undebatable,
these and other studies have led many scholars to conclude

“that workers are satisfied with the current workweek and

are éﬁbﬁkyilling to work longer hours. 25/ .

21. George Katona, Burkhard Strumpel, and Xrnest
zahn, Aspirations and Affluence, McGraw-Hill Book
Company, New York, 1971, pages 129-233.

22. Fred Best,'"Preferences on Worklife Scheduling‘-
and Work- Lelsure Tradeoffs," Monthly_Labor Review,

July 1978, page 32. -

23. Jonathan Dickinson, "Labor Supply on Family
Members," in James Morgan et al., Five Thousand American
*Families--Patterns of Economic Progress, Institute for
Social Research, Unlver31ty of Michigan, Vol. 1, 1974,
pages 177-256. -

24. sar-A. Levitan and Richard S. Belous, Shorter
Hoursl Shorter Weeks: Spreading the Work to Reduce
Unempioyment, Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore, 1977,
page 32.

. 25. Lloyd Reynolds, E.c1t h page 48; Edward Kalachek,

. "Workers and the Hours Decision," Work Time and Employment,
Special Report No. 28, National Commisgs#®n for Employment
Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979. "
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~ | If anxthlng, trend date suggest that there are ,
changes occurrlng w1th1n the. labor force which w111 v “\
P i ‘
» heighten the value Qf fre¢ time relative to earnings. 26/

' . : S ) ' . \
. . . . : ; .
. Data concerning the distribution of work hqurs among’ '

labor force members.show thgt‘the proportion qf peréong
>eﬁploy¢d full time {over 34’hours a week) who work more.- {
) ;‘ Ehéé 40_hours each week'h?s décriggd from 42.0 £§ 30;§ef—' ’ .
(a cent btheen 1955 gna 1977, while the porfioﬁ working‘84.~kf’." \
hours or less has iﬁcreqsed from 14.3 ‘to 32.6 peﬁéept
"over the same tihe period. gZ/U‘Additionally,'availébie
trend data 28/ and reviews of collective bargainiﬁ%

3

4

.26. Studies undertaken by John Owen indicate that work
time reductions have not been a result of decﬁ&ging hours
for the traditional male worker petween age 21 and 64, -
. but the entrance into the.labor force of. increasing-
portiong of women, youth, and young ‘persons whé tend to
prefer less than full-time work. -Thus, the work '
activities of these new entrants have reduced‘the average. -
workweek, wiile the hours of working age males haye
remained essentially constant. ("Workweeks and lLeisure:

An Analysis of Trends, 1948-75," Monthly Labor ReV1ew, s oot
August 1976, pages 3-8.) _ -

~ 27.. Data extrapolated from John Owen, "Work Time: The ]
Traditional Workweek and Its Alternative," op.cit., Table 1; N

"Six-~day Workweeks_Increase, Four-day Weeks Stable," op.cit., B
Table 3; and William V. Deutermann and Scott C. Brown, o
"yoluntary Part-time Workers: A Growing Part of tpe Labor '
Force," Monthly Labor Review, June 1978, page 5. y '

~ - '28. Fred Best, "Changing Values Toward Material Wealth ~
.. ' and Leisure," Paper prepared for the Office of the Assistant .
Secretary for Education, U. S. Department’ of Health, .
Bducation, and Welfare, Washington, D. C., 1976. : -
&
A . S
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for increased holidays and vacatign time.

'Sopial'Forces, September 1978, pages 150-151.

A - - - v Y

agreements 29/ indicate that workers are continuing to push

,\“\\5__//*\ BN

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

.import&ﬁt tQ emphasize that thefqmounﬁ%of time an individual

or group gives to work activities is determined by more than
worker-preferences.' The supply of both 'work’and income’ is a

powerful‘determinant of work time and‘labor‘f6rce participd-

tion. In most cases, peisons work for the amount of time

4 ‘

possible or- 1n accord with sohedules dlctated by avallable

jobs. 30/ Further, 1nst1tut10nal factors, such as overtlme

'regulations and the fixed'costs of fringe Benefits, tend

to standardize work time and earnings passibilities. 31y
‘. . .

29 Bureau of Labor gSgtistics, Paid vatation and Holiday
Provisions in Major cobllective Bargaining Agreements,
Bulletin 1425-9, U. “S. Gavernment Printing Office,
Washington, D. C., 1975; and "Collective Bargaining Negotia-
tions and Contracts," Dally,Labor Report October 18, 1978,
pages E1-E3.. :

30.’ Edward Kalachek, op.cit.) Section on Constraints; and °

Sherwin Rosen,: "The Demand for Hours of Wpork and Employment,"
Work Time and Employment, Special Report No. 28, National
Commission for-Employment Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979.

31. Edward Kalachek, op.cit.; Robert Clark, Adjusting
Hours to Increase Jobs: An Analysis of [{the Options, Special
.Report No. 15, National Commission for Employment Policy,
Washington,,K D. C., ,1977; JosepH Garbarino, "Fringe Benefits .

and Overtlme as Barriers to Expanding Employment,” Industrial
and Labor Rélations Review, April 1964, pages 426-442; Lloyd
Reynolds, op.cit., pdges 34-35; Fred Best, "Ind1V1dual and
Firm Work Time -Decisi

ng: Comment," Work Time and Employment,

Special Report No. 28, National Commission for Employment
Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979} and Fred Best and James
Wright, "The Effect of Scheduling on Time~Income Tradeoffs,"

4
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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 total, flexibility. in choosing
an amount of work time at a given rate of pay.

Clearly, the __impac‘of institutional factors limits the

)

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

income p;eferencés. Withoqt'Aiscreditrng the value of such

v ; P . _ o
data as a means to understanding preferences, 1t 1s necessary
A

to seeks additional theoretical and empirical information «

concerning the forces whigh ' might determine preferences before
A3 ry N

/

they are compromised by prevailing conditions.

T /

The Prospect of Changing Time-

Income Tradeoff Preferences 33/
| There gave been many indications that a large, and

possiblx growihg, portion of the labor fdrce may prefer to

work less than what we currentlf coﬁsider to be ‘ -

1.

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

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

32. Edward Kalachek, oE.cit.i

33. A large 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 Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979. .
\
o ’ .
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!
proportion of the work force oriented toward more free

time.}ikely to grow,ér deéline ﬁn coﬁing years, and whé
conditions might affect éﬁe strength and nature of
degires to forfeit income for,time?s B

The most obvious and all-encompassing factors which | )

might' be expebted to determine time-income tradeoff

s preferences are material affluence and economic growth.

~ ~

‘Although it might be'expecteé £hat;;eal economic_ggowth
would foster increased desire for tiﬁe'at the expense of
income, there is xﬁncleér'evidence that thé'tendency'to
give up a portion of.increaseQJgarnings for more free |
time (inéome effect) always ovefboﬁes the incentive to
work lénger at ﬁighér pay (ststituFion effect). Qﬂ/

’ Ndnetheléﬁs there is_a.genéral consensus‘that American
wbrkefs héve.forégone'signifiEantﬁportibns'of gconomic
growgh for'more free time éver tpe last ceq}ufy..gé/

ngWevef,'availéble'éstimdtes_of,thése tradeoffs indicaﬁiﬁi

"

. 34. john Owen, The Price of Leisure, o ;cit.,.pages 16-18{_
. }Qnd Lionel Robbins, "On the Elasticity of Income in Terms of
Effort," Economics, Vol. X, 1930, pages 123-129. o

35. H. C. Lewis, "Hours of Work and Hours of Leisure,"

Proceedings of Ninth Annual Meeting of Industrial Relations’
Research Association, Industrial RelatieQEResearch Association,

Cleveland, 1957; and Gordon Winston, "An Y{nternational Compar ison
of .Income and Hours of Work," Réview of Edonomics'and Statistics,
Vol. XLVIII, No. 1, 1966, pages 28-39. ! - '

-’
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N . .
that the proportion of economic growth foregone for
time (primarily in the fofm of a reduced workweek) has
ldeclined steadily. Prior to 1929, it was estimated that
reductions of the workweek took about half of the gfswth
in output growth between 1920 and 1950. 36/ Between
1940 and 1966, the p;oporgiph of increased productivity
given ﬁp for gains of leisure deci}ned still further to
aniestimated ll'percent,.and it has been ca}culated that
'?nly 8 percent of real econqmic growth was forfeited for
free tims in the 1960s. 37/ N //” ’ N
It would be reasonable to expech that sluggish
economic growth in fecent years, coupled with trends
.towardllesajpfogressive taxstion for 16w and middle
income groups,.would dampen interest in.exchanging incoge
for time. Yet there are indications that concern over
monetary gain may not be as pressing as commonly assumed
For example, a 1977 natlonal su%vey found that 79 percent
thought-lt better to learn to live with basic essentlals .

N . .
- rather than reach for higher standards of living, and

Clark Kerr, "biscussioniéiAmerican Econonic Review;
‘ﬁay 1956, page 219.

37. Peter Henle, "Recent Growth of Paid Leisure.for U. S.
‘Workers," Monthly Labor Review, March 1962, page 256; and
Geoffrey Moore and Janice Hedges, op.cit., page 11. :




E g

76 pefcent foﬁnd it preferable to put more emphasis on non-
material experiénées than on material concerns. 38/ In
the face of recent economic downturas and inflationary
.inétability, viewé sich as these not only seem peculiar,
but raise the gquestion of whether changes in American
society which are only partly related to levels of income
are encburaging a shift in values and preferences toward
non—méterial goals sﬁéh as more"fre? time..

Some scholars have suggeéteq that increasing
opportunities for short< and long-range recreat}onal
activities may be éhiﬁting the primary concern of !
American cultu;é‘froﬁ work‘tp leisure. PreSumably, the
iroliferafioh of recreational facilities and redugtion
of their cost might place formerly unattainable leisure
activities within thé~gra§p of most persons, thus
crégting_a‘fremium for @bre time away from work. 39/

¥hile there is some evidence that”the cost of”many

-

38. "Quallty Wins Over Quantyty," The Harrls Survey,
Press Release, May 23, 1977; Louis Harris, "Deep .
Skepticism is Expressed About Unlimited& Economic Growth,
Washlngton Post May 23, 1977, page A-11.

39.; Staffan Linder, The .Harried Leisure Class, Columbia.
“ University Press; New Yorky'1970 Kenneth Roberts, "The .
Society of Leisure: Myth and Reality," Society and -
Leisure, Vol. 1, No. 1, pages 33-36; and Daniel Books,
New York, 1973, coda titled,_"TherEnd of Scarcity."
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recreational activities may be deeclining 40/ and their

dccessibility increasing, the complexity of factors

impinging on thig issue 41/ makes the hypothesis that

"expanded recreational options may“ﬁg increasing the

. \
desire foy free time a fascinating but, somewhat

prov151onal, speculation.

It is ocCas1ona11y quggested that work time may be

reduced because of the increased productivity and
Y
personal worker relief to be gained by lessened job

fdtigue. While the impact of fatigue on worker pro- -

. ductivity and well-being varies among occupations and

industries, most studies indicate that th workweek and’
workday have declined to the point where further. reduc-
tioris would not reduce fatigue and perhaps may even lower

productivity. 42/ On the other hand, there ha3 been some

7

40. Fred Best, "Changing Values. Toward Material ealth
and Leisure in the United States," op.cit., pages '113-143.

41. John Owen, 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‘%ffering extended vacations or sabbaticals in

9 order to provide the personal ren;wai and retraining
opportunitieg necessary to foster fresh perspectfves and
prevent skill obsolescemce. 43/ For the most part, however,
it is unlikely théé concerns over job exhaustion on the
.parf'oﬁ.gither employees or employers will be a major

h
factor contributing to future*work time reductions.

The fam11y cycle has always been viewed as a major
determinant of time-income tradeoff prefeﬂ‘nces. The.
key variables here are children and the costs of establiéﬁ—
ing a néw,pousehold. Single persons-and married éoup}eél
"y " without children are commonly believed to have the
financial discretion andapersonal freedom to forego
iﬂg&&e-for more free time. However, -the arrival.of
cﬂiidren and the nééessity to stabiliZ%e home life SN
introduces new finangial and tempqral constraints that
understandably alter previous views toward work and

leisure. 44/ When the préportion of working wives was low,

temporal demands of child raising Qere distributed

<

43. 1Ibid, pagd 71; "Statement of James Hooley,"
Leisure Sharing, Hearings of the California State
Senate Select COmmittee 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, "Transitlon to Parenthood," Journal
of Narriqge and the Family, Vol. 128, No. 9, pages 47-56.
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primarily to wives, while the financial runpnnsibi]{tivs
for dependent children, household goods, qud_mortqnqos
became the concern of husbands. Available studies suggest
.that this arrangement has caused men to stabiljie or
ihtensiiy their traditional "breadwipner" role by working

-

the same or longer hours to insure adequéte family income,
) as wives reduced or ceased their émploymen£ activities. ig/
Today, it is the rule ratheruzhan_the exception that <\
both married and unmarried womeﬁ have assumed some portion ﬁL\
or all of the ftraditional male "breadwinner" role. 46/
Thié‘increasé in the number of working women and the cof—

résponding emergence of more flexible sex roles are likely to

alter the impact of the family lifé cycle on work time

45. Edward K&lachek, op.cit., page 7; Harvey Rosen,
"Taxes in a Labor Supply Model with Joint Wage-Hours
Determination," Econometrica, May 1976; and Donald Larson,
"The Components of Mon-market Time and Female Labor Supply
Patterns," unpublished paper cited in Kalachek, op.cit.,

- page 7.

46. Between 1967.and the end of 1978, the ovegall labor

force participation rate of women has cllmbed from 1.1
percent to. 50.1 percent. (Employment and Training Report of -
the Pre51éént, 1978, page IEW; and "The Employmenht Situation:
November 1978," U. S. Department of Labor News Release, USDL
78~-10055, Deoqmber 8, 1978, Tablé A-1.) Further, between
March 1967 and March 1977, the prUportlon of married women .
with husbands present with chlldren 5 years of age or younger
who were in the labor force rose from 25.6 ton41l.6 percent,

~ and women of the same characteristics but with;’children aged
6 to 17 years who were in the labor force rosé€ from 45.0 to
57.9 percent over the same time period. (Ralph Smith, The
Subtle Revolution, The Urban Institute, Washington, D. “C.,
1979.) 5 \ .

o
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preferences and decisions. As more women commit more
time to employment, the non-job time remainipg within
many household &;its for family chores and léisure wili./
become increasingly scarce. 47/ Households are likely fo
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 value(on time off the job. Fér dual

earner families, the added income brought in by working .
wives will incfease the feasibility of exchanging income

for more free time, possibly, by husbands rather than by
wives. .In the case of single-parent households, th;\;bsence
of some form of childdare assistance is also likely to maké

the forfeiture of earnings for timé a harsh necessity.

~

B [ 4
47. John P. Robinson, How Americans Use Time, Praeger

Special Studies, Praeger Publishers, New York, 1977,
pages 61-82, 132-137, and 147:357; "Testimony of Urie
Brofenbrenner," Part-time EmpPoyment and Flexible Work
Hours, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Employee
Ethics and Utilization, U. S. House of Representatives,
Serial No. 95-28, May 24, 1977, pages 25-30.

‘' 48. Off-job time is not necessarily leisure, but may
also be "non-market work-time" which is undertaken by
balancihg 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

Economic Research, Columbia University Press, New York,
1975.) * o~ - '
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There are a number of viewpoints rothdinq the potential
impact of increased female labor force participation and
changinfj sex roles on work time preferenceé{ While there

is some possibility that working spouses may seek to duplicate

v

each others' Ho rs, 49/ it is likely that dual-earner
families will h::é a stronger  interest in exghanging
earnings for time thap their one-earner counterﬁarts. 50/

- Most notably,‘it7has been suggested that parents of

young children~may prgfer shorter workdays over other
forms of free time beca#se it best ﬁétches the daily
demands~of_child raising. 51/ Séqond, it has frequently
been noted that the scheduling of-work may be increas~

‘ ingly "important, particularly to working parents of

yOUnd children who need to adjust their job hours to
. N . '
meet the routine and unexpected demands of. child
{

4 ) : \

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

50. Isabel'Sawhill, "Economic Perspectives on the ‘
Family," Daedalus, Spring 1977, ﬁgges 115-125; Juanita
*» Kreps, "Do All Women Want to Work: The Economics of
Their Choice," in Louise K. Howe (Editor), The Future of .
the Family, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1972,
. pages 224-234. '

.51, Clair Vickery, "Work Time Decisions of Firms and
Individguals: Comment," Work Time and Employment, Special

Report No. 28, National Commission for Employment Policy,
Washingto%,_D. C., 1979.

<
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3
raising. 52/ As already suagested, the strength and
ﬁature\bf tiﬁ;—income tradeoff preferences will probably
vary notably according té the different stages of the
family c;cle, but the impact of these family stages may
vary somewhat betwéen one—earner and dual-earner house-
holds. Further, it is likely that individuals and spouses
who have no immediate interest in changing their work time =§
'arrangeQSnts may place great value on having the option
to make adjustments at some other point in time.

Available data supports most of these speculations

about the impact of new family patterns én work time
preferenées. Natidnal time budget ,studies indicate that
‘dual-earner families do have unusually harsh time
pressures, most of which are inequitably distributed to
yives. 53/ Further, responses to a 1977 national survey‘
concerning the impact of employment on family 1life
indicated that work time arrangements were a sejious

problem for 25 percent of all persons with sponSes or

52. Denise F. Polit, "The Iﬁbligations of Nontradi-
tional Work Schedules for Women," The Urban and Social
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., praft, September 1978.

« 7
53. John P. Robinson, op.cit., pages'61—82, 132-137,
and 147-157.
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children, 54/ and that 42.5 percent of the rospondonté
citing such hardships.were willing to give up some
portion of their income in order to spend more time

with their fimilies. 55/ However, there are ambiguous ,
findings concerning the tybes of free time mg}e valued

by workers with employed spouses or young-children.
Although national Yabor force data show that 62.8

percent of all voluntary part—time-jobs were héld by
women in 1977, and wbmen accounted for the overwhelming
majority of married part—tiﬁe workers, 56/ exploratory
survey research of the same groups indicates that —
shbrter\ rkdays and workweeks are not the most/é:;;erred
of poten:ial free time gains. 57/ Both survey studies and
pehavioral data indicate that work preferences tend to
‘yary according to family cycle stagef As already sug-
gested; the early child-raising stage of tke family cycle
fends to'increase concern over income, with men tending

to stabilige or increase work hours, while wamen tend to

k)

54. It should be noted that ajgthér 40.9 percent noted
the work time arrangements were Ysomewhat" of a problem to i
their family life. (Robert Quinn and Graham Staines,
op.cit., Table 15.25.) ' -

55. -Ibid, Table 15.31. ‘
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," \

Psychology of Women Quarterly, March 1980. ; .
58. Ibid, Edward Kalachek, op.cit., pagqe 7.
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pursue less thﬁn full-time jobs. 59/ quever, the strenéth
‘Oof these family cycle influences seems to bée affected by | <\‘
whether or not both sponses work. 60/ Finally, exploratory °
survey research suggeézg that both men and women who favor
flexible, as opposed to fradiﬁional, sex roles are much
more likely to exchange earnings for. time. 61/

The rising educational attainment of the W9, S. labor

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

erences. 62/ On the one hand, educational achiqxs?ent is

59. 1bid, Edward Kalachek, op.cit., page 7. Some studies
indicate that employment in part-time jobs is associated with
the stage of the family cycle. Married women with young
.childxen 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 pf years of schooling completed by
the U. S. labor force has /risen from 8.6 in 1940 to 12.1 in
1970, and is projected to’ rise to 12.7 by 1990. ' (Digest of
Educational Statistics, 1975, pages 14-1579) The proportion of
the Tabor force with 4 years or more of college education rose
frgm 10 to 15.7 percent between 1960 and 1975, and is projected
to rise to 21.7 percent by 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 Welfare, Washington, D. C., April 1978, .

page 46.) -




thought to enhance capacities for the use of free time,
thus fostering greater desire for time away from the
,job.64 o® the other hand, years of schooling are
clearly an investment of time, mdney, and forégone

earningsjundertaken to increase future occupational

63

opportunities and total lifetime incomes.65 As sﬁch, 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 cand be expected to further encourage longer
hours. Sincé available data iﬁdicate tﬁétmere highly

educated persons work longer than average, it appears

that the desire to reap the rewards of schoqoling may

63. Harold Wilensky, "The Uneven“pistribution of
Leisure Time," Social Problems, Summer 1961; John Owen,

op.cit., pages 45-47. There 1s also some indication that

those with less than average edication may tend to have
a

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

Creates Model Retirement Counseling Program,"” Ideas at
Work, SeXvice Center for Community College-Labor Union
Cooperatipn, American Association for Community and

" Junior Colleges, Washington, D. C., November 197 .

page 1) .~ -
' 64. “John Owen observes that increased compe y to

effectjvely use time might apply to work as w 1l as
leisure time. Thus, a well-educated person m ght
accomplish a good deal in the way of leisure gatisfac-

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

pages 46-47). )
65. IXbid, pages 42-44. - ‘\.
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overcome any concarrent rise in the appreciation for
leisure time. 66/ At the same time, it is noteéworthy that

well-educated’workers cite a higher- than average number

of problems with 1nconven1ent or excessive hours" 67/ and

tend to have more hdlidays and longer vacations than

most workers. §§/. This suggestéTthat‘Zducational attain-
ment may encourage a:desire for more discretion concerning
the schédulihg of Qork, és well as preferences for formé
of free time'bther'than sho;;er workdays and workweeks.

¥ The quality of work and job dhtisfaction 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 othgr hand, unpleasant working
conditions will foster avoidance of work and minimize
time on ‘the job.f§_9_/ Since c\asual observation suggests
that the quality of work is improving®(i.e., increasged

job safety,“réduction of physical toil, grievanc%S

66. Edw rd Kalachek, Wesley Mellow,* and EEEE%J;CR -
"The Mile Labor. Supply Function Reconsidered,"

Raines,
Industria and Labor Relations, Aprll '1978; and HaroId

Wilensky, op.cit. . ) .
67. Robert Quinn and Graham Staines, og,cit.,
Table 5.39. ) . .

.
68. Harold Wilensky, op.cit. &
- 69. " John Owen, op.cit., pages 23-29; and Edward .’

Kalachek, "Workers and the;Hours Decision," op.cit.,

page 6. w ' o ok
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prPCedures, etc.), it can be expectgd that such a trend
would ;ttenuate the desire for reduced time. However,
work satisfaction is determined by perceptions as
~well as. absolute conditions, and there is evidénce 
that high occupatipnal expectafions, ZQ} combined with
underutilization of rising educétional attainment, 71/ is
fostering job discontent. While many persons may work: ¢
harder and longér in order to opeﬁ career opportunities,

studids have indjicated that limited occupational opporxr-

{

tunities will cause many to realign focal life interests

‘toward off-job activiti?f. 72/ Since education tends to
- .

70. A nationally representative sampl i d that 50
percent of high school graduates in,1974e;§gtgtquto be
in professional occupations by age 30. (The Condition

of ;Education, U. S. .Department of Health, Educatipn, and

‘Welfare, 1976, page 123.) , .

71. Robert Hamrin, "Underemployment: A GfbwiLg Problem
for the Highly Educated,” Challenge, July-August 1978,
pages 57-58; Helen Dewar, "Job Magaise Found Rising,

_ Especially Among College Grads," 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;
~25 Percent of Graduates Seen Settling for Nondegrée Jobs,"
¢ The Washingten Post, July 26, 1978; and Richard Freeman,
' Tﬁe40ver-egggat33American, Academic’ Press, New York, 1976.
Y

¢ 72 % curt Tausky ,and Robert Dubin, "Career Anchorage:

. Management Mobility Motivations," American Sociological.
aview, Vol. 30, 1965, pages 725-735; and Robert Dubin,
ndustrial- Workers' Worlds: Study of the 'Central

Life “Interest' of Industrial Wotkers," Social Problems,

. Vol. 3, 1956; pages 3-142. &
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increaéqyleisure ﬁs_wéll as work combetencc, it scems
plausible that'many workers may redireét theif under-
dtilized_educational backgroqnds to enrich;lifé off the
job and perhaés'increase their willingness tq forego

earnings for time. ‘ L , 0
l ’ Res (RN )
Age appears to be a determinant of work time ‘for

‘younger pfrsons. 13/ For example,&the 1977 iébor §6rce a
'participé;fbﬂ:fagé for per;oﬁs agéddl7 to 25 of‘both
sexes was 66.7 percent, 74/ while the proportioniof
workeérs in thfs age gfoup voluntari}y working part time
was 28 percent. 75/ The major:cauSes of th;s”pattern are
schopl activities and the lack of»éﬁployment oppqrtuni-.
ties. 76/ - o - o | LT
, _ ‘ ’ , o

73. Edward Kalachek, op.cit., page 1. ‘ o

74.  Employment and Trainihg Report of the President,
1978, pages ¥g§'and,1§6. ' ' ' ’

75. William Déutermann and Scott C. Brdwn,|og.cit.,
pages 6~7. ° '

76. 1Ibid; William Deutermann and Scott C. Brown, op.cit.,
‘page’ 7; Carol Jusenius, "Young Aduylts Out of School and Out
‘'of Work," Paper prepared for the National Commission .for
Employment Policy, Washington, D..C., Draft Briefing Paper,
November 1978; and Aldrich Finegan and William Bowen, The
gcdnomichof Labor Force Participation, Princeton University
. Press, Princeton, N. J., 1960, ' . )
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Gt thé‘other‘endﬁgf t?e life cyc]e,\thetaavancement
of age is associated with the increased temporal and
financial d)screfion that comes with the maturation @f

) “offspring and. with possible desires for lower qctivity
levels following physical decline--two factors which
are likely to foster_intereét in work time reductions.
On thé other hand, concern with the costs of health care
and encroach&ng retirement increase the value of‘e;rnings -
for the purpose of saving--a féctor which is likely to main-
‘tain or increase existing work hours. 77/ ﬁgither compli-
‘cations come from Social Security restrictions which iﬁpose
earnings liﬁits on those-receivinq\pensions; 78/ 1n |
response to these conditions, data indicate that hours
;emain felatively constant up to around age 60, when
wprk involvement begins to taper off. As-age progresses .
béyondnthisﬂpoint,'those with poor health, pad employment AN

optypns; or nonemployment income tend to withd;aw from

; s
77. Juanita M. Kreps, Lifetime Allocation of Work, and
. Income: Essays in the Economics of Aging, Duke-University .
( Press, Durham, N. C., 1971, pages 100-133 and 143-154. -

78. Alicia Munnell, The Future of Social Securitz,
iBrodkings Institution, Washington, D. C., 1977,
pages: 25-83. o oK
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the’ labor force. 79/ .Of those who continue working aftef
age 65, some 49 pefcent were vquntarily employed iq a
part—timé job, 80/ a large number of which.were doubtless
influenée@;by Social Security earning restrictions. ° If
current SOéiﬁl policies p?rsist, it is likely that the-
;ginb'bf thé lérge poat~w;rld War II "baby boom" ééneration
.* may magnify such work time behaviors in coming decades.
Because of the many social cﬂanges'cited above, tﬁe
tendéncy of work::& to ex;hange income) for time is likely-to*
. become highly ﬁiyerﬁgsand.strbngli influenced by the foEms of
pétent%?l free time gains. For most persons, harginal reduc-
tions of—fhe yorkday or wakﬁeek, and perhaps the worklife
as it‘is currently dbnce;ved; may have reached the point of
'diminishing returns. Nonéfheless, free time in the forms that

)

meet individual neeas{ such as part-time work for parents of

'79. 'Edward Kalachek, op.cit., page 1; Aldrich Finegan and
William Bowen, op.cit.:; PEIIip L. Rones, "Older Men--The

Choice Between .Work and Retirement," Monthly Labor Review,
Noyember 1978, pages 3-10; Joseph Quinn, "The Micéroeconomics
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
Cogditﬁons Among Men," Reaching Retirement Age, Social
Security Administration, U. S. Department Health, Education
and Welfare, Washington, D. C., 1976, pages 65-74.

80. Williém Deutefmann ‘and Scott C. Brown, op.cit.,
pages 6-7; and Philip L. 'Rones, op.cit.; pages 5-3.
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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/ N

A number of survey studies indicate that scheduling

ofgpotential free time is-particularly important and

that time-income tradeoff optionerextendihgxgégohd the ¢
workday anl workweek produce different exchange pr;fer—
ences. .First, two national employment surveys conducted ,

at the Uniiﬁrsity of Migbigan in 1969 and 1977 foupa

that- the proportioh of porsons citing problems with
"inconvenieoijor excessive hours" increased somewhat

from 29.5 percent to 33.6 percénL, and that most problems

dealt with soﬂydulipg rather than number of Qorkhours..gg/

Second, a 1973 study of 518 employees of 22 firms
recently-converted to 4=day, 40-hour workweeks, ' .
allowing fo§ pﬁé same amount of wprk but more extensi#e

_time off the.job revealed high employee satisfacfion

with the ned\york schedule. é}/' Finally, soveral ‘ .

- 81. . Edward Kalaohek,‘"Workers and the Hours Decision,"

op.cit., pages 5 and 18; and Fred Best, "Preferences for
Worklife Scheduling and Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," op.cit., -

pages 32-33. . |
Q'AQ — . B82. Robert-Quinn and Graham Staines, op.cit.,
i /:Table 5- 36- ‘ N .

B3. Opin}on‘Research Corporation, The Effects of a
Shorter Workweek on Employees' Job Attitudes and Leisure
Activities, Princeton, NASJ., 1973. s .

‘.
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additional studies of nofirepresentative sampled ranging
in size from 19;'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
breferences among a number 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 chosen over shorter horkdays, longer
weekends, and earlier 'retirements. 84/
ConsiQeration'of available data suggests that future
;f ~ tradeoffs between income-edrning work time and free time
may be influenced by the waﬁo An which woxk and free
time are schéduled. Specifically, one might expect that
willingness to forego potential earnings in exchange for
more free time may increase with the length of free time

Ql; ‘and the flexibility with whicn.free time is scheduled. 85/

. '
4 P

84. Stanley M. Neally and James G. Goodale, "Workers'
Preferences Among Time-off Benefits and Pay," Journal of
Applied Psycholog;, Vol. 1, 1967; J. Brad Chapman and ,
Robert Ottemann, "Employee Preferences for Various
Compensation and Fringe Benefits," The Personnel Admin-

~ istrator, November 1975; Fred Best ana_ﬁames Wright,
‘op.cit., pages 136-153.

85. For workers' stated . preferences towar alternative (
schedules of constant amount of work time, seg Ibid;
Fred Best, “Prarerences for Worklife Scheduling and Work--

eisure Tradeoffs;" E.cit., pages 34 35.

- N _.- | . _’L
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By enlarging the time frame it is possible to speculate
how worier tradeoff preferences, apnd their respective.
"indifference curves," may . change under different
scheduling options. Figure II illustrates this -
possibility with three schedule—determined "indifference
curves," withspotential freeltime taking é‘e form of

(1) more daiiy‘time away from work, (2) longer weekends,
and (3)'1onger vaoations. If theSe speculations are
valid, %t would‘Pe reasonable to assume thiﬂ many workers
. may glyarup ex1sting or potent1a1 earnings for extended,
as oppo/ed to shorter, periods of free time.

The likely impact of schedullng on time-income
tradeoff preferences_can be extended to the time frame
of overalIl™ifespans. During the tweotieth century, a
number of sqplal forqes, 1nc1ud1ng prolonged schoollng
and earlier retlrement* have led to compre381on of
work\years into ao everfsmaller portion of overall
lifetimes. As a result,ﬁmost men and an inc;easing
portion of women have come to pursue a "linear 11fe
plan” typified by somethlng of a lock;tep progre881on
from education in youth to some 40 cons utive

years of employment during the mlddle ars of Nife,

and finally to retirement. 86/ This pAttern has become

*

86. ‘Fred-Best-and Barry Stern, og.cit.,_pgges 3-10.

-
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Figure II

HYPOTHETICAL TIME—INCOME'INDIFFERENCE CURVES
UNDER ALTERNATIVE FREE TIME SCHEDULING
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incréasingly,pronounced, not only for hﬁhanistic reasons,
but also because of the economic consideration that those
who are at the peak of their productive capacities dﬁring
mid-1ife should work, while less proéuctive éersons in
their youth ;r old age should either }ncggase their
pro@uctive capacity through schooiing or 'withdraw to
retirement as a reward for a\sfmpleted worklife. 87/
While thig life pettern has had and continues to have
healthy features, there are questions as to whether the
progression frém educationjto—work—to—retirement is too
. rigid to meet tvday's social and individual needs, and
whether the value of furgher increases of non-work time’
at tﬁe ends of the life cycle may have ﬁeached the point

o ~
of diminishing returns. 88/

87. For an exposition of this line of thinking, see
Melvin Reder, "Hours &f Work and the General Welfare,”
in Clyde Dankert et al. (Editors), Hours of Work, Harper
and Row Publishers, New York, 1965, pages 175-200.

88. For assessments of prevailing life patterns, see
Juanita Kreps, The Lifetime Allocation of Work and
Income, Duke University Press, Durham, 1971; Willard

FTirtz et al., The Boundless Resource, New Republic Book

: Company, Washington, D. C., 1975; Archibald Evans,

Flexibility in Working Life, Organisation for Economic
Cooperation, Paris, 1873; Harold Sheppard and Sara Rix,
The Graying of Working America, The Free Press, New York,
1977, pages 156-168; Robert N. Butler, WHy Survive? .
Being 014 in America, Harper and Row, New York, 1973, «
pages 384-401; and James O'Toole, "200 Million Job Choices,"
The Washington Post, July 4, 1976, pages: Bl and B4,
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While the forces determining the lifetime distribution

/N

d, several
-

linear life

of work and non-work time are not fully u t
social trends suggest that today's prevai:§egﬁ
pPlan"” may not be as viable as in the past. Sf¢hooling

in youth has been viewed as personally enriching ‘and
economically beneficial because it enhances knowledge,
improves social productivity, and intreases éarning power
in later 1ife. 89/ Today, it is also suggested that young

persons pursue prolonged years of scHGSIingﬂbecause there

are no jJ 7 90/ that the individual income and social

89. Jacob Mincer, "Investment in Human Capital and

_ Personal Income Distribution,"” Journal of Political
Economy,; August 1958,6pages_281v302; Gary S. Becker,
Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysgsis with
Special Reference to Education, Celumbia 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 "g@ging vats" for young persons with nothing else
to do, there is little literature on this topic. It has
been determined that young persons tend to withdraw from
the labor force or potential labor force participation as
uhemployment -increases (Aldrich Finegan and William Bowen,
gg.gig.; and Stuart H. Garfinkle, "The Outcome of a Spell
of 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 bBuggests that the absence of work
may prolong length'of schooling (Sue E. Berryman, "Youth
Unemployment and Career Education," Social Policy,

N Winter 1978, pages 29-69). .

/
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benefits derived from schoo]ini 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 yoﬁth. 92/ At the other end of the
life cycle, retirement has been traditionally regarded as a
humanistic and economical 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 pppulatiqn prom}ses to

make earlier retirements socially expénsive and person-

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

91. Richard Freeman, The Over-educated American,
Academic Press, New York, 1976; Ivar Berg, The Great
Training»Robbeq*, Praeger Publishers, New York, 1970;
Andrew Spekke, "Is 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.,
1977, 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 1863 ;
and Sidney Fine, Laissez Faire and the General Welfare State,
University of Michlgan Press, Ann Arbor, 1956, page 236. )

94. Harold Sheppard and Sara Rix, op.cit., pages 70-80.
95. 1Ibid, pages 104-168; :Alicia Munnell, op.cit., pages

/

84-112; Robert Butler, op.cit.; and Fred Best, "The Future .

of Retirement and Lifetime Distribution of Work," Aging in
Work, Summer 1979, pages 173-1814- .
- »
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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 fox the
proposition that‘American pré!erences may be shifting
toward more fiéxibility in thq diStFibution of education,
work, and leisure over total lifetimFs. While the value
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
increésingly questioned. 96/ National surveys suggest
that youth frém all background:“woqia>préf;; to combine
more work into their school &ears, ng»and that older
bersons would welcome more educational opportunities
during mid-life. gg/ Similarly, while there is no -
apbaﬁiﬁs;pesistence to the basic institution ;;

retirement, there is a growing pldfality of opinion

96. Ivar Berg, op.cit.

97. Daniel Yankelovich, The New Morality, McGraw-Hill
Book Company, New York, 1974, 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 Foundatlon, New, York, 1968, page 5 7.
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concerning the best age for retiring, 99/ overwhelming
v N\

‘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

J
would prefer to continue working in later life, but that

most would choose part-time rather than full-time work. lgz/
Among those in mid-liféf the possibility of longer vacations
and sabbatical leaves seems to have considerable appeal, 103/
énd while there has been little survey research on overall

life scheduling, vne] exploratory study of 791 county

-
99, Elizabeth Meier, Aging in America: Implications
for Employment, Report No. 7, National Council for the <
Aging, Wp?hington, 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,
- "INo' Vote on Forced Retirement," The Harris Survey,
: Press Release, September 26, 1977. /

101. Reaching Retirement Age: Findings from a Survey
of Newly Entitled Workers, 1968-1970, Social Security
Administration, U. S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, Research Report No. 47, page 60.

102. The Roper Organization, Roper quorts,'August 1977;
"pundalk Study of Steelworkers," Ideas at Work, op.cit.,:
pages 2-3; and Fred’'Best, "The Future of Retirement and
Lifetime ‘Distribution of Work," Public Policy, and the Future
‘of Work and Retirement, Select Committee on Aging, U. S.
Aouse of Representatives, 95th Congress, May 3, 1978,
page 96.

-103. Work: Desires, Discontents, and Satisfactions,
Special Report, The. Roper Organizatipn, New York, June
1974; BNA's Collective Batgaining Negotiations and Contracts,
The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Washington, D. C.,

" October 18, 1978; and Fred Best, Phillip Bosserman, 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 found that an overwhelming majority preferred
g

to redistribute some of the non-work time new given to

schooling in youth and retirement in old age to the middle

\}

years of life. 104/ : i L -,

Summary of Major Factors
Determining Time-Income Tradeoffs.

' Clearly, there are a host 6{ factors which determine
time-income tradeoff preferences, many of which have not

been explored in this.discussion. While efgorté have been.

&
-+

made to interrelate these fagtors, 105/ there is no over-
arching_formula or theoretical firamework which explains

and predicts work*time preferences. Nonetheless, it is

.

possible to draw upon available data to create a number of

working propositions to guide thought on this topic.

(1) Tire-income tradeoff preferences vary in accord
with the unique impacts of a number of.major
social characteristics:

Income: Increases in income resulting from
;- higher pay rates or longer workhoumg will leada
to declining value for each additional unit of
income, while the relatiwe value of additional
. -~ non-work time will increage: n the other
; hand, increased pay rateB8 will \encourage
- longer workhours because the rewyard for each
. ~unit of work time is higher. RAgide from cases
' 4n which earnings are extremely low, higher
' income levels are likely to increase the value
of non-worﬁ ‘time relative to earnings. \\\
104. Fred Best, "preferences ok Worklife Scheduling," ~
op.cit., pages 35-36.
105. Gary Becker and Associates have developed the most
" refined theories on the use of time. (Gary Becker, "A
Theory on the Allocation of Time," The Economic Journat,
.September 1965, pages 493-517; -and Gary Becker and
Gllbert Ghez, o 2.01t ) :

L}




Education: Added education may increase the
capacity to use discretionary time and thus
foster desire for more non-work time. At the
same time, education is an investment toward

_ greater earpings_;evels,_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

v, desire to maximize school investment will

dominate leisure appreciation, -and thus lead
to lengthening of work time. ' ‘

. % o
‘Occupatign and Quality of Work: Work which is
' Personally viewed as unpleasant is likely to
_encourage the minimization of work time, while -
work which is viewgd as pleasant will tend to
~ ‘encourage longer work time. ,
. N ,
) ' Family Cye¢le: 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 .
disoretion to place high value on non-work time
‘relative to income. Parents with children are
likely to have pressing financial pressures due . -
to child raising and other household expenses,
while also experiencing a scarcity of>time for
family and personal matters. -As such, family
units with children will commdnly have con-
flicting needs for added income and monrwork
time, which are likely to be resolved dn favor
of income. Parents with matured and in ependent
children will once again have the financial and -
temporal discretion to choose more freely
between time and earnings. :

~— Family Structure: The working status of spouses
. and parents and thejy 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 place greater premium on income relative
to time; while members of nontraditional families
in which both spouses work and assume- home chores.
may have greater financial discretion and scarcity
‘of time leading to a greater premium for time
relative to earninys. -¢

-
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Sex: Sex is likely to have conflicting and
changing impact omy time-income tradecoff
prefe¥ences. Women with more traditional
attitfides toward home- and child-care can be
expdrcted to show a strong interest in time
relative to earnings, while men who are the
-gole family income earners are likely to be

~ cautious about exchlianging jincome 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.

Age: Adge 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. Whilg many young pergons may
need income—eé!hing work to meet living and
discretionary expenses, frequent access to
nonemployment income from parents and educa-
“tional assistance programs, deferment of
employment due to school enrollment, -peer
group acceptance of low earnings, and lack of
health barriers to many forms of inexpensive
recreation can be expected to minimize the

*  wvalue of earpi*ngs relative to time. For workers

near retir nt, personal discretions caused by
. . S .

v senior pay levels and independent offspring,
coupled with declining physical stamina, may
increase preferences for time over maney, while
the need to save for retirement and 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 .
expectancy and inflation may increase interest
~in Téss than full-time: employment as opposed
to full retirement. '

(2) The diversity of‘faétors influencing time-income
H tradeoffs can be eéxpected tP foster a.plurality
) . of preférences concerning thé‘schedulihg of
potential free time. Some forms of potential
free time gaing 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

t

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 from the prevailing amounts find

s - ; N
. schedules of work.
o . '/l' .
While reasonable scholars might disagree with these
%  propositions, there is widespread-agreement that our L(/’
'xrnowledge of work time preferences and decisions is
W . : ..
. somewhat scagfy, and that these and other hypotheses need
¥ ” o . .
" tofbe evaluated through a variety of approaches.
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III. SURVEY DATA AND APPROACH TO ANALYSIS

During .the last 2 week4/o;~zuqust 1978, a national
. . - ‘

survey of the American public was conducted by Louis Harris
and Associatos which contained a series of questions dealing
with work time issues. These questioné were contracted by
the National Commission for Employment Policy and fielded
along with othet quéstions contracted by other clients of-

the survey firm. . © >

)

Survey Questions ' ' - o “

Some 22 of the ‘Commission's contracted questions dealt

*

specifjcally with work time. Four additional questions

g

- ) ' _0‘ : ..

were épeciaily contracted to obtain information on the
. > g-

social characteristics pof rbspondents that was not provided

LY

Y .

he by the 12 background questions provdded by Harris and

Assoc1ates. Theﬁworh time queations dealt with the exchange

‘'of potential bay raises{and'current-income for alternative

forms of timé off the job, short-time compensation (a work-
sharing policy currently under'consigeiation by .the U. S.
Department of Labor), qnd the integration of work activities

into_the'school'years—of youth and-rétiremént years of old

agé. Several of these questions had been pre-tested through

- 14 ) A} : *
- . - [
3 ) . * /
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‘collection process.)

‘4,
a number of exploratory survey studies using non- *
representative samples. To insure that these, as well
as newly developed questions, -were applicable to

d&tional survey techniques, Harris and Associates

field-tested these questions independently. Because

.the issueg under consideration were considered to be

E ]

somewhat complex, particular efforts were made to

-

- design the questions for maximum simplicity and -

" clarity. They were presented to respondents on flip

~

cards and pladgd at the beginning of the survey in

. order to minimize mespondent fatigue. (See Appendix I

_ for questions.)

' The Sample and Data Collection )
. B R4 M

Datd were collected so as to guarantee survey
responses that were representative-of the total non-

institutionalized civilian pbpulation over 17 yéars of

age. Some 1,566 respondents were interviewed from all

States except Alaska and Hawaii. Respondents were

randomly*heledtéd fro raphic units chosen to

guarén;ee that the national re 'onsﬁand metropolitan-
nonmetropolitan mix of the sample was within 1 percent

_of’proportiohs docﬁmented by current. Bureau of the

Census data. Data were collected through person-to-

y

' person interviews with respondents at their place of

residence. (See Appendix II for details of the data-
\ | .
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The social characteristics of the 955 survey

respondents reporting themselves as employed werec

cgmpared to recent Bureau of Labor Statistics data on

the wdrking l;bor 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—representslwomen and the clerical occu- [/
pations while over-representing men and the skilled trades.
This bias can likely ke explained as thg/pesult of sampling
procedureés in which survey interviews ask (izéthe "head

of the household" when both Spbuses are present. 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. Sqﬁond,
data collection at place of residence tends to bias the
sample in favor of ‘more sedentary, ag'opposed to active
persons. ‘While this would presumably lead to a smaller
proportion of younger respondents than would be fpuhd in the
populgtion, this‘bias does not appear to any notable éxtenf
in the sample. Since more active persons apd_wémen

a}e thought to be more prone to exchange,income for

Y

time, it can be expected that any sampling biases in‘/,»wxj
: ¢

-



Table 1
COMPARISON OF SURVEY SAMPLE WITH NATTONAL DATA

Recent 1978 Recent 1978
BLS National BLS National
Variable Data Sample Variable Data Sample
Sex. Hn;ltal‘Sta;m
Male. . . . . . . 58.7 64.3 Married. . . . . . 65.3 69.4
Female. . . . . . 41.) 5.7 Never Married. . . 22.5 19.2
Divorced . . . . . 6.3
Age Widowed. . . . . . }12.2 3.2
Under 20. . . . . 8.4 8.0 Sepsrated. 1.7
2029 . . . . . . 27.0 24.0 . ~ ,
30-39 ., . ... 22.2 24.2 Number Children
40-49 . . . . . 18.4 .0 Nona . . « .« « « . NA 41.3
50-59 . . . . . . 15.0 f:’SJ One. . - . .. .. M 19.9
60 and Over 9.2 9.2, TWO. - .« « o s o NA * 20.1
Three. . NA 11.0
Region Four or More NA 1.8
East. . . . . . . 26.6 28.5
Midwest . . . . . 27.1 28.1 Occupation
South . . . . . . 28.6 27.9 Prof-Tech.. . . . 15.1 19.1 -
West. . . . . . . 17.8 15.6 Monagerial . . . .| 10.8 12.6
Clerical . . . .. 17.9 6.6
Race Sales & Other. . . 6.2 6.8
White . . . . . . 88.9 86.1 Crafte . - . . . 13.3 - . 25.9%
Black . . . . . . 8.1 "N.F. Labor . . . . 5.1
Other . . . . . . }11.2 5.8 Operatives . g 14.9 }ﬂ.é
Services . . . . .| 13.6 . 10.4
Education . - Parm . e e 3.0 1.4
Less than HS. . . 27.2 21.3 : : s
High School . . . 39.5 331.8 Fanily Incoms ‘
Some College. . . 16.3 24.1 Under $4999. . . . NA 6.9
College . . . . . }»16 9 10.1 $5000-9999 . . . . NA 15.8
Graduate. : 10.8 - $10000-14999 . . . NA 21.2
$15000-19999 . . . KA 20.8
// ‘\ : $20000-24999 . . . NA 14.3
- $25000 Plus. . ;ii NA 20.8

v

'SOURCE: Recent BLS (Bureay of Labor Statistics) dats cited from 1978 Employment and Training Report of the
. President, pages 202,233-34, 247; "Employment Situstion: August 1978," Newe Releese; end Staetietical
Abstracta of the United Stetes, 1976, page 11. . :3  ) -

NOTE: Data .eta.wer. not alvaye compersble. In some cases the percenteges of subcetegories were
interpolated to approximate comparability. : :
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this direction would present a consexvative picture of

national willingness to forego income for more free
]

ES

time.

Precautions for Analysis
/ 4

. \\
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 U. S.. population, it is
impoftant éo recognize that all such surveys have
defined ranges of error. These ranges of error and

the probability tﬁét survey responses m;y vary within
these ranges can be statistically elaborated. As é
general guideline fof analysis, it can be said that it
is highly unlikely that the actual responses of the
total population under study will vary more than three
percentage pbints more orzleés than the responses from
a randbmly selecggd sﬁmplé‘of ﬁrOund-l,GOO., However,
this margin of ef%dr increases as sample or subsample
size declines. Forekample, it is reaqonéﬁle to

expect tha£ Fhe;rggﬁonseQ ofd£he totai population could
vary as much as,lé percenﬁhge points plus or minus from .

the responses of’a ‘sample of subsample of 109 respon-
dents (See Appendix III %)r more discussion of
conf;dencg interyals). '

55 . .
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Limitations of Survey Questions. It is always

possible that poorly designed or limited questions will
%mproperly reflect the realities of the fotal popula-
tion. 1In t B.case of the duestions on work time used
in this survey, there wgre a ?umber ef unavoidable
deficiencies whicﬁ could-create problems of interpre-
tatfon. 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:

U. S. laboy force are highly varied made it impossible’
to assume Ahat the exchangw of a given percentage of
income earning worp time would result in a cgparly

L

The izﬁt that the work time arrangements of the

defined amount of Added free time. Yet, the desira-
bility of graphi ly 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 requefited to. answer the questjons. 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 iriterpreting 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-income tradeoffs. The necessity
of maintaining maximum simplicity 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 qugstions about
tradeoffs with the assumption that prices would remain
stable or that inflation 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. .

~ )
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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 6f work time research, resource
constraints armd 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

z

w

toward exchanging earnings for free time. Nonetheless, . <
HRE RN

these shortcomings should be kept in mind while

reviewing the results of the study.

Limitations of Survey Research. Like all appro es

3

to studying the world, survey research.has its particular
limitations. Perhaps the greaéesf 1imita£ion isethat
surveys do not necessarily predict behaﬁior.. Opfhion and
attitude studies may indicate the wishes and concerns of a .
‘ population, but doubt must always remain as to whether
rg§pqndents will act as their answers indicate they might.
A second 1imitation; which has beén largely rectified in
this study, is that respondents ére rarely asked to“indicpte
the strength of their preferences by being foféed to make
choices between desired commodities or benefits. A third - ‘
limitation is that survey/sf?dies are infrequently replicated

with comparable samples and questions. Thus, it is often




impossible, aside from informed speculation, to access
whether responses are changing over time. Dospite 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; another, touching the foot,
reported that it was like a fleshy tree trunk; and so
on. Just as -in this story, the use of different tyoes'
of data ih isolation often lacks the scope and accuraoy
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 sgrve to.both
_f111 and isolate knowledge gaps concerning unexplored

.

aspeots of time-income tradeoff preferences.

“ M.
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IV. TIME-INCOME TRADEOFF PREFERENCES «

While the findings of this study indicate that
American workers may be interested in foregoing substantia]
portions of curfent or potential income for time, the ways
in which potential gainS"G{'free time are scheduled proved
t§ be a major determinanf of tradeoff preferences. The ;
datéﬁconfirmed the common‘view that the majority of workers
are satisfied with the length of today's average workweek, 106/
but the survey also indicated a wide diversity of work time (
preferences and a strong interest in gaining extended
time away from work through Qacations anh sabbatical -
leaves. If individuals were somehow allowed to choose
the preferences relvealed by this survey, work time
conditions would’be markedly different from those g,

- - | ~
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
Commission for Employment Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979;
and Lloyd Reynolds, Labor Economics and Labor Relations,
Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1970, page 48.
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pattern 6f general satisfaction with the workweek and =~
desire for extended free time wge surprisingly consis~

tent among'all major social groups.

Ggﬁeralized Time-Income Tradeoffs &

-

The first question posed to respondents dealt with
whether they would prefer to work longer hours at thelr
present pay level and earn proportlonally more, work the
same hoqts and earn the same, or work less and earn
less. 1In response;-60.7 percent of the employed respon-

L ' ’

dents reported that they would choose to work the same
hours and eapn.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).
o
o . . _ J _
These fesponses closely paralleled responses to a pre-
A . ' - - X
viously-~mentioned survey question fielded to a representative

i

sample of the d. S\\:opulatlon in 1966. The earlier responses
showed that 56 perce t w1shed to work the . same and earn the |

same, 34 percent wished to work and earn more, and 10 E@rcent

\

W1sheq)to work and earn less. 107/ Comparison

1

. of this 1966 data w1th the 1978 responses suggests that

- _ . \ g

107. George Katona, Burkhard Strumpel, anq Ernest Zahn,
~Asgpirations and Affluence, McGraw-Hill Book Cpmpany, New
. York, 1971, pages 129-133 'and 230. |
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Table 2 |

CENEDAL1ZED TIME-INCONE TRADEOPP PREFERENCES N
BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS, 1978
(Parcentege Braakdowp)
Soctal Characteriatice More Work, Same Work, Leas Work,  Corrglation Mumber of N
* More Pay Sawe Pay Laas Tay (!czlcan r) Reapondente
'y Tetal 8.0 0.1 n.s 7 949
ﬁ;’ir . n
s ' vof-Tech 25.7 61.5 12.8 179
Managerial : ¥.3 36.8 12.7 118
Clarical-8sles 3.1 55.6 11.3 ’ 124
Skilled Ledor 23.0 64.9 12.1 )
Operstivas-Laborere 28.3 62.7 9.0 166
Sexvice 3.7 54.1 10.2 98
. \ Farm 23.1 $9.2 1.7 13
.0301
Sows W0. or Less 1.3 61.6 /5.9 (e=.12) 20)
- uigh School Dagree 26.6 59.9% 13.9 36
Sows Collape 30.1 s6.8 12,3 27
Oollege Degree 20.8 633 15.6 96
Sows Graduste School 23.0 69.0 8.0 100
S o
. T . 41.3 49.2 9.3 (o= .00) 63
$5,000-49 ,99 .3 - 5.9 11.? 143
$10,000-814 , 99 29.3 62.2 a3 193 .
. $15,000-419,999 %.4 58.1 1.3 191 /
$20,000-24 ,999 n.s 66.9 1.3 10 *
$25,000-834,999 . 16.8 68.2 15.0 107
- Over $34,999 ¥ 235 62.4 1.1 8 )
on ! > . “ P .
Member 25.7 64.9 9.4 202
Nos-Nember . 28.6 59.6 11.9 73
Form of Paymeat for Work . MA {
Vage 29.0 60.3 10.7 Yy
Salary. 27.2 62.9 9.9 32 : '
. Other 2.6 57.8 15.6 134
.0323
Undar 34 3.5 57.4 12.2 | (a=:.16) 197
»3-» 3.0 58.0 . 10.0 100
4044 27.7 63.2 9.2 A7
; - Owver & 24.7 60.0 15.3 215
Major Activity of Spouse
N Yon
: Mot Married 3.9 51.3 17.6 13 )
Workiag Full-time 28.0 63.1 8.9 157
Working Part-time 30.9 54.4 14.7 68
Uneaployed & Off-Job 26.5 58.8 14.7 1Y
o, : Kaeping Nouse 23.3 69.9 6.8 o
Yonen
mot Merried 3.1 35.? T 5.2 - 118
° ‘ Working Pull-time 24.4 62.8 12.8 180
vorking Part-time 3.4 3%.4 27.3 11
Unemployed & Off-Job . 6.6 60.0 . 33.3 15
Keeping Nouse : 23.1 . 61.3 15.4 13
N M o ~.0892
[ 27.5 61.3 11.1 (a=.81) 610
Somse . 28.9 9.6 5 33
Heritel ftstwe “
Single 3.7 52.2 12.1 182
Married . 24.1 64.) 11.6 (3.} & -
Div-Sep-Widowed 39.3 $3.3 1.5 10?7 o~ -
r_of ) -.025)
gi N 27.4 57.9 14.6 (a=.44) 390
. - One . . 26.6 - 63.3 10.1 ° 188
oo Two 33.2 61.6. 5.3 180
Three : 25.0 66.3 8.7 104
Tour or More . 23.6 59.3 14.9 . 7
. t 4 w -.238
_ Wo Children \ 9.3 35.5 . 15.0 (o=.50) 26
o UDader 5 Yesars 30.6 9.7 9.7 196
. \ . 5-9 Yesrs 26.6 65.3 8.1 - 124
i 10-14 Years 28.0 59.3 12.7 118 \
Over 14 Yasre - 25.2. 70.) 4.3 - ’ 11 -
. ' .1016
S r 15 40.3 50.3 9.4 (s=.00) m :
. o 253 L 27.6 $8.4 14.0 287
- 15-49 20.4 60,7 10.9 285
", . t« 11.6 7.0 . 104 231
. . r 64 ° - 23.1 69.2 1.7 13
: . . . _ i A
e . - Waite 26.1 61.7 12.2 812 *° .
- , Woswhite ».4 54.5 6.1 1
. QUESTION: “Soms people would 1ike to work mors houra s wesk if thay qould be paid for it. Othare v
- N would prefer to work fewer hours per weak aven 1if thay esrned less. How do you feal
. -4 - about thia! Assuming that there would be 5o epacisl retes for longat hours, place s mark
" N . in the box nmaxt to the saswer vhich best reflects your feslingd: (options noted in ebove
.. - . tabls).” \ ot
- - . .
. : . . . . 61 \ ) Q !Q.
0 - . ) . Ayl P
) - - ' ! ) -
- . .
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the desire to foréqo income for leisure has remained
virtually constant over the last decade, with the vast
majority exprgssing satisfaction with the éurrent workweek .

Thg 1978‘responses to this general tradeqff queétion
‘were remarkably constant amongfgroups broken down by selected
social characteriptics\?table 2). Most notably; willingness
to reduce hours increased with total family income. Similarly,
desire to work and earn m¢re declinéd with age and educétion.
Breakdowns by other sogiaquh;racteristics; such as occupation,
- sex, and age of youngéest child revealed sﬁrprisingly little

variation in responses. Multivariate analysis 108/

indicated that race, socioeconomic standing, 109/

108.‘ In order to assess the relative strength of several
predictor variables on the variation of one dependent variable
while simultaneously controlllng the 1mpact of the numerous
predictor variables, multiple regression techniques will be
used from time to time. The general natFre of the findings
will be summarized in the text, and statistical tables wilt be

provided in Appendlx Iv. '

109. 1In order to consolidate the combined 1nf1uence of
educational attainment, occupation, and total family income, a
composite variable (SES) was constructed giving egual welghtlng
to its three components. Construction of this varliable is out-—
lined as follows: . Variables were recoded by use of computer:
programming $o 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; '3 = some college, 4 = high school degree; and
5 = some high school or less. Points for occupation were¥® 1 =
professional or managerial; 2 = clerical, sales, and .skilled
labor; 3OQ\§erv1ces, 4 = operatlves and unskilled labor, “and’

5 = farmworkers. Points for family income were: $25,000
and gver; 2 = $20,000 to $24,999; 3 = $15,000 to $19,999; 4 =
$10,000 to $14,999; and 5 = Under $10,000. Totals from adding
. the scOres for all thesg variables were classified into socio-
. economic ‘groups so that scores of 13 to 15 = lower class; 10
to 12 = JTower-middle class; 6 to 9 = middle class; and under

9 = upper middle class ‘plus. ' :
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l and age were the strongest predictors of general tradeotf
- preferences, while weekly workhours, family cycle staqge, 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 %Eat sex and

family cycle stage shogld.not be discounted as notable

determinants of time-income exchange préferences (table 19, \\\
' !

Appendix 1IV).

Two Percent Tradeoff with ‘Scheduling Options

~

Responses to additional time-income tradeoff guestions /
prdviding di fferent ways of scheduling potential gains of

free time reveal preferences contrasting strongly to those
o .
- ~ revealed by the first question. The second group of

acm 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
R : .
(presumably Friday), five agditional days of paid annual

~vacation, and earlier retirement by seven workdays a year.
Reqpondents were asked to give their first, second, third,

and fourth ch01ces between these. options.
v ‘é’m
110. A detalled series of computerlzed gselection procedures

. were used to construct a composite family cycle stage (FACYCLE)
variable from marital status, pumber of dependents, and age of . .
youngest child. The categories of this composite varzable were '
single, couples without children, parents with young ¢thildren,
and parents with older- 1ndependent children. :

63-
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The responses to these questions s;h()wéh.lt the pay
. < g . -
rais¢ was chosen most by a plurality of 35.% percent of
working respondents, while the remaininag 64.5% percent

N B

chose - one of the alternative forms of free tJme Most

-

notably, additional days of paid vacatlon proved to be
particularly popular, with 25.7 percent selecting this
,option; The: 50-minute reduction of" on-e workday a week

;nd earlier retireﬁﬁnﬁ were also in demand, bging qhosé:
by 17.1sand 18.6 percent, respectively® (table 3), The
10-minute shb;tenipg of each Qorkday was nppabl; unpopular,
\\Mh‘” receiving only 3.2_percent of.the first choices. _TB some..
'deéree,‘the ioy prulafiﬁy of this option can 1fkely be |
atgributed to the negligible value of such émall reductiéns
.of:the\workday. Presumably, those interested in shorter'
workdays might prefer to make'larger excha;gés of income for
J}gnificant gains.of daily free  fime--an issue that will.be

3 . -

explored later. 111/

111 Other exploratqry surveys with an. identical 2-percent
. * tradeoff question with scheduling optiong #and a 2-percent
s question of the same nature found that -an increase of available
S reduction in the workday elicited a significantly greater
exchange of potential income for time. Fred Best, "Time-Income
. Tradeoff and Work .Scheduing Preferences," Raper prepared/ for
« the Offlce of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Ezgkya ion
' and” Research, U. S. Department of Labor, Contract No %¥1-USC-
252, -October 1977 pages 34-36; Fred Best, "Preferences on,
Workl;fe Schedyling and Work-Leisure Tradeoffs," Monthly bor
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, Septembeq 1978, pages 142-145.
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n ' : Tagzle 3

’

WORKER PREFEKENCES AMONG EQUALLY COSTLY OFTIONS FOR‘INCREASED INCOME OR PREB-TI*E

(Porcentage Nrcukdown.. Cost of All Optlons Equal to 2 Percent Pay Increase)

‘u
n

' £~ ' First Setond Tgfih;}’/ our th Fifth
2 Percent Time-Incom& Tradeoff Options Choice Choice Choice ice Choice
- borcent Pay Incrcase 35.5 18.0 " 16.4 16.2 14.8
.0 Min. Redudwjon of Ea. N‘.;lay ' 3.2 y IR 14.2 3}:0 42.8
0 Min. Reduction of 1 Wkday/Week 17.1 ~22, ) 27.8 23.9 ‘§x0.
' Additional Days Paid Vacation 25.7 31.3 24,0 - 11.4 7.0
;arlier Retirement 18.6 20.0 17.7 17.5 26.4
- : ‘L’ e ‘ suain
otal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
umber Respondents 950 J 941 929 920 922

JESTION:

)

increase of 2 pexrcent (1/50th more than your current income), B. Each workday
reduced 10 minutes, C. Shortening of Friday (or any other workday) by 50 mipu
D. 5 additional days (1 workweek) of
by accumulating 7 days ¢ach year until retirement.
lettar ot thae optioh which best reflects your own praferences:
be your first choice?'( ) Which option would be your second ¢
option would be yonr third cholce? (
« )

Mark the answer spaces-wi

ice?:( )

/

Suppose that your employer gave you a choice of the following optioﬁl:.'h. Pay

tes,

aid vacation each year, E. Barlier retire t

th e

hich option would
Which
)  Which option would be your fourth ghoice?

N e

Y



The second and subsequent cholices among 2-percent
tradeoffs reveal some interesting patterns (table 3). Most
particularly, the perceﬁt of respondentg selecting income
for their second choice is surprisiﬁaﬁy low. Indeed, after
receiving the plurality of choices in the first round, the
pay raise was chosen by a rélatively constant proportion of
regpondents 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 choiceé among the' free time
options, it is noteworthy'that added vacation time. was
remarkqbly popular among the second and third choicés.
Indeed, if the first and second choices were ave;aged,
added vacation time alone would recei?e more choices than
the pay raise. 'w. ‘

Foremost among the observations fo be made about these
2-percent trad;gff"responses is’the tremendous influence of
scheduling on choiceés between income and time.' First, some
forms of freé time, most notably vacations, are extremely
éopular. Presumably, opportunities to exchange earningg for
such forms of leisure would be likely to encourage a substan-
tial portion of the American work force to make time- |

incomre tradeoffs. Second, the respoﬂses‘to gﬁése 2-percent

exchanges suggest that there is considerable diversity of

.\ | ‘ | . | )
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preferences within the American workforce concerning the
types of free time that are most desirable to individuals.

(
Althoudh some forms of potential free time such as
i

!

vacations are most populartsa number of persons would

-~

clearly choose other forms of free time as their pefsonal

hY

first choices.

Bivariate breakdowns of rhese 2zpercent tradeoff
choices by a number of social c;arathEzgtics reveal,
some variation of preferences, but a generei consistency
of the overall pattern (table 4). Respondents broken
down by occupaticns show that workers employed in the
most tolesome and lower-paying occupations are more
likely to choose the pay raise over time, suagesting
that less pleasant work may create a desire to work less,
but that flnanelal needs preva11 agalnst such desires.
The proportlon of workers choosing the pay raise
declines as educatipn rises, with mosl of this reduced
interest in pay shiifting to preferences for honger
vacations. This indicates that well- ~educated pérsons,
who presumably work 1oe; hours to ‘reap returns on
educational investants, 112/ may have the resources and

occupatienal discretion to pursue such extended leaves

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

¢

) 112." Harold Wilensky, "The Uneven Distribution of Leisure
Time," Social Problems, Summer 1961; and John D. Owen,.

"Hours OF Work in the Long Run," Work Time and Employment,
Special Report No. .28, National Commission for Employment
Policy, ¥lashington, D. T C., 1979 s
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TARLE 4

WOREER PREPERENCES ANONO RQUALLY COSYLY 2-PERCENT TRADROFY OPTIONS
BY SILECTED SOCIAL QRARACTERISTICR

(Piret Chotee Torceoantspe Broshdova) i
Seciel Oharacteristios 1 pévtent 10 Miewtes 30 Mia. Off 3 Daye Rarlter Correletion Nidber of
Pay Ratee off Beth 1 Werkéay Addod Netirement (Cxsmor’s v) Raspondente
Yeorhday Rach Wesh Yacation
Texal 2.) )2 17.1 1.7 10.6 | 7Y 930
BpRpim ' o /
rel-Tae ».4 3.4 11.8 8.7 10.0 178
MNensgerisl - 16.1 2.3 20.2 3.3 16.8 119
Clerieal-8ales ».1 4.0 1.0 26.6 13.) ' 124
Skilled Laber M. 3.9 17.3 24.6 20.0 240
Oparativee-Ledberere 40.0 26 40.2 1.8 16.4 163
Service a2.0 1.0 13.) xo.} 19.4 1]
pore 33.0 ° 13.4 . 3.1 . 1)
%ﬂ . .1221
. N.8. sr lese 4.0 3.3 14.9 13.4 n 201
Nigh Sched]l Dugree N2 1.8 19.6 18.7 17, n
Sone College M.? 3.0 18.9 17,4 13.4 128
Cellege Degree \ n.s 31 15.6 18.8 )
SouE Craduats Sabedl 1n.7 3.0 1.9 %.4 1.7 10)
t RN .109) - f
Under $4,990. 30,0 4.8 11.) 2.4 n.» 62
§3.000-99,999 ;z-l 4.8 20.7 N.1 .0 143 .
$10,000-414,999 .7 2.6 14.4 1.6 22.7 194 N
$13,000-619,99¢ 3.0 1.6 17.9 3.1 1.0 1)
810,000-324,999 28.2 31 13.9 3.1 18.) : Y
$13,000-§34,999 .9 1.8 20.¢6 7.1 19.6 107
Ovar $34,999 3.0 2.4 14.9 19.8 2.4 ®
Puion Aff}]leciee .1021
Menber .9 3.0 16.4 20.9 26.4 20}
Won-Membar ~ 3.8 31 17.3 1.0 © o 16.8 73?7
Yore of Paywment for Worh gl
Vege 5.8 3.1 - 17.0 24.6 19.3 447
Salery .3 1.) 16.9 17.1 20.1 - M)
Other n.? 5.2 16.8 3.8 133 133
Roure VWorked We K. 3%
Under 34 40.6 4.6 19.) 1.9 11.7 197?
-9 41.2 1.0 10.¢ 4.3 13.7 102
40-44 3.8 3.2 4.2 2.1 22.7 4%
Over 44 17.0 2.8 20.0 .2 19.1 1%
Najer Activity of Spowse
Men t Ty
Mot Merried 27.7 2.6 22.¢6 18.3 17.3 137
working Full-time 4.6 2.4 ’.6 3.4 7.4 . 136
Working Part-tims ».a 4.3 13.0 26.) 17.4 j (Y
Unenployed & Off-Job 32.4 3.9 17.6 20.¢ 0.3 \ . »
Keeping Nbuse 3.0 1.9 11.7 26.7 1.7 .- 204
Women
Mot Narried 47.8 2.4 13.9 23.2 10.4 113
Werking Pull-time 3.0 3.3 13.0 6.7 10.0 N 180
Vorking Part-time . 18.2 ° %.4 3.4 ’.1 11 -
Unanployed ¢ Off-Job 60.0 ° 13,3 - 13.) 13.) 13
Kesping Nowse 38.% 0 b W 1 1304 1.1 1)
- .1708 !
hg- ‘2.7 3.4 14.7 - 26.0 3.1 . 611
7 40.4 2.7 2.2 23.1 - 10.6 1]
%Inil - e 2.2 18.0 .1 N : 183
Married Mn.? 3.2 - 16.2 - 3.6 20.6 : ¢33
Div-Sep-Widewed © %4 4.7 20.4 19.6 1.7 . L
“Bosber of Byrdaionts oo -
»%.2 1.8 17.9 23.9 18.2 »0
One N2 2.7 17.6 27.1 13.2 108
e 3.3 4.2 12.1 23.0 2.6 _ 190° -
Three ».2 4.8 12.4 29.3 7.1 . 103 .
27.0 6.0 29.7 16.2 0.9 p 7%
] 0846
Ne Children ».) 1.9 16.4 2¢.0 s . N6
Under 3 Years 30.) 31 15.8 28.4 14.3 1% -
$-9 Yesrs . N0 2.4 e e 7.2 . 126
10-14 Yeare n.4 7.6 »n.0 23.4 13.4 118
Over 14 Years .. 4.3 M U8 ) 20.0 27.3 - : - 110 —
“La 1407 )
r2s 41.3 2.7 17.3 1.0 7.0 g 1N
23~ 3.8 1.3 18,0 29.6 13.4 260 -
849 28 4.0 10.4 2.3 2.9 10) ‘
30-64 - »le 2. 4.0 16.) 27.6 m
Over 84 ) )2 . [ ] 2.1 1.7 1)
% . ' , 0036
1te : 3.6 3.) 17.0 2.8 " 18,93 1)
Weavhite 46.2 2.) 16.7 13.6 . na 132

) s .
QUESTION: Supposs that your employer gave you & choice df the following options: A, Pay incresss of
‘ 2 percent (1/50th mora than your current intoss), B, Each workday raduced 10 minutes,
C. shortening of Priday (or any othar workday) 30 minutes, D. Pive edditionel daye
(1 workweek) of paid vecetion each Yeer), E. Rerlisr retiremsnt by accumulating ? days sach
year ustil retirement. NMark the anawer spaces with the latter of tha Sption which beat
reflects your own praferences: Which option would be your firat shoice? ( ) Which option
would be your second choice? ( ) Which option would be ySur third choice? ¢ )
Which eption would be your fourth choice? ( )
. ~—/
Q
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the pay raise \gaf—; preferred more freguently over aains
of free time. Those at all the hiéher levels of ecapning
were less likely to choose the pay raise. While there

was some moderate variation of tradeoff preferences
according to family cycle characteristics, the impact of
these variables was surprisingly small and erratic.
Althoughwbarents of young children expressed-a higher-
than-average interest in pay over time, persons without
children did likewise. Contrary to expectatigns, time-
incéme choices varied little between single-earner and
dual-earner, families—--an issue which will be d%scﬁssed
mare thoroughly later. Age proved to have a f&uctuating
relationship with tradeoff preferences. Specifically,
young respondents, presumably with financiallneeés, 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

s
v

raise over added free time.

_Digressing slightly, a point might be made about:
$§mmon assumptions concerning trgdeoff preferences.\’An
éarlier exeloratory survey using a_2—percent/tradeoff
question identical to the one used in the nqtional
survey also asked respondents how they thoughtltheir
co-workers (who also took the survey) would choose among

\
the options. Comparison of the results from these two

>

L

' ~ ~
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questions showed that respondents tended to think that
tbair co-workers were far less willing to exchange

earnings for time than their direct personal responses

3
revealed. 113/ As such, it is possible that we commonly

assUme that the interesg;in trading income for leisure

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

Exchanging Potential 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 ande varying amounts of one of five forms of free
time. The five forms of free time included shorter
workaays, reduced workwéeks, added vacation time,

- sabbaticals (extended leaves witﬁ pay every 6 years),
and earlier retifement. The respondents were asked to
choose their preference émong: lthe total pay giise,
60 percent of AQe pay raise and some free time, 50
bercent of the pay raise and more free time, or for+
feiture of the total pay raise for a maximum amount of

a specified'férm'of free time. | '

A\ 4, :

113. Fred Besgt, "Preferences on Worklife Scheduling and

- Hork-Leisure Tradeoffs," op.cit., pages 32-33, and Fred Best,
"Time~Income Tradeoff and Work Scheduling Preferences,"”

op.cit., pages 10-13.° -

. /
s ] [ ]
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The responses to these five paired tradeofY
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 paré of a
10 pércent raise for a shorter workday, 56.5 percent
would give 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 vac;Eions or a sabbatical,
and 48.6 percent would ﬁétxgive up potential gains in
earnings for earlier retirement (table 5). Clearly,
more persons would forego somé éortion of a raise for
vacation time and sabbatical leaves. Earlier retirement
was valued tﬁird, reduced workweeks fourth, and the
shorter Qorkday last.

It is interesting to turn ihe tables around and.
"examine the proportion of respondents ¢laiming them-
selves,willing to forego all of-a pay raise for various
forms of free time. Curiously, the proportions are
reasonably high and roughly équal among all tradeoff
options other than that concernin&\zye shorter workday.
The vaqatioﬁ opti'on still leads, with 29.4 percent
choosing to forego the total pay raise for an additional
25 wpfkdays of paid vacation. The prppoftion w)l:ing to

give up all of the pay rajise for a workweek red d by



Table

Y

STATED WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD EXCHANGING
ALL OR PORTIONS OF A TEN-PERCENT PAY RAISE

FOR ALTERNATIVE FO

OF FREE TIML

(Percentage eakdown)
Valus of Tradeo’f Reduced Reduced Added Sabbatical Eerlier
Workday Workweek Vacation Vrs. Raise Retirement
Vrs. Raise Vre. Raise Vrs. Raise Vre. Raise
No Part of Raise .
for Free Time 73.2 56.5 34.4 34.17 486
A0% of Raisa *
for Free Time 6.7 15.4 31.8 34.2 19.3
70X of Raise
for Free Time 4.9 5.3 4.5 o 8.1 8.3
100 of Raise
for Free Time 14.1 22.8 29.4 23.0 2375
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 * 100.6
Total Respondents 950 l 952 954 * 949 952
|

QUESTIONS:
Workday. Hh1r\ one of the following choices between a pay raise and a shorter workday would
you select? (A) 10X pay raise and no reduction of the workday, (B) 6% pay raisa and a ’
‘19 minute reduction of sach workday, (C) 3X pay raise and a 34 minute reduction of each
workday, (D) 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) 10X pay raise and no reduction of each workweek, (B) 6X pay raise and
a1l 2/3 hour reduction of each workweek, (C) 3% pay raise and a 2 4/5 hour reduction of each
workweek, (D) No pay raise and a 4 hour reduction of each workweek.

Vacation. Which one of the follgwing choices betveen a pay raise and a ronger paid vacation
would you select? (A) 101 pay and no added vacation time, (B) 6X pay raise and 10 workdays

of added vacation, (C) 3% pay raiu and 174 workdays added vacation, (D) No pay raise anc

25 vorkdays added vacation. - ‘1‘
. ~ -
Sabbatical. What is your choice between a pay raise and an extendeéd leave with pay froc’
wvork after six years of work? (A) 10X pay raise and no leave time,§(B) 61 pay raise and
12 workveeks (60 wporkdays) paid leave, (C) 3% pay raise and 21 worMveeks (105 workdays)

paid leave, (D) No pay raise and 30 workweeks (150 wogkdays) paid leave.

Earlier Mttrcmut- What 1s your choice between a pay raise and earlier retirement?

(A) 10X pa pay raise and no chenge in retirement plan, (B) 6% pay raise and 10 workdays earlier
. retirement for each future year of work (C) 3% pay raise and 17} workdays earlier retire-

mant for aach future year of rk, (D) No pay raise and 25 workdays earlier retirement for

each future year of vork.
N N
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4 hours, a 30-workweek paid sabbatical, or ecarlier
retirement by £5 working days for each future year
_ worked was essentially equal at about 23 percent. Once
.agaln, the shorter workday came in as a poor last )w1th
only 14.1 percent willing_yb 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 prOpqrtioﬁ of respondents
who wére willing to forego all of a.pay raige for a shorter
workday or reduced workweek was greater than the proportion
willing to make lesser exchanges.' While™ Ehls does not in
any way Wlter previous observations that th?se forms of free
time tend to be less popular than others, it once again leads
~one .to speculate that persons who vqlue shorter workdays and
reduced workweéks may be wilL&ng to make Substéntial exchanges
of earniﬁgs for these types of leisure rather than deal with
small incremental reductions.
Although most of the tradeoff patterns obserd!d for
the total sample. hold within subsanples broken down by .
major 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 onl; él}gﬁtly moderate

hA

variation of tradeoff choices by socioeconomic group

A
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~ '4
j(a composite variable incorporating education, family

L)

2

income, and occupation). Aside from a statistically
questionable observation that women may wish to exchéqge
more potential income for shorter workdays and reduced
workwegks, their preferences were almost identical to
those of men concerning vacations, sabbaticals, and
earlier retirement. The tendency 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 thatvolder~
workers may be more concerned with saving for retirement
rather than Pastening the date of retiremgnt. There
appear to be erratic and uﬁihterpretable variations
éccordiné to family cycle stage. Finally, respondents
in dual-earner féhilies appéar to be less willing to
quego potentiai earnings for time than do workipg
reépondéﬁts yith ; hoﬁsekeeping spouse. While this
observation can be interpreted with_thé speculation that
WOrking spouses originally sought emplqyﬁent to meet

pressing financial needs, the entire topic needs more

~

detailed analysis.

An 0verview.oflthe American worker's interest in

foreéoing'future raises of income for more free time
" can be gained from the use of a special composite

variable de81gned to show thé maximum portion of pay

j?; inereases that respondentg are willing to give up for

o
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any of the five forms of free time studied in this

section. _114/ For example, if a respondent would foreqo

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

five available types of potential free time, and 100

percent for a reduced workweck, that individual could be
said to have a maximgm tradeof f preference of 100 percent
of the raise for one of the five types of free time. 1f
similar computations weré made for all respondents in
accord with the Qays_they answered the five quegfions
on time-pay raise tradeoffs, it would be possible to
compute a variable which- estimates the overall maximum
portion of a raise which would beh?a?feited if workers
could choose the type pf free time they individually ‘
preferred. 115/

Computations of the maximum portion of the 10

’

percent pay raise that workers would foreco for more

free time reveals a surprisingly ﬁigh desire for such

114. It should be noted that such .a computation of maximum
tradeoff preferences does not necessarily measure the true
maximrum income that a person micht forego for time. For
example, a person might be W1llrhg to cive 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 varlable (MAXTRD1) was developed to estimate
the maximum portion of a pay raise that respondents mlgﬁt
forfeit for more free time. This variable used a series of
computer IF statements to systematlcally isblate the one or- 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. 1In overview, only 15.6 percent would give no
_ . “

part of their raise, 25.4 percent would give 40 péfEZHL
of their Faise, 11.6 percent would foreqgo 70 percent of
their raise, and a remarkable 48.9 percent would tyade
the total raise for more time (tablé 6). Anaiysis
of sample subéroups indicates that: advancing age.brings
a declining tendency to twade potential incﬁme fér-time;
minority group members aré less likely than whites‘;o férego
pbftions of a raise for time; clerical WOrkers‘stand out
amoné occupational groups as particular}y willing to give up
pay increases for time; and willingness to take ‘'smaller raises
in trade for time surpriéingly increases along with the number

of hoﬁsehold dependents. Aside from these variations, the

general responses for the total sample remain almost monolithic

o
L4

when the data are.broken'down by selected social“characteristics
(table 6). ’
Some speculative computations gan demonstfate_how
actualization of'expressed.preferencgs for exchanging
portions of pay raises for time could dramaﬁicélly
alter wofk time conditions within the United States;
If American workers were willing and able to make .the
. i ~ .
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
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! . Table 6

HARLMAM FOATION OF 17H PRROCENI FAY RAIAR WHITH WORKERS H1ATR WIL1 1MW SE 1O FONREXY PUR ANY OF PIVE
AL TRRMATIVE FORMG OF PREE 11080 BY REIPCTED ROCTAL CHAMACTRAIRVILR
(essentoge Breakdinnia)

Kpital (harat(aciatice

for o reduced workweek, ADX for added vacetios, 40 for an extended

Wothing for
Trea liws

A0Y ol Pay
Ralpe for
Powso Timm

T of fay
false for
Fiae Vime

B

1M1 of Fay
Ralue o
Yies Time

{unre)at bon
#realacn 1)

Hier of
Respindent e

, : Total 1. 1. if s 41y [ "
95&&?_!!' L]
Prof-Tech 1.6 13.0 10.6 K} 180
. Managerial 20.1 1.9 9.1 (308 11¢
Clericel-Selee 1.1 .1 114 (39 ] 176
sailled Labor 154 n. @ 1.3 .y 140
Opasstives-Laborsre 13.1 23.9 10.2 408 164
Savvice 11.3 L8} 10.4 3.8 ”
Yorm . 1. .8 1.2 s1.8 1y
u\sguﬁg . e . o
Soms N.8. or Lasn 19.7 18.7 1.3 4A8.) (e~.11) 1)
Nigh Bcheol Degree 14.2 1.1 10.1 30.6 ns
Some Collepe 14.4 13.8 L1 46.9Y 129
Collepe Dugree 12.% 31.% 8.3 ar.r ”»
Bome Craduate Bchoel 18.6 11.3 *.8 4.1 101
Totel !W .0
Undey . 19.0 23.4 11.1 M (0~.04) [3]
13,000-09,999 19.) 4.1 1).8 1.8 143
$10,000-414, 9% 14.4 0.3 11.) (198 193
$13,000-919, 9% 1%.1 11.1 11.0 4r.1 19
$20,000-914 999 N 11.3 20.) .8 8. 1
925,000-034, 999 11.8 10.6 14.0 A7 10
Over IR, 99 13.3 S 8.2 33.8 s
Unton f}}tagion L)
Mandar JLIN Y 1).8 9.4 31.% 02
Hoo-Hesber 13.7 3.9 "12.3 8.2 "
Porm of Peymgnt for Mork L1
Vage 1.y 2.) 11.2 ARG, YY)
Sslnry 17.7 17.8 10.1 44.) »s
Othar 17.9 11,3 13.3 51.3 1%
Woyye Vorhed Weehly .00 M
Usdar X 13.1 13.3 11.¢ 4.0 (e=.41) 198
n-» 1s.7 ».2 14.7 3. 102
AD-AL 16.2 3.1 12.) 4. (3
Cver 44 16.1 21.7 7.8 4.4 # n?
Mejor Activity of §poups
- 13 RA
Mot Married 13.9 17.% 14.6 4.0 1y
Vorking Full-time 17.1 .1 1.6 , 31 138
Worhiag Fart-time 3. 1.7 1.6 43.% » .
Unesployed & OfI-Job 17.¢ 3.9 147 41.8 34
Kesping Nouss & Other 1%.9 1.8 1.1 9.3 * 07
Vomen . / . [T
Mot Merried 16.4 13.0 1. 44.0 116
Working Pull-time 13.3 M.? 16.0 37.0 fim
! Vorking FPart-time 9.1 43.3 9.1 ».4 1
Unesployed~6 Orf-Jod 113 20.0 0.0 4.7 |}
Kespiag Nouss & Other 1.7 13.1 1.7 *r.3 )
~ T
° Sex . 4
Mem 16.4 1.8 ’.0 31.0 (3 L)
Voman 14.1 3.2 13.0 40.8 ho 1}
Marite] Statye RA
Siugle - 142 .0 18.0 4.0 N 19
Married 1.3 11.2 10.) 47.0 (%))
Div-Sep-Vidowed 18.3 18.53 ., 9.3 3.7 108
. 4 r of De a ‘ -.0M16
oa 16.3 1.4 12.7 49.4 (s-17) » -
One 13.9 2.3 ’.3 (1 81 10
Two - 1.2 3.7 12.¢ 3.3 ° 191
Three 1.3 33.3 1.4 L3 103
» Pour or Npre 12.2 32.4 9.3 43.9 14
’
Ags of ' 0120
o Children A4 16.3 1.5 10.8 30.1 {v=.2%) »e
Ondar 3 Yeers /-'—%-h 3).2 11.2 3.3 1%
3-9 Yeors 1.7 | 1”9 10.2 o a7
10-14 Yeore 12.7 2.0 12.7 32.% 11
Over 14 Yaare 14.4 2.3 14.4 A8.4 111
.00%8
%‘g 23 10.% 28.1 2.2 34.2 (e-.39) in
23-34 14.2 3.9 8.3 43.4 N0
33-49 151 2.1 , 11,6 3.2 10
30-64 0.3 11.0 8.0 . 0.4 114
Over 64 3.3 .7 ] 3.8 13
AY - 1
b RA
. gn- 14,3 3.8 10.6 . 9.0 ns
‘Momrhits 2.0 . 18.2 33.6 131
WOTE: Yaxinum potentis] income-time tradeolf Rotce detorained by computstion of » composite varisble (waxtep1)
vhich ceports the highest proportiom of & potentiel tew-percent pay rafes thet aach t states a
willingness to snchange for say of five forms of potentisl geina of fres tims. For seseple, o respondeat
5. vho  piates o desire to exchasge 70X of & ten-percent pay reise for a shotter workdey, 40X of the reise

poid leave of sbeence (esdbaticel),
ond wo portisn of the pey raise [or serlfar retiremant-would hsve e saximum potentisl tredeoif (MAXTRD])

scere of of pay raise beceuse the shorter workdzy cholce siicited the higheet axchangs of oll the
i avallable choloes, v
~ * ‘
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average worker would decline from 1,910 in 1978 116/ to
1,517 hours in 1990. 117/ This would mean that the average

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

or a 1l0-week paid vacation each year, or a 62-week
- 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

o

free time gains would be preferred in the form of

to

vacations and sabbaticald, with'leseer‘amounts of : -
h N ' 'S

potential income gains foregone for earlier retirement, -

reduced workweeks, and shorter workdays.
t . ) -~ ¢
1l16. It is estimated. that the averaée Y. S. employee has a
39-hour ‘workweek, with about 2 weeks annual vacation, and ‘5
. holidays each year. The average workweek was estimated by
' intérpolation of May 1978 data showing the distribution of
weekly. workhours among the work force: John Owen, "Worktime:
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 fromemploynent
and Earnings, June 1978. Vacation and holiday figures were
gughly estimated ¢gn the basis of a 1977 survey on working
nditions, allowing"- extra days for non*pald vacation and
holidays., Robeft Quinn’and Graham Staihes, The 1977 Quality
of Employment Survey Descrlptlve Statistics, Institute: forAT\\\\'
.~ 'Social Research, University of Mlchlaan, Ann Arbor, 1978,
4 Table 5.9. _ . . _ -

117. The average maximum propoxtlon of a 10 percent pay
raise that survey respondents wou&daforeqo for any of five
’ forms of free time was, computed to be 65.6 percent, which
+. 'was equal.in value -to 131.2 hours of ed -free- time each
? year for the avprage worker. This sum Qf 131.2 hours was
e subtracted from the ave age 1978 work r of 1.916 hours to
" . obtain 1,778.9 ho ‘This was onfce again reduced by the
' ‘time value of 65.6° percent of a 10 percent raise to obtain
* 1,663.3-fours a year, which was reduced a third time in
81milar fashion to obtain 1, '555.2 hours of work a year.
l,Thus, three exchanges of 65.6 percent of a 10 pertent pay
-raise over one 12-year time perlod would lead to a.
reductlon of 354.8 hours of work each year. ' s .




S Te

of course, ‘the extent and nature of the potential

tradeoff preferences/suggested by the survey data mlght
-7 W .

not stay constant over the next several years. Social

'changeb could Shlft time-income tradeoff preferences

toward greater or lesser exchanges. More 1mportant

major galns in the' forms of lelsure whlch are now most
popular may alter the ut111ty of contlnued reductlons

¥

of work time. For example, widespread attainment of

8 weeksJannual vacatlon mlght greatly attenuate 1nterest

’ S
in further vacatlon galns" thus causing an qgverall

reductlon in the de51re to forego potentlal income for

A

“time or a reallgnment of interests toward other forms of.
\

free time such as the reduced workweek . . Regardless of
the long-range pdssibilities, it must be said that the

stated survey responses deallng with potent1a1 time-

income tradeoffs suggest | that American workers may be

willing to forego major portions\of future economic

growth for more free time.

" 1Y .
Exchanging Current Income for i ‘
"Itarnatlve Forms of Free Time

N\

' : , ’ . \
Up tb this point, this repert has focused on the

2
N hY

!

Y - . . . . .
exchange of .potential gains in income for time. Huyever,

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

’

. . ' '.. .
o » ’ - . v \ /
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, X * /
.pitted current income in paired choices agginst varying
-amonnts of the same five forms of free time used in the
previous potential tradeoff questions. However, unlike
the previods series, the.degree of possible exchange
varied from question to qnestien. The reason for this
1s that the‘maximum portion 6f eurrent income that
respondents may gi\}e up for time.may wary, a@ng different
types of potential free time. For example, it is quite
nlausible thatfworkers may wish to trade as much as

50 percent of current earnings for a drastically reduced
workneek 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 pay raise’
an various forms of free time, tra oéf preferences

dealing with current earnlngs-varied conslderably'ln

accord-with the type of free time to be gained. 1In

»

every paired choice, the majority of_reepondents Qefe
unwilling to givelnp_gny of their current_pay for each

. of the five types of potentfal free time. Snecificaily,(
‘only-23.0 percent wPuld trade some income for/a shorter
workday,. 26.2 percent would forfelt earnlpgs for ‘a .
reduced workweekg 42 2 percent woulﬁhglve up pay for °
more pald“Va;;tlon, 42.1 percent;wJCld,exchanée‘some

inceme for a'sébbatiqal leave, and 6.0 percent would

forego earnings for earlier retirement {table 7).
& » N Y

* -
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Table 7
STATED WORKEA PREFERENCES TOWARD ZXCHANGING PORTIONS OF CURRENT [NOOME
POR ALTERMATIVE FORMS OF raug TIME
(Percentage Breskdown)

Yalue of Tradeeff Shorter Raduced Addad Sabbatical Serlier
Vorkday WYorkweek Vacation Leave Ratiresent
~ Ve. Pay Ve. Pay Ve. Pay Ve. Pay Ve. Pay
Bothing for Time F 77.0 73.8 57.8 3S7.9 64.0°
2% of Pey/for Time 8.7 11.6 3.7 . 2h.4 17.8
b 4 o!_ Pey for Time 3.9 - 8.3 8.0 8.1
\ 10X of Pay for Time - 1.6 6.2 4.8 ’.9
12X of Pay for Time 3.3 - ’ - - -
15& Pay for Time i - . - - 4.8 -
201 of Pay for Time - T als 2.2 . A
30X of Pay for Time 1.6 - ' . - - -
33X of Pay for Tlu, - - 2.0 - -
40% of Pay for Time - v .9 - - -
30X of Pay for Time 1.5 1.6 - ! - —E
Ay G '
Total Percent ' 100.0 - 19p.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
Total Reepoundenta 994 953 . 952 931 <« 951
= "
- QUESTTONS : .

B}

Werkdey. What ie the lergaet porcion of your current yearly income that you would be willing
lo give up for ahorter vorkdays? (A) Nothing, (B) 2T (1/50th) of your incowe for 10 minutee
off each workday, (C) 3% (1/20th) of your income for 25 minutee off each workday, (D) 122
(1/8th) of your incoms for 1 hour off each workday, (E) 301 pf your incooe for 2 houre off
esach vockday, (F) 50X (1/2) Y ) your income for 4 houre off each vorkday.

' Workveek . What ie the largeet portion of your current yearly incoes that you would be
willipg to give wp for ehorter workweeka? (A) Nothing, (B) 2X (1/50th) \of your incoma for
S0 minutes off 1 workday a week, (C) 10X (1/10th) of your income for 4 hwure off 1 vorkday
a week, (D) 202 (1/3th) of your income for 1 full vor\dly off each veek, ) 40% (4/10ths)
of your iancowe for 2 full vorkdaye off ench veek, (F) S0I (1/2) of your inc for 2 full
vorkdays off aach veek. .

VaLation. What ie_the largeet portion_of your current yearly income that you would be
i villing to give up for more paid vacation time? (A) Nothing, (B) 2% (1/50th).~of your fncome
for $ workdaya added psid vacstion each year, (C)*5X (1/20th) of your iacome for 124 rkdaye
t. sdded paid vacation each year, (D) 10% (1/10th) of your incord for 25 workdaya added pnid
vacation eech year, (E) 20X (1/Scth) of your incose for 30 vorkdaye added paid vacation\each
. year, (F) 332 (1/3rd) of your income for 874 wvorkday, (17 workveeke) added paid vncnt?én
each year< . . ’

Sabbatical. What ie the largeet portion of your current yearly iacome that you would be
villiiag to give up ia exchange for an extended leave without pay avery eeventh year?

(A) MWothing, (B) 2% (1/50th) of your yearly incoma for 7 workveeks paid leave efter eix yeare
of work, (C) SX (1/20th) of your incoma for 174 workweeks paid legve after eix yeare of work,
(D) 102 (1/10th) of your income for 35 workweeke paid leave after bix yeare of vork,

(E) 15X (3/20the) of your incowe for 52 workveeke (1 workyear) paid leave efter eix yeare of

wvork.
/ " Zarlier Retirement. What ia the largeet portion of your current yearly income that you would
s be viliing to give up in exchange for earlier retiremant’ (A) Nothiag, (B) 2% (1/50th) of

your income for earlier retirement at a rate of 5 wvorkdave for every year vorkad until
. retirement. (C) 3% (1/20th) of your income for eerlier retiramdnt at a rate of 124 workdaye
- fpe every year workad until retirement, (D) 102 (1/10¢h) of your income for earlier retire-
went af a rate of 25 vorkdaye for every year worked until retiresent, (E) 202 (1/5th) of your
income for earlier retirement at a rata of 30 wo ye f{or every year vorked until retirement.
. .

NOTE,: - Cojumn epacee age fréquently blank for many tradeoff options because quastione dealing
vith different forms of free t did not elvaye have perallel exchange options.

>
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Althouogh responses to cuestions concerning curroent

k1

tradeoffs are not directly comparable, there are very
slight indications that the maximum portion of income

that respondents may be willing to foreqgo for time varies

1
according to the form of potential free time. For example,
some 3.1 percent of respondents would give up 30 or 50
4

percent of their darnjngs for a gignificantly shorter

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

a greatly reduced workweck. In contrast, 2.0 percent would

give up as much as 33 percent of current income for more
vacation, 4.8 percent selected the maximum option of 15
percent of earnings for a sabbatical leave,'and 4.4 percent
chose the maximuﬁ 20 percent exchange for earlier retire-
ment. (table 7). While the incompatibility of tradeoff
scales and the questionable statistical reliability of
differenges among these respoﬁses make i1nterpretation
h%ghlylépeculative, tbere is somé reason to suggest that

v

shorter workdays and reduced workweeks elicit a willindness

to exchange 'larger proportions o; income than other forms

of free time. Jlowever, these differences are not dramatic,
_ o ‘ o

and the impact- of free time scheduling on maximum exchange

levels requires furthe-‘sesément through' more precise

questiéhs and breakdowns of responses by key.sdcial!.

characteristics., - : - -
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Breakdowns of current tradeoff résponses dealing

with shorter workdays aro‘pnrticularly intergsting
hY
. . Y
because they‘deal with- the type of free time most 1ikely

-~

to ease the time pressures of the growing number of

- dual-earner families. Bivariate breakdowns of responses

_to this ayestion by family cycle and sex _role character-
t _ . ’
istics provide somewhat puzzling results. There was

little variation aecording to sex; respondénts with no

. ) . . . » '
children were more willing to exclange income tor shorter
1

' workdays than those with children; and respondents in
dual-earner families were--—as expected--more willing to

glve up money for reductions of the workday than. workers

»

in single-earner families (table 8) .

More detailed analjs1s clarlfles many of tHe
relatiqnships between family oycle and séx role character-
istics with tradeoff choices concerning.shorter workdays..

‘A multivariate table bredking down these tradeof f

]

‘preferences By\sex, age of youngest child, and maior

act1v1ty of spouse sugaests that the desire for a shorter

ar

-

i ,

|

i ., workday varies over the famlly cycle and in, ac&ordance with
E

\

the working arrangements Jof spouses (table 9) L . ) R 4
ulnqle persons w1thout children were more prone '

. 13 N

than other groups to trade income for shorter workdays, .- I
but this is“likely to be the result of the:financial and - - .

temporal dlscretlon that accompanles their stage of life.-

) L

While the 11m1ted number of wofklng respondents from ' s

¢ . . -~ _‘q . v -~ N . - . ] L .
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Table o /S
mmmmnmmmnnmmomnmhmmﬁmmmmlwnun. \
_ BT _BOCIAL QUARACTEMISTICS
{ (Parceatage Breakdowns) LI ]

BSocisl Charseteristice Nething 2% of Tay 3% of Pay 11% of Pumy YT of Pay 308 of ray Corvelation Jhmber of ~ :
for 10 Mim. for 13 Min. for 1 Bour for T Wre. for 4 Qve. (Poarsca ¥)  Respondente
ore Vkday off Waday 3t Vaday off Whday oft Viday

sl 7. .. 5.0 .3 1.6 1.3 n 54

|\‘ RA

m 77.8 6.1 6.1 6.7 2.0 ) 180

Mensgertial .7 .9 5. A2 1.7 1.3 1
Qecieal-Salas .6 7.1 4.0 10.3 [ ® 1
Milled Labers 3.8 11.3 3.0 4.6 1.7 1.7 240
Spevati var-Lebovesy 73.9 9.1 e.3 4.8 1.8 1.0 143
Sexvien 72.4 13.9 7.1 3.1 v 1.0 3.1 ”
Poon 0.9 [ ] [ ] [ ] ) [ 13
m‘fm o lase 7.8 12.9 3.9 5.0 1.0 gy
. . B . K B 1.3 R 2
2 Bigh Sahesl Bugees .8 . 10.4 3.7 4.4 1.9 1. (o= i
14 Ns
Sems Osllags 8.8 3.2 6.1 7.4 1.8 9 119
Osllege Dagres 0.2 1.3 4.2 7.3 18 " ] ”»
Gens Ovraduste Bebeel . 4.9 3.9 3.0 1.0 1.0 < 103
7.4 " 3.2 ) ° C
. N . . 4.8 K ) [ }]
§3,000-99 909 .6 11.8 3.9 4.8 - 7 1.4 (o= 143
$30,000-914,990 ”.3 6.2 6.7 3.1 1.9 1.9 193
$13,000-419, 999 ”.e 11.9 3.2 3.1 1.0 [ ] i
$30,000-424, 999 J8.2 [ 5 ] 4.9 3.9 1.3 1.9 li)
§33,000-9 34,990 .0 6.5 6.3 7.5 1.8 1.9 107
Ovexr §34,900 2.6 4.7 8.2 9.4 3.3 3.3 [ )
Yoion MClltstien ]
[ 77.3 9.9 4.9 6.4 3 1.3 a2
Hea-anbes 7.9 [ W 6.1 3.1 1.9 1.4 e

[T
E . P, 2.8 10.3 6.9 6.9 1. 2.0 ::

" Selary 0.2 6.7 e 3.8 1.4 .

Other 7.9 9.0 3.0 7.0 2.0 1.0 13

- "
- E a ».? 8.1 8.1 6.1 4.9 2.3 198
D ww 7.3 11.8 3. a9 ° 1.9 02
40-04 78.9 9.2 3.9 3.0 -9 .3 4
Over &4 0.2 6.9 4.1 6.0 -9 1.8 17

!!I“ Astivity of Dvewse

. R’
Bez Marvied .5 .0 8.8 3.8 7 2.2 13
o Pull-ttee / a2.3 3.1 1.9 7.0 1.3 1.3 158
I.:::: Part~time ».8 11.6 3.8 1.3 1.4 1.4 @
Woenployed ¢ Off-Jeb 73.3 1%.6 50 . . . - "
Koapdag Beuse . n.2 5.8 3.0 3.3 1.0 1.0 207
Bot Merrisd 2.3 6 V¢.1 4.3 1.7 1.7 13
Vorkiag Pull-tins n. .3 7.7 6.1 3.3 1.1 18
" Sorking Pect-time .y 18.2 [ [ ] 9.1 ® 1
7 vssmpleyed ¢ Off-2eb 0.7 6.7 . .. . . 15
v Lesping Bouse .2 15.4 7.7 7.7 N [ ] [ ] 13

.
“- >
[} ]

.

.
L X J

-4 14
1

73.8 10.3

'_EE% u
3

3
>
»
>
-

v -, 0009
W. .0 v/ X} .. 2.3 2.9 (o=.0%) »
[ "] : .3 .0 4.2 6.3 1.1 . 15 § 100
e 0.2 1.9 6.3 3.1 .3 (18 n .
Tees a.9 30.9 1.9 4.0 e, 108 .
Sosr o | oo S - 3.8 ».0 8.1 4.1 . A : - 74
! -..“7
Em .7 7.6 6.3 7.1 1.9 2.4 (o=.00) »e
Sader $ Tosss .2 3.1 3.6 3.6 2.0 148 1%
39 Yemsw 73.3 .6 0.2 31 X N ] 7
M-14 Teame ».e 1.0 2.5 7.6 1.7 2.3 118
. Over A Yesws "n.1 10.0 2.7 4.3 [ ] K') 111
' / -
q- - n.e 7.8 . ».s 7.0 1.0 1.2 (o=.22) m "
295-34 ».3 9.2 6.2 30 1.2 1.2 . 260
. W40 . ' ».1 3.2 49 6. 1.4 1.1 204
20-64 ".’ 1.1 2.7 X 2.2 . ¥ . 4
X ) [\ X} ’. 1.7 7 ] 13.4 L]
\ | Y
". 081 [ X ) 3.0 3.3 1.7 tl [}/
. ] 7.3 2.0 5.3 3.0 R ’ .0 1n
LY -
QENITINN: Whet 10 the lawgest perctism of your eusrent incoms that weuld be villing to give wp for sherter werkiays? J-t-n.ll
. the nunbex that applicst -(A) Wething, (9) (1750th) of your 1 for 10 misutea off dach werkday, (C) 3% (3/20th) of your
- : tasems for $3 nisutee off csch workdey, (B) 12X (1/8th) of your (oxxmdtu&nm.mm(umh)dn_,
' tusoms for 3 Dowre off ooch werkday, !I(Uo(youtmbtlmd(uduuq
¢ - .
- ' . . » ’ BY -
PN " ) - v .
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Table 9 \—~ \ ‘ '

WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD EXCHANGING CURRENT INCOME FOR SHORTER WORKDAYS
BY Sl;.X, MAJOR ACTIVITY OF SPOUSE AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD .

- > (Pevcentage Breakdown)
¢ o R
Tradeaff Preferences by Sex [jNot Married Working Spouse Spouse Keeps Houae or Other
s .
! No Child ]Youngest jYoungest |Youngent No Child Youngeat {Youngest [Youngest No Child Youngrrt [Youngest {Yodhpeat
Child thild Child hild Chitd ~ fChild Child Child Chtld
Under 6 J6-14 Yr. JOver 14 Under 6 J6-14 Yr. |Over 14 : Under 6 6-14 Yr. [Over 14
' Men
gt - . .
Nothing . 70.0 88.9 100.0 60.0 17.3 ' 87.0 79.2 a1.5 75.8 A7.% r 73.8 RO .1
22 of Tay for 10 Min. Off 8.7 0 0 410.0 6.1 2.2 9.1 . [R 10.6 5.6 8.2 5.6
5% of Pay for 23 Min. Off 8.7 1t.1 0 0 1.5 2.2 6.5 0 6.1 4.2 8.2 5.6
12X of Pay for 1 Hour Off 7.8 0 0 0 10.6 .4 3.9 3.7 6.1 1.4 6.6 2.8
30X of Pay®or 2 Hrs. Off 1.0 0 0 0 0 4.3 0 0 1.5 b4 0 0
50X of Pay for 4 Hrs. Off 2.9 0 0 0 b5 o 1.3 3.7 0 0 3.1 0
Total Percent 100.0 ©100.0 A100.0 100.0 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
// Number of Reapondents (103) 9) (15) (5> - (66) (46) 7 27) (66) (72) (61) (16)
Women ) \
Nothing . 76.4 90.0 _63.2 80.0 75.0 1.7 63.1 82.1 76.9 83.9 100.0 11.3
2% of Pay for 10 Min. Off 5.6 10.0 26.3 10.0 5.0 7.5 16.9 10.7 15.4 -0 0 11.3
(o] 52 of Pay for 25 Min. Off 8.3 0 3.3 0 5.0 1.3 7.7 3.6 7.7 0 0 0
w 12X of Pay for 1 Hour Off 4.2 0 5.3 . 10.0 5.0 5.7 7.7 3.6 0 16.7 0 0
30X of Pay for 2% Hrs. Off 2.8 0 0 0 7.5 1.9 4.6 0 0 0 . 0 0
50X of Pay for 4 lirs. Off 2.8 NO 0 0 2.5 1.9 0 "0 0 (VARSI 0 0
Total Pércent” 100.0 ° 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 1100.0 160,0 100.0
“e _ Number of Respondents (12) . (10) (19) (10) (40) (53) (65) (28) (13) (6) (6) ()

'QUHST!A@: What is the largest portion of your current yearly Income that you would be willing to give up for shorter uorkdnya? (A) Nothing (B) 2X (1/30)
of your tncome for 10 minutes of f each workday (C) 5X (1/20) of your income for 25 mlnute& off each workday (D) 12X (1/8) for 1 hour off each
workday (E) 30X (1/3) of your incgme for 2's hours off eanch workday (F) 50% (1/2) of your income for 4 hours off each workday.
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single-parent hbugeh_lds maké@/responses from this group

lunreli‘ble, survey respynses suggest’that pressipg

financial needs reduce their willingness to forego

earnings for shorter workdays7 espite the likelihood

that they-éonfront overwhelming tNne pressures.

The impact of changing’family patterns on the desire

.

to trade income for shortef workdays can best bi evalugted

\\by examining married regpondeﬁts by ége of yogngest child,
| work activity of spouse, and-séx. While the'preference fgr
money over .time increased during the early and middle child-

raising years, the desire to exchange ihcome for shorter

+

\wérkdays did not differ appreciably between married men from

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

A

might be’eipected that higher finakcial discretion within
' dua1_earner fémilieé might‘encourag greater Eradeoffs, it is

possible that'résistapce ab?ut s] ringlhoé;ehbld respon-

sibilities, cpﬁbled with the 10& popd{arity of this fo;ﬁ

of free timg,'might hullify'willingness to forego income
; , R

for shorter workdays. Contrary to the responses of men,

¢

- working women from dual-earner hQusehoIds demonstrated

. an iffcreased interest “C forégoing income for gporter

workdays during the early and middle stages of the

- "y .
~child-raising gycle. Interestingly, women in this
. o R
group who had children-agéd-6'to,14‘Years were

more prone to make tradeoffs for the shorter Qofkday




1

than those with pre-school children under 6 years of

: e. Presumably, these responses can be attributed to
‘\:Ze fact that many Qomen tend to withdraﬂ‘completely

from the labor force during the early child-raising years
unless they have full-time cereer'commitmegrs’or pressing
financial‘needs. Thus’, the women returning-to'the work
force after the youngest child reaches school age mighr

be expected to prefer workhours that coincide with the

' .
school schedules of their children.

~

~

Adqge\}rom the impact of' family cxgie and sex role
factors, willingness to forego income for shorter
workdays varied little by otﬁerxsooial oharacteristics
(table 8). There was some variatidn-by adge, bur'
t;is can likely be explained primarily by family cycle
factors. Although the numﬁer of WOrkipg respopdents,

over age 64 was too small to attribq&e statistical

4,

[ - N .3

reliability to their views, it is inte}esting to note

‘that they were the least willing of all

age groups to
giVe'up"eernings for shorter workdays. Somewhat t o

: surbrisinglyjﬂthe preference for shorter workdays-
oo e T N ‘\

declined as reported 1encth of respondenf workWeeks
increaéed. In‘pverv1ew, multlvarlate analy81s ‘con-
'trolllng for the 1mpact of seven key varlables conflrmed

the promlnence of . the famlly cycle as thedstrongest -

.predlctor of shorter workday tradeoff prefqrences, and

N ot ot
~indicated that the' relative 1nf1uence of other varlables
’ - ¢ . NS ¥ .

/. h ) \ ¢ _ -~ )
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N
in order of impact té be length of workweek, age, race,
S?cioeconomic group, sex, And union aff{liation (table 24,
Appendi; 1v) ., \ ¢
As alfeady noted, the desire to tFade current
fncome for a reduced workweek was low, but stiil higher

[ 3
than interest in the shorter workday. These prefe}ences

'varied litfle 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 B2 expected, willingness to

. . . L -
exchange income for a reduced workweek increased as the

‘reported length of the respondentsf_wor%week rose.

Finally, worker interest in a reduced workweek dgclined
with age (table 25, Appendix IV). b

"N AY

‘g _Will'- ess to exchqﬁge earnings for vécation is

‘particularly interesting because this form of free time,

.aloné with sabbaticals, clearly proved fo be the most

'gains in vacation time. : \

popular. of potential gains of leisure. Some 42.1

percent of the sample rdported that they would forego

Z\E;%cent or more of their current income for more paid
vacation, and some 10.4 percent stated a willingness to

exchange 10 percent or -more of earnings for significant

» |

While responses to the income-vacation tradeoff
A ¥ , .
question varied somewhat by social characteristics, the

U SR

basic-ﬁattern Of regponses held for all major social

it R
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groups (table 10). Among occupational greups, operatives,
service workers, and laborers evidenced stronger than
average desire for longer‘vacations, while managers, skilled
laborers, and farﬁworkers had less than average intefesﬁ.

Interestingly, a relatively large 10.2 perebnt‘of service

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

extended vacations. The desire for more vacation rose

slightly along with level of educaéional attainment and
income. Conversely, interest in_forfeiting earnincs for
vacation declined slightly as the number of dependents

rose, and fell considerably with the rise of weekly workhours

and age™Tn the case of age, it is likely that older workers

already have the long vacations that accompany seniority

e -

job status.

Contrary to claims that women prefer shorter
workdays and weeks while men prefer extended tlme away |
from work women exhibited a 31gn1f1cantly(1arger

interest in foregoing earnings for vacatlon thary did

‘men. Further, the desire for vacation relative to

Y e : 2 : . X

L]

earnings wa§ higher for respondents\from dual-earner
families than for those ffom'singie—earner households;
and the value of vacatioen curlously decllned with

1ncreases 1& the age of’ yopngest Chlld In the latter

acase,_lt may bqﬁthat ehlldren over age 6 are more

N 1
reluctant to agcompany parents on vacations because of
the separation it 'causes from peers.
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The fact that vacations were valued highly by women
oS ¢ -
and respdndents at the peak of family cycle responsi-

bilities raises an 1nterest1nq question. If longer

M. : ‘ NPT : .
vacations and the forfeiture of income for such free

] . . .
time would be of little help in relieving the financial'

and time pressures of home care and child ralslng, why-
do -those who are mqst affected by such famlly needs
exhlblf re&aflvely hl?h interest in exchsnglng 1ncome for
vacation\time?" The most plausible "answer lies with the
% distrnctions tbat'are often made“befween~"leisure" and .‘
1"non—mérket.wbrk." -Brieflf, all time off the job is
- E not used for the recreational and self-enriching

.activities'that one commonly associates with "leisure."

. ) —-v . { B '
Much non-job time is spent on "nan-market work" such as

paying bills, cleaning house, and preparing meals--for
.iwhich no monetary payment is recéived. 118/ For the most

”~

part, the shorter workday whlch many persons cla1m is
necessary for famlly well-being falls “into the category

:, of "non—mgrket work," while vacation probably’ approaches
2 the category of pukre "leisure." In view of this
distinction, it ﬁs plausible fp suggest that many

-

_e

Yy 118. Gary Bedker, "A Theory of the Allocatlon of Time,"
N The Economic Journal, September 1965, pages 493-517; Edward
1 - Kalachek, op.cit., page 2; and Juanita Kreps, "Some Time -
- Dimensions of Manpower Policy," in Eli Ginzberg (Edltor),
% ' Jobs for Americans, Prentice-Hall, Englewood cliffs, N. J.,
1976, pages 197-202.

-
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persons of both sexes evidence a stgonger desire'for

.ypcatndh over shqrter’workdays and.weehs, not‘because

such time .is necessary or goad for their families, but

hecause'they simply want real "leisure.'” Indeed this
i may be particularly true of duai -earner families con-
fronting the peak demands of child rai81ng. Such
persons are pushed and battered in an almost'ceaselessq
. treadmill of job and.family duties, and it is not

-« surprising that they are willing to make significant

| monetary and non- monetary tradeoffs to escapé for some

A

extended period to a different,pace of life.
N =~

N

-

Multivariate analysis on the total sample and

Ll -

selected subsamples further confirms the impact of

rs

selected social characteristics on incé;e—vacation
« - . .

choices (tab&e 26,.hppend§x IvV). Most’notably, ager
. . _ \ IR ) :
- consistently appears as theé major predictor among seven ,

variables, further suggesting that the 1ong vacations
. TN ' » L .
: (aaccompahying job seniority are likely to reduce the
utility of additionad vacation t}me{ For the total -~
‘ . . M

-

sample; the‘predictors in order of impact on vacation-
income choices were age, family cycle,stage; length of

'@ workweek, socioeconomic grono,'union uffiliation, -sex,

and race.7 Ambng a.subsample"of men, family cycle stage,

2

&g&, and race were the leading predictors in order of

1mpact-kwith the adv ceme of the.family cycle stage

e

7

. reduc1ng the" desire

or vacation. Among a subsample of




‘ ' . )
women, age had the greatest influence as a predictor,
followed by lenéth‘of-the workwéek and socioeconomic

group. Analysis withln subsamples broken down by

presence‘and age of chlldren was -not always statlstlcally

2

reliable, but reaffirmed the 1mportance of age, socio-

economic group, and length of WOrﬁweek‘as influential

L4

determinants of income-vacation exchange preferences.
While most’ of these computationsnwere statistically
reliable, the var1at10n of tradeoff preferences

explained by ‘the, seven selected predlctor varlables was
rmoaest. For the %cst part, the results serve only to
'conflrm the 1mportance of age and the overall progre531on

of the famlly cycle stave 11 3/ as factors Whlch reduce

’ W1111ngness to forego earnlngs for vacation tlme. _--' N

The de51re to exchange some - portlon of current pay
o . -

for a sabbat1ca1 (extended leave w1th pay every slx

years) was almost 1dent10a1 to theé vacatlon 1ncome:

tradeoff preferences. Some 2.l percent of the sample

Was will?ng to forego 2 percent or more-of\thelr current
\ :

earnings for both added vacation time and sabbatical

- leaves. Breakdowns by social characteristics were only

r

119. It should be noted Eﬁat the domp081te family cycle
stage varlable (FACYCLE) was used as an. independent -
wvariable because ‘it allowed the*consof&datlon of mar1ta1
status, age of youngest child, and number of dependents
into a roughly. ordinal progre851on of stdges. However,
the .rise and decline of child-gare’ respon91b111t1es R
"1ncorporated into this Varlable give it a curvilinear
nature which makes 1t, ‘'at best; marginally acceptable as
Can 1ndependent varlable.. / ) .

=

. T
"
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B8lightly different from those concerning vacation time

.(table 27, Appendix Iv). 1Indeed, the only notable -

-interest in extended time away frdm work.

—

differences were "that farmers, respondents in the - ‘ . -
highest income bracket (over $34,999), and those who.
were widowed or divorced were more favorably disposed

toward sabbaticals than vacations.'_lt is also "inter-.

esting,. but statisticaliy insignificpnt, that those- . T

" workers over age 64 were less dispbsed to the sabbatical .

/ .
than other age groups--presumably because they were on -

’

the verge of retirement and, therefore, had little

3
1N

. The popularlty of the sabbatical is somethlng of a :
surprlse.' The concept is hardly known, let alone
practiced,Jout91de of academia. Thus, it must appear - . '
as rather'strange and exotic toathe.average Amerrcan.
For4:his reeson, it is noteworthy that-so‘many.workers
stated a w1111ngness to forego incore for thlS type of
free time., . Of course, there are many appeallng aspects o “_

- td. the sabbatlcal With the possible exbeptlon of | - | . ‘;
extreme}y long vacatlons, the sebbatlcal represents a. | -
form of free)tlme that -allows people to accomplish - . ' ]
thlngs that might otherw1se be very dlfflcuht or - o "
1mposs1b1e. In short, it prov1des an opportunlty for a

prolonged and totag break from dallj and yearly routlnes." .

Such prolonged leaves could be used fbr any number

\ )

of;purposes, 1nc1ud;ng returning “full-time to schoolr \

v . S : . PR
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eare of young children, entrepreneuyial business
efforts, inifiathn of a new eareef, coastruetign of a
hoJ;e, or simply a peried_to reassess one's life.
Additionally, the almost éotal absence of sabbatiéals
within American societ? may givelthls‘form of free tlﬁe
extreme&y'high qlility when compared to other tyées:of

work time reductions. {Co::espondingly,_there may be

. . :(“:'.“. . ) ) -
. somekthing of a novelty apﬁéal to the concept which could

/

‘“decline if the idea receives more discussion and -appli-

cation in the future. . In any event, Ege-pOpularity'of

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

’ . \ ~

must be viewéd as anothe; indication tﬁat the work time
ST )

-

preferences Of many Americans are significamtly at

variance with reality.

The willingness/of,working regpondents to forego.-
1 . - _ .

current-income for earlier retirement was reasonably
\ :

, hlgh, with 36.0 percent ch0081ng to give up some

" earnings for this option. As mlght be expected,

. 4 .
respondents uithin the more phy91cally demandlng occu- .

[ »
[

pations (operatlves, service workers, and skllled

N
/ ‘ - ve

labore\g)vwere more prone: to make thlS exchange than

.
. ’

persons in other occupaiaons.'~Men were also'more prone

'than‘women to make trageoffs for earlier retiremeft, as, S

were personSawho worked .long weekly hours'and those /'

with lower levels bf educatlon. Notably, 1nterest 1n(),

Y

. earLy retlrement declined w1th the advancement of .
— ‘ . ) * .
' . ' /'/
95 T '. ‘
~ ‘o -
’\./. ~ 1_0 rd ’\'< ]
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. free time tbat were.étuaied; Thus, if a resbondent

A

Otherwise, income-retirement tradeoff preferences varied
. L A -

-

A

little qﬁen respondents were broken down by union.
affiliatiéh, age offch}ldren,_work activity‘gf épbuse,

and rac?77tab1e 28, Appendix ivi However, it must .

be emphasized tﬁat—;hese responses may be biased by
ﬂselfdselection factors. Specifdcaily, persons over,  #
' _age 50 .vho. w1sh to retlre early may already have done so,

—_— <

thus 1eav1ng a dlsproportlonate number of respondents_

r

who do not value earller ret;rement 1p.the subsample of
L.

older workers. 'Clearlyj the isdue of early retireme
1 " . , .

preferences must be examined with other types of samples.

As 1in the cage of the earlier pay raise t:pﬂeeffs,

an*overview of the maximum amount of current income that

* >

'.Amefiean workers*may-exchange‘for.time can be approti-

: mated 1240/ by the computatlon of a comp031te varlable whlch

shows the highest, percentage of earnlncs that each

respondent will give up for any of the flve forms of

")

Y

states a ﬁillingness to foreéo 15 percent'bf current pay

for a sabbatical and less.'than that amount for all othe;.

' ) 'Y . y .
forms of free time, he or she is recorded as ?av1ng a
v

120. It should be noted that such a comiputation of
maxlmum'tradeoff preferentes does not mnecessarily measure

" ~"the true maximum income that a person might forego for

time. For example, a person might be willing ‘to give up °
10 percént.of his her pay for a reduced workweek but °
still prefen to forfeit another 10 pgge\nt HE current
income for added vacation ‘time--thusg, leading to a total .
trade of, 20 percent, of income for time.

\ S ! . .
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‘
maximum tradeoff preference of 15 percent. Such compu-

tationg{were made for all working respondents,'then
- 'I - \ R -

summarized to create a distribution ‘of maximum tradeoff

) .

choicea. 121/
The computation of maximum tradeoff choices indicates
that a majority of American workers may be willing to

exchange some portion of their current income for some

3 R A -
qum of free time. . Some 59.4 percent of the respondents

expressed a desire to forggo at least 2 percent of their

hd

. : AN
.earnings for more free time. More specifically, 23.6

percent would give up 2 percent of earnings for tjme,

. oy . .
9.7 percent would forego 5 percent, 10.0 percent would

trade 10 percént, and 16 percent wodld exchangé between
12 and 50 percent of their income for\somé'type of work
time reduction (table 11). This distribution of

maximum traéeoff choices remained remarkably constant
among'gr;ugs bréken down“b& occuéatioh, education,

union afhiliation{'numbef of children, and age of
§ounéest child. The tendencf to forego earnings %of time

. . : > ;
increased among. respondents reporting.thg higher levels

- of family,in;pme—aﬁd,workiﬁg long houyrs each week.

121. A composite- variable ‘(MAXTRD2) was developed to
estimate the:ma®imum portion of current ' income that
respondents might- forfeit for more free time. This
variable .used a series of computer IF statements to
systematically isolate the one or more responses to the.
- five paired current income-time tragggff questions .that-

elicited the highest. exchange of inTOme for time. -

L 3 N -~ . PN
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Women were far more likely than men to make tradeoffs, -
N N , .. A R

particularly_if they were in dual-earner families. ,
Minority group and older respondents were less likely

oA to favor exchange for time. -
' ’More-deta'iled- breakdowns o -maximuwurrent income }
N .
tradeoff choices by family cycle ahd sex role character-
) - _ N
T istics support past observations about the impact of

AN

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

Vv

| 4
‘women.in dual-earner households were more likely to

(table 12). With miargigal except;ons, both men and

- forfeit cgrrent earnings for time than their counter-

v parts in sin;EE?earner families. Futther;\goﬁbiderably
more men’ in .dual-earner families were willing to forego
income for time Huring the pre—child and young‘child
stages of tHéME;mily; and an-extremely\large portion.ef
women.iq duaI—eﬁrner-faﬁilieé_yere willing to make

. . .
-~ N } -

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

holds were willing to make larger excHanges of iﬁcome

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

»
-~

in dual—eatnet families were willing'te'make even

larger ekcﬁahges. All in ar1,~these‘bteakdowns of'
' % . maximum tradeogff choices by femlly characterlst;ts lend
- ' -support to the prev1ously stated hypothesis that the

financial Q@scretione_and time'pressures of dual-earner

families increase the value of time relative to intome

4+
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

15 percent for a sabbatical leave,
free time would have a maximum current tradeoff (MAXTRN2) score of 15 percent because the sabbatical leave choice elic

all availuble options.

and 2 percent for earller, retirement in psired choices between current ihcome and each of these f1

q

\

4

~

+

_ _ ..
. . - 4 . ~
' , Table 12 N
. .
. ' . ) i n .
MAXIMUM POKTION OF CURRENT INCOME THAT WORKER WOULD EXUHANGE FOR ANY OF FIVE FORMS OF FREE TIME
R : RY SEX, MAIOR ACTIVITY OF SPOUSE AND AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD . .
. (l‘crrontalnc\{ronkdnvn) * ¢ .
Tr.uiuuff Preferences by Sex | Not Married Utfrlilng Spouse Spouse Keeps House or Other '
N A - Bo Child [Y¥oungest JYoungest |Yvunpest No Chlld  IYoungest [Youngest |Youngeat [ No Chitld  [Youngest {Youngest |Youngest
5 ' Child Child Child Child Child Child Child Child Cthil
N Under 6 °|6-14 Yr. |Over 14 . Under 6 }6-14 Yr. JOver 14 Under 6 J]6-14 Yr. |Over 14 . .
- ' . e :
. Hen . ) n - ’ - ) -
. Nothing ) 32.0 55.6° 60.0 60.0 39.4 50.0 41.6 51.9 - $3.0 54,2 M3 |, 4.2
' 2% of Pay for Time 18.2 1.5 1.5 .8 -22.7 19.6 20.8 22.2 16.7 25-.0 16.4 .6
5¢ of Pay for Time 1Q.7 H.k 6.7 0 6.1 10.9 10.4-, 1.4 10.6 - 6.9 11.5 8.}
~10X of Pay for Time 14.6 8.7 20.0 12.1 4.3 13.0 1.1 9.1 6.9 13.1 5.6
12% or 15X of Pay for Time 12.6 0 6.7 ¢ 0 6.7 10.9 1n.t | - 3.2 6.1 4,2- 13.1 8.3
20 of Pay for Time 3.9 li.l 6.7 0’ 0 0 1.3 3.7 4.5 2.8 0 0
0% or 40X of Pay for Time -2.9 0 0 0 3.0 4.3 1.3 0 0 0 1.6 0
3 .;'.__. Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. o Numher of Reapondents (10 (9) (15). (%) (66) (46) an 27 (66) (72) (61) T (36)
; § o - : . , : .
« .
ﬁ Women )
'_ , Nothjng ~ 33.9 S0 31.6 0.0 40.0 18.9 27.7 32.1 38.5_ 81.3 . 3.3 | 333 < -
22 of Pay for Time 23.6 20.0 42.1 10.0 . 25.0 28.3 35.4 21.4 46.2 - 0 -16.7 33.3.
- 5% of Pay for Time 9.7 10.0 10.5 10.0 2.5 26.3 1.7 14.3 0 0 16.7 0
: 10%_of Pay for Time 5.6 0 5.3 ~ 0 10.0 13.2 12,3} 7.1 7.7 0 16.7 0 :
12X or 15X of Pay for Ttme 25.0 20.0 5.3 300 15.0 9.4 10.8 , 17.9 1.1 .7 | 16.7 33.3
202 of Pay for Time 0 0 5.3 0 0 0 6.2 7.1 .0 ‘0. 0 0
30X or 40X of Pay for Time § < 2.8 0 0 0 1.5 3.8, 0 0 0 0 "0 0
. Total Percent 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0/7 i
A Number of Responderits - “(72) (10) (19) 10) (40) , (5317 (65) (38) ) * 1 (6) (6) (3)
* . N - A .
s i /
. g N ‘ ' T 3
NOTE: Maximum current.current income-time tradeoff choice detcrmined {)y computhtion of a compoeite (MAXTRD2) variable which reporte the highest portion
of current earnings that ench respondet states & willingness to exchange for any of five forms of potential added free tims. Fo exahple, a reepond-
ent who.states a desire to exchange 5 percent of earnings fpr a shortet wdrkdsy, 10‘percent for a reduced workweeK, 10 percent -for edded vacation, e

change of

ve forms of
itqd the hlghcl,t/./
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.of preferences. Indeed, it is probably true that a

! v <
. - a

for purposes of meeting family regsponsibilities as well
as relieving tensionS‘with leisure-oriented time such as f' 7o
vacations. |

SpeculatlveUcomputatrﬁns\851ng maximum tradeoff
choices indicate that the average U. S. worker "would
forego some 4.7 percent of his or her current earnings
for more free tlme. In terms of yearly work time

s

estlmates, thlsnwould mean that the average worker s D

total annual work tlme would decllne from the current

1978 level of 15910 hours to- some 1,821 hours. This

'would give'the,averagé worker a 7%-hour workday, or a

37-hour workweek, or about 11l% added days of paid

vacation, or almost 9 weeks sabbatical ledve every sSix
N . . o . ) - . .

years, or llk'days'earlier retirement for every year

worked in the future, or some comblnatlon of the above.

If these tradeoffs came 1n- preferred forms, most would

11ke1y take the form of added vacatlon and sabbatlcals.

<

. While these_computatlons.of average tradeoff

_preferences can serve to illustrate differences between

stated work tlme preferences and exlstlng condltlons' ;t

is 1mportant to note that the use of averages is a poor

r -

way of v1ew1ng de31red work time arrangements.r One of | .

‘the major trends in work time is an increasing plurallty

i

e s

.large portlon of- today S labor force are quite satlsfled o

@ -

.fW1th most dimensions of their work time condltlons. At

PN
v, -

’101 ¢

oo 10
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the same time, thlB survey 1ndlcqtes that another large

portion W1shes to work 1ess than- what is currently called

N

"full time," and,ls.willingfto forego current and

N -
P

'potential earuingg to do s6. - While actual tradeoff

behaVlor,is»not likely to be as great éSfthat evidehced\

-
by the survey responses reported 1n this study, the

b

magnitude of these survey pref"rences for more free tlme

[

: —— < -
suggests that American soc1ety has not only Sllpped

s

-

behlnd in ‘the task of prov1d1ng the growth of free time

’jde91red by today's work force, but has also failed to

provide the most preferred forms of free time.:

v
S
I3

~%
{
l
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’ V. SOME POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF WORK TIME PREFERENCES

' A large portion of the averaadae person's waking hours

EY

.is spent working on a paying job or involved with.job-

\ related matters. 123/ As_snch, the balance between work\aﬂd
= r.\ - .
non-work time is a crucial elemént of human well-being.
— . e ‘
2he diﬁferences between the preferred work-leisure arrange-

ments’ suggested by this survey and current work time

‘condltlons suggest a numbe& of 1mp11catlons for social ‘policy.

:

/ -
Flrst, 1ncrea91nd work tlwe optlons can be expected
l

;to 1mprove Job satisfaction and- the general quallty of life.
Second the-lnterest of -many Amerlcan workers in fore-,
501ng earnlngs for t1me creates a positive’ cllmate for
pollcles_to.gedpce work time in order ‘to share employment
‘With_those,@ﬁo'are jobles;. ‘&hird}fan-increase in. available

,work'ﬁime‘options could be expected to reduce barriers which

>

_ comp;ncate the task of flndlng a job for a small‘but
vn‘elgnlflcant portlon of potentlal workers.‘ gﬁurth
) exploratory survey~find1ngs 1nd1cate that the desire of
many persons to 1ncrease work time durlng th; sch 1

N

-yearssof youth and retirement years of old age could

a

. " T
.  a s L C T\
. , _ :

o122, John P. Robinson, Changes in Aywerican Use .of Time:
1965-1975, Progress Report, Suryey Res arch Center,
Unlverslty of Mlchlgan, _Ann Arbor, April 1976. )

.
A - \
- . ,

%4

-

]
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v

! . . i . .
,open the.door to the‘use of work time options as a means

’ . .
~of attenuating social. problems associated with prolonged

K3

V4
/
schooling and the growing .costs of retirement. 5 ¢
: , N

~

Work Time ada'thé Quality of Life . -

Work time conditions not Bnly influence 5ob‘sa£{s—‘\ {
'~faction, but alab'numeroué\aépects of‘hbﬁ peopl& aérange
o ' their lives off.theljob. _National‘suryéy"studies have

documented that a growinq'proportion of American workers : _ \\ﬂ
report brob%eﬁs with "inconvenient or-éxcessive hours," 123/
and the results of this study suggest that there are o | s
,likely to be otheés who would.not report problems but
stili pfefera;te}native work time_arrangem%ﬁts.
- Further, work time conditions are also likely to affect

N

family life?‘leisure activities,,héalth,‘educational

*

123. Robert.P. Quinn and Graham L. Staines, The 1977 . -
Quality of Employment Survey, Descriptive Statistics,
Survey Research Center:>1nstitute for Social Reséarch,

University of Michigan, )Ann Arbor, 1978, Chapter 5.
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endeavors, &nd voluntary service efforts. 124/ In many

I3

ways, the choices which individuals have iﬁ'the.arrange—

ment of their work time have notable implicationé for

>

their sense of self;determination and peréonal dignity.

Work time cohditions are clearly an important aspect of

quality of work and life, and social policieé that would
s . \
effectively expand the range of available work time

options would be a significant social contribution.
' -

Sharing Work to Combat Jbblessness

. The work time preferences revealed’by tﬁ&smstudy'
C o .

!

have iméortant implicafions for‘récent proposéls to

create ﬂbbs‘fof those who are uﬁemployed by reducing -

Qork‘time a ng.thése who aré‘workiﬁg. This seétion , . |

will nbt?éézz td evaluate the viability of Qork sharing '
\ ' . -

124. Alternatives in the Werld of Work, National Cehter
fqr. ProductiVvity and Quality of Working Life and The -
National Council for Alternative Work Pattérns, Washihgton,—.
D. C., Winter 1976; Resource Packet of the National ,
Conference on Alternative Work Sdhedules, National Cduncil
for Alternative Work Patterns, Washington, D. C., March 21- ,
2#%, 1977; Jeffrey M. Miller, Innovations in Working Patterns,
U. S. Trade Union Seminar and German Marshall Fund, -

Washington,wp;:E., May 1978; Harriet Goldberg Weinstein, - RS
.0

"aA Comparison Three Alternative Work Schedules: Flexible
Work Hours, Compact Viorkweek, and Sﬁaggered'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 Assistdnt .
Secretary for Education,  U. S. Department of Health,

Educapion and Welfare, Washington, D.'C., April 1978.

-
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as a social policy, 125/ but ‘rather assess whether or not
' ' . . 3 : y

the time-income tradeoff and other work.time prefefences
measured .by this survey are in accord with veral leading
proposals for work sharing. ! : ' <

v *
. [
) ‘ Mandatory Workweek Reduction and Overtime Restriction. .

The best knowf aof currentlwork-sharing proposals is to

L \

. amend the work time provisions oflthe'Fair'iaﬁbr . . N
. Standang Act to redefine the standaia ydrkwegk as ‘ ' .
| 35 hours without a paYireductioﬁ‘and’requife do?ble pay ) )
:5. for.éime;wo kéd oVer_fhis_amount. P;esumably,.tﬁig would i ";" o
reduce the lengtﬁ of the wérkweek-and the ampunt of N :K

. . overtime,;fhus creating jobs for &he unemployédf 126, Pro- .
T poner*s off this propoﬂsa]t‘#ntain that this will shorten

¢ s -

T " the ﬁofkweék at no cost to workers, and under these

4
- .

R N
+ 125. For some discussion of the alternative approaches to N
© work sharing and their viability, see Work 'Time and Employment, . . .

+ Special Report No. 28, National:Commission f6r Employment:' _\;f/~'

Policy, Washington, ,D. C., 1979; Sar A. Levitan and Richard s. : B

Belous, Shorter Hours, Shorter Weeks: ' Spreading the Work to .
Reduce Unemployment, Johns Hopkins University Press, .Baltimore,

"Md., 1977; Fred Best, "Work S ing: - Its History, Relevance, .
- Viability, and Future," National Commission for Employment . o
Policy, Washington, Bg C., December 1978; Robert L. Clark, R

Adjusting Hours to Increase Jobs, Special Feport No. 15,
National Commis3ion for Employment P®licy, Washington, D. C., -
-September 1977; and Fred Best, "Work Sharing: Issues, Pdlicy
Options and Asgessments," Draft, Organ§sation for Econgmic ' -
Co-opkration and Development, Paris, July 2, 1979.

' 126.. 3pe most recent proposals to reduce the workweek by .
}& . amending/the Fair Labor Standards Act (Bill HR-11784) -have ( _

" been introduced by John Conyers of the U. S, .House of .
- Representatives dur{gg_April 1978. ’ - , -

. N . a A \'.‘
- . ) O
. *
- . . - P
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conditions such work time r&dﬂgtgon would doubt less be
) ' ] ) 'l . .
welcomed by most persons. 127/ Critics maintain that
’ ' v Ve - .

indirect forces, will cost workers so Portion of their
8 _ me por

current earninas for such work time £¥Quctjons; 128/~in. '
" ‘ e
which case the propbsal takés on characteristics of a-

. _ time-income tradeoff. Regardless of cost to workers,

sgrveﬁ responses indicate that the-shorter workweek: is.
/ - . . ' , - e C
- one of the 1less desired of@work'time reductions. Thus,

-

. . . v [ ‘ ’ . A‘
from the standpoint of these  preferencek, this approach .

*

to work sharing offers only marginally valuable gains

, of free time; and if the costs of this increase of free
- C 2 o e work |
‘time are passed on to workers, it can be expected that.
. _ _ - o v
‘this proposal. might receive a cool ‘receptioh from most
I ’ : . '.f\ ‘

American workKers. T ' \ . ‘. .

‘Long-term Reduction 6f Work Time. It has been . -
= : =2 , . .

‘éiopoéed that work.timé,bé reduced over the course of§~},
gseveral years by forfeiting pqrtions_of'futugg economic

¥

2 ' _ . o
1277 Howard’ngng;u"Workvéhéring, Uhemployment, and the
Rate of Ecdénomic Growtihm: commént, " Work Time. and Employment,
op.cit.; and Frank Runnels, "Keynote Speech,” All Unions

. Committee to Shorten the-Workweek, Detroit, Mich., April 11,_:

1978. y |
128."' Critics suggest that workweek ‘Yeductions without

decline of pay levels will cost employers more, ‘and, there—~
’ fore, increase the cost of products to workers as consumers.
Also, workers who dre . now dependent on overtime pay would

likely suffer losses ©f income. Joyce .. Nussbaum and

?3 ' ponald E. Wise, "The Overtime Premjum and Employment," “
Work‘Time and Employment, op.cit.; and querF.L? Clar&,
M' ) . ' - . L . - , .
".' ) - " . ‘ | . ~ ‘ . .
; A Q
. s B ‘
] /"—._‘ ' ~:‘§ .\
. \)" .

EMC ’ 321-35%)‘0—80-8 2 " ’ " )
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‘.1 from Goveérnment. 129/ . . &

’

3

v '. \

L}
growth, thus making it necessary for employers to hiré& ~
more persons. Organized labor has ien the major /

// advocate ‘of this approach, proposing shat.work time

reductions, primarily taking the fofm of a shorter work- _

v

week, be accomplished through the‘process.of collective
: ¢

.bargaining, with the poseible assistance of incentives

\ ’ ; : -,
Survey responses lbncernlno the exchange of
¢ )

poteht14&,pay raises suggest that there would be
widegpread suppqrt far euch a,gradual approach to work

time ‘reduction and work sharing. As already noted,
B ~ : ol . ’ - , .
speculative computatiofhs bdsed on maximum willingness to

14

forego portions of one 10 percent, ﬁay'raise for mére

>)\free tlme would result in a reductlbn of .the average
N - .
worker 's annual work time of some 131 2 hours. I(
2.6

aggregate, this would amount to forfeltlng about .

billion work hours or‘6.2 million_jpﬁl-gime,workyears,fl30/

L0129, "Pald Personal Holmdays. The UAW's New Plan to°
Expand Job Security," Solidarity, Qc¥ober 21, 1977, ..
pages 6-10\A. H. Raskin, ¥ Breakthrough in Work Hours:
March Towar Four—day, 32-hour Workweek Begins-in Earnest
with Advances in Ford Pact,” World of Work Report, October
1976, pages 4-5; John Zalusky, "Shorter Hours—-The Steady -
 Gain," AFL-CIO American Federationist, January 1978, 7
pages 12-16; an our-day Workweek 1s 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 Situat!bh "
U.S. Department of Labor News Release, USDL-1005,
Washington, D. C., December 8,.1978.

-
-
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some portion 'of which would presumably have to be’

replaced with‘new\yorkers. Such‘exchangeg f rom
. ¢ |} - .
qutentiallpay‘raises over a series of .years could be

\

expeéted to create some undetermined but gignificant <

number of jobs. 131/

It should be noted, however, that‘these average

/.ﬁaxim;;\pétentlal tradeoffs Were computegron the - basls : ,&

of exchanges of pay raises for a varlety of dlfferent

-

forms of frée time. Thus, to maximize future tradesyof
. . 3 : !

economic growbl for time in ways that would be popular
4 .
. : ¢
or- at least acceptable,” work time would have'to be
reduced in a variety of ways. Most patticularly, it is

likely that a iarge portion of such long-range work time v

!
T .Ireduqtlons would have to take the £form of exte;ded ' ,
. -perlods away from wdik, such as 1onoer vacatlons or .;ﬂ
o | sabbatlcal leavqp\\\if/ o f SN v
STAIAN : N . .

131. For a brlef dlscﬁsslon of the,problems that would be
dncountered .in transforming foregone work time to credte néw

jobs, see Fred Best, "Work - Sharlng : qs History, Relevance, ({
; Vlab;llty, afld’ Future," .Op.6it., pages '31-32" . | TN
o ' 132 Far dlsCusslon of sa@batlcdf'leaves as an approach to
. " - work shar}ng, see Jule :M. Sugarman, “"The Decennial- -Sabbatical," .|
S . CUPA Journal;;Vol. ,. No:, 3, Summer 1977, pages 47-52; Robert
co Rosenberg,. A Pilot Project for Extended lLeaves," Working -

%\ ' Paper No. 10 California’ State Senate Office of Research,
' Sacramento, Callf., December "1976; Donalé Frasier, '"Social
v Segurity Sabh@ticaxs- A New Dimension for the Social -
-  Security System " Con ressional Record, August 22, 1974,
\ pages H8939- -H89 Fred Best and BArry Sterﬂ, "Bducation,
Work,_ and Leisu e——Mu t They:Come in That Order?,“ Monthlx
_Labor Review, July 10 7, page 9. . .

v ) ~
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—~In terms of the total 1978 work force, this would mean a .

~and "Statement of Michael Bar

Voluntary Time- Intome Tradeoff Options. It has been

L4

sugggsted with 1ncrea31ng frequencv that‘lf ways could be

found ' to encourage 1nd1v1dual workqu to voluntarlly

. ‘ o
>

/ \
forego current income for free time, enough work time N

- 4

might be freed to create a significant number of jodbs for

those who are' currently unemployed 133/ %nis idea has -

been propOQEd and tried both as a temporary'way of N

\/

preventlng layoffs 134/ and “a permanent mechanism for ,

creating, jobs for those w1thout employment. 135/ -

2 . = - \
Survefgresponses concernlng the exchange of currentz‘~
L > 3 , :

income for free time suggest that eneugh people may be -

w1111ng to forego portlons of their income earnlng work .
[}

t1me to create a noteworthy number of - new jobs. _As

prev1ously observed estimates of maxlmum current 1ncome=

*

tlme tradeoff preferences based on survey data 1nd1cate

. that the average S. worker would forego 4.7 percent of
_ earn}ngs for 'his o= oet_de31red form of free time.}\/ﬂ,

. : . < ' N . »
—— —

_ , S
133, " James R. Mllls, ."A. New Supply of Jobs," Town Hall.
Journal, June f@, 1977, pages 224-226; Leisure Sharing,
Hearinga of the Select Committee on Investment Priorities
and Objectives, Califorfiia’ State Senate, Sacramento,. Callf.,

L I

November 1, 1977; and Fred Best, "Individual and Fi 'Work‘

Timq Decisions: . Comment," in Work Time andbEmp;oy t,

X 92;91&- S C - . ‘ ~ e
134. '"Statement of James Hooley," Lelsure Sharing.,

op.cit., pages 12§-135. : X

135. "Stateément of'Dan’ McCgrquodale*" Ibid, pages 41- 49;
tz," Ibid /pages 49- -58.

! -
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.

forfeiture dbf some 8.6 bill:on hours of work or 4.2 AN

K

"million full-time worﬁyears.' It could be assumed that |

)
I - some portion of this foregone work time would create new
jé)s- - \ | Y
Ly

\ . A 8 .
: “~' A8 jn the case of creating jobs thgough long-term

14

- I
_exchanges, of economic growth for\ﬁﬁge;time, the wilding-

ness, of workers to give up current éarmnings for time
ul - -

s

r . _
vaj;es Ersmendously according to the types of frée time .
_ that would be available. Extended time away from work

such as'vacétions and.sabbaticq}s would hpst\likely induts

[

\ the bulk of exchanges, but the number .and’ size of

\

Ry

tradeQV S could be expected to 1ncreaﬁe as theﬂvarlety of

» possiblé exchanges becomes larger. In cases where

[ ’) ’ { .

organizational adaptablllty make such tradeoff Optlons
%

» \ik\50551b1e, priva¥é and publlc pollc1es 136/ to- prqv1de such

~°

ork time choices” mlght result 1n the creation of a

\

51gn1f1cant numbér of JObS wh11e also. producing many
* L 4
sedondary social beneflts. . )

b
¢

-

. . . , :
Shorb—tlme Compensatlon. oné. of the most promlnent

-

- : work sharlng proposals now under cons1derat10n(inv01Ves

. the prov181on of partlal replacement of lost earnlngs to

2

- workers ln firms that go on redgced workweeks as a

¥ -

ftemporafy alternative to layoffs. It is commonly '

J. lg Robert'Elsner, "Employment and Training Subsidies,”

wOrkﬂTlme and Employment, op.cit.; and Frank Schiff,
TEmployment and Tfa%nlng Subsidies: Comment ,& Ibid.

. & ’ . . ‘
5 ‘ ' BB
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expected, although not essential, that Buch a short-time
. ‘ ~ . 3

oompensation%program woéld be administered through the
unemployment insurance system by providing partial"U;if .
.benefits for the portion of the regular workweek which 4
employees lose under this proposal. JTo Lllhstrate the

- idea, if a firm were to go to a 4-day, 32—hour workweek-

rather than lay off one-fifth of its emplovees, each

. worker would receive full pay for the 32 hours worked,

-

plus approximately 50 percent of regular pay in the foxm
P - - ~ v .
of partial U.I. benefits for the lost workday. Since v.I.

benefits are tax free, most workers would retain over 90

percent of the1r regular take -hote pay, almost- a11 frlhge

benefrts, and,none would’ be displaced from thelr JObS.- 137/ f

)
L

Because‘short—time comperfsation is being given |
: - AN
ﬁerlous con31deratlon by the U. S. Department of lLabor,

N 7 N 4 [

survey respondents were asked three questions about the
proposal. The-first question dealt with the general

acceptablllty of the idea, the second with the maximum

" 137. For complementary evaluations of this proposal, see
Peter Henle, Work Sharlngras ‘an- Alternative to Layoffs,
Congressional ReSearch Service, Dibrary of 'Congress,. July
1976; Dariiel Hamermesh, "Unemployment Insurance, Short-time
Compensation, and the Workweek," Work Time -and Employment,
op.cit.; and Fred Best, "Short-time Compensation and Work
Sharing,” National Commission for Employment Policy,
Washlngton, D. C., April 1978.

v @
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v -~ .. ‘.. . .
length of time workers would.be willing to participate,

_and‘the third witH’the acceptability of the .program with
an 1ncreased benefit level
1
Respons S to the first ggestlon indicate that wogkers

;faypr the short-time compensation approach ta work sharing

When asked how they would feel ahput a reduction of the

workaek by 1 day with half paj for ‘the Lost day in thelr _

- own workplace as an alternative to layoffs,‘some 36.1
percent strongly favored the 1dea, 27 6 percent favored it
somewhat, 17.7 were neutral, 8. 0 percent disfavored it

: somewhat, and lQ 6 percent strongly disfavored the program

o

(table 13)- o g

- - . ‘. ,\-
> ' f Although all SUbgroups favored the: proposal there

i

a |,

was someenoQagle variation of preferences according to
major soc1al:characteristics. Favorable responses
declined¢markedly withlincrease.of-incoﬁe,.length of
\workweek, and age. .Presumably,hthose with higher

- incomes felt they would personally lose more, those
with longer workweeké felt they needed the money, and

- those in older age groups felt that seniority would
‘insure that they would not’ lose their 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-memhers-?a noteworthy finding,

since, one might‘expeot that union-enforced job security p

.#ﬁ@ . - B R .-lé?
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’ - Table 13 S - £ )
. WOAKER PREFERENCES TOWARD THE USE OF SMORT-TIME COMPEMBATION AS AN ALTEMMATIVE B il 4 4, “
. . TO LATOFPS 8V SILECTID -SOCIAL CMARACTRRIRTICS e et
. (Pavcentags Sroskdovn) N ) N . ' A
- - = - y . . © L -
Sects] Charactersstics Styengly Pavor PBeytral bletavor Styongly Covyslotion §| Musber- al
: Favor Somevhat . Rpasha Pislavar (r:-ho- (2] Rgapondants .
Tusel ».1 216 1.7 o o m v "y - . g
M ) ' ".A - . 1 y
. 'ﬂ’-L:h M 1.2 16.) 'K 1.3 “ 100 . \
Nessgarial 1.8 19.) ¥s.2 3.0 17.6 L . - # |
. Clericel-Sales 3.3 .9 13.9 , 4. 11.) 126 . ¢
' skilled Laber 4.9 T ) 18.9 3.4 0.3 240 t . '
Opetatives-Laberara 4.1 K 14.0 122 . & 164 , . S
Servica .7 29.6 19.4 13.) 4 e ” -
Porn .9 . 3.3 5.4 o T 1%.4 1) .
. . . - . N I‘
. 4 . 0118 v :
. . Sems 1.8. or Lese [ ] 2.4 " 199 s.0 1.0 (e=.0)) o1 * ’
c o Righ School Begres 8.1 1.0 18.6 9.3 1. e . _
Sotd Dbllige 3.6 3.1 119 3.2 a 13.9 - 229 - [gpen .
© Cellage Degres 1.2 M4 16.7 .4 - 0.4 A ”* v . -
. - Sem Gradusve Bcheel .y 1.3 , 10.8 0.9 6.7 102, , \ I O
v - B . : 102y . . * 4 ' x
38} .. n.e 4.9 \n.z » (a=.00) ol . .
M. 2.9 1.4 11.0 . 8.3 . 1AR *
4.0 Ny . 1.9 L4l 6.7 193 - a ]
3.8 0.4 . 20.9 1.9 1.3 191 , - -
.0 3.6 12.0 10.3 15.0 1 ‘ "y
4.0 23.4 13.0 8.4 <103, . 107 ” I
. 21.2 0.6 15.3 8.2 14.7 ” .
» ) . * ' . .
3.1 R -19.) (X 8.9 102 - . LN
e »B.3 3.3 17.7 .3 1.1 e .
- ~
.- . © Iete of 'l‘m‘ for Work ) . . m * ’ ¢
. . Vage .3 9.1 13.4 .0 1.2 A4? N . >,
’ Salary 2.8 207 19.7 6.7 12.2 h o)) -t ot
- Octhar ’ 3.9 212 20.3 3.8 187 R 156 9 ;
< N 3
Mours Workad Veahly . K., 1)1 - o '
Gadar 3 2.y 9.3 ° 131 0. : 198 . . '
»-» 32.4 .4 23.3 LK p?
-4 ».) 1.0 le.? 10.¢ AW .
i Over a4, 3.2 o n.2 21.2 18.7 =~ . m - .
- - v 1 o - &
Malo vity of Spoves - .
Men RA . 7 3 -
Mot Married 3.2 26.) 19.0 3.9 11.7 137 ! ’
‘ .Working Full-time .o .1 15.3 13.9 - 10.2 1s? . o ) .,
Working Pert-time 6.1 4 20.3 - 13.0 10.1 ) -
- Unewpleyed 6 OfT-Job (Y § s 17.6 11.6 2.9 » 4
Keepiug Bows & Other 37.7 22.9 19.3 7.4 14.8 210 ’ v, -t
Yomen - . RA ' L
. Mot Merrisd .35 0.4 12.2 9.6 11.) 13 . - 3
Vorking Full-cime ».e 293 19.9 3.9 1.2 ‘1 R : g i
Working Pert-time 17.3 3.4 18.2 i o0 19.2 n . .
Unesployed & Off-Job 40.0 40.0 13.) 0 8.7 13 T
. Kegping Bowse & Other 61.3 15.4 - 230 0 h 0 1) .
R 11 LU : . o R
[ A T} N [N 1 18.3 9.3 11.6 (33 ] R .
Uomen 3. 3.3 14.9 3.3 .0 30
. ) 2"
!!nn{ Stotw [T o
Singls 0.4 Ny 18.6 ) N ] 1) ’ .
Marvied . W) 26.4 18.7 1.7 10.9 [$ L I
Div-Sep-Vidowsd 47.2 M. 11.) 6.6 lo\.a 106 .
* r
(3 ate . } .0142 -
*  Koas 3.1 27.9 17.4 8.7 P ~10.0 (ne.82) »
One b 4B ] %.6 19.0 6.9 12.2 189 .
. Tvo b 414 23.7 16.2 0.4 8.4 191
Three . 8.2 20.6 1.1 1.6 1.4 10§ <
Tour st Wote .8 .o .6 6.0 TR 7 .
1
- + -
( " Mag of Yowsgest Child . .0277 .
. $o Ohildres . .3 - 20.6 1.9 8.7 104 (ee.40) *%7?
Uadar 3 Yosrs 3.2 7.0 0.4 1.7 9.7 198
-9 Yes : 3.0 2.9 17.3 8.7 10.2 . T
10-14 Years .7 20.8 19.3 1.6 1) { 118
' Over 14 Yasts 3.1 24.) 18.0 6.) 18.2 ' N
Age - I
. linder 23 19.4 3.9 19.4 6.5 .0 170 *
" 3-% - -6 7.0 20,4 a1 9.2 ~ 260
35-49 . : : 24.) 17.3 1.7 13.7 pi ™ .
30-64 0.6 23.0 14,7 0 9.0 24
Over 64 33.8 .8 1.7 0 1.7 1 - . )
. \ '
. 1 M .
Wice 3.2 26.9 1.6 .1 11.6 e -
. Nonuhite 3.6 Nl 10.9 .0 '} 13 )
- a:" \ -} »
QUEITION: Assyms that it 1e mecesssry for your mlcy‘l‘ te lay oft 2 out of svery 10 worheré [or s tamporsry but wnkwown period.
Asawme alse, that in arder to praveat lpyelfe the gevermment would give vorkers’ene-hall of their pre-tas pay [or sech
day thay shorten their verjweek. In thie 'way, you could ast repuler pey lor verking 32-hours, got hslf your pra-tex
pay for the day you Jdid mpt work, snd no one would be leaid off. .Mov strongly would yau faver or disfavor the use of "
swch o plas ta your owm vork placa? (A) dtromgly Pevor, (8) Favor $iaswhat, (C) Meutral, (D) Dislevor Sesewhat,
(K) Streagly Blefevor. . 4
- . &
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throug‘h scni‘ori.t..’y might lead, many médnbers to oppose the

K; proposa}:_'Skilled laborers were more favorable than were
workers;from other occupations,, and 1t is noteworthy that
respondents jin manqgerial jobs differéd from other otcu-

- _ p;tions~only by ewidencing a‘moderately greater amount of
-Oppoqltlon WOmen favdredsfhort—tjme compensatjon more
Enan men; and those who were dlvorced or widowed were

§:( '-more.favorable than married respondents, who in turn
were more fqgorable'than single persons.~‘Finally; a
mhitiv&?iatefenalysis of the ifipact of seven selected
'predictor”vari&bles'on preferences toward the proaram

)

revealed such "low exolanation of variatiomns of preferf
B

-ences that dlscu551on would have llttle value (table 29, .
. pppend1x§IV) .‘

" One of the major cr1t1c1sm§q5f short ~-time- compensa~A
tion is that it wduld subsidize 1elsure anong those.who-
might voluntarlly forfelt income for reduced workweeks
Since onlv 26.2 percent of surveyed workers would trade
any current income for a reduced workweek, and onIy 7. 0
percent would freely forego the 20 percent or more of

Ve

earnlngs for at 1l day’'s reductlon, it 1s unllkelj that

Al
H

w1ndfall "1elsure sub51dles" would be wldespread

(table 25’ Appendlx IV) _ Thls p01nt is further con--
flrmed by breakdowns of preferences regarding shortrtime
compensatlon by responses to a number of time- 1ncome

tradeoff questions.. AB one might expect, those who weﬁe‘

D 2 o 115
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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-foreco_major

- portions of their incomes for time, variation' in prefer-

ences toward the program according to time—income-tradeOff'

choices wasg negligible.‘

- ~ Lo

Responses to a questlon deallng with the maxlmum"

acceptable duration of reduced workweeks with short tlme

[ W

compensation ‘revealed that most workers do not wi to .
_use such a program for an overly long period of time.

Some 26.6 percent, most of whom were probably:those who

o

disfavored the program, did not wish to use the program

for any amount of time. 'Of those willing to spend some

S '

time on the program, 40. 5 percent chose a I-: to 4-week

duratlon, 12 5 percent a,5 to 9—week duration, 5. 7 per-
cent a 10- to 15-week duratlon, 3. 4 perdent » 16- to 26-
week duration, and 11.3 percent would accept a duratlon
oye?‘?G weehs (table 31, Appendix IV). A rough guess
based on these responses would be that workers as a group

’

uoulgaaccept a _maximum duration of around 8 weeks at the
onset of using such a program. However, it should be

noted thHat experiengeg with slmllar prOgrams 1n other
nations indicate that the maximum acceptable duration.

varies according7to“immediate efiployment realities; and

- these programs have been used abroad w1th worker support

for periods well in excess of 8 weeks.
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Responses‘to‘a'question doa]inq with the accept-
ability of a ‘short-time compensation program with benefit

levels increased over those described in the first

v .

question indicate that, higher benefits would have almost

no effect on workers' preferences toward the program

}table 32, Appendix 1V).
Survey reSpoﬁses suggest that short—time coﬁpensation
would‘be hlghly acceptable to American workers as an
alternative to layoffs. However \1t should also be
emphasized that breakdowns of preferences regarding this
programqby time-income tradeoff choices indicate that it
is not: pqular as a means of gaining more free time
(table 30, Appeadlx 1v). Rather,lthe popularity of
' sﬁbrt-time cpmpensation can more likely be attributed to
©an interes; in job security and perhaps to ¢oncern over
the Well;being of co-workers.
iﬁ While the viagility of spreading work by reducing
‘work time remaims a debagable issue,.survey-responses
coneerning time-ineome tradeoff preferences indicate a
desire for more,free time that is likely to enhance the

L
acceptabllltxjof the general notion of sharlng work,

/ . . —
However, it is important to also recognizeé that the type

.of time desired 'varies, and that-extended tlme-away from
work ig by far the most preferred form of potentjal free

time. . This suggests that policympakers COnSiderlng the
>
applicablllty.of work sharing might consider a varlety -of

L3

p

+
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pages 73-75.
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approaches dealing with alternative ways of reducing

work time, and that particular attention be given to
extended vacations and sabbatical leaves rather than

{;he current focus on the shorter workweek. v

. A
Work Time as a Barrier to Employment

It has frequently been observed that the unemployment
S N ' - .
problem is aggravated by many persons who cannot adjust

’

their lives to‘meet the prevailing work time requirements

of most available jobs and, correspondingly, that countless

w

new job'searchérs 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

the unique work time needs of the elderly, handicapped,

b
student youth, and'working'parents. 139/ 1In 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 ﬁpr

be&ond théécapacity to create jobs.

138. Eli Ginzberg, "The Job Problem," Scientific American,
Vol. 237, No. 5, November 1977; and Stanley D. Nollen,
"Whither Alternative Work Schedules," Unpublished Paper,
School of Business Administration, Georgetown Unlver31ty,.
Washington, D. C., October 1978, page 14.

139. Isabel Sawhill, "Women in the Labor Market: - Prospects
and Policies," Natlonal Commission for Employment Policy,
Washington, D. C., June 1978, page 13; Richard Schonmberger,

"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,

-
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The sulvey sample provides an opportunity to explore

A

3 the -extent to which expansion of work time options miaht
™ reduce barriers to employment, as well as accelerate the
growth of the labor force. The sample collgcted.respdnﬂgs
conqerninb'work time preferences from 1,566 persoﬁs over
17 years of age. Some 955 of these, respondents were
employed in -paying jobs, and served as fhe principal sub-
sample for the ana1y51s of time-income tradeoff prefereﬁces. /}
Additlonally, some 83 respondents were actively looklng for
employment;—lOB were thinking of lookinc¢ for work, and 415

had no interest in finding‘'a job (10 cases were not coded
q .

by these categories). Examination of the work time

~ preferences of the 186 respondents who were either actively

h\‘ﬁ\’—‘\/
’

1ookfng,for work (the official definition of unemployment)
\  or thinking of ldoking for work (poté&mtial Yabor force

- entrants) may provide some indicationg of the impact of
work time on the employment of persgorf on the borderline i
. s ) . ] )
of labor force participation.

The major characteristics of the subsample of
\ unemployjd and potentlal workers are summarlzed in table 14.
In comparison to the working respondents (table 1), thlS

LY
' group is less educated, younger, less dominated by whites,

] %
an%tless,aﬁfluent. It /is particularly noteworthy that a w
“ strong majority are women, most of whom come from the ranks of
T , -
. ~ L] ~
. {
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Table 14

CEANACTERISTICS OF WATIOMAL SURVEY SUSSANPLE AND BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS DATA
ON UMEMPLOYED AND POTENTIAL WORKERS

(Pércent age Breskdowne) E]
-
!
" Variable 1978 1978 1978 August 1978
- National ;Semple National Ssmple Mational Ssaple BLS Data
' ’ (lhqlcycd 'y (Unemployed) (Potential Workers) J (Unesployed)
Potential Workers)
T
Mumber of Reepondents . T "Y1 8) - 103 -
Sex '
Male. . . . . .. . . . 38.7 33.0 27.2 49 .1
Female. . . . . . . . . —~ 61.3 47.0 72.8 350.9
Age )
- 1819 . . . . .. . .. 14.7 20.3 9.9 14.4
20-29 . e e e e e - 30.4 3.1 30.7 26.74
-3 ...... ... 20.7 6.0 23.8
40-49 . . . . ... L 16.3 13.3, ) 10.: 58.94
- R 30-59 e e e . . 11.2» 12.1s 10.5%
60 and Over . . . "’ 6. 7n 7.24 .6.34
Region . . )
Bast. . . . . v . . . . ["2s.5 27.7 29.1 32.7
Midveet . . . . . . . . %.1% 21.7 32.0 24.3
South . . . . . . . . . . 22.6 20.5 T 24.3 23.6
West. . . . . . . . . . 18.8 24.1 14.6 19.2
Race
White . . . . . .« « . « 78.9 73.2 83.5% ’ 77.6
Bleck & Other . . . . . 21.1 26.8 16.5 23.4
Education )
Leee than HS. . . . . . 33.0 7.3 " 29.4 NA
L High School . . . . . . 3.1 33.7 36.3 NA
Soms College. . . . . . 20.0 15.6 23.% RA
. ‘College . . . . . . . . 8.6 12.0 5.9 ) . NA
Gradusate. . . . . . . . - 3.2 1.2 4.9 * NA
Marital Status ' -
Married . . . IR 60.5 . 53.0 66.7 41.0
Never Married™ . . . . 24.9 34.9 16.7
Divorced. . . . . . . . ) 5.4 (f 4.8 5.9 59.0
Widowed . . . . . . .. 6.5 3.6 8.8
' Séperated . . . . . . ., 2.7 3.6 2.0
Number of Dup_nd.ntn ,
+ None. . . Jo. « e 45.1 52.4 39.2 NA
One . . . . <« . s o o« @ 17.4 -15.9 18.6 NA “Se
Tvo . . . . . .. .+« . 20.7 14.6 25.5 NA
. Three . . . . . . . . . 9.8 o 1?0 8.8 NA
Four or More. . . . . . 7.0 ] .1 7.8 NA
" Occupation -
Prof-Tech . . : . . .. | ~  16.8 16.0 17.4 7.4
. Managerial. . . . . . . 1.2 12.0 10.5 3.4
Clericel. . . . . . e e 5.6 1 - 4.0 7.0 - 17.1
Sales & Oth.r e e e . 6.2 10.7 . 2.) 5.0
Crafts. . . .". . . .. 22.4 17.3 26.7 11.4
Labor & Opor.t!.“.. .. 248.2 22.7 25.6 33.8°
Services. . . . . . . . 11.8 13.3 10.5 19.0
Ferm. . . v. . . . . . 1.9 4.0 g 1.9
Family Incowme.
Under $4,999. . . . . . 18.4 24.7 13.4 * NA
$5,000-59,999 . . . . . 31.6 5.1 28.9 . NA I
$10,000-514,999 . . . . 19.5 8.2 20.6 NA :
$15,000-$19,999 . . . . - 7 10.3 i.a 12.4 NA
$20,000-824,999 . . . . 8.6 2.6 13.4 . NA -
$25,000 Plus. . . . . . 11.3 11.7 11.3 NA
\_ «SOURCE: Regional breskdown of, BLS unemployment data estimated from 1977 date cited in the 1978 oLunc .nd

Trajoing Report of the President, page 282. All otlier breakdowns of BLS date cited from "The
Enployment Situarion: August 1978," U. S. Depertment of Labor Nevs Release 78-753, ‘September 1, 1978.

"

* Marked parcenteges are estimates based on lntcrpo}.tlonn. v
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\
those thinking of 1ooking for work. The preponderance of

women among those %ategorized as potential workers is
jcertainly an indication that the current trend toward

increasing labor force participation amona women is likely

~~
~

to continue in comlng years.

Caution must be t&ken. in draw1ng conclusions about -

work time barrlerscfrom this subsample of unemployed and
potential werkers.- WHile the subsdmple appears to be
reasonably representative of the Ameriq?n population with‘
marginal/labor force attachment (table ih); it also
incerporates the same biqses.of the total sdmple (i.e.,
"underrepresentation of women, clerical workers, and more
active indi&iduals). Additionally, the number of cases
in this subsample is 1arge enough to allow some confidence
in extrapolating survey responses to jthe general popula-
'tion, but detailed breakdowns by social characteristics ’
are 11ke1y to be . statlsticallx(unreliable (Appendix III).
Nonetheless, breakdowns can prOV1de valuable 1n91ghts
1nto the issue” of work tlme barrlers, but observ jons Q?
a 1arge number of such breakdowns W111'ha to be
interpreted as technically non—representative responses

of a grouﬁ of persons who happen to be\marginally attached

to the labor force. Flnally, most of the survey quest16ns~
v

R were; designed for working respondents, and, therefore, were

likely to have caused some confusion and response

b

resistance among non-wor%}ng respondents. As sﬁch, the

P -~
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responses of unemployed and potentiél workers must be

prudently viewed as only rough indications of the type

of work time arranéements this group seeks. N ‘E

v 4
An overview of the current income-time tradeoff

choices of respondexts who were unemﬁloyed.and potential ,
workers indicates a‘:é*siderably stronger interest in.all
forms of free tiﬁe en wéds evidenced by the employed
respondeﬁts.- (See table 15 for marginal workers and

’
teble 7 for employed respondenta.) Approximately 34
percentfof these marginal workers, as compared to 23
percent of'the workers, preferred to exchange iﬁcome for
a shorter wgrkd&?. Abeut 40 gercent of marginal workers,

~

ecombareq to 26 percent of workers, would forego income
for a legs-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 saébetical;v
and -foughly 49 ﬁercent of the-marginal workers, compared to

36 percept of the workers, would trade'income for earlier
retirement. Although statistical reliability of differehces
ip very low, it is noteﬁbrthy that the unemployed and poten-

t1a1 workers had a considerably greater proportlon of respon—

dents who were wllling to trade very large portions’ of

earnings'for time than was the case with the workers. ﬁhile
differgnbes between~8ubsamp1es continue to be statisticelly
rqﬁestionable, it is also interesting to note~that unemplqyed-

o
». ’
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Table 15
STATED PREFERENCES OF WHEINPLOVED AND POTENTIAL WORKERS TOWARD
ERCMANCING PORTIONS OF JMODME POR ALTERMATIVE romie of Fiek TiMR
(huo\.n.c Broskdown)

-

Volue of Tredeelt Shetter Werkday Reduced Horkweok Added Poid Vocnlo; Sabbotiosl Lasve Serlfor Retiyoment
Yerowe lncome Yorous lacene Veroua Incoms YJortowe lncome VYorows lncome
|| Weenpleyed | Potentiol Wnsepjoped’] Potaatiol Wnonpleyed | Potedtiel Wnepployed |Poteatiot Wnenpleyed |[Potentiel
\-‘ Werhere Werbkare Werkere Workete Werhore Workete Werkere Werkere Werhere Workere
Wethiog for Time IRE .y 8.9 1.1 e a0 Ao Y} @1 N,
1% ol Poy lov Time b4 13.4 8.7. 9.3 14.¢ 1n.? 16.2 2.3 1.1 13,9 . 13.)
3% ol Pey tov Time 8.3 8.? - - 13.) t0.? 14,9 12.8 8.4 . 102
10F of Poy ler Tim - - 1.2 1.4 $.0 'R A 5.0 1.1 Jay
118 of Poy for Time 1.3 N - - ~ - - - - <
152 of !_11 fer Tine - \“ - - - - - 1.2 LN - -
8 ol oy lor Tiue - - 3.7 0.2 10.8 [N - - 10.8 3.9
Lt Poy lor Tim 3n? 4.9 - - - - - - - -
m Poy for Time - - - - 1.1 Ay - - - -
40T of Poy lor Tim - - 2.4 1.9 - - - - - -
o1 Poy for Tige LR 1.9 .7 1.0 - - - - - -
. ' \- ;
Tofel Pevcont 100,80 100.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.8 100.0
t - . -
tel Bespendente (] 19 (3] 103 (3] 103 (3] 10 o 103

'y :

qQuisTiont)

. Uhet le the letgast nnln'u ot ypur c'unn yeorly 1w

-

thet you \uulz b willle

,’l

e glve wp for aherter wirk

] th) of your tneene for 16 uinvtes ofl sach werkday, (C) SR (1/10th) ol your Laceme lor
\\%‘I“ for 1 hour ol asch worhday, (8) 35X of Puur Aucess, for £ hours off esch werkday, (P) 308 (1/1) ol your ipteme for

W' What Lo the lorgest pertion of yeur eutrent yeorly Incene thot you veuld bho willing te give
1/58th) of yout incens fer 30 minwtes ofl lhrz‘-x o wveok, (O) lo{ (1/10t0) of your inseme lor
of your fncons for 1 full werhdey off wpeh wook, (B) 40X (4/

2 full wverkdaye ofl aoch wesk. : '

. Weat 1s the Lezgeet

1/30th) of your incemm

yosr, (8) 10X (1

. assh yesr, (n))l (1/31d) ot your fnooma Cor BYy werkdoya (174 wetkweske) added po
. [} . -

rnlu of_your svevent yoorly {nceme
or § work added potd vecation sach yeor, (C) 3% (1/2010) of your lnsous for 11l work
vacetion eoeh ,“l{

fodbasiqel. What fo the fo t tied of your

r[ every saventh yeor? ﬂ;..l:llz:, AB) 48 (1/%8th) ot your yoori

novde (or 17N verkvweshe paid feave oftar oix yeare of werk, (B) 1
LU (¥ 29tha) of yout fucons Cor 32 wothweake (1 workyoor) peid lgn after ofa yoore of work.

fncona for ) wirhweaks pat

+ Wt 19 °the fargeet pertien of your aurveat yoorly fncene that
(1/50th) of your inesae fox osrlior tetiremsnt ot & vote of 3

"
! evary yoor werkdd watil rotirement,

" pour leesms for esvilar vetiresent ut » vate of 11y verkdeys for
tativemmt st o rote of 13 verkdays ov avery yoor werhod wntil retivement,
% werkdeye for avery yaor werked wnttl vetiremest,

" WTRY Celuma opén ote hornily Slodk for meny tredesi? apliome hocowne qrnations
SR
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(o) 11
yowr
& howre oft ud.uuuny.

ot (A) Itlhln’.

for shotter verkweskel (A) Wothing,
houre off 1 werhdey o week
Yothe) ‘of your lacons for 2 full varkdaze off soch vesk, (7) 363 (1/2) of

” (/5eh)
yosr luesse lor

thet you would be willlag te give wp fer swre peid vecstivn tine! (A) Mething,

abded patd vasetion cash

h) of your insens for 23 werkdaye edded pold vacetion soech .ynth(l) 208 (1/5th) of your incons for W iverkiaye sdded peid verotion

on antonded lu.vc vithout ,
(C) 3% (1/30th) of your

v would ba villing te give up in sathonge for esriler sotirementt
thdays for svaty yasr vorhed wntil vetivement, () 3R (8/200) of
(9) 19T (1/10th) of your facemn for oorifer
(£) 202 (1/3th) of your facems for esriler rotfrement at & vate of

. . .
deoting with dtiferont forns of frea time did pit slveys hiva
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‘respondents who were actively looking for work were
consistently more prone to.give up some of the income of
ptospective'jobs for time than were those only thinking
about employment.

_ A look at the overall time-income tradeoff ;}efer-
.enoes of the unemployed and potential worker subsampie
does 2,& suggest that work time conditions present
.overﬁhelﬁing 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, the‘bulk of work time barrik
blocking employment for the handicapped, students, /P”m\\
mothers, and]Zlder persons occurs W1th1n the context of’
workdays and workweeks (i.e., mothers may need shorteF
workdays so they can care for children returning from )
schogl, and older or handicapped persons mayﬁprLfer shofter
workweeks in order to minimize job fatique). Since a
large portion of the unemployed and potential worker
snbeample expre;sed a strong desire for extended free
time,.whicn doee little to change the type of daily. work
scheduling conditions which would block employment, it

, .

appears that a good deal of this desire for q$re free time
may be due more to Personal "leisure" preferences than work
time pfobleme. ﬁonever, it is important to récognize that

- 10 percent or more of these.marginal workers were willing

-'to,forego"largeﬁamounts,of prospective income for-the__




kind of gignificént-reductjons of the workday and workweek
gnat would minimize personal probléms associated with,
work time. As such, it is reasonable to speculate that
'/ the problem nf work time barriers may not complicate |
employment prospects for much more than 10 or 15 percent
of those searching Zor jobs. .
\ -
// Presumably, breakdowns of marginal worker preferences
;egarding shorter workdays'and wofkweekskby major social
.cnaracteristics should isolate those groups confronting
work time barriers to employment. However, spch break-
'downs revealed astonishingly 1it£1e variatidn. Particu-
;o larly puzzling was the lack Of a substantial increase of
-interest 1n shorter workdays or reduced wogkweeks among
.respondents in dual-earner famllles. Among the variations
wo%th mentlonlng, the proportlon of respondents stating a
willingness to forego earnings fqr shorter workdays and
workweekslwas moderately larger among 31ngle persons and_
parents‘of yound children, as compared to pouples without
‘<ﬂﬁjdren or plder:children. However, the prOportion‘of
each -family stage gro@p williné té makg significant
trades for large gains in.these types of non—wofk time
was surppisingly siﬁ'lar; As might be egneétedy respon-
dents who were'in thair middle years were less willing to -
forego earninés;for shofter'w%fkdayénana workweeks than

those who: were younger or‘g}def (tablesxéq and 34,

Appendix 1IV). ,Aside~fr6m lending some supporf to the:

1
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LY . ’ .

view that the lack of shorter workdays and workweeks may BN
be a problem forjmothers seeking employment, these
breakdowns proyided little basis for isolating target

. groupa'neediné assistance_in the removal of work time -

n
r

barriers.

While the time- income tradeoff preferencea of
marginal labor f;rce participants suggest that there are
no widespread problems with work time barriers of the

_sort that would prevent employmen;, it is another matter

1‘to-asse33 the impact of enlarged work time options on
.the growth of the labor force, The removal of barriers
for an estimated 10 or 15 percent of jobseekers who might y
not otherwise‘find employment would certainly engourage a
relatively small number of persons with similar constraintal
to enter the labor force. However; this in it$€1f 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 prospectrpf employment

considerably more appealing to many persons not now in the

labor force.. Unfortunately, the data collected for this .

study do not provide infqrmation allowing even a crude |

speculation on the magnitude of such growth. . \aeo

In aummigg up this discussion of work time barriers,

it should be emphasized that the data “ed for the

‘analyais of this issue are far less than ideal. The




small number of respondents makes many of the observations
r .
o~

gtatistically unreliable. More important, the questions,
?

\xthemselves, were not designed for non-working respondents,
thus; raising-the.possibility that answers to survey
questions may be gnvalid. However, y&th these caveats
firﬁly\in mind, it can be said that there are indications
that—work time barriers to employment do exist for a small

portion of jobseekers, but that the problem is not

widespread.

School, Retlrement, and the
Lifetime Distribution of Work '

'So rar, this study has analyzed survey data that

'strongly Suggest'thdt a large‘number of workers would

_ prefer more free time durlng the. work years of their
lives. But what about the non—work years of the life.
’c;oie? How do people feel about the hlstorlc trend
toward 1ncreas{ng non—work time ‘at the extremes of the
life cycle in the form of schoollng for the young and
retirement for those in the later stage of Tife? Two
questions were fielded to make a prellminary exploratlon
of thlS issue. One deals Wlth work during the school
years,_and the other with work durlng ret1rement years.
The questlons are extremely general, somewhat ambiguous,
and will leave many issues unresolved. However, the
responses dg provide a rough 1nd1cat10n that current

\

.-\. ) o . | . N
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trends concerning the distribution of work over the
total 11fe cycle may become a pressing policy issue of
the future.
The question dealing yith 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 sunmers) before_starting .
cereer—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;
portlon of life before undertaklng a career 1nvolvement
I The responses of workers were almost equally diV1ded,
| ' with 51.3 percent choosing the more flexlble-cycllc pattern
of work and educatlon,_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-workers
combined were essentially the same (table 35, jppendix Iv).
| For both, the total sample and subsample of workers,
Y the-ch01ces between these two sqhool-work schedullng - .
‘ options remalned essentlally equal when responses were | ;
broken down by major soc1a1 characterlstlcs (table 16 and
table 35, Appendxx IV). Qne 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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Table 16
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. N ) . (Pesosstage Shadhdons)
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sl s an
i — - 34 am
. Mesegerial ’ w.¢ 119
« . .9 12
Laher =931 140
Sperestivan-Libosuse T9%.) 164
- Servies '91.9 ”
' Pars AaL.? ¥
B o0 Lase ° 31.2 )3
Bgh Scheol, Degoss A9.7 ne
’ - Soun Srllege .32 b4
! . Collags Sugres 3.4 ”
Sews Gredusts fgheel " 102
: ’ P b2 B 3
v . $9,000-99, 998" ' 2.1 184
. . 210,000-014 099 . . 3.4 199
013,000-009, 99 3.4 198
$30,900-514, 999 > .9 132
- . 933,000-9 34,998 .2 107
* : Svar 934,999 n.e o
[ ' : -
" 2, ﬂr . .3 01
! - s 1. 12}
h.‘.“l' K . n.Ja g 3
' ’ '"E - 1.3 - "
t ' Salary . 3.3 M4
Oeher 47.4 194
« , N T e . IETE N 19
.Y »-» 4.0 102
-4 .1 ;|
N Pvar M %2 214
! ’ W - 3
et Muzeied 98.3 ) § ]
; VYorhing Pull-cims 3.4 198 .
A Yerbing Pore-time (YR} »
. . » Sosuployed & S{f-Job 3.0 [YY
- ’, Kseping Sowes & Othet 40.1 208
§ . Yousa - .
b - « Not Marvied B 11¢
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. s “ﬂo (YR} \ 102 -
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. e 1.8 13
Thwse, 4.4 103
Fout ot More 433 1} ]
N X i
Badey 3 Years 9. 198
3-9 Teare : n.e 124
. 10214 Toars . . .2 - 119
' ﬂr 14 Ydeoxs 9.3 11
. ) : .
. B L3 . X *
. . ! ./ - ﬂun b ] T 2y 10
: . ) -4 . P )
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schedule. 'Preferences forythe more linear schedule grew (;\\\
with the number of children and age of youngest child. |
Preferences remained equally diﬁided as age increased
3mong yorkers, but preferencestfor the cyclic school-work
option were modéfately-greater gmong young persons from

the total population. Most likeiy, this discnepanqy-can

" be attributed-to the fact that more younger persons from .

/

-"ences of. half the sample for flexlb’ school—work scheduling

r

" the total population were Stlll in school and students

—

tended to strongly favor the cycllo option.

" The school—work schedullng preference question was

‘only one of many that might have been used to assess.the

desire ta intermingle more ﬁork activity into the school

years 35 youth. '‘Although responses to this question

‘leave many issues open, they do indicate that the American

.populatlon and work force is abopt equally dlvfaed on the

. M . . Q
point of whether schooling should take place in consecutive

_ﬁyeafs.of forﬁal:training,_as opposed to a more fLexihle

approaChJinvolving considerable work actrﬁity for both

' . N . . ’,

financial and educational purposes. While .this study's data

';concernlng the relatlonshlp between educatlon and work are

. very 11m1ted, it is reasonable to hypothe51ze éhat the pFefer—

{ ’
in ybuth, coupied with interest expressed 1n more free t1me

during.the tradltlonal_workyears, could indicate.that a

130 .
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significant portion of the Amoriéan.pub]ic may also be
interésted in various‘"lifelong learning” activities wefl
beyond the. traditional school years of youth.

fA sécong questign deélihg with the ljfetjme'distribu—
tion of work asked rgspondents the extent of woFk activity
they would pre}er at age 65. In response, 23.1 percent of

the working population 'said they did not want to work at

all, 44.9:bercent reported they would:ilika to‘workepart-

~a.

week all year (ei}owing for vacations), 10.4 bércent chose -

to work Full time fq£ only part of the year, 9.1 percent

expresg%Q ah interest in continuing to work full time,‘an§
o o
12.5 percent, were not sure of their preferences (table 17).
' AN
) ‘ 7 ~._ - .
General responses to this question by/the total sample. were

~

virtually the same (table 18).

As‘ might b‘) expeétéd from the results og other .

resea;ch, ldog’worker responses to this re%irement age work:

time questioh varied according to major social. character-
. P i

<

istics (table 17). Those in the more physically

N\

demanding occupations were more prone to choose no work

‘at age 65; réspondgnts from professional occupations,

whose jobs were not physically taxing but likely to
. . - A . ' .
prpVide generous pensions, were only slightly less than

cease Qofk totally;.and

‘average in'théir di$posi£ion to
' ) -, . . . ~ . ) Y

- .. . -
_ 140. Bn excellent survey of this research can be obtained
from Philip L. Rones, "Older Men--The Choice Between Work
and Retirement," Monthly Labor. Review, November 1978,
pages  3-10. T ' N .
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Table 17

{Parceatage Sxeahdovaa)

ACE WO TIME PREFERENCES 8Y SELECTED $OCIAL CRARACTERISTICS

Correletion
(Csomer’a v)

.0559

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fan”
v \:\:-‘

Numbar of
Rseapondenta

207

614
341

(A) No work et sal},

- .
Secial Characterietice Wo Work Paxt-wesk Part-yaar Tull-time Mot Sure
at AlL Work Work VWorh
Tegal 23.1 44.9 10.4 9.1 12.5
Occupatjon
Prof-Tech 19.4 J0.e 1).) 11.1 S.6
Mimagerial 18.5 43.4 10.9 9.2 16.0
Clarical-3 2.2 48.4 118 3.2 12.7
Skilled Lgbo 27.1 4).8 9.6 6.3 13.)
Operetives-Ladborers 34.9 M. 6.0 10.2 14.8
e Segvice . 11.2 48.0 8.2 16.1 16.)
Vearm 0 61.5 15.4 15.4 1.7
Rducagion
Soma N.8. or Laas 16.1 : A, Y 6.9 8.9 18.7
High School Degres 26,4 4.3 8.5 8.2 12.6
Some College 20.1 43.7 11.5% + 10.% 12.2
College Dsgree 19.8 51.0 A U 7.3 1.3
Some Oraeduate School 16.7 34.9 12.? 10.8 4.9
Total r*u! lacoms .
Under $4,99% 19.0 52 . | 9.8 1.1
$5,000-39,999 - 13.1 48.) 11.0 11.7 D.9
$10,000-814,999 24.6 446 10.8 6.2 13.8
$13,000-819,999 t21. 46.1 8.9 6.8 -10.3
$20,000-$24,999 26.) 42.1 .0 10.% 9.0
$25,000-834,999 28.0 47.? 1R.1 2.8 9.)
Over $34,999 22.4 40.0 11.8 1%.) 10.6
Union Affilistion .
Manbar 3.7 40.1 9.4 7 a8 12.4
Hon-Membar 20.5 46.2 10.4 10.) 12.)
Major Activity of &Jt;u-n
Men
Mot Married lw 48.2 10.2 10.2 13.9
WorkiagiFull-time 0. 17.) 7.6 8.9 1.8
Working Parct-time 27.5 39.1 18.8 8.? 5.8
Unemployed & 9£f-Job 3 ) 44.2 11.8 8.8 14.7
Kaapiag House & Other 24.2 47.) 10.6 9.2 8.7
Women
Not Marriad 8.6 1.7 12.9 13.8 12.9
Working Full-time 28.2 42.3 8.8 4.4 16.0
Working Pert-time 36.4 3.4 9.1 9.1 9.1
’ Unemployed & Off-Job 20.0 - 40.0 6.7 20.0 . 133
Xaaping House & Other 23.1 ° 61.5 0 15.4 0
PR = {
Sex
Men 24.4 44.0 10.7 9.) 11.6
Women 20.8 46.6 9.7 8.8 14.1 -
Haritsl Status
Siagle 1.7 49.2 10.9 13.1
Married 26.9 4.1 10.0 8.0
Div-Sep-Widowad 16.7 49.1 12.0 8.3
, Mumbec of Dependenta )
None i 19. 49.9 9.7 9.2
Ona 22. 42.9 9.0 10.6
Two 29.8 35.6 13.6 8.9
Thraea 2.8 46.7 10.3% 9.5
l Four or More 25.L7. A3.9 9.5 4.1
Age of Youngest (hild e
No (hildren 19.0 50.4 9.8 9.3
Under 5 Yesre 1.4 41.4 13.) 7.1
5-9 Yaara 24.4 38.6 12.6 11.8
10-14 Years 29, 43.2 5.9 1.6
Over 14 Yaars 1.8 39.6 9.0 9.9
Age .
Undar 23 14.6 a2.7 9.4 14.
S28-3 19.2 Azbs 14.6 7.3
P-49 29.1 AQ. 12.) 6.0
50-64 27.7 48.2 4.5 10.)
Oovear 64 1.7 76.9 "v) 0 15.4
Race
ite 21,8 45.3 11.2 9.2
Nonwhite 31.1 Al.7 4.5 9.
QUESTION: Considering Your axpectad financisl situation and sbility to etsy in or change your cugrent lire of votk whan you rea. .
retirement sge, which of the following work time options would you pereonslly prefer sc sge 637
(B) Work part time or Short workwseks yeer sround (with vecstiona), (C) Work full time for only e portion of tha year.
(D) MWogk full time Yeer sround (with vacetions), (E) Not qura. .
—~
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Y, Table 18
L]

GENERAL POPULATION RETIAENENT ACE WORK-TIME PREFERENCES BY SELECTED SOCIAL mlACf!llSTl(B
(Percentsge Breakdowne)

Socie]l Cheracterietice Wo Work Work Work Work Mot Sure Correletion ] Nuamber of
. at All Part-veek Full-timd Full-time (Cramst'e v) [} Respondante
N All VYeer Part-yeeor All Yeer-
Togal 26.9 43.0 8.6 8.9 12.8 NA 01,393
Labor Folce t at L1011
loyed Morher 1%.1 A9 10.4 9.1 12.% 933
Unsaployed 2.9 9.8 9.6 14.5 13.3 8)
Poteatial Worker ‘94 49.% 4.9 10.7 1%.3 10)
Mot Poteatisl Workeg 7.7 37.4 5.1 1.0 12.8 414
Llh_km}.!!_‘! ’
VWorking Pydl-time 24.1 42.2 11.3 9.6 12.7 s
Workiag Part-ti — 18.0 2.5 7.1 9.8 12.6 18)
Unenployad or Job 15.4 . ArF.8 L83 10.1 14.) 189
Retived 50.0 18.9 . 3.1 5.5 12.5 118
School 12.0 717.0 ~ 0 12.0 4.0 25
Kesping Bouse 29.8 43,5 6.0 1.6 13.0 s
Bourg Worked Eech Week
Mot Working 3.2 9.8 5.0 8.7 13.4 S76
“Undar 33 N 51.3 7.9 9.4 13.4 202
-9 “45.9 . 5.3 9.2 18.) . 109
':z-u 48.8 12.2 1.3 11.8 431
\ Over 44 A7.3 11.7 12.6 13.) 223
P
o .
Under 25 . 42.3 7.9 14.6 19.0 253
23-34 1 47.8 12.1 6.3 11.1 379
35-49 28.5 40.8 11.6 1.9 11.1 431
50-64 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 . ’ {
Professional-Tachunicel  22.7 A7.12 11.2 10.8 8.2 269
Mansger 13.0 . 46.9 10.2 6.6 13.) 196
Clerical-Sales 27.0 A3.4 . 12.2 5.1 12.2 196
Skilled Labor 29.0 43.9 8.0 6.1 13.0 362
Operatives-Ladborere 35.7 33.2 5.4 10.8 14.8 2
Sarvice 17.9 : 45.7 6.0 14.6 15.9 151
Fars 16.1 41.9 9.7 19.4 12.9 31
.3 37.0 4.3, 9.3 16.0 162
N 38.3 5.0. 12.3 16.1 261
8. A1.7 7.4 7.4 13.7 s17
oge W3 |- n.a2 9.3 11.2 348
llege gree 21.2 49.6 14.6 1.3 7.3 137
Craduate School 20.0 $2.3 12.3 8.5 6.9 130
Family Cycle Stage )
$iagle 19.9 © 48,0 7.4 10.5 14.2 296
Y Couple without Children 34.) 39.9 6.2 6.9 12.7 306
: Children Under Ags 14 25.7 43.7 9.4 8.7 12.3 470
Children Over Age 14 31.7 Al.4 9.0 8.3 9 ¢ 145
Tots. ncome '
Undar $4,999 21.2° 43.8 5.3 10.7 13. 169
$5,000-8$9,999 25.3 42.0 7.6 - 10.4 14. 288
$10,000-$14,999 27.4 42.2 8.9 6.3 13. 303
$15,000-$19,999 . 26.8 46.1 7.9 1.5 11. 280
$20,000-324,999 27.7 41.3 11.4 9.2 10. 184
$23,000-$34,999 28.4 46.6 11.3 5.4 8. 148
"Ovar $34,999 15.1 39.8 11.0 1.6 . 10. 118
Race
White 26.2 43.1 9.1 8.8 12.8 1,333
Mopwhi ta 43.5 4.3 10.3 12.6 223
Sax
' Men 42.2 9.4
Nomen &4, 7.6
A —

QUESTION: Considering your edpected fipancial situation and ability to atay in or ‘changs your current line of work when you
reach xetiremsat ege, which of the following work time optione would yoe personslly prefer at ege 651 (A) Mo vork
. ] at all, (B) Gprk part time or short workweaks yéar srouad (with vatations), (C) Work full time for oaly a portion
- of the year, (D) Work Tull time year sround (wyith vacatfone), (E) Not eure. . [ 3
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those in service and clerical ocoupations, who might be
expected to h:;e more partrtime job opportunities, 141/
were moderately more disposed to less than "full time"
employment. Those with higher levels of,education, who

could be expected to have hiéher paying and leas'thsical

jobs as well as high “leiaure com!:tency," had notably

‘'high interest in both part-week and part-year work. , —
Union members, Qho could be assumed'to‘have better private
pension coveraYye as we‘} as more physically demanding jobs,
were nore prone to full withdrawal from work activitieg.

The proportioﬁ/of respondents choosing no work.at all grew
only siightly with the rise of earnings, which was sonething
of a surprise because one might expect that persons with
higher inoomes could best afford total free time. ' Retire-. ™~
_ment age work timeSbreE:;enées varied only moderately, with'
erretic patterns among respondents from dual-earner and
single-earner households. Increase.in the age of

youngest child, which indicates a decline in finan-
ciql,dependents; wns associated with increased p
preference for total’ labor. force withdrawal. Minority
group respondents, who generally have poofe’\than average
health in oldwage, as well as lower pensions and declining

'-employment oppogtunities, still expressed,a higher interest

in full retirement than whites. Finally, increasing‘age

) ~

‘141, . Ibid; and William Deutermann and Scott Brown,
-'voluntary Part-time Workers: A Groying Part of the
Labor Force,"” Monthly Labor Review, June 1978, pages .

8-10. -
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among working respondents was accompanied Yy doclining
intergst in full retirement and less indedZsion about
choices. However, the fact that many older workers
wishing tb_retire will have done so, requires that a more
detailed analysis be made of the impact of age.
Breakdowns of retiremeqt-age work preferences within
the total éaméie of workers and npn—workeré indicate two
notéble differences from the ressgnsg patterns of the
working respondents (table 18). Particularly iﬁéortant,
the previously observed impact of age is strongly reverséd;
‘Among the total populatlon ::%ple, the desire for full
retirement increases dramatlcally with age. However, it

- .

is also 1mportant ta observe that the desire for full

-

. retirement among the total sample is still 1ess 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 act1v1ty. T?he second reversal between the éotal 'sample
and that of the workers was that the desire for full with-
_drawal from wotk declined slightly with the rise of income,
' suggesting that facfors other than the financial_ability to
‘/4 . retlre are important in ths work withdrawal dec151on. More
| detailed breakdoWns among the total sample over age 50
‘\Tﬁaicated'much'the.same patterns as those observed for the

<™ N

total sample (table 36, Appendix IV). <<

A
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Retirement Qérk age choices, along with'proviouslyr
cited time-income tradeoff preferences broken down by age
and the response to questions dealing with the exchange of ¢

' earnings‘for eprligr retirement, indicate that there is a
wide diversity of desires toward work time conditions
éuring the later stages of life. In terms of social policy,
these data provide a clear mandate for the encoqfagement oé)
a wide va;iety of work time options fo; the older population.

What was said‘abodf rétirement age work preferences
appears to follow also for the work time choices of those
in mid-li::\and'thewtraditiOnal school years. While many
persons appear to prefer tﬁe segregation of education,
work, and leisure into three stages of 1if§, there
appears to be gl least an équal number of persons:who
would,cho&se more fléxibility in the lifetime schedulingg
of these activities. Aside-from the humanistic benefits
that might be accrued by adjusting public and private
gsector pqlicies to maximize individual choice in these

. rs,\the future economic\ébsts of pensibns and
Eiggf;ms asiij;EEFd with prolonged schooling 142/ may

A}

142. For some discussion of the problems in utilizing
growing educational attainment and their implications for
lifetime scheduling, see Fred Besti and Barry Stern, "Educa-
tion, Work, and Leisure--Must They Come in That Order?,"
Monthly Labor Review, July 1977, pages 3-10.
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foster an increasing necessity to consider the viability
of increasing overall life scheduling flexibility. If
future conditions do require consideration of such

changes, the American public is likely to be reasonably

receptive. S
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VIi. _OVERVIEW AND, CONCLUSIONS

-

. What has this exploratory national survey on work.time
preferenbgs shown ﬁs? In- a very brief overview, the data
suggest that a significant portion of the American work
force may desire work time arrangements significantly

/
ifferent from those which are currently prevalent. Further,

«

these preferences could be supportive of a number of public
policies to improve the quality of work, reduce unemployﬁent,
remove barriers to employment, and ease emerging problems
resulting from prolonged schooling andcretiremeng.

While there are always shortéomings and questions
about national surQey"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 éhe questions posed to the
respondents. Second, a lack of "crazy answers" .and
consistency of stated work time preferences broken down
by each otherpindicate’that the questions—were understood

<
and answered with valid responses.
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There is always’'a question as to whether survey
respondents will behave in the way indicated by their |
answers to survéy questiohs. Realistically, it can be
expected that respondents, and American workers in
general, would in reality be more conservative in
.exchénging eérnings for time. %oweVer, a few remote
cases in which workers were éiven actuel choices similar
to those presented in this sprvey‘suggeét that "real
'life" choices between time and income may be‘clﬁier to
the survey responses than commonly imagined.

« One ?f the most interestiné exaﬁbles oﬂ such
tradeoffs comes from Saﬁté Clara Counp&jﬁn Cai;fornia,
During 1976, tﬁe county was-exberiencindwbudgetary
pfoblgds and expected to make substantial_outﬁacks 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. . .




¢

middle management'tqethe participation of their employees

—

tradeoff and work_sharinq program was put into effect (ﬂ
which provideé all employees with the 8ptions of no
reduction of earnings for time, 5 perceﬁ; reduction of
current annual pay for 10 1/2'édded days of éaid vacation,
10 percent of income for two 21-day vacations?»iii/
Within a year after-the program had been put intg effect,
the combined forces 8f the desire to save jobs_g&ﬁxgain

more free time resulted in 17 percent of the apprbximately

10,000 county ployees choosing one of the three tradeoff

. options. As a result, there were no layoffs. Of. those

);
who made tradeoffs, 59 perdent chose the 5 percent option,

26 percent 'the 10 percént option, and 17 percent whe 20

pércent option. About 71 perceﬁt of the participants

. were women who worked in clerical or social servic¥

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 Lo

-

in the program. 146/ However, the notion of such tradeoff

144. "Agreement Between Locals 715 and 535? Service

" Employees International Unionsvand the-County of Santa

Clara," July 16, 1976.

145. Testimony of Dan McCorguodale, Leisure Sharin%,
Hearings of the Select committee for Investment Prior ties
and Objectives, California State Senate, Sacramento, Calif.,

November 1, 1977, pages 41-48. ;
146. 1Ibid, page 43.

“

.
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choice became so.popular thgt the union m de 1t a major
bargaining point in éubsequent contract n gotiakions. 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. Mostfimportant, it should be noted that the
Santa Clara exchange options started at 5 percent rather
than 2 percent, and thaé 23.2 percéntage points of the
42.1 percent of the national siurvey 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-t?e Santa Clara Qountf‘employees(were likely Lo
have a higher pay level than the national work fbrce, and
may have includ;d grodps and occupations more pfone to |
forego earnings for time.

Despite the absence of a direct match between the

-~
Santa Clara tradeoff behaviors and other similar cases 148/

[ «

147. "Testimony of Michael Barratz," Leisure Sharing,
op.qgit., pages 42-66; and "Testimony of Dan McCorquodale,"

op.c¢it., page 42.

148. "Statement of James Hooley," Leisure Sharing, %p.cit.,
pages 128-135; Kathy ‘Sawyer, "Unpaid Time Off Studied,
Washington Post, December 28, 1977, pages Al and A5; Edith
Lynten, "Voluntary Furloughs," Alternatives to Layoffs, New
‘York City Commission on Human Rights, New York, April 3-4,
1975, pages 14-15; ‘&nd John ,Perham, "New. Life for Flexib]e

Compensation," Dunls Review, Septemher 1978. S
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with the nagional survey, such comparisons do indicate that
the survey responses are likely to reflect far more than
wishfukhthinking on the part of respondents. - Fﬁftﬁer, the
exfstence of time-income tradeoff options incopporating
Q#her forms of potential free time would likely result

. \
_ ih additional exchanges, both immediately rnd over’ the

» ¢

o
long run as_individuals come tq,confront’new constraints
-2 ' . . ‘ . . "

apd options over the course of their life and family -

P .
ad vy . . . - -

cycles. | | - )

o Wet?fr or not thé desire for more free time will

.grow in cdoming years is a matter of speculation. On the
one hand, low econom;c‘growéh, inflation, Shd,fhe mid-

- life financial §queezé of the maturing "bs:y boom" genera-

 ti6n could stultify or iéssén current intekrest in \
exchanging "income for time. On the other . hand, the’
) - _ , . ~

‘cohtin;ed gr9wth of yomen workers and Qual-earne(\
families, incféasing bo:tions-of lonéer-living older
workers, trends toward recurrent education in mid-life,
and éhe.possibility that vgihes_may be shifting‘iwqy from
materialism could pgsh-Americh'society toward an increas-

ing desire for york'timé reduction. 149/ In any case,

»

149. For some thoughtful speculations on the future desire
for more free time, see John Owen, "Hours of Work in the Long
Run: Trends, Explanations, Scenarios, and Implications,”

“Work Time and Emplo ment, Special Report No. 28, National
Commission for Emponment Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979;

and Daniel Bell, Coming of Post-Industrial Society, Basic
‘Books, New York, 1973, pages 156-474. '

. ! _ . .-
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it is reasonable to conclude frOmlthis'study that a very
§ 5 ’ -

‘). large minority,gjfa very bosgibly a majority, of today's
'U. S. work forcd would ¥qrego income for’ some form of .
free time. - o ‘ ' ;

What should be done about this desire for less than

"full-time" work? Most economists and institutional

1y

leaders would be the first to agree that the creatioq}of
a true "free market" allowing individuals to optimize
~ﬁgii time choices would be a laudable goal. At the same
tine, they would hasten to add that creatioﬁ of such
cdnditions would have iﬁs.costs as. Qell-és its bgnefits.
Very briefly, there are ghree barriers to thé creation of
more time-income tradeoff optioné that merit poinﬁéé

attention: ' 4

-
-

’ (1) In addition| to wages and salaries, most efmployers
‘undertake s ntial fixed costs for each employee

*which increase the hourly cogtg of labor as work
time is reduced. Employer. expenditures for each -
emplgyee 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. Joséph Garbarino, "Fringe Benefits and Overtime as
Barriegs to Expanding Employment, " Industrial“and Labor
Relations Review, April 1964, pages 426-442; Robert L. Clark,
Adjusting Hours to Increase Jobs, Special Report No. 15,
National Commission fér Employment Policy, Washington, D. C.,
September 1977; Patricia Schroeder, "Keynote Speech,". Work
Time and Employment, Spécial Report No. 28, National,Commis-

» . 8ion for Employmeht Policy, Washington, D. C., 1979; Sherwin
Rosen, "Theé Demand for Hours of Work and Employment," Ibid;
.and Fred Best, "Individual ‘and Firm Work Time Decisiong:
Comment, " Ibid.. L
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that these fixed costs amount to about 30 percent
of the average employee's base pay.,’if not more. 151/
As such; the cost of these expenditures per hour of
labor increases as work time is reduced. Clearly,
"such fixed costs are a major barrier to work time
reductions.

(2) In many- cases, public statutes make it ex®pensive,
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 alternative work time arrangements, 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
X vary tremendously among work organizations.—}é}/
A small twenty-person firm organized around piece-
meal production will have different work time -
possibilities than a large assembly line corpora-
tion which depends upon a high level of integration
between capital and labor. While there are rarely
organizations which cannot make some adjustments,
the possibilities vary tremendously. Work time
reductions may be impossible or extremely costly
for some firms, but a minimal problem for others.

J

While work, time reductions and changes may also
provide notable benefits tb organizations in such forms

as increased productivity, higher morale, lower turnover,

151. 1977 Handbook of Labor Statistics, U. S. Department
of Lapor, page 237; and U. 3. 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., -1973; James
Thompson, Or%anizations in Action, Mc¢Graw-Hill Book Company,

A~

New York, 7; and Curt Tausky, Work Organizations, Peacock,
Publishers, Itasca, Ill., 1970, pages 76-117/. . )



~

andﬂreduced absenteeism; 153/ the evidence to date suqggest s
that the‘costs to most employers for work timedreductions
commonly outbélance the benefits. At the sgame time, it

must be emphasized that éhe benefits to the firm, society,
and individual WOrke¥s may also be substantial, and that

the existence of'barriers to work time reductions should

not necessarily 5e viewed as insﬁrpassable. If the interest
in more free time is as great as indicated by this survey,
and this interest persigts or grows,éit will be.nec;ssary

for individuals, employers, and Government té asseés whetﬁer‘\
the costs of increésing opportunities for work time reduction

are worth the benefits that such reductions may bring.

#

153. "Isabel V. Sawhill, "Testimony," Changing Patterns
of Work in America, 1976, Committeé&.on Labor and Public
Welfare, United States Senate, April 7-8, 1976, pages 467-473;
and Stanley D. Nollen, Brenda By Eddy, and Virginia. H. Martin,
Permanent Part-time Employment, Praeger Special Studies,
Praeger Publishers, New York, 1978.

%
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APPENDIX T
SURVEY QUESTIONS | .
[ ) -

Core Questions on Work Time and Special Control Variables

Now we'd like to ask you a number of questions about glving up
some income for more free time. 1f you are not working, or X
working a&ghort week (under 40 hours), please try to answer the
questions by assuming that yew are now working about 40 hours a

week .

V19. Some’ﬁEque would like to work more hours a week if they
could be paid for it. Others would prefer to work fewer
hours per Week even if they earned less. Assuming that
there would be mo special rates for longer hours and that-

your job security would not be affécted, which one of the
following choices best reflects your feelings——A, B or Cc?

A. Work longer hours than youlnow work and
‘ “Rarn proportionally more money.. . . . . . .(19) -1

B. Work the same hours that you now work and
earn the same amount of money . . . . . . . -2,

C. Work shorter hours than you now work and
earn proportionally less money. . . . - - - -3

v20. Now suppose that your emplgfe .told you that you could have
a pay increase or an equivdlent redué¢tion 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 wouldM;;‘;;;;\hegz?d 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? A

)

: —

-~
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First Second Third - Fourth Fifth
Choice Choice Choice Choice Choige

A. 2X pay increase (1/50th)
more than your current (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

income, . . . &8 . . . . . -1 -1 -1 -1 -1

B. Each workday reduced .
10 minutes. . . . . . . . -2 -2 -2 =2 -2
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 -4 /

E. Earlier retirement by
accumulating 7 days each _
year until retirement . . -5 -5 =5 -5 -5

a

The next group of questions asks you to chgoose between a‘p@y inecrease

and reducing your work time in a variety of ways. Once again, agsume

that you are now working 40 hours a week.and that choice of work time
" reductions will not affect your job security.

v25.

V26.

Which one of the following choices between a pay raise and a
reduced workday uld you select--A, B, C or D?

A. 102 pay raise (i/lOth of your current jincome) and no " ”
reduction in each workday . . . . . . . . .w .. . . . .(25) -1

B. 6% pay raise and a 19 minute reduction of each Ray . . =2

C. 3% pay raise and a'/‘/ilo' minute reduction of each @y. . -3

D. No play raise and a 48 miﬁhte reduction in each workday. . =4

13 S~ .
Which o of these 1s your choice between a pay raise and a
shorter workweek--A, B, C or D?

A..10X pay raise (1/10th more income) and no time off
workwe8k. . e o e e » e 'e e e 8 ¢ e e e = e o e o . « » (26)_\___.1

B. 6X pay raise and 1 2/3 hours (96 minutes) off \\\\]
1l workday a week. . . . . . . . L . .. ¥ SN =2 R
C. 3% pay raise and 2.4/5 hours (168 minutes) off '
) 1 Votkda}' a week. . - . - . *« e » . . . . . - - - . . . - _‘-3
D. No pdi‘irise and 4 hours off 1 workday a week.. . . . . . =4
‘ | 148 ', . o



V27. What 1s your choi¢e between a pay raise and a longer paid
vacation--A, B, C)or D?

! .
A. 10X pay raise /(1/10th more income) and no added
vacation time . . . « .« « « « o o e o e . o . . . (27) -1

B. 6% pay raise and 10 workdays of added pald
VACALION. + & « + ¢ o o o e s s e e e e s e e e e -2
C. 3 pay raise and 17% workdays of added paid
>

vacation. . . ... . g e o JTH e e e e e e e e e e _ -3
D. No pay raise and 25 workdayé added paid T
covacation. . . . v e e 4 e e s e e e e e et e s e -4

v28. Wha; is your cho[ie between a pay raise and an extended leave
with pay from work after six years of work--A, B, Cor D?

A 102 pay raise (1/10th more income) and no leave
time. - . . e o . . . - - o\\. - . . . . . - . . . 0(28) —1

~ —

B. 61 pay raise and 12 workweeksyzza\workdays) paid
‘ leave [ S S T e o = e« o o . » . « o = = e e e s » ___—2

C. 3% pay raise and 21 workweeks (105 wdrkdays) péid
JEAVE « « o « o« o o o o o o o s o o o a2 e . . o r _ -3

D. No pay raise and 30 workweeks (150 workdays)
paid leave. . . . « « . o o .. e e e e e e e e -4

v29. What is your choice between a pay raise and earlier retirement--

/h%, B, Cor D?

A. 10% pay raise (1/10th more income) and no change
1n retirement pPlan. . . . . .« o o o el e e e e oo .(29)_ -1,

B. 6% pay raise and 10 wofkdays earlier retirement ]
for each future year of work. . . . . « . « o - - - -2

C. 3 pay raise and 17% workdays earlier retirement
‘for each future year of work. . . . .+ « . « o « - = =3

D. No pay raise and 25 workdays earlier retirement
- for each future year of work. . . . . . « - « « - - __—4

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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)
: ST
V3O0. What 1s the largest 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 i @
A. Nothing . « . . . . . .. ... % ... ...00_ -
/)/B. 2% (1/50th) of your 1ncome for 10 minutes off

each workday e e e et e e e e e s e e e e e =2
C. 5% (l/20th) of your income for 25 minutes off

each workday. L -3
D. 12 (1/8th) of your income for 1 hour off '

each workday. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e =4
E. 30% (3/10ths) of your income for 2} hours off

each workday. . . . . . . . ., . . . .« % . . . .. =5
F. 50X (1/2) of your income for 4 hours off

each workday. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. -6

V31l. What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that
you would be willing to give up for shorter workweeks? Just
call off the letter that applies. J

A. Nothing . . . . . . . . . . .. o000 o0 .(3)_
B. 2% (1/50th) of your income for 50 minutes off

1 workday a week. e v e e e e e e e e e e e =2
C. 10% (1/10th) of your 1ncome for 4 hours off

1 workday a week. . . . .. . . .70 0 00 0. . _ -3
D. 20X (1/5th) of your. 1ncome for 1 full workday

off eachweek . . ... . . . o . ¢ . . . o e . =4
E. 402 (4/10ths) of your income for 2 full workdays

off each week . .. .. . . . . . .. . e e e v _ =5
F. 502 (1/2) for Zk.workdaya off each weék . o -6

> ( '

V32. What is the largest portion of your current yearly income that
you would be willing to give up in exchange for more paid
vacation time? Just call off -the letter that applies.

Ac NOthIng . o v i v wie v v i e v e e e ;{ . (32)__-1

B. 2% (1/50th) of your income for 5 workdays added

w paid vacation each VeAr . . o ¢ o o o o s s e e e » _ -2
C. 52 (1/20th) of your income for 128 workdays added
paid vacation each year . ." . . . . . . . . . . .. _ -3
D. 10X (1/10th) of your income for: 25 workdays added _
" paid vacation each year . . . . . . . . . . . . .. _ =4
E. 202'(1/5th) of your income for 50 workdays
. (10 workweeks) added paid vacation each year. . . . =5
F. 33% (1/3rd) of your income for 87 workdays :
- (17% workweeks) added paid vacation each year . . . _=6
150 '
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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.

Ao Nothing e o 6 o o ® e.8 ® e e s e e e s o o e 2 0(33)*_1
B. 2% (1/50th) of your yearly income for 7 workweeks

paid leave after years of work. . . . . . . . . =2
C. 52 (1/20th) of y income Yor 17% workweeks paid

leave after six yéares-of work . . . . . . . « . . . -3
D. 10X (1/10th) of your yearly income for 35 workweeks

— paid leave after six years of work. . . . . . . . . -4

E. 15% (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 give up for earlier retirement? Just
call off the letter that applies.

A. Nothing . . + « ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ o o o o o o "0 o o o o .'.(36)?_71

B. 2% (1/50th) of your incdhe for earlier - -
retirement at a rate of 5 workdays for every ysat
worked until retirement . . . . o ¢ o ¢ o e o . -

" €. ST (1/20th) of youf income for garlier
retirement at a rate of 12)% woykdays for every year
worked until retirement . . . [ . . .« . o . o o .. -3

D. 10% (1/10th) of your income fok earlier, _‘
retirement at a rate of 25 workdays for every year
worked until retirement . . ... ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o . o __~h

E. 20% (IIStﬁa,of your income for earlier
retirement at a4 rate of 50 workdays for every year
worked until retirement . . . ¢ o-¢ o o e o e .o =5

-2

Now -we would like to ask you a few questions about how you might
prefer 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 change your current line of work when you reach
retirement age, which of the following work time options would
you personally prefer at age 65?7 (or at present, if you are
over 657) Just call off the letter that applies.

A. No work at all. . . . . . o . S ute oo o u . L (35) -1

B. Work part time or short workweeks year around
. (with vacations). . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. =2
f/“ C. WOrk\£9ﬂ1 time for only a portion of the year . . . _ -3
D. Work full time year around (with vacations) . . . . _ -4
E. Not aure. . . . . . . . . . .. JREEEENERE T, _;fS

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)
thrqugh junior high school, followed by more-
or=less equal alternations between work '
experiences and schooling until the young person \ '
has finished hi'gh school or college and is ready v

- to begin work in a chosen occupation. . . . . . . . -2

n —

The next three questions 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.

v37. Aﬁgume that it is necessary for your empléyer 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 one-half of.-their pre-tax pay for each day
they shorten their workweek.q In this way, you could get
regular pay for working 32 hdurs, get half your pre-tax pay
for the day you did not work, and no one would be laid off.
‘How strongly would you favor or disfavor the use of such a
.plan in your own work place? Just call off the letter that

W

v - applies. _
A. Strongly FAVOE « v v v v v o v v e e e eoves o .31
B; Favor gomefhat e e e e e e e e e e e e | =2
ONEUETABL. o o . v . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e _ -3
D. Disfafor BomeWhat. . .« . . s v e e e e B ;_34
E. Strongly disfavor. ... . . . . B




V)8. What is the longest period that you would be willing to have
your workweek reduced in order to prevent layoffs under this
plan? Call off the letter that applies.

Ao NO tim at 811. . o . . e o o o - o . . . . . o .(38)-1

B. 1-4 week8 . « o « « o« a_ o o o o o o o s e e e s s o -2
C. 5-9 WeEKS + » + o s e e e e e e e e e e e =3
D. 10-15 weeks . . - ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ o o e o e e e e e e e e . =4
E. 16-26 WeekS . « « - « « + o o o e 0 s e e e 0 e . -5
F. Over 26 weeks . . . « . « o + o o o« o« o o o o o o -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, how strongly would you favor or
disfavor reducing your workweek 1 day t0 prevent layoffs?

Just call off the letter that applies.

A. Strongly favor. . . . . ¢ . . o oo oo .. .(39)_-1
B. Favor somewhat. . . . . . . « ¢ ¢ « ¢ o o o o o o o -
C. NEUtTAl . . v « o v o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o . -3
D. DAgfavor. . . « 4 . « ¢ o e e e e s e e e e e . e -4
E. Strongly disfavor\. e e e e e e e e e e e Te e e e -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? Just call off the letter that
"applies. oo ' -

2
A. Not presently married .». . . . . . . ¢ -7 - - .(53?35&1
B. Working full time . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e 2

C. Working part time-. . . . + v o o o o o o e e e _ -3

D. Off regular job due to temporary illness, health -
. reasons, vacationsor strike . . . . . . . .o ... =4
. E. Unemployed, laid-off, looking for work. . . . . . . =5
‘ Fo Retired . . . . . e . . [3 . - - . ___"6
| G, SChOOL. o v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e T
H. Keeping hous® . . . . . . . . o o o o v oo e -8

. . : \ -~
\ i
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V41. How many financial dependents (children, elderly parentsy etc.)
other than a non-working spouse do you have?

s> T <> B == B o T = -

the letter that applies.

None. . . .
./"\

. . 3

1
2
3.
4
5

OY MOTE . . . o ¢ o o o o o o o o

Just call off

L(41) -1

V42. What is the age of thewyoungest dependent child {n your
household? Just call Sff the letter that applies.

A. No dependent children .

B. Under 5 years . . . . . . . ; .

C. 5 to9 yearé. e e e e e e e e

D. 10 to 14 years. . . . . . « . « o..

E. Over 14 years . . . ' . v . v o v . . ..

/

V43, t"hlorking Full Time' (V16) ~

Va4,
V45.
V46.
V47.
V48.
V49.

v50.
vs1.

v52.

V53.
VS4.
V55.
V56.
V57..

"Working Part Time" (V16)

"Off Regular Job..." (V16) .
"Unemployed, Laid-off, Looking for Work" (V16)
"Retired" (V16) .
"School" (V16)

"Keeping House" (V16)

"Not Presently Married" (V40)
"Working Full Time" (V40)
"Working Part Time" (V40)
"Off Regular Job..." (V40)
"Unemployed, Laid-off, Looking for Work" (V40)
"Retired" (V40) '

"School" (V40) - -

"Keeping House" (V40)

Bl

)
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V]6. Let me ask you a few questions about work and employment. What
has been your major activity over the last month—-have you been

working full or part time, unemployed, going to work, or
something else?

A. Working full time . . . « + « + « + o s oo e .(16) -1
B. Working part time . . . . « « « o . o s e e e -2
C. Off regular job due to temporary illness, health
reasons, vacation or strike . . . . . . . . .. oo -3
D. Unemployed, laid off, looking for work. . . . . . . -4
‘Eo RetiI’Ed . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. N . . . . . . . _—_—5
o F. Going to 8chool . . « « &« o + = + o o 0 as e 4w -6
P G. Keeping house . . . . « . « ¢ ¢ v v o s 0 e e L
" (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. .
) N
V17. Again, 1'd like you to tell me how you would describe your-
current employment situation, this time using one of the four
g . answers listed--A, B, Cor D. ™~ N
A. Currently employed 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 thag-you now
work each week on a paying job or jobs? Again, just call off
the letter that applies. e
\‘A. NOt Working . T . . . 6‘. . . . . . . . . J . o. ® . '(18)—_—'1
B, Under 20 hOUTS. « « v o o + = o o o o o v o o v v T2
C. Between 20 and 34 hours - . . « . « « o & & o o =0 . -3
D. Between 35 and 39 hours . . . . - . . « . - .« e 4
E. Between 40 and 44 hours . . o . . o . oee e o =5
(‘ F. Between 45 and 49 hours . . . . « « « -+ .+ o .’f -6
h G. Over 1‘9 hOUl’B . . o o o; » . . . . . . . . . n' » . . __“'7
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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) v
' C. Midwest (rows 5 and 6) '

D. West (rows 6 and 7)
!' .

V14. SURVEY IltlTERVIEWER ALSO NOTED THE "'SIZE OF PLACE" AS FOLLOWS:
i
/
A. City érows 1,5,6)
B. Suburb (row 2)
C. Town' (row 3)
D. Rural (row 4) .
. *;L*

V91. Is the main wage~earner of thig nousehold an hourly wage
worker, salaried, or self-employed in his/her main job?

A. Hourly wage worker. . . . . . . . .. .'. (91) -1
B. Salaried. . . . . . . . v v 4ot o\ oo =2
C. Self-employed . . . . . . . . . . . . .. __=3 (ASK F1b)
D. Retdred . « . o . v v v v vt ... =4
E. Unemployed. . .0 . . . . . .. . .... =5 -
None of the above: X
F. Student . . . . . . . . ... e e e _ -6
G. Military .service. . . . . . . . « . . . . =7

H. HOUBewife . . . . . ° . . . . . o' . . e toe —-8 (SKIP hm

N
_I.' Di.ﬂabled. e o o s o o e o .:‘ e . e & s e e __-9 FZ)
J'_, Other (SPECIFY)
— . . . . . X .___0
R T 156
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V92. What type of work does (did, 1if retired).the main wage-earmer

L(92) 1

do? (PROBE FULLY, FINDING OUT WHAT THE JOB IS CALLED, DUTIES
INVOLVED, ETC., IN ORDER TO CATEGORIZE CORRECTLY BELOW)

A. Professional. . + . . . ¢ . . .

B. Manager, official

C.

[

“ - T O Om @mog

Proprietor (small business) . . . .
Clerical worker . . . . . . . -

Sales worker.

. Skilled craftsman, foreman. . . '

Operative, unskilled laborer (except farm).

Service worker. . . . « . ¢ + . .

. Farmer, farm manager, farm laborer.

. Other (SPECIFY){/f‘”

(ASK EVERYONE)

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Single. . . . . i

Married « . . . . . o ¢« o o o .o -
Widowed . . . . « ¢« ¢ o« + o ¢ .
Divorced.

Separéted e e e e e e

(HAND RESPONDENT CARD "A'")
V94. Would you pleage look at this card and tell me the age category
into which you fall. Just call off the letter next to the
_proper category. y ’

* IF RESPONDENT REFUSES, ESTIMATE HIS/HER AGE RECORD FOR "REFUSED"

rA.

.21 to 24. . . . . . . .

18t020....\......;.

. _ "
25 t0 29. . . . 0 e e e s

D30 t0 3b. . . e e e e e e e e o

35 to 39. . . . e e e e e e e e

40 to 49, . . 0 0 0 e e e e e

SO to 64. v v« v v« e e e e e e e e e E .

65 and ovex . . . . . . e e e e eTe ele e

Befueed*. e e e e e e e e e

AS WELL AS THE GROUP YOU ESTIMATE.

157
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- V93. Are you single, married, widowed, divorced or separated?

.(93) -1

J94) -1

", e

-1
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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? : N
‘ A. No formal\scﬁooling (0O years) . . . . . . .. . .(95) -1
.o B. Firat through 7th grade (1-7 years of school '
completed). . . . . . . . . . .. o000 - =2
8th grade (8 years of school completed) . . . . . . -3
D. Some high school (9-11 years of school
completed). . . . . . . . . . . o0 00 0w e -4
” .
_E. High school.gfaduate (12 years of school
completed) . . . . . . . ... Lo __ -5
F. Some college (1-3 years of college compléted) . __ -6
G. Two year college graduate (completed 2 years
community college, etc.). . . . « ¢« « ¢ + ¢ ¢ o o . =7
H. Four year college graduate (completed 4 years
of college) . . . . . . . . . . . ¢ o o . o -8
1. Post graduate (4 year college graduate and ' ,
completed at leasg 1 year of g;gguate‘school) e -9
Refugsed . . . . . . . w. . e e e e e e e -0

: -

o

V96. Are you a member of a labor union, or 1s%hny other member of
this household a member of a labor union? (MULTIPLE RECORD .

IF NECESSARY) -
A. Self is member. . . . . . . . . v . o 0 . .. .. .(96) -1°
B. Other is member . . . . . . e e e e e e e =2
C. No union member in household. g e e e e e e -3
& Do Not sure. . » o & e o e &+ o o o o . e o & .0 o °« o o/ —-l‘
. E. Multiple answers of 1 and 2 (Both). . . . . . . . . =5
. %
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(HAND RESPONDENT CARD "c") ‘

V97. For statistical purposes only, we need to know ur total
household income for 1977. Will you please logepat this card
and tell me which letter best represents all the money the
members of this household either earned or received, before
Tta¥es, 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
acgounts, business ventures, and other investments.

A, Under $5,000. « « « o o v w e e .(97) -1
B. $5,000 t0 $6,999. . . .+« - s . s oo s se s s s T2
T C. §7.000 to $9,999. . . . i . . . ... U0 3
D. $10,000 to s1oon. .. . L.y b
E. $25,000. t0 $19,999. . . . c . .. ..o s e s 7D
«  F. $20,000 to $26,999. .+« .+ oo s e+ e s s -6
G. $25.000 t0 §34,999. . « « o o o oo e 7T
‘ H. $35,000 and over. . . . e e e e e e e e e e e __ -8
Not sure/refused* . . . . . e e e e -9
» IF RESPONDENT "NOT SURE" OR "REFUSED," RECORD FOR "NOT SURE/
N REFUSED," AND RECORD FOR THE AMOUNT YOU ARE ESTIMATING.

v
+

V98. How much pre-tax income did you earn as an ipdividual during
1977 through a paying job?

¥

A. Under $5,000. . . « « o g s e e owe e 98 -1
B. $5,000 to $6,999. : =2
C. $7,000 to $9,999+ . 4 « « 4 . o a e e m e 73
D. $10,000 to $14,999. « « « « o s+ oo s s oo 0
4
E: §15,000 to $19,999. . . . .- o e s oW e -5
F. $20,000 to $24,999. . « « « o oo e oo oa s oo 70
G. $25,000 to $34,999. . . . . . - .. e 2o .. -1
) H. $35,000 ANd OVET . .« o o o o o v o o o o o o o o o g -8
Not sure/:e?used. A ﬁﬁ_;-9_‘
Did not hold job. . .« « o« o o e e e e m e -0
* ' i .
A b
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RECORD THE POLLOWING-—-DO NOT ASK:

’

V99, Ethn}c Group or Racial thkgrOund:

A. White . . . . . . . .
B. Black . . . . . . . .
C. QOriental. . . .

e’

D. Spanish~Amerfcan (Puerto Rican, Mexican-American,

etc.) . . ../ .
E. Other (SPECIFY)

{

F. Not gure. . . . . . .

/o VlQQ; Respondehf\is:

Male. . . . . . . . . .

-

. Female. . . . . .

15 ﬁinutes or less. . . .
’ 16 minutes to 30 minutes.
31 minutes to 45 minutes.

46 minutes to 1 hour.

AN

V101l. Length of interview ("X" ONLY ONE) :

—

. *

hr. 1 min. to 1 hr. 15 min.
ahr. 16 min. to 1 hr. 30 min.
hr. 31 min. to 1 hr. 45 min. . . .

hrs. 1 min. to 2 hrs. 15 min. . . .

1

1

1

1 hr. 46 min. to 2 hours.
2

2 hrs. 16 min. to.2 hrs.
2

N More than 2 hours 45 minutgs. e e e

30 min. . .

hrs. 31 min. to 2 hrs. 45 min. . .
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APPENDIX 11

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
institutions. The sample'is based on census information
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 gselected
biennially to rxeflect changes in the country's demographic

profile.

National samples are stratified in two dimensions--
geographic region and metropolitan (and nonmetropolitan)
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 nonmetropelitan) areas. Within each
stratum the selection of the ultimete sampling unit (a

~cluster of adjacent households) is achieved through a
series of steps ¥ a process which is technically called
multi-stage cluster- sampling. First states, then
counties, and then minor civil divisions (cities, towns, ,
townships) are seledted with probability proportional to..
census estimates of their respective household popula-

/4 tions. :

Maps of the selected civil divisions are obtained
and are partitioned by segments containing approximately

the same number of households.

: The Harris- Survey has four of these natiocnal samples,
and they are used in rotation from study to s udy. The
specific sample locations in one study generaTly are
adjacent to those used in the next study. :

Interviews are usually conducted ‘with randomly:
designated respondents in 200 different locations
throughout' the countiy. 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. .

" | 161
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All interviews are conducted in person, in the
_homes of respondents. At each household the respondent
is chosen by means of a random selection pattern, geared
to the number of adults of each sex who live in the
household. Interviews last approximately one hour in
length. When the completed interviews are received in
New York, a subsample of the rejggfdents are re-contacted

to verify that the data have bem-_-ccurately recorded.
Questionnaires are edited and coded in the New York \\g\\*/
th

office. The coded questionnaires are key punched and

data tabulated by standard .computer equipment. In

essence, the Harris sampling procedure 18 designed to
duce a national cross-section which accurately

P
.Ié@lects the aczual population of the country 18 years of
age and over livting in private households. This means

that the results of a survey among a national sample can ¢
be projected as representatiye of the country's civilian -

population 18 years old and above.
) >

. )
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APPENDIX 11 ]/

ESTIMATING RANGES OF ERROR IN SURVEY RESULTS .
&

i
<

In analyzing survey data, it should be kept in mind
that the resuwlts are Bubject to sampling error (ite.,
the difference betweeR the results obtained from the
sample and those which would be obtained by surveying the
entire population). The size of a possible sampling
varies to some extent with the size of t sample and
with the percentage giving a partjgcular answer. The
following table sets forth the ra*ge of error in samples
of different sizes' and at different ‘percentages of -

response: / \
’ RECOMMENDED ALLOWANCE FOR .SAMPLING ERROR (PLUS OR MINUS)
. ~ AT 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL
Sample Size
Response 1,600 1,200 900 500 250 100
E ' % 3 3 % 2
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 N 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
. population will be between 27% and 33%. This error
accoupts only for sampling error. Survey research is’
also susceptible to other errors, such as data handling
and interviewer recording. However, the procedures
‘followed by the Harris firm Xeep errors of this Kind to
a minimum. - _ L :

When is a difference between two results signjficant? )
As in the case Hf sampling error, the answer depends on *
the size of t samples involved and percentage giving a/////
particular answer. The following table has two charts,

/\ 7
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one showing the significance of difference between
different size sample when, the percent giving an answer
is near 50% and the other ghowing the“significance 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
3 BER Y ) N Y
1,600 4 4 5 6 8 12
1,200 - 5 5 6 8, 12
900 - - 6 7 8 12
500 - - - 7 9 13
- o 250 - - - - 11 .14 -~
B /
. 100 - - - - -/ 17
lst Sample Size/ % Near 20 or 80 .
2nd Sample Size 1,600 1,200 900 500 250 100
2 % ) 3 % ) %
1,600 . 3 4 4 5 6 10 %
1,200 - 4 4 5 7 10
900 i - - 4 5 7 10
500 - - - 6 7 10
250 - - - - 8 11

100 - - ’)— e

For example, if one group of size 900 had a/response
of 56% "yes"” for 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 rateée 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 . ;
MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON GENERAL TRADEOFF PREFERENCES
WITHIN SELECTED SUBSAMPLES

Independent Varianbles

All Workere Workera By Sex ~ Workers By Family Cycle Stage
(Predictors)
: Standardized Zero-Order Men Woman No Children [ Children . | Children
Regrossion Correlations Under 14 Over 14
Coefficients J (Pearson r)
(Beta Wte.) (Beta Wts.) (Beta Wta.) (Beta Wte.) [ (Beta Wts.) | (Beta Wes.)
! - * ) P
Raca (Dummy) -.1070%* -.1188%% -.1389* =.0943# 1312
/ ~ R
Socioecoqgnic d}Gup (SESQ\\\ 03172 1676% .1085% .0972% 027684
Age (V94) _ ' .20854 -.0717* .11824 024 7% 2491%
222;')Horked Weekly (V18) ’ JAd127% 10211% -.1378» L0AABY -.1354%
Family Cycle Stage (FACYCLE) -.1408% L .0501* - - - .
Sex (Dummy) - - -.0228% +1436% -.2975»
Union Affiliation (Dummy) 0407% 1112 ~.0431» .0160%%

| Workere with ' Workers with Workers with
All{orkers Men Workers Women Workers No Childuen . Children Undsr 14 Children Ovey 14
Mulfiple R, = .1896 Multiple R, = .2537 Multiple R, < .2480 Hultiploi = .2866 Multiple lz ® .2069 - Multiple R, = JAOAN
Hu RZ = ,0360 Multiple R, = .0644 Multiple R o .0615 Multiple/R, = .0822 Multiple .2 = 0428 HMultiple - 1633

Adfusted R™ = _.0280 Adjusted R = 0540 Adjusted R” = ,0426 Adjusted R* = .0651 Adjusted K" = .0288 Adjusted X" = 1118
nificance = .01 . Significance = .01 Significance = .01 - Significance = .0l Significance = .01 Significance = .01

. N
* Uustondardized Coefficient Greater than Twice its Standard Error
A% Unestandardized Coeffi™l ent Greater than One-and-a-Half Timee its Standard Error
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Table 20

a

WORKER PREFERENCES TOMARD PAY RATISE-REDUCED WORKWEEX TRADEOYY OPTIONS BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

Social Charascterietics

Total

Socioecomomic Group (SES)
Lower Clase
Lover Middle Clase:..
Hiddle Clase
Upper Hiddle Clase Plus

Major Activity of Spouse
Man w -
Mot Married
Vorking *
Upemployed & Off Job
Keeping House & Other
- Homen
Mot Married
Working :
Uneamploved & Off Jaob
Keeping Bouse & Other
Sex
Man
wWomen .
Marital Status
Single B
Married
Div-Sep-Widowed

“  Fauily Cycle Stage (FACYCLE)
Single
Couple Without Children
. Young Children
Children Over Age 14

Age
Under 23
25-34
15-49
50-64
Over 64

) Racial-Ethnic Group
' white

!io_mrhlto'

10X Pay
Ralee

(Percentegs Breakdowms)

62 oo 32 Raiee
&12/3Hrs.J &2 4/5 Hre.
0off Wkweek Off Wkwegk

% Rsiee
& & Hourp
Of f Wkweek

Correlation
(Peareon r)

L0374
(e=.13)

NA

NA

NA

Number of
Reepondents

952

‘109
298
192
14)

137
227

205

116
191

13

612
340

183
656
108

188
151
423
105

171
260

222
13

815
132

QUESTION: VWhich one of -the--following chofices betveen e pey reise and e shorter workveek would you select?
h (A) 102 pay raise apd no reduction of each vorkweek, (B) 6X pey reiee end s 1 2/3 hour reduction o:
each wvorkweek, (C) 3% pay raiee and a 2 4/5 hour reduction of each workweek, (D) No pay raiee and
a & hour reductlon of each workveek.

O

A 11701 Provided by ERIC
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o Table 21

2 ! .
/ WORKER PREFERENCES TOWARD PAY RAISE-ADDED VACATION TRADEOFF OPTIONS BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
! . (Percentage Breskdowne)
L Social Charecterietics - . § 6X Balees IX Raive Correlation §§ Number of
& 10 Daye & 174 Daye (Peerson r) J Respondsnte
) Added Vec. Added Vec.
Tosal 954
Sociocsconoaic Group (SES) ) .0033
~ Lower Class . . (e=.A6) 110
Lower Middle Clase 299
Middle Class 392
Upper Middle Clesas Plus 141
Major Activity of Spouse
Men
Not Married 137
Working _ 227
Unemployed & Off Job 34
Kesping House & Other 206
Women
Not Married 116
Working i 192
Unemployed & Off Job 15
Keeping House & Other 13
| Sex
i Men 613
Women 341
Marital Status
Single 183
Married 658
Div-Sep-Widaved . 108
Familv Cycle Stege (FACYCLE)
Single 188
.Couple Without Children 152
Young Children . 423
. Children Over Age 14 105
o
Under 25 171
25-34 260
35-49 283
- 50-64 223
o Over 64 ' 13
Raciel-Ethnic Group
White 81’
. ’ Nonwhite 132

QUESTION: Which one of the following choices between a pay reise and & longer paid vecetion would.you selecc?
(A) 10X pay’and no added vecetrion time, (B) 6% pay raise and 10 workdaye of added vacetica,
(C) 3% pey raise and 17% vorkdeye edded chltion, (D) No pay raise and 25 workdays added vacetio:.
B

/
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- ~ Table 22

YORKER rnnuim TOUARD PAY RAISE-SARBATICAL TRADROFY OFTIONS BY SELECTRD SOCIAL CHABACTERISTICS
(Parceatage Breakdowns) : v

Social Charscteristics Correletion J Wusber of
. (Psaxreon r) J Baspondents
Total n.7 NA 949
$octoscveonic Group [ULL)) . . ’ 0407 :
Lower Clases 45.9 24.8 12,8 16.3 (o=.11) 109
Lower Middls Class ‘\)}2.6 ¥%.6 6.1 22.8 298
Middle Clsss 33, Mn.s 6.9 235.1 . 91
. Upper Middle Class Plus - 4.8 3.0 7.8 23.4 p 3 141
Najor Activity of Spouse . s
Nen . WA
Mot Married 27.7 20.5 10.2 33.6 137
Working - 8.7 33.9 1.8 22.9 227
Usesployed § Off Jod 23.5 26.5 11.8 38.2 34
Keeping Rouss & Other 39.7 29,4 7.4 23.5 204 -
Womsn KA
Mot Merried 34.8 33.9 9.6 3.2 1S
VWorking 5.1 46.1 1.3 11.5 191
Ussmployed & Off Job 33.3 46.7 6.7 13.3 15
Keeping Housa & Other 46.2 23.1 V] 3.8 - 13
Sex A
Men 34.4 3.5 8.4 . 26.27 . 610
Womea 35.1 41.0 1.7 16.2 37
Maritsl Status NA
Single 3.8 33.5 11.0 24.7 182
Married 35.7 3.4 1.8 21.4 6353
Div-Sep-Widowed R 35.6 28.0 6.5 3.6 107
Faail cle Sta FACYCLE -.0279 .
Single 33.7 32.1 8.6 25.7 (e=.20) 187
Couple Without ou‘.guu 41.3 24.7 6.7 - 27.3 150
Toung Children 3.3 37.7 7.3 18,7 422
Children Over Age 14 33.7 30.8 8.7 26.9 104
- Age o -.0073,
Under 25 26.9 42.7 13.5 17.0 (s=.82) 171
25-% 33.6 37.8 - 6.9 22.0 259
35-49 32.7 33.8 - 8.1 25.4 284’
. 50-64, 43.9 ‘ 25.3 5.0 25.8 . 221
. Over 64 41.7 16.7 16.7 25.0 ‘12
Racisl-Ethaic Group ’ MA
White - 34.2 . 7.6 23.6 - 83
Noawhits 37.4 33.6 11.5 . 17.6 11

B . .
QURESTION: What is your choice batwasn s pay raiss and an sxtended lsave with pay from work after éix years of
work? (A) 10X pay raise and no leave time, (B) 61 pay raise sad 12 workweeks (60 workdays) paid
leave, (C) 3= pay raise aud 21 workwesks (105 workdays) paid leava, (D) No pay raise snd 30 workweaks
(150 workdays) paid laave. ¢ . -
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Table 23

WORKER PREFERENCES TONARD PAY'IA'ISI—MILIII RETIREMENT TRADXOYF OPTIONS BY SELECTED SOCIAL CRARACTERISTICS
(Percentsge Breskdowns)

¢ /
"Sociel Cherecterietics
. Respondents
Totel
Socioeconomi¢c Group (SES)
Lower Class 110
Lower Middle Clsss 296
Middle Clase »3
Uppar Middle Class Plus 143
Major Ackivity of Spouse
Men
Not MHarried 136
_Working 226
Unemployed & Off Job 34
Kasping House & Other 207
Womsn -

- Not Married 115
Working 4 192
Unemdloyed & Off Job . . . . B ¢
Keeping House & Other . 13

Sex’

Men 612

Women ! 340
Marital Status

Single 181

Married 658

Piv-Sep-Widowed 108 .

Family Cycle Stege (FACYCLE)

Single e . 186 A
Couple Without Children 153
Young Children 422
Children Over Age 13 105
e
Under 23 170
. 25-34 259
35-49 284
50-64 224
Over 64 13
Rscial-Ethoic Grouf
White : 816
Noawhite 13

QUESTION: What ie your choice batweso s pey raiss and ssrlier retivement?! (A) 102 pay reise and ao change in
recirament plan, (B) 6% pay raiss snd 10 workdeys sarliar retirement for ssch future yeer of work,
(C) 3% pay raise and 17 vorkdays ssrlier retirement for sach futurs yeer of work, (D) %o pay reise

snd 25 workdays esrlier retirement for each future yesr of work.

~

- . ' . a
321-366 0 - 80 - 12 | - o _ 17"’ t
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Table 24@ L
MULTIPLE RECRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON WORKER TRADEOFF PREFERENCES
BETWEEN CURRENT INCOME AND SHORTER WORKDAYS :
Indepeandent Variables (Predictors) Standardized lero-Order
Ragression Correlations
N - Coafficients (Pearson r)
Family Cycle Stage (FACYCLE) ~-.0876* -.1007
\ A
Hours Worked Weekly (V18) -.0872# -.0968"
Age (V94) i -.0292% - C-.0497
Race (Dummy) ' L0257+ .0216
Socioeconomic Group (SES) \\_Mt » . 0044
Sex (Dummy) .0102+ .0492
Union Atnun&n'.wu-my) |~ .006 344 -.0230
- ° [
i T * ,\
Multiple R = .1415 _
Multiple RZ = .0200 (
Adjusted R? = L0119 - ~ -
’ - .
Significance = .025 ~ . . <
* Unstandardized Coefficient Greater than Twice its Standard Error
*#* Unstandardized Cosfficient Greater than One-and-a-Half its Standard
Error . . '
v ., - '
1
v ‘ < .
“ -3 .
- ? o 2
: T — “ - '
. L ] _\\ o -
. 4
. »
S vt a . S 4
Lo . R [
.‘ .la N - -
e 172
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Table 25.

WORKER PRIFEADMIS TONARD CURRENT IWOOME- REDUCED VBWERX TRABSOFF OPTLOM
SY SELECTED B0CIAL CHARACTRALSTICS

(Percamiage Sresiiqyme)

R

ad
. " - ~ k3
Secial Charecterigtice Wething for | 11 ef Pay 101 of Pay 20X of Puy 40X of Pay 30% of Pay Corrolation [ Wumbey of
Badwced Veek | fer 30 Mie. fes & Wye. tes 1 Day teor 1 Paye foc 1% Baye (Peoarsen v) Boopondsnis
ore whseek foft 1 ot t Wirweah Oft Viveak |Off Viweok
Jesal 73.8 1.6 1.6 43 .9 1.6 nA ")y
gii_,ll!.l na
ref-Teck e7.6 11.2 10.6 10.1 .. [ ] 1re
Mesagariel . - 0.7 8.4 3.9 1.7 -] .4 19
Clertical-$alee 713.4 12.7 A.8 - 3.6 N .8 12
Skillled Labor 73.3 1).8 6.3 3.8 1.3 1.7 149
Operetivas-Lebererd 0.9 $.3 10.9 3.0 1.3 2.4 163
. Barvica A 12.2 7.1 .0 1.0 2.0 . '8
Ters 2.3 1.7 [} (-] o o 1) -
-’
Bﬂlﬂ -.ol01
5.8. or Laes A8 .4 8.4 3.9 1.0 3.0 {w=.38) 012

< Migh Schesl Degree 75.3 12.6 6.0 2.3 1.} 1.2 18
Som Cojlege 71.3 12.7 _r.e 6.1 -9 .9 228
College ee .9 6.) 6.} 1.0 -] *

Sowe Croduste Jcheel s 5.8 ’.s .. ° » 102
g .1108
Usdar $4 999 7A.2 6.5 6.3 6.3 3.2 3.2 (o=.16} 2
$3,000-09,999 73.8 12.3 1.6 A1 1.6 1.4 143
$10,000-314,999 17.8 « 113 3.7 1.6, .3 2.1 - 194
$13.000-919,999 1.0 13.1 . 3.2 3.7 o 1.0 191
$20,000-324,9% 0.7 14.3 6.8 4.3 1.3 1.3 13
$15, 000934999 0.1 10.3 11.2 6.3 [} 1.9 la? o
Over 334,999 6A.7 10.6 14.1 8.2 1.2 1.2 . - [

Union Afti}ietien na
Bouber 15.7 .9 7.4 4,0 1.0 1.0 01
Bow-Hembe T n.2 12.2 1.7 l&* 1.0 13.% » m

. ~ A

Boure Werhed Weekly . . -.0918
Usdar 34 e7.6 10.6 8.6 8.1 1.3 3.9 (ew.00) 198
35-1% 1.6 16.7 1.0 3.9 1.0 1.9 N 102
AD-AA 76.9 11.7 1.6 .7 .3 .7 AYy?

Ovwer AA .S 10.2 .3 4.2 .0 .9 216

Major Activity of Spouse .

MHen .~ Q na
Mot Married 67.2 4.6 6.6 1.3 1.3 2.9 137
Workieg Tull-time 79.1 8.2 8.2 1.} -6 1.3 138
Worklng Port-timm ° n.o 14.% g 8.7 3.8 o -] [ 14
Usesployed & Off-Job ' 6.5 11.8 8.8 1.9 0 0 "

¢ . Kespleg Bowse & Other 1.1 1.8 6.8 1.4 .3 1.3 106

Wommn nA
Wot Married _ 1.7 12.2 3.3 1.0 9 i 113
Verking Full-time 6).% 17.7 9.4 N 6.6 1.1 1.7 ‘ 181
Workieg Pert-time 8.8 .1 o -0 .1 (-] 11
Uwemployed & Off-Job 80.0 8.7 T3y 0 0 o . 1s
Reaping Mouse & Othar .6 0 15.4 0o- 0 ] )
<

[ “ o
Mom . ‘ 5.7 10.3 1.7 3.8 .8 1.0 ° [J 83
Womse . . . 0.} 18.1 7.4 3.9 . 1.2 1.2 . 340 .

Yo . : N .

Merjtal Stetws { 7Y \
Single 3.0 16.4 8.2 o 8.2 1.1 1.1 * 18 »
Married? 13.2 10.8 8.1 3.3 .9 1.3 (31
Div-Sep-¥Widowad 80.4 9.3 1.8 ].gl .9 1.8 10?7

of ete 2 N - -.0887
Wone ’ . 1n.s 8.4 $.1 1.3 1.6 (s=.01) m
One 1.1 $.0 . 1.1 .3 1.1 189 .
™o . 11.3 <1 2.1 .3 .3 191
Thres 12.4 327,78 4.8 0 L.y 103
Four er More . 12,2 zrsn_v 8.1 0 ,0 .1
Ags of Yowsgept Qhild - ) ) -.083) -
#o Caildren 1.7 - 8.7 . s.? 1.6 2.2 (e=.01) T oaes o
Under 3 Tqors 11.2 S z'\ 1.0 1.0 g 196
5-9 Yeere 13.4 6.y . o I - .8 . 127
10-14 Yeove* : 11.0 *9.3 o 2.3 118
Ovar 14 Yesre 2 10.9 6.3 -1 .‘ o o oy
- - M R b

Age ‘, . . ~.0176 !
Lnder 25 17.0 .4 1. 2.3 1.2 (e=-.01) mn
3-) 13.3 .2 _‘.,).l . .8 1.2 260
33-49 10.6 6.7 3.6 N 10.6 284
30-4+~ 1.6 3.4 L 1Y § .9 1.8 1)
over & . 0 1.7 ° o 3.1 1) -

" .

Race . 1 HA

~ Whtte " iR v 11,6 .1 a7 1.0 1.2 ne .
Newhite 13.0 11.4 ~8.3 3.8 .8 3.8 132

. . - .
. QUESTION: Whas 10 the largest pottien of your curreat yeorly lecoms that you would be willieg to give vp ‘for ehprter workweeks?
. (A) Wothing, (8) 2% (1/50th) of yeur facome for 30 minutes of( 1 vorkdey e week, {C) 102 (1/10th) of your - imcems for & heurs
off | werkdey o veek, (D) 20X (1/3¢h) ¢l your lecome for 1 full workday off eech week, (E) 401 (4/10the) of your lecese for
2 tell workdaye off esch wask, (7)° 302 (1/2) of yeur lecome for 2 full workdaye off each waek. s ‘ ,
t ' -
. v v
. 173 [
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wable 26

MUlTll-‘LE Rh(.REbSlON OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON CURRENT INCOME-VACATION TRADEOFF PREFERENCES
WITHIN SFLECTED SUBSAMPLES

.«

Tndependent Variables All Workers ﬁorkerl By Sex

Workers By Family Cycls Stage

(Predicrora)

Sigaificance = .001 Significance = .01 Signiftcance = .01 Stguificance = .01
[ ("P i

o N ¥ N '

* UnstandardizedsCoefficient Greater than Twice, lea Standagd Error “
LA Unstandardized Coefficlent Greater than One- nnd a-Nalf Times 1ts Stamdard Error

. ' } ’ \

Not Significant at
.05

Standardized JZero-Order Men HWomen No Children JChildren Children '
. Regression Correlations ' Under 14 over 14
) ' coefficlents [ (Pearson r) . .
(Beta Wts.) (Beta Wte.) (Beta Wts.) (Beta Wte.) (Beta Wts.) (Betu Wte )
! N L
p;Fe (V94) ! ~.1292# -.1503 ~-.078L% " r ~.1967* r ~.2160% -.0333* -.1466
Famle Cycle Stage (FACYCLL) -.0811#% ~.1201 -.1128% | -.0590% - - -
. - - \ M . .
1 orked Weekly (Vlg) -.0627% -,0582 _ =.0390* -.0862* -.0928%* -.0279% -.0762% 3
:SocioeC()nomlc Group (SES) .0098% ‘—..0070 -.0559#* ‘ L1148 .0652#* -.0156* -.1034 .
Union Affiliation (Dummy) -.0051 -.0264 ~.01B1#* .0237% - -.0184% . -.0456 .2642%
Sex (Dummy) # ..0041% .0365 - - -.0142% .0419% 4 0747
Race (Dummy) .0017* -.0065 -.0622 L1157 L0424 -.02801 -.0271#%
—— " -
' * Workets with ! Workers with Workers with
All Workers Men Workere . Homen Workecs No Children ~ Children Under 14 Children Ovér 14
Multiple R = .1834 Multiple R = .1901 H\itlple R25 .2517 * Multiple R,= .2378 Multiple R_= ,0965 Multiple lz- . 3440
Multiple R,= .0336 Multiple R~ .0361 Multiple R_,= .0634 Multiple R_~ .0566 Multiple Ro= .009) Multiple R.= .1183
 Adjust®d BT L0256 Adjunted R7= ,0254 Adjusted R°= Q405 Adjusted R"= ,0390 Adjusted R"='<,0052 Adjusted R'= ,0618

Significance = .03

‘



l‘
”»
Ll
. A B
Sealal Ohesnsseutisties Beshing 8 of Pey 51 of Pay 16K of Poy 138 of Pay Oervelatioa [Rember of
. Sov 7 Woche || for 17 s | for 13 Whe | Cox 52 Vae o fe deate
. . 1 X h
. —t.
,” Iraal 37.9 4.4 0.0 [ ) 4.0 [ 1Y ”
b = o = ' -
33.0 13.1 19.6 4.1 B} %, )
amegerial n.3 T} 3.0 3.4 3.9 119
Clartcal-Sales . 3.1 2.6 7.1 IR Y () 18
Milled Ladov 3.9 11.0 .0 (Y8 3.1 » 1
Opevetives-Laborers 3.0 .2 1 4.0 6.1 163
Servies “w.e ».¢ 7.1 (WY 9.2 ’”
Pare e LA 2.1 [ [} [ 13
’ s “ N _})
- "E‘t‘.. ot Lage 0.1 4.4 0.1 1.1‘ . ’.s (o=.1 »l
Bgh Scdwel Pugree .7 1.0 4. 4.4 3.3 ne
x Sean Osllege 33.3 14.2 2.3 3.7 .4 117
- Gsllage Bagres . %8y 3.9 r.) 6.3 3.2 ”
Soun Gradusse Gebwel 0.9 2.6 6.9 7.0 4. 103
.91
&5 I!H $7.4 13.0 6.6 W] 02 (e=.12) .l
93,000-09, 999 . 1n.s 10.4 3.3 10 184
910,000-014, 990 187 7.2 . 31 1.6 194
$13,000-019, 999 , 1.2 .9 - 3.7 a7 191
$20,000-44, 997 16.3 3.3 ’.0 6.0 1
929,000-9 54, 999 13 IR 11.2 3.7 1.9 107
Ovar 034,999 1.3 9.4 9.4 9.6 . ] S
H Wﬂhﬂﬂ L
- 1.7 11.4 .3 1.9 6.0 w1
- Beu-tuaber W3 24.9 0.0 s.4 (W} 738
N A
st o | oms Lo | | oH 1t
1.1 .9 . . .
w? ’ se.7 13.¢ 1.2 3.0 R | 133
%&Fﬁ!ﬂ! - -.0836
T (18 ) 1.3 12.¢ 4.3 (W (v=.0%) 190
%-» . 3y 1.3 0.0 ..y 1.9 102
} 44 : ol.¢ 11.1 6.7 4.1 3.3 [31]
Over 44° 0.3 11.¢ IX) 1.0 ) \ 113
Hen % « [Ty
Wt Murried 32.2 13.3 13.2 L& 6.6 1%
Worhing Pull-tise 1.7 2.3 3.7 .6 1.3 139
- Working Pert-<ine 30.0 .2 1.9 5.0 1.2 1]
: Unsuployed § OCC-Job 3.3 0.4 6.3 4.) (9% ] .
Yaeping Wewse * - n.s v, 6.7 1.6 2.1 .19
- Yomen i RA
-~ . Mor Nervied 0.4 13.2 0.4 7.0 1.0 : RO § 5 T
R Wortiag Pull-time ar.3 11.0 10.9 3. 6.4 101
g:.::-. Pare-tise r.s .4 ] 1 ] 1
leyed & Off-Job .1 13.1 3.0 3.0 [ 2
Resping Rewse 100.0 [} [-] 0 . 0 2
.} L -
. [ (TR} n.y 7.4 X} (W 111
Vesse s1.2 10.0 ’.1 .7 6.2 | w0 W
* Y
“'E’.i- 40.9 13.1 13.4 7.1 3.3
Married 0.4 34.5 ‘ 6.3 . A (%)
DAv-Sep-tidewed . s7.9 16.2 (98 LI 1.8
Swber ¥ Syrendente . -.o173 -
Bone 37.3 12.1 s -s.! .2 (e=.02) - 3
Ose .y .4 7.4 .3 5.0 ) 1
.Twe - 0.2 {8 7.3 4.2 3.7 o 191
-~ Thres Gl.l 1. 4.0 6.7 1.9 ’ 108
. w / Tour of Wore * 3.2 480 9.1 1.7 1.7 n o
. P <.0801 .
[ . 3.0 1.0 v wy }:/s (0=.19 %3
-~ vader 3 Tearw 9.2 13.9% .7 R .4 196
. 39 Tesrw # LERN g B4 3.3 , 8 PR 127
- 10-14 Tearw 0.2 n.a 3.4 11.0 o 4.2 s
- Ovar 14 Tesrw .0 22.9 [} 3.7 / L I 1m
- - X\ - h . * -.1621
. . H&ar L) N 3.3 18.7 / sy J (e=.00M 170
13-4 ~ 3.4 1.6 100/ |7 sh 3.4 . 260
B/ . 0.9 13.¢ s.ev 66 | 3 : -
Y 30-44 2.1 1.6 J.:/ 3.2 ' 1
® © s Over &4 . .1 ] 13 (] 13.4 . 13
- L 13 v "
- - 8 : / ) LT
‘ &u- « 37.%" 13.0 7.2 5.0 4 (103
. Noavhite . 1.1 . 13.'/ 12.4 (R 9 - ) 12
. - -
/ & QUESTION: What Ls the lergest pottieon of your rent yearly incesme that yeou weuld be villing te sive yo_is encheage’ for an
extendsd leeve with pay avery & yoort (A) Werhdag, (9) 11 (1/30cth) of your yesrly 1 tor 7 wverkwseks peid
- loove sftar eism years of worh, ) 32 (1/10th) of yeerly iacews ler 17l wvetkweeks of Ji¥ Lleove -lt* ein yaare
! of verk, (9) L0k (1/10th) yeerly i hm thweeks petd lesve alter eix yeere of work, (£) 132 (3/10¢he)
’ wortweehs of paid lesve elter eix yeirs of vork. .
. . A . ‘
' 1 .
- . B
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WORER PRITERENCES VOWARD CURRENT 1MOOME-EARLIZR RETIREMINT TRADEOTY OPTIOWMY
BY SELECTED SOCIAL CMARACTERISTICS
(Parcentages Branhdowma)

Secial havectaristice Methieg fer I3 of Pay 3% ef Pay 108 of ray 101 of rey Correlation Nuaber of
Larlier fter 3 Deye for 12y Days | fer 13 Days for 30 Deyes (Pasrson t) [l Reapondents
Retiremmnt Ea. Botirmmt.f8e. Pativmme.l2a. Bettrent.[8e. Retdvmnt.
Tetsl .0 17.6 8.1 3.9 44 RA "
Ogcvpation "
Prof-Tech ".. 1.2 10.1 5.0 .9 179
Memogorial .3 16.0 0.4 3.0 3.0 119
Clericel-Salae .0 16.7 1.9 3.2 1.4 126
Suilled Labor 2.9 20.4 1.3 6.7 1.9 240
Operetives-Laberers - 31.7 17.8 "0 7.4 7.4 163
Service 31.1 27.6 sl 9.1 6.1 ”°
Tera [T 13.4 o~ 0 0 B
Rducetion / -.06%¢
Sems N.3. ar leas 6l.7 18.9 1.0 6.3 ¢.0 (e=.04) 201
High Schoel Begres 0.4 20.1 A 6.9 3.0 s
Some Collage 6. BRI I S .8 3.1 4 m
College Degres 6.8 8.) 11.9% 6.) 4.2 %
Some Cradusts $choel /38 ) 13.1 3.9 1.9 2.9 102
Total Family lecome - .0147
Vadorl 4, 999 o3} 14.3 6.3 6.3 ..l (o=.68) 'y
$3,000-$9 999 6).2 2122 6.9 4.9 1.8 144
$10,000-314,99¢ 1.7 19.2 8.3 1.3 1.6 193
$13.000-319,999 1.3 17.) BA 59 11 91 ?
$20,000-924,999 .2 12.0 9.0 1.3 8.) 1))
913,000-9 34,999 .4 17.0 . 1.7 1.7 107 -
Over $34.999 3s.0 13.) 9.4 8.2 0.1 8y "
“VUnios Aff1letion ’ “ A
Meubear 61,2 22.9 6.0 3.3 ° 4.3 201 -
P Wou—Nembd 1 “.e 16.1 - 8.8 <« 6.0 4.0 738
’ Houre Worhed Weesly . -.0%0
Under 34 37.1 14.6 11.6 ‘8.6 8.1 (e=.01) 190
»-19 sl.0 26.3 39 'R 1.9 102
4044 .8 18.4 8.) W 4.1 4y
_Over 44 v TR 14.4 6.3 6.9 1. 2
Major Activity of Spouse
Hen
Mot Married 1%
Working Full-time 138
¥orking Pert-time 69 -
Usasployed & Off-Jod W \y
Keeping Bowse & Other 1) ! -
n L]
Not Married 113
: Workiag Pull-time 180
Workiag Pert-time 11
Unemployed & Off-Job 15
, © Reeping Nowsa & Other 13
Sex
Heo 6.4 612
Vomend 3.0 - -
b X4
Marital Sctacps .
Single - - 4.9 182 -
- Karried 6.4 637
Div-Sap-b1doved 3.’ 107 .
Wupber of D-?dnnn .
None 6.7 390 .
- One - . 3.8 189
Tve N 3.1 191
Three 9.6 104
[
Four or More 4.1 T4 4
' e of Youngeet (hild
Ko Childran 366
detr 3 Yeors Y96
3-9 Years 127
3 10~ Teare 1’
Dv{:‘ll Yeeors 1
- Age
Under 23 170
25-34 260
3-49 . 28)
> $0-84 11y
Over 64 .- 13 &
Race .
. Waite 813
VT et 13 .

. QUESTION: What {a the largest portion of your curgeat yeerly income t you would be villfng to give up in exchange for serlier
- . retiremsnt? (A) Nothing, (B) 22 (1/30tW of your incoms for earlier retfriment ot o rute of 3 washdevs for every year -
: worked ‘vatil retirement, (C) 3% (1/20th) of your tacome for derlier retirementest o tate of 12 vorkdeye for avery .
. Yoot worked weril retiremsnt, (D) 10X (1/10th) of your income for serlier retirement et o rate of >3 wvorkdays for
' evety year werhad until retitemant, (£) 20X (1/3th) of your income for earlier retirement st s rats of 30 workdeys for

every yaar worked unttl retirement. - Ji
S . . ; . 1- 82 Te 2 ‘
ERIC . : . 176 - :
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Table 29

/ ’ MULTIPLE RECRESSION OF SELECTED PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON
WORKER PREFERENCES:' TOWARD USE OF SHORT-TIME COMPENSATION

) Tndependgnt Varlables (Predicrors) Standardized Zero-Order
\ , Regression Correlations
- . Coefficients (Pparson 1)
\ L
' Hours Worked Weekly (V18) « .0695%
Sex (Dummy) -.0652n% ~-.0877
‘e Socloeconomic Group (SES) .0411#+ .0628
Race (Dummy) -.0409 -.0590
. .
v _ Union Affiliation (Dummy) -.0407 -.0248
1 . Fanily Cycle Stage (FACYCLE) .0081+ .0174
Age (V94) ' .0014% ’
. \;.
* Mulfiple R = .1361 -
Multiple RZ = .0185 .
Adjusted R? = 0104
‘_/ Significance = .05
i * Unstandardized Coefficient Creater than Twice its Standard Error
#% Unstandardized Coefficient Greater than One-and-a-Half/ its Standard
’ Error -
u, > ,
T . L4 \“7"‘/
- \ ) )
- - ,
¢ {
. - i )
' ~ . . ! “
2 } L - - ,
~._ - ‘
A 177, 1 d : .
. N ": ; A L - ~
. / ; o
N\ F \ ‘; - \ N .. %
- 'S N - ~




Table 30

\

WORKER PREFERENCES TOMARD USE OF SHORT-TIME COMPENSATION BY SELECTED TIME-INCOME TRADEOFF PREFERENCES
(Percentnre Brenkdownn)

Time-Income Tradeoff Preferences Strongly Favor Neutral Disfavor Strongly Pearson r Number of
’ Favor Somewhat Somewhat Disfavor Respondents
Total . 6.1 27.6 t?,1 4.0 10.6 NA 953
Geneenlized Time-lncome Tradeoff ~.0552
Work Morg and Enrn More 33.5 28.2 18.4 10.5 9.4 (8=.05) 266
Work Same and Earn Same 35.7 21.5 17.4 7.1 1.8 . , 574
Work Less and Earn Less 45.8 25.2 15.9 6.5 6.5 107
Potential Two Percent Tradeoff NA
Two Peroent Pay Ralwe 9.8 218.0 9.3 1.6 1.3 ' 336
10 Min. Off Each Workday 46.7 20.0 23.3 3.3 6.7 30
50 Min. Off 1 Workdny a Weok 36.4 10.2 22.8° 5.6 4.9 162
5 Added Days Paid Vacation - 40.6 0.7 1.1 5.7 11.9 244 n
Earlier Retirement ‘ 40.7 21.5 17.5 87 13.0
Curreat Tncome-Shorter Workday
Nothiang 5.2 27.2 18.2 7.2 12.1
2% for 10 Min. Off Ea. Wkday 40,2 22.0 15.9 18.3 3.7
5X for 25 Min. Off Ea. Wkday 32.7 32.7 20.0 7.3 7.3
12X for 1 llour Off Ea. Wkday 40.4 38.5 11.5 3.8 $.8
30X for 2's Hirs. Off Ea. Wkday 40.0 20.0 20.0 6.7 13.3
502 for 4 Hrs. Off Ea. Wkday 50.0 28.6 14.3 7.1 V]
Current lncohe-Reducéd‘ngkweek . :
Nothing . . 34.7 27.0 17.4 8.3 12.7
2% for 50 Min. Off 1 Wkday 3.0 29.7 20.7 9.9 3.6 -
10X ¥or 4 Hrs. Off 1 Wkday 62.3 31.0 16.9 7.0 ~2.8
20X for 1 Day Off Workweek 41.9 27.9 14.0 4.7 11.6
40X for 2 bays Off Workweek 33.3 33.3 22.2 - 0 11.1
50X for 24 Days Off Workweek 60.0 20.0 20.0 0 0
Current 1ncome-Added Vacatlon ’
Nothing 33.0 26.1 . 19,2 . 8.7- 12.9
"2% for 5 Duys Paild Vacatfon 41.4 29.5 . 14.5 8.6 5.9
SZ for 12' Days Vacation £31.0 32.1 ‘2.0 1.2 8.6 .
10X for.25 Days Vacation 37.3 32,2 11,9 10.2 8.9
20X for.50 Days Vacation 33.3, 28.6 19.0 4.8 14.3
33% for 875 Days Vacation ‘ 57.9 .. 15.8 10.5 ) 5.3 10.5
— Q
;r N ]hgg{{ ' ' . '/r
.} ar
¢ , . ! \
‘I ..l - . d
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‘Table 31
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Table 32
OUKER PREFURGEES TOWARS TNE VU OF WROUR- T OMCTMLATION VITh S1GEES ASUTIT LNVEL \
M 20 ALTIMEATIVE 5 LATOFTY 07 SELBITED SOC1AL CRAMACTERISTIOS
(Pavesnt age $rechdowme)
Soadal Chatansbostntbon Survagly (22X Bevaval Nelares 8tvfagly Oorrelotion J Mombe: of
Pover [ [ 9] alever (Poerees v) [l Reoponseats
- —— :
miad (LY ny 131 e L) "y "y
-
. . % » ) m.s n ua 1n 2 1,
S, Rumeges § al ne 1y [T} 101 1w uy
Qovisal-Sales » | " . [ 19 1 30
Milled Labes “e »o e (W [ o
Spereti oo Labornre ne ”m 18.4 w e L ] [T}
Sarvies n.e ”» 1 n.a LI 1) ”
Pore 4 na 2 13 4 . 1.4 1
M [T
- ».1 130 T e IR} tov 84) 101
0.3 n.s 1.3 Ly ’e nr .
" na » 1 12.2 7 1 1y .
» 3 n) s LI [
“e ne L) 1nse 101
o8
“we M0 [ 3R] [} [} ) (o= .01) 3}
n.y 1.0 17 2 ’ 19.) 14
e n.g. 128 .1 3.4 193
3 na 3.6 . T 1%0
» e 01 [ %) ’ 14 ) 1
“wa 1. 1.1 3 () 108
3.0 2.1 ra N 1.4 M
A
"A
[~y ».0 M. .. 1o 1y rel
[ S n.9 n.i Vs [N} 1e.1 m
Tory of Parmams for Sont . . ~
Vage 0. .2 1.0 1.1 .7 “
Salery P I 10.4 132 " 1n? )
Sthar .1 na (LY " 11.3 13
, .
- n&!zgu_zmu -1340
, . 4.3 u 1.4 e (W) (om.00Y 1
B-» W1 ».7 0.7 10 T8 101
-ad ).e b IR ] 14.) 10.) va (31}
over 44 m. 1.8 14,8 1.9 14.0 1
Saier Mtivity of feevwes ™ ’
™ - [ 'Y
' Vet Macvied 1.7 1.y [N ] 1
orking Pull-time e 1.y 1.y 1y
Working Pavv-ties 1.3 1.8 11.0 .o
Snoaploped & O10-Jed 1.9 .e 1.9 "
Coopieg Bouse § Other 1n.? [N 1.1 0%
L RA 2
Wt Narried »n.e 11.1 [ ” (1]
Vorhing Pull-ties is.y 13.3 3.3 n
Past-time 170 19.1 . 0 B 11
o ote-seb 1. [ e 1
L2 Somse § Geber ".3 13.4 L 1)
So3 : . * ’ -
oa ”n.e . 3.3 [2% 1n.o 7 s
[, : 4y n.:z 1.9 3.0 7.4 o
!!ﬂlﬂ_!hm -
wgle ra . ) 11.e (B} (18] 10y
arvied ».1 .y 1. [N 10-2 (13
Bl v—Seg-¥t donred ».) n.e 10.3 | 8] [ 17
3y > -
Saghe1_s{_Pummndeste -o1e8 .
”.2 »7 1.1 - ) LN} {o=.3%8) »?
Gue n.) n.e 13.) L) 10 107
" b e .4 19.3 ] ..0 x* 190 °
t Three . ny 1.7 13.4 (] 1.3 » we
Ppan o tove . 17.1 130 -6 137 n
o 4 *ﬁ“ DU . ; 0388
[ n.. n.e 123 ¢ .9 (o= .10) e
Gndes 3 Teare ».e "-} 6.6 1.y 1% .
. -9 Yosre ».2 . 1.0 ..’ 1r -
014 Tears n.¢ ‘n.e EN ] a2 e
. . Ower 14 Voars ».. 3N 3.3 16.3 110
!
) o OO ' T '
i) ».s (B ] {e=.041 n
19-» 0.0 .. 40
Boay , Wb 133 10
30-44 1.9 (K} m, .
. ver S0 w.e Y] 1n "’
- v
. . -
- .
' Rire A ».0 12.7 %] 19.7 us
- Somebi e 1 ».e 5.9 - .0 .0 (B Y
. - R 1
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4 Table 33 .
UNEMPLOYED AND POTENTIAL WORKERS PREFERENCES TOMARD EXCHANGING 1MCOME FOR SHORTER WORKDAYS
BY SFLECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS .
3 (Percentags Braskdouvna)
Social Charscteristice Mothing for | 2% ot Pay 5% of. Pay 121 of Pay | 30X of Tey 0% of Pey Correlation [ Vembe: of
' shorter for 10 Min. for 23 Mio. for 1 Mour for 2y Nre. for 4 Roure f (Peavson r) § Respccieats
WMriday Off Fa. Day | Off Ea. Day JOft Za. Day |Off Es. Dey | Off Ea. Day
Total 83.9 10.8 8.6 - 7.0 A ).2 RA
Labor Porcet Attachment MA
Usemployed 62.2 MRS N 8.3 1.3 - 37 .9 : e
rotantial VWoraere 68.9 8.7 8.7 6.8 4.9 1.9 P
Socipeconondc Gro SES -
LoveY Clase 56.1 4.2 2.4 7.3 1.3 2.4 ~.03) -l
Lover Widdle Clesa oAb ’ 9.2 10.8 092 3.1 3.1 il
Hiddle Clase n.? 5.0 10.0 6.7 3.3 3.3 - 4l
Upper Middla Class Plus 68.8 6.3 12.3 0 6.3 Y6.) K
Mafjor Activity of Spouse .
Hen WA
Not Marrie: A 62.2 13.% . 8.1 5.4 3.4 5.4 y .
Workicg 69.2 . 15.4 “ 1.} 0 1.7 Y o -
Unemploysc & Dff Job 66.1 0 1b.1 0 ] 16.7
Xeeping Wo: & Other 66.7 0.0 0 6.7 0 6.7 .
Wocen NA
Mot Marrie . 61.5 15.4 11.5 11.5 0 0 .
vorking 51.5 6.3 10.0 1.5 3.0 223 . .
themploveac & Off Jor 17.8 0 0 11.1 -11.1 0
Kespling Hcuse & Other 85.7 15.) 0 0 0 0
Sox - NA
. Han 64. 14.1 1.0 4.2 4.2 .6 -
Wooen ! 66.1 8.8 9.6 3.8 TR | 1.8 -
. 4 -~ 5y
Marital Stetus - . P
T e s i , b NA
Stagle 5519 20.6 11.8 a9 2.9 " f. - .29 -
Marriad 6.7 10.0 1.1 3.) 3.3 1.3 L
Div-Sap-w¢ loved $0.0 0 0 0 16.6 1.3 - -
Hozen PO N HA
Single 41,7 16. 16.7 25.0 1] 0 2
Herried . 69.1 4.9 8.6 8.6 6.2 2.5
Div-Sep-¥iloved 68.2 22.7 9.1 .0 0 - .. 0 o-
. : B
Ffamiry Cycle Scage (FAQ\CLE) - " : -.0452
Single 61.% 15.9 9.1 4.5 2.) 6.8 —
Couple ¥ithost Childres 12:7 0 9.1 5.3 9.1+ .| 5.5 o
loung Chilcre- 62.8 12.8 @ 9.3 8.1 b 2.3 Bk
Children Over Age *5 6.9 1.7 0 15.4 0 0 '
CAge ) , . -.01477
Under 2 * " $8.8 17.6 11.8 9.8 0 2.0 {a=.42)" ‘-
25-3a 61.1 13.0 11.1 1.4 5.6 1.9 i
35-39 . 76.1 4.3 - 6.5 3.) 6.5 2.2 -
50-6% 'S 0.0 6.7 3.3 5.7 3.3 10.0 o
Over €- 50.0 0 0 0 50.0 0 Do
. * ]
Racial-Ezhnic sroup ~ NA
White L. 68,2, 114 9.0 W 5.5 Lt -
Monwhite . 66,7 7.3 7.7 7.9 (¢} -
JUESTION: Whij, ie the largest portion ‘of vour curro'pt yearly income that vou would be willing to give up fcor shortet vorkdave?! (A) athing,
h (s (1750zh) af your incéoe for 10 minutas off sech workday, (C) 3% (1/20ch) of vour income for 25 minutes off each wcrviav,
(2 122 (l/é2a)fot Your incom for 1 hour off esch workdey, (E) 307 of your income for 2 honrs of f each workdav, (F) 501 _ 2 of
*c_r fncome Jor 4 t:iun off eech workdav. . o v
Y . . . “
M » ,-' .
. ; 181 .
¢« . '
L) /—\ -
- .
Al .“ .
- s . .
‘ - Ay * - : ' - ’ .
.‘ . . \ . - Y 1 ‘8 e~ ’ - .
o . ° 7 ¢
! . . .
[ 4
. . l‘-' . ‘ - <
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Table 34
. : »
TMEMPLOYED AND POTENTIAL WORKERS PIIY!IINC.IS TOMARD EXCHANCINRC INCOME FOR REDUCED WORKWEEKXS
BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
(Parcantags Breakdovms)
T m———
Socgal (haracreristice Wothiag for | 2X of Pey 10X of Pay 20X of Pay 40X of Pey 301 of Play Correlation J Number of
» Meduced for 50 Mis. for & Boure for 1 Day for 2 Days for 2l Daye (Peareon r) Respondants
Workwvesh Off 1 Whday Off 1 Wkday [JOff Wkweok Off Wkweask Off Wkwesk
Toral 5.0 16.8 12.4 6.3 2.2 2.2 JT 183
Labor Yorca Attachment . LT3 T
Uoesployed 56.5 19.5 12.2 LI 2.4 3,7 "y
Potgatial Workers 61.2 14.6 12.6 8.7 1.9 1.0 . 1C; -
Socluc%gc Croup ($IS) . + . L1146
r Clase 36.1 3.7 9.8 0 0 2-4 (o=,08) [
Lower Middle Class 63.1 16.9 1.7 7.1 L W | T 1.8 €3
Middla Clase 58.3 10.0 16.7 10.0 3.3 1.7 6)
Upper Middly Class Plws I 56.3 6.3 25.0 6.3 0 6.3 1¢ .
' KajdF Aceivity .of Spouss -~y
[ - NA
Mot Married t 5¢6.8 21.6 13.3 2.7 2.7 2.7 - 3
Workisg " 69.2 15.4 1.7 0 1.7 ° 13
Unesployad .‘ off Jodb 50.0 16.7 0 16,7 0 16.7 6 $
Keepinf Houes & Othar 66.7 20.0 14 6.7 0 0 R
Wowsn NA
Bot Merried 69.2 1.7 23.1 0 0 24
Working 3.9 15.5 12.7 2.8 2.8 7l
) Unesployed & Off Job 33.6 Y 3.3 1.3 0 0 9
‘/ Keeping Bouse & Othar 83,7 14.3 0 0 - qQ : -
.
Sex " WA -
Men 60.6 19.7 9.9 2.8# 2.8 7 ‘
Womer $9.6 14.9 14.0 ‘.8 1.8 1:- .
,Men A XA
- Single 2.9 23.% 14,7 2.9 0 -
Mavried 73.3 16.7 ‘i 3.3 0 ? il
Piv-Sep-Widowed 400 20.0 20.0 0 40.0 )
Wowen . ' . NA
Siagle - 4.7 16. 41. i
llngud ‘FN 58.8 12& n.l u.? 2.? 2.? t
Div-Sep-Widowed 8.0 9.5 9.3 0 [ - 0 1l .
Family Cycle Stege (PACYCLE) .0031 ’
v . “Single : 5.1 ‘20.9 13,6 2.3 0 4.% (a=.48) L.
- Couple Without Children 68.2 13.6 4.3 - 4.3 4.3 A8 2l L.
Children Under Age 14 sa}s 19.8 12.8 8.1 2.3 1.2 i , & . .
, Children Aged 14 sad Over 169.2 7.7 15.4 .17 0 0 , 15 _
e . -~ ~-.003%
A e P13 L / 34.9 21.6 18.7 . 5.9 -2.0 Q (s®.48) 5.
253 . 33.6 20.4 14.8 5.6 3.7 . S-
35-49 ) 63.0 . 13.0 10.9 10.9 0 . 2.2 N At
30-64 40.0 10.0 6.7 3.3 0 10.0 b M
Over 64 ° 50.0 14 (1] 0 30.0 0 2
" madial-Ethatc Growe W . "A S )
ita 60.0 15.2 12.4 6.9 2.8 2.8 . 145
Bowshite 0as 20.3 . 12.8 5.1 R 0 . 3 AR
_QUESTION: What is the lergest potticn of your current yesrly imcoms that you would bs willing to give up for shorter vorkvesks? (A) Mothing, .
(B) 2X (1/30cth) of your imcoms for 30 mimutes off } .workdey s week, (¢) 10X (1/10th) of your incoms for 4 hours off 1 workday a
v week, (P)*201 (3/5¢th) of ysur incoms for 1 full”workdey off each wesk, -(k) 40% (4/10the) of your lneon for 2 full workdaye o!f
each week, (P) 30% (1/2) of your incoms for 2 full workdaye off eech waak. - .
v - . - *
N ’ .
. .
& R
. .
‘ - s
" ’
~ H . . ) ol ~
. T v - ~F \ .
. ‘ ' 182 . - .

' ) : . .
1 ) :

[ v - . ‘.
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Table 35

GDEFALIKPUUHTGQPMHTRBKIS'KM&N)SCHIH.&JEUHJNG

FUQHBHJTY[H’&ﬂiﬂ“ﬂ)SOCUHJCHM@CHHUSTKS

(Paxcentegs Iqaldounn )

4

e u - .
"‘\ Sociel Cherectariasticas Fevor Flaxibla Levor Treditional Correlation Mumbar of
/ fchool School . (Cramer’a v) Rsgpondenta
P Scheduling Scheduling
Total 50.0 %0.0 A 1,561
Labor Force Attechment
Employad Workar 951 \\
Unewployad 83
Potentinl Worker 103 )
Mot Potentisl Workar 414
Major Activity
Working Full-tiwmes 716
Working Pert-time 182
Unawployed or Off Job 188
Retirad 121 ‘
School 23
~ Kaeping Houl(’—-\ 316
Hours Hork.dllllch Waek
/ Under 35 i 718
35-39 109
AD-44 448
Over 44 222
Age .
18-24 253
25-34 379 -
e 629
50-64 383
Over 64 109
N : .
Occupation .
Profassional-Technical 288
Mansgar 197 s
~Clericel-Sales 196
Skfllad Labor 361
Oparatives-Laborers 373 .
#  Sservice 151
‘Fars 30
Educetion
Elementary or Lasas 162
i " Some High School 262
High School 515
Somse Collage 348 A o
College Degree. 135
Gr.duaze School 130
Race )
White | 1,330
Nonwhite 224
- Sex
~ Men 7%‘)
Y, " Women ~ 776
'QUES‘TIO‘ : 1n genarel, which of the following spproaches for tha aducacion of young persons do you think would
be bast? (A) Continuous attandance in school (except summers) dnti] ell formsl high achooi or
' collags hes baan co:pl_.ted end the young peraon is ready to begin Work in s chosen occupaticn,
(B) Continuous ettendance in~school (except summers) through junio? high school, followad br more-
or-lasas equal altaracions-batwesn work experiences and achobling until the voung person hac
finished high school or college end is readv to begin work in a chosen occupation. ’ -
N ) '
- -
f N .
. N .
t v . - ’ ¥
\ . 183 # ‘ i
} M P )
) . 1 8‘ Y 1 .
ERIC . -, o Tt y
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Table 16

OLDER POPULATION RETIRENENT AC! WORK YINF PRFFERPNCES BY SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS
(Percantage Breekdowns)

1
v .
Social Lhersctazistice NG, Work Work Work Work Not Suie (lollQl(luﬂ Numbe: ol
at-All Part-veak Full-time Full-¢ime (Cramar’'s v) [ Reapondents
\ - . All Year Part-yeoar All Yaa: --',h':
N ot
Tutal 3.6 42.% 1.4 8.y . 11.% NA 492
4
Ma'or Activity RYRY
vorking Full-tiwe 26.0 48.0 5.2 11.6 9.2 17)
vorking Part-time 21.8 $8.2 1.8 10% 7.3 55
Unseployed ov Off .Inb 34.0 46 .8 [ ] 6.4 » 8.5 * 47
. Retirad 50.0 29.5 2.3 - 4.9 13.1 122
School 0 ()] 0 0 [\] 0
Lesping House I3 3.7 ».8 - 2.1 9.% 17.9 9%
Houre Worked Weekdy )
—=- kot Working 40.4 35.9 2.4 1.}
* Under 38 22.0 5%.9 1.4 10.2
35-39 9.2 - 37.5 4.2 16.7
A0~ &4 . 31.3) 8.7 a.s 7.8
Over 44 20.0 48.0 .0 14.0
Are
T50-64 31.2 4.9 11 9.1
Over 64 42.2 -311.9 « L. 6 8.3
“~
Race
Uhice 35.1 40.0 l.ow 9.0
J Nonwhite 24 56.5 1.4 8.’
A
Sex
Men 3. 39.1 L3 7.8
donen 32.6 .7 2.5 10.0 /
O:cupation
Profeseional-Tech-{cal 37.7 3.7 5.2 11.7 J
Msnager 23.6 43.2 1.8 9.1
Clerical-Sales 33.8 45.5 1.8 3.9
Skillad .Labor \ 39.4 39.5 2.8 5.5
Operatives-latore’s 41.0 38,5 1.3 5.1
Service L )22'.2 43.1 Y 0 20.4
’ Faro ~14.3 28.6 15.3. 35.7
) . ' ) /’ ¥ ]
° Education
Elementary or Less 30.1 “1.7 1.9 11.7
Some High School 3.5 i.6 1.1 10.9
High School Degree 33.6 «3.8 4.1 5.5
Some College 41.3 33.8 6.3 8.8
Collage Degree 40.0 42.9 2.9 8.6
Greduate School 28.6 . L0.0 5.7 11.4
Fazily Cvcla Stage
Singla . 26.2 54.2 2.8 t1.5 ¢
Couple Without Childran 8.1 37.2 4.1 6.7
. Children Under Age 14 29.8 e F 2.1 14.9
Childran Ovar Age 14 37.9 2.4 4.5 9.1
28.8 46.3 2.5 11.3
$5,000-39,939 Jo.1 L6.7 1.9 8.
[ $10,000-$14,999 * 35.6 Tl5.6 2.2 6.7
$15,000-$19,999 35.1 « &1.6 . 3.9 .2
$20,000-$24,999 42.9 26.5% 6.1 14.
$25,000-$134,999 1.4 T 54.3 5.7 2.¢
Over $34,999 ° ‘ 37.5 -9.6 9.4 9.-
Maximys Currant Tradeoff Chcica,
No Part of Pay for Time 34.3 -3.9 2.6 10.9
. fZl-SZ of Pay for Time 32.8 ~0.9 y 4.4 8.8
102-122 of Pay for Time 29.4 -3.6 3.9 7.~
152-502 of Pay for Time 37.3 .2714 1.7 3.-
s —

. . ¢ ‘
ICESTION: Conaidering your éxpactad financiael sic®ation aid ability to stav in or thange wour current lina of work then you Tea -

retirezent aga, vhich of the following work time optione would vou personally prefer at age 657 (A) %5 work at all.

(B) Worc part-tine or short workweeks year around (ui{th vacations), (C) Work fill time for only a por2ion of the yasr.

R {D) Worc full-ti>e yaar arocund (with vacations), (E) Not sure. a
1 “ =~ R ‘ \ .
i . “ . |
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Where {0 Get More Information

P

Ld

For more mformation on this and other programs of research and development fiinded by the E mptoyment
and Traming Adnunistration, contact the Employment and Traiing Admunistration. U S Department of
Labor, Washington, ) C 20213, or any of the Regional Administrators for Employmentand | riunimg whose

addresses are histed below

¥
Location

 Jofwm Kennedy Bidg
Boston, Mass 02203

1515 Broadway
New York, NY 10036

-

PO Box 8796 -
Philadelphia, Pa 19101

1371 Peachtiee Street, NE
Atlanta, Ga 30309.

230 South Dearbomn Street
Chicago. Il 606064

.

" 911 Walnut Street
- Kansas City. Mo 64106

Gntfin Square BIldg.
Dallas. Tex 75202

1961 Stout Street
Denver, GColo. 80294

450 Gotden Gate Avenue
S'an-F(ancasco, Cahf 94102

»

" 909 First Avenue
Seattle. Wash 981?'4

Siates Served

(‘,()nn(»(:h(:uﬁ
Maine
Massachusetts

New .h}lﬁﬂy
New York
Canal Zone

Delaware
Maryland
Pennsylvania ‘
'
Alabama
Flonda
Georgia
Kentucky

1Mino1s
Indiana
. Michigan

lowa
Kansas

. Arkansas
Louisiana
New Mexico

Colorado
Montana
North Dakota_-

Anzona
California
Hawai
Nevada

Alaska .
Idaho

- Minnesota

[}

Noew Hampshie
Rhode island
Vermont

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Virginia

West Virginia

District of Columbia
]

Migsissippi
North Carolina
South Carolina

"Tennegsee

Ohip
Wisconsin

Missour N
Nebraska '

Oklahoma _
Texas A

SOU“:‘[.)a kota
Utah™ .
Wyoming | -

Amencan Samoa
Quam
Trust Terntory

|

o

Oregon .
Washington ' e e



