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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Working less by choice: what are the benefits and hardships?

Ola Perssona , J€orgen Larssonb and Jonas N€ass�enb

aDepartment of Urban Planning and Environment, KTH Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm, Sweden; bDepartment of Space,
Earth and Environment, Chalmers University of Technology, Gothenburg, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Working time reduction (WTR) is a policy that could improve quality of life while reducing
environmental impacts. However, WTR coupled with a salary reduction may benefit only
higher-income earners and increase social inequalities. Against this background, we analyze
how the motivations for and the socioecological outcomes from working less vary across dif-
ferent socioeconomic groups. The analysis is based on a survey conducted among municipal
employees under full-time contracts who utilized the City of Gothenburg’s “right to part-
time” policy. We find that working less improved quality of life not only for higher-income
groups but also for lower-income groups through gains in time affluence, energy, health,
and time spent on strengthening social ties. However, three negative effects emerged. First,
WTR lead to increased work intensification, particularly among higher-income earners.
Second, concerns regarding making ends meet and future retirement income were particu-
larly salient issues among lower-income earners. Finally, WTR to cope with unfavorable work-
ing conditions was a much more common motivation among manual workers with lower
salaries. We conclude that WTR can be a viable option across a broader range of socioeco-
nomic groups than previously assumed but that it is nevertheless important to consider the
effects on social inequality when designing WTR policies.
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Introduction

Working time reduction (WTR) is frequently dis-
cussed, especially among post-growth scholars (e.g.,
Alexander 2015; Gough 2017; Parrique 2019), as a
policy alternative to help tackle various social and
environmental issues. To begin with, there is a
growing number of people suffering from stress and
burnout due to long working hours which WTR
could serve to alleviate (Coote, Harper, and Stirling
2021). In circumstances of low or zero economic
growth (Antal 2014; Zwickl, Disslbacher, and Stagl
2016) analysts have claimed that WTR can reduce
unemployment, as it allows for the re-employment
of displaced workers through work sharing
(Gunderson 2019). Furthermore, since reducing
work hours usually involves lower real income lev-
els, and due to the fact that income is strongly tied
to consumption volumes and ecological impact
(Wiedmann et al. 2020), several authors have sug-
gested that WTR can be an important policy for
decreasing environmental damage in affluent soci-
eties (Hayden and Shandra 2009; Antal 2018;
Fremstad, Paul, and Underwood 2019).

With these aforementioned issues in mind, there
are two main reasons for studying the potential out-
comes of WTR polices in terms of environmental
impacts, quality of life, and social inequality (here-
after referred to as “socioecological” outcomes).
First, the literature on WTR argues that working
less can result in a “double dividend,” meaning that
environmental damage is decreased as a result of
diminished income, while simultaneously maintain-
ing – or even increasing – quality of life (Pullinger
2014; Fitzgerald, Schor, and Jorgenson 2018).1

Second, concerns have been raised as to potential
negative aspects of WTR policies regarding social
inequalities such as increased financial disparities
(Kallis et al. 2013; Levy 2017) and gendered differ-
ences in terms of care responsibilities and income
(Pullinger 2014; De Spiegelaere and Piasna 2017)
which prompts the need to further consider these
perspectives.

While there is ample literature arguing for WTR
policies, there have been limited empirical efforts to
analyze the motives for and outcomes from working
less in the context of already implemented WTR
policies. Exceptions include studies on the outcomes
of France’s 35-hour work-week reform on
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consumption (Sanches 2005), quality of life, and
time use (Hayden 2006) as well as worker well-being
(Lepinteur 2019). Furthermore, Gerold and Nocker’s
(2018) analysis of the Austrian leisure-option policy
provides insights into which socioeconomic groups
prefer WTR and the possible motives and barriers
to such a choice. Outside of the policy realm, several
studies have also examined the outcomes on the
environment and quality of life for individuals who
have reduced their working time (e.g., Buhl and
Acosta 2016; Hanbury, Bader, and Moser 2019;
Lindsay, Lane, and Humphery 2020).

However, in circumstances where WTR is
coupled with a proportional salary cut, there
remains little understanding of how the motivations
for and the socioecological outcomes from working
less vary across different socioeconomic groups.
This article addresses these questions through the
case of the city of Gothenburg’s “right to part-time”
policy that allows for a voluntary and flexible WTR
with a proportional salary cut. Studying these types
of WTR policies is particularly relevant as it has
been argued by Pullinger (2014) that voluntary and
flexible WTR, coupled with a proportional salary
reduction, is important for achieving both environ-
mental and quality-of-life benefits. There have been
previous studies of Gothenburg’s right to part-time
policy. Larsson, N€ass�en, and Lundberg (2020) exam-
ined the outcomes on quality of life, gender equality,
employment, public finances, and environmental
impacts while Bj€ork, Larsson, and Lundberg (2020)
explored the motivations behind working less. Yet
neither of these examples offers an in-depth analysis
of how motives and socioecological outcomes vary
across different socioeconomic groups which is the
objective of this article. We focus mainly on out-
comes concerning quality of life and social inequal-
ity but also offer a rudimentary analysis with regard
to motives and environmental impacts

Specifically, this article aims to contribute know-
ledge on how reduced working time can affect dif-
ferent socioeconomic groups and how WTR policies
could be designed to promote an equitable socioeco-
logical transformation. Together with employment
records providing information on socioeconomic
factors, our analysis is based on survey responses
from municipal employees contracted to work full-
time but who have opted for WTR.

The article proceeds as follows. The next section
provides a literature review of the socioecological
aspects of WTR. The third section outlines various
examples of WTR-policy schemes. We then illustrate
the details of the policy and provide a brief back-
ground discussion as to why the City of Gothenburg
implemented the policy before introducing the
methodology of this study. This is followed by

analysis of our results by first examining the socioe-
conomic details provided by the respondents and
their motives for working less. By focusing on envir-
onmental impacts, quality of life, and social inequal-
ity, this article subsequently analyzes the potential
socioecological outcomes of the policy and ends
with a concluding discussion.

Literature review

In this section, we first review the motives behind
working less as identified in the literature. This is
followed by reviews about the environmental
impacts, quality-of-life implications, and potential
social inequality aspects of WTR.

Motives

Studies exploring why individuals might reduce
their working hours have identified several motives.
In one notable case, Gerold and Nocker (2018)
found that the key reasons for Austrian workers to
choose more leisure time over a salary increase
related to gains in time with family, children, sports,
and hobbies. Similarly, Buhl and Acosta (2016) and
Hanbury, Bader, and Moser (2019) identified more
time for family, friends, and leisure activities as
important motives for self-determined WTR as well
as, to some degree, voluntary work and to alleviate
stress and health issues. Broadly speaking, these
preferences could be defined as “downshifting”
which refers to voluntary reductions in work and
income motivated by a desire to alleviate time pres-
sures and improve quality of life (Sorrell,
Gatersleben, and Druckman 2020). A similar term is
“voluntary simplicity” which can be “understood as
a way of life in which people choose to restrain or
reduce their material consumption, while at the
same time seeking a higher quality of life”
(Alexander 2015, 214; see also Elgin 2010).
Generally, individuals who practice voluntary sim-
plicity tend to be critical of overconsumption and
overwork due to both planetary and personal health
reasons (Aidar and Daniels 2020). In this article, we
make a distinction between downshifting and volun-
tarily simplicity. The former is concerned with liv-
ing a balanced life by devoting more time to family
and friends, hobbies and so forth while the latter is
centered on achieving life satisfaction through culti-
vating non-materialistic and pro-environmental val-
ues by consuming less.

Importantly, both downshifting and voluntarily
simplicity entail reductions of working hours and
income that are not due to external changes such as
an economic downturn (Aidar and Daniels 2020;
Sorrell, Gatersleben, and Druckman 2020).
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Moreover, some analysts have been critical of these
lifestyle practices for neglecting structural aspects
that may influence the experiences and reasons for
reducing working hours (e.g., Lindsay, Lane, and
Humphery 2020), thus questioning to what extent
WTR can be considered truly voluntary. We will
return to these questions later in our discussion.

Environmental impacts

Generally, there are two different ways in which a
reduction in working hours can influence environ-
mental outcomes: the so-called “income effect” and
“time effect.”2 The income effect refers to a reduc-
tion in disposable income that leads to lower con-
sumption spending and changes in the composition
of consumption while the time effect relates to how
household consumption and environmentally rele-
vant practices are altered by increased leisure time
(N€ass�en and Larsson 2015).

Several studies have sought to estimate the envir-
onmental impacts of WTR by using either aggre-
gated gross domestic product (GDP) data for a
selection of countries or data from individual house-
holds in a single country.

A majority of the country-level studies showcase
a positive relationship between hours worked and
particular environmental impacts, meaning more
hours worked increases environmental harm (Schor
2005; Rosnick and Weisbrot 2007; Hayden and
Shandra 2009; Knight, Rosa, and Schor 2013;
Fitzgerald, Jorgenson, and Clark 2015; Fitzgerald,
Schor, and Jorgenson 2018; Mallinson and Cheng
2021; Simionescu et al. 2021). Two notable excep-
tions are Shao and Rodr�ıguez-Labajos (2016) and
Shao and Shen (2017). The first study observed that
a reduction in working hours increased carbon
emissions in wealthier countries between 2000 and
2010 while the second study found that there were
no environmental benefits from WTR in high-
income countries where working hours are already
low. Different explanations have been provided for
why the results from these two studies deviate from
other country-level studies. Sorrell, Gatersleben, and
Druckman (2020) suggest that the results could be
explained by noting that beyond a certain income
level, people use their additional leisure time for
energy-intensive practices. Antal et al. (2021), mean-
while, argue that data discrepancies and methodo-
logical issues explain the differences.

Studies at the household-level reveal a positive
relationship between hours worked and environ-
mentally intensive consumption (Devetter and
Rousseau 2011; N€ass�en and Larsson 2015; Buhl and
Acosta 2016; Fremstad, Paul, and. Underwood
2019). However, N€ass�en and Larsson (2015) and

Buhl and Acosta (2016) found that additional leisure
time did lead to a rebound effect in terms of carbon
and resource-intensive consumption. Yet, these two
studies conclude that WTR still can be environmen-
tally beneficial due to the income effect outweighing
the observed time use rebound effect.

Consequentially, the majority of studies at both
the household and country levels suggest that WTR
would lower environmental pressure. A recent
review, however, found that no strong conclusions
can be drawn on the relationship between working
hours and environmental impact due to the scopes
and methods used by the studies that comprised the
assessment (Antal et al. 2021). Nevertheless,
Hanbury, Bader, and Moser (2019) conceive that at
the household-level environmentally beneficial WTR
still is possible.

Quality of life

Working less may improve quality of life in several
ways. First, long working hours negatively impact
work-life balance (Albertsen et al. 2008). Additionally,
excessive working time has negative consequences for
health and well-being due to increased stress and
work-related accidents (Coote, Harper, and Stirling
2021). With this in mind, working less is likely to
counter these tendencies and restore work-life balance
(Gunderson 2019; Parrique 2019). Second, WTR can
increase “time affluence” – meaning the opposite of
living under time pressure – which has been shown to
reduce anxiety, to improve social relations, and to
increase time spent on physical activities (Kasser and
Sheldon 2009). Finally, WTR can lead to more time
being devoted to family, friends, and leisure activities
which are time use categories that researchers have
identified as beneficial for well-being (Killingsworth
and Gilbert 2010). Empirically, Lepinteur (2019), for
example, identified quality-of-life improvements for
reforms where salaries remained the same but the
effects are more inconclusive in cases where salaries
have been proportionally reduced (see, for example,
Buhl and Acosta 2016).

Social inequality

From an equality perspective, a pressing challenge
discussed in the WTR literature is that reduced
working time may increase financial hardships as
lower-income groups would earn even less with a
salary cut and this measure would, in turn, perpetu-
ate social injustices (e.g., Levy 2017; Strunz and
Schindler 2018; Bottazzi 2019; Coote, Harper, and
Stirling 2021). This outcome occurs because expen-
ditures on essential products and services (e.g., food
and housing) tend to take a proportionally higher
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share of income among lower-income earners com-
pared to higher-income earners. Voluntary WTR
schemes with a proportional salary cut have there-
fore predominately been seen as an option for well-
to-do households and individuals as they are able to
afford the reduction (Strunz and Schindler 2018;
Bottazzi 2019; Sorrell, Gatersleben, and Druckman
2020). If WTR with a salary cut is utilized mainly
by higher-income earners it could lead to a lessen-
ing of economic inequalities (Pullinger 2014) while
increasing temporal inequalities as affluent groups
are able to enjoy ample leisure time while groups
with lower earnings are forced to work long hours
to meet essential needs. Therefore, a decrease in
income inequality would essentially be replaced by
leisure inequality (Antal 2018). On a societal level,
though, WTR may result in the hiring of new
employees, previously unemployed persons, or
underemployed individuals through the expansion
and normalization of work-sharing arrangements
(Gunderson 2019). This outcome would effectively
redistribute income and reduce inequality. During
economic recessions, for example, it has been dem-
onstrated that work sharing can keep employment
at a high level even though demand for labor is low
(Zwickl, Disslbacher, and Stagl 2016). How success-
ful WTR is in providing additional employment is,
however, a complex issue and seems to depend on

the economic and institutional context as well as the
specific details of its implementation (Zwickl,
Disslbacher, and Stagl 2016).

Another equality issue concerns gender as women
traditionally take on more domestic and care respon-
sibilities and are more likely to reduce their working
hours compared to men (Arntsen, Philp, and
Donegani 2018; Coote, Harper, and Stirling 2021).
Particularly, studies have found that women who live
in a dual-earner household with younger children
have an increased likelihood of working less
(Pullinger 2014). This situation relates to the “male
breadwinner” norm (Gerold and Nocker 2018) where
men have traditionally been expected to be the pri-
mary salary earner while women are responsible for
care work. Due to such gender norms, WTR can
reinforce economic gender inequalities through lower
salaries and retirement income. This policy approach
may therefore be problematic from a gender perspec-
tive (Arntsen, Philp, and Donegani 2018) and we dis-
cuss the gender dimensions of the right to part-time
policy further below.

Overview of WTR policies

To contextualize our case, Table 1 summarizes
WTR-policy examples that have been implemented
under various conditions and with different

Table 1. Examples of different WTR polices.

Example Overview
Implementation

level Type Duration

Right to part-time work,
The Netherlands

The right was gradually implemented, but the “Working Hours
Adjustment Act” from 2000 was key, stating that employees
have the legal right to reduce their working hours unless the
employer can show that it will have unreasonable
consequences. Salary reduction is proportional and hence
paid for by employees via a loss of income (De Spiegelaere
and Piasna 2017).

National Individual and
voluntary

2000–

35-hour work week,
France

The French government reduced weekly working hours from 39
to 35. Salaries were not cut but remained frozen for
18months following the implementation. The shorter working
week was mainly paid for by the workers and the government
(Hayden 2006). However, successive French governments have
since eroded the shorter working week in various ways (De
Spiegelaere and Piasna 2017).

National Collective and
mandatory

1998–2008

6-hour work day, Toyota
service centers,
Sweden

Due to long waiting times for customers and increasing stress-
related accidents among staff, a Toyota service center in
Gothenburg switched to two six-hour shifts. The reduction in
working hours came with no reduction in salaries
(Crouch 2015).

Organizational Collective and
mandatory

2002–

Leisure option,
Austria

Through a collective agreement covering several sectors,
employees may individually choose between a 3% salary
increase or an additional five hours per month of leisure
time. For those opting for more leisure time, salaries remain
unchanged, resulting in a real salary loss proportional to the
inflation rate. Therefore, the increase in leisure time is paid
for by the employees (Gerold and Nocker 2018).

Sectorial Individual and
voluntary

2013–

IG Metall 28-hour
work week,
Germany

IG Metall union members have, via a collective agreement, the
option to reduce their working week to 28 hours for up to
two years, with the right to return to full-time employment
afterwards (Oltermann 2018). Workers who have care
responsibilities or high work-related health risks receive an
additional state allowance (Stronge et al. 2019). Therefore, the
WTR is partially state-funded, and the remaining salary deficit
is covered by the employee via income loss.

Sectorial Individual and
voluntary

2019–
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characteristics. Our selection of cases was predomin-
ately based on De Spiegelaere and Piasna’s (2017)
synthesis of WTR initiatives. We have only included
policy examples and have excluded short-term
experiments and parental leave schemes, the latter
of which is particularly common across Europe and
where Nordic countries have the most generous
benefits (Gough 2017). The policies outlined in the
table differ in terms of temporal structure, extent of
implementation, type, and whether salaries are cut
or retained (De Spiegelaere and Piasna 2017). We
now turn to describing our case in the next section.

Methods

Case

Before we discuss our case in detail, it is noteworthy
that Sweden has implemented national policies that
support WTR under certain conditions. Specifically,
individuals with children under the age of eight or
who are in school have the legal right to reduce
their working time. It is also prohibited by law to
discriminate against people who work part-time
(Bj€ork, Larsson, and Lundberg 2020). At the
national level, 21% (30% of women and 12% of
men) of the working population are working part-
time which is close to the average for all European
Union countries (Eurostat 2019).

Within the Swedish municipal sector, there is a
long history of part-time work among employees.3

However, the extensive use of part-time work has
been subject to increasing criticism from a gender-
equality perspective, as it is mainly women who
work part-time, resulting in lower salaries and – as
a consequence – lower retirement incomes (Larsson,
N€ass�en, and Lundberg 2020).4 To address these
issues, the City of Gothenburg decided in 2011 to
offer full-time contracts to all of its 50,000 employ-
ees. However, for those who did not want to – or
could not – work a full 40 hours per week, a second
policy was implemented in 2015 that gave all
employees in the City of Gothenburg the right to
request reduced work time (down to 50% of full-
time hours) regardless of motive (G€oteborgs Stad
2015). The policy states that line managers are not
allowed to deny a request to work part-time without
first trying to find a solution with the aid of the
human-resources department (G€oteborgs Stad
2015). From the municipality, these work-life poli-
cies are formulated as a “right to full-time work,
with the option to work part-time” (G€oteborgs Stad
2018). Thus, the policy allows for an individual and
voluntary decision for WTR and where the reduc-
tion in working hours comes with a proportional
salary cut. Our policy case can also be considered
flexible, as it can vary in temporal structure

depending on employee preferences (e.g., working
shorter days or fewer working days per week).

Methods

Our analysis is mainly based on a survey conducted
in 2016 among part-time workers employed by the
City of Gothenburg. With the aid of the municipal
government’s central human-resources department,
we identified the sample population which included
employees who had a full-time contract but had
opted to work on a part-time basis. We excluded
people who had utilized their legal right to work
part-time to attend school, individuals who were
simultaneously receiving parental leave benefits, and
workers who had been working part-time for more
than ten years. Through this procedure, we identi-
fied 3,331 employees who all received an individual
e-mail explaining the purpose of the study and a
link to the Internet-based survey. In total, 994 per-
sons responded to our survey, giving a response rate
of 30%. For both the total sample population and
those responding to the survey, the mean age and
gross salary were the same: 48 years old and a
monthly income of e3,200 (US$3,600), respectively
(see Table 2). Within the municipal workforce, 78%
are women, but among those who had utilized the
right to part-time policy, 88% are women. In other
words, women are somewhat overrepresented
among employees who opt for WTR. The gender
ratio of responses to our survey (85% female) is
approximately consistent with this proportion (see
Table 2).

The survey included 35 questions, covering
aspects such as whether WTR improved perceived
health, motives for WTR, changes in time use, and
positive and negative outcomes following WTR. We
also collected information through the survey on
educational levels and household characteristics,
including household income. Additionally, we
paired the survey with information on age, gender,
the extent of WTR and individual salary levels using
the municipal government’s register of employees’
social security numbers.

Concerning expressed motivations, the survey
included a number of responses for WTR, with the
possibility of choosing several different alternatives.
To capture other intentions, such as environmental
concerns, respondents had the option of specifying
this information in the comments. The free-text
answers have been translated by the authors from
Swedish. The assessment of environmental impacts
was based on data regarding changes in salaries and
time use. Because we were focusing on the environ-
mental impacts of WTR at the micro-level (as
opposed to the macro-level) we applied the results

SUSTAINABILITY: SCIENCE, PRACTICE AND POLICY 85



of N€ass�en and Larsson (2015) as it is the sole study
to date that has explored the environmental impacts
of WTR among Swedish households. Applying the
results of a study situated in Sweden is also moti-
vated by recognition that the broader national con-
text has important implications for the carbon and
material intensity of lifestyles (Sorrell, Gatersleben,
and Druckman 2020). Since the specific form of
WTR may influence the environmental outcomes
(King and van den Bergh 2017), we also compared
the changes in time use between respondents who
opted for shorter working days with those working
fewer days per week. For quality-of-life and social
inequality issues, we used a combination of survey
answers in which we asked about perceived positive
and negative changes following WTR together with
employment records concerning salary levels.

To analyze how the outcomes of the policy differ
across different socioeconomic groups, we catego-
rized respondents according to the Swedish
Socioeconomic Index (Statistics Sweden 2017).
These socioeconomic categories are based on the
type of work and position which, in turn, is closely
linked to income and educational levels. The three
categories are “manual workers,” “low/medium-level
white-collar,” and “high-level white-collar.” Typical
occupations found in our sample include assistant
nurses and personal assistants (manual workers),
teachers and administrators (low/medium-level
white-collar), and managers and urban planners
(high-level white-collar).

To gain a deeper understanding of various posi-
tive and negative outcomes of WTR, we used an
ordinal logistic regression methodology. In addition
to socioeconomic groups, demographic variables
(age and gender), and living with a partner and hav-
ing children (dichotomous variable) are included.
We also examined the effects of the extent and form
of the WTR. The extent of the reduction in working

hours is presented as a percentage compared to that
of full-time (e.g., working at 80% of full-time equals
a reduction of working hours by 20%). The out-
comes of different WTR forms are analyzed com-
paring those working shorter days with those
working fewer days per week.

Results

We begin to examine the results by summarizing
the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics
of the respondents (see Table 2). As noted above,
the mean age of the respondents is 48, just slightly
older than the average municipal employee in
Gothenburg. With respect to the division of socioe-
conomic categories, 28% are manual workers, 46%
hold white-collar jobs at a low/medium level, and
26% at a high-level. In contrast to Sweden as a
whole, two particular aspects stand out. First, com-
pared to 26% of the total Swedish labor force hold-
ing a university degree (Statistics Sweden 2018a),
individuals within the two white-collar categories
had a very high level of education while the manual
workers had a lower percentage than the average
resident of Sweden. Second, the individual monthly
gross salary levels were relatively low to average,
compared to the national mean of e3,500 (Statistics
Sweden 2020) and only the high-level white-collar
workers had salaries above the national mean for
the total working population. Even when factoring
in household income, the earnings were still com-
paratively low to average. Thus, our results can be
contrasted against the claims made by Strunz and
Schindler (2018) and Sorrell, Gatersleben, and
Druckman (2020) that WTR is predominately an
option for high-income earners, showing that many
of the respondents who chose the option to work
less in our case are on the spectrum of low to aver-
age income.

Table 2. Descriptive information for the socioeconomic categories.

Factors Indicators
Total
sample

Manual
workers

Low/medium-level
white-collar

High-level
whitecollar

Sociodemographic Mean age 48 48 49 46
Gender Women 85% Women 85% Women 88% Women 81%
Holds a university degree 65% 18%b,c 80%a,f 90%a,e

Structure of WTR Mean working time after WTR 80% 79% 81% 82%
Shorter working days 28% 25%f 24%c 38%d,b

Fewer working days per week 72% 75%f 76%c 62%d,b

Considers WTR as a permanent solution 71% 76% 73% 69%
Income levels Monthly salary before WTR (e) 3,200 2,600b,c 3,300b,c 3,900b,c

Monthly salary after WTR (e) 2,600 2,000b,c 2,700a,c 3,200a,b

Number of earners per household 1.81 1.75h,i 1.83g 1.84g

Monthly household income after WTR (e) 5,300 4,100b,c 5,500a,f 6,300a,e

Salary and income levels are gross. Household income includes partner gross salary and child benefits. The alternative “fewer working days per
week” includes a combination of shorter working days and several days in conjunction.
One-way ANOVA with a Scheffe post-hoc test.
ap < . 001 compared with manual workers. bp < .001 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. cp < .001 compared with high-level white-col-
lar. dp < .01 compared with manual workers. ep < .01 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. fp < .01 compared with high-level white-col-
lar. gp < .05 compared with manual workers. hp < .05 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. ip < .05 compared with high-level
white-collar
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Since 88% of those reducing their working time
are women, our findings confirm the tendency that
females are likely to reduce their working hours
more frequently than their male counterparts. Given
that the Swedish municipal sector is generally female
dominated (78%; Swedish Association of Local
Authorities and Regions 2019), that occupations
found among the respondents are commonly held
by women (Statistics Sweden 2018b), and that part-
time work is highly gendered with women being
more often in part-time jobs than men (De
Spiegelaere and Piasna 2017), the uneven gender
distribution is not unexpected. Another way to view
this situation is that the gender distribution is likely
a consequence of these factors. The results concern-
ing salary levels should also be interpreted against
the particular context of the case, as salaries tend to
be lower in the public sector compared to the pri-
vate sector.

Key motive for working less: coping with
physically and mentally demanding work

Table 3 shows that several of the motives for a
reduction in working hours correspond to previous
findings in the WTR literature such as a desire for
having more time for friends, family, and leisure
activities. It is also probable that the reasons for
WTR shift during the course of a lifetime, for
example younger parents are more likely to want to
spend more time with their children and give this as
a reason for working less. However, further investi-
gation of this issue is beyond the scope of
this article.

What is noteworthy is the perception that full-
time work is considered too physically or mentally
demanding, particularly for manual workers.
Coupled with the fact that the Swedish municipal
sector has in recent years increasingly implemented
new public management strategies and raised prod-
uctivity expectations, leading to increased workload

and less time for performing tasks (Bj€ork, Larsson,
and Lundberg 2020), the characteristics of the spe-
cific occupations may result in a higher propensity
for work-related physical and mental issues. This
observation suggests that there may be structural
factors related to the workplace environment that
can shape the motives for WTR. In our case, par-
ticularly for manual workers, WTR could thus be
interpreted as a coping mechanism due to unfavor-
able working conditions.

Similarly, in the free-text answers, several
respondents emphasized that the challenging phys-
ical and/or mental nature of the work was a central
reason for WTR. One of our respondents remarked,
“This work is so demanding – physically and men-
tally – that I cannot cope with working full-time”
(Female assistant nurse, age 62) and another noted
that, “Now I am working part-time because I don’t
have the energy for full-time” (Female manager, age
61). Some respondents also highlighted the need to
escape formal wage labor in favor of pursuing other,
more meaningful, aspects of life. In the words of
one individual this took the form of trying “[t]o
avoid the feeling of being in the rat race” (Male sup-
port assistant, age 43) and for another, “Work is
modern slavery. I would rather have a purposeful
life than to [just] work” (Male transport planner,
age 29).

Based on the expressed motives, WTR can be
seen as a process of downshifting rather than volun-
tary simplicity. This distinction is due to the fact
that the reasons for WTR centered on achieving a
more balanced life by devoting more time to family
and friends, hobbies, and so forth rather than pur-
suing a strong environmental ethos. Although most
of the respondents had not reduced their working
time out of environmental concerns, a few of them
considered working less as a strategy aligned with
voluntary simplicity. One municipal employee
remarked that she wanted “[t]o live more sustain-
ably, to repair clothing and other belongings, to

Table 3. Motives for WTR.
Total

sample (%)
Manual

workers (%)
Low/medium-level
white-collar (%)

High-level
white-collar (%)

More time with children living at home 54 44h,c 55g 64a

More time to oneself 52 62e,f 48d 48d

Full-time work is too mentally demanding 52 58c 59 33a,b

Managing all household work 32 37 31 27
Full-time work is too physically demanding 31 49b,c 33a,c 9a,b

Caring for adult relatives 15 22f 15 9d

Studies 10 10 12i 5h

Societal engagement 9 11 6 11
Other part-time work/starting or running own business 9 11 9 7

One-way ANOVA with a Scheffe post-hoc test.
Proportions of individuals who agree with the statements, consisting of those who respond with a 4 or 5 on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
“not important at all” (1) to “very important” (5).
ap < .001 compared with manual workers. bp < .001 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. cp < .001 compared with high-level white-col-
lar. dp < .01 compared with manual workers. ep < .01 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. fp < .01 compared with high-level white-col-
lar. gp < .05 compared with manual workers. hp < .05 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. ip < .05 compared with high-level
white-collar.
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consume less” (Female student support staff, age 32)
and another respondent noted that she was moti-
vated “[o]ut of environmental concerns, to reduce
my ability to consume by having less income”
(Female project leader, age 45).

Reductions in environmental impact

By using survey data on income and timeuse
changes, we are able to offer indicative estimates of
the environmental impacts of the WTR policy.
Average work time was reduced by approximately
20% across the different socioeconomic categories.
Under the assumption that most of this channels
into lower consumption, and applying the results
from N€ass�en and Larsson (2015), this would suggest
a 15% reduction in personal carbon footprint. Many
factors can, however, influence the environmental
outcome. For example, if one person decreases work
time, then a partner might increase work time and
income as a result. Further, on a societal level, some
of the reduction in working hours for one employee
may result in increased work time and consumption
for other employees, thus eroding some of the
environmental benefits of WTR (Larsson, N€ass�en,
and Lundberg 2020).

Concerning the time effect, shown in Table 4, the
results are similar between the socioeconomic
groups and most of the respondents stated that they
spend more time on activities such as relaxation/
sleeping, exercising, and socializing with family and
friends, which have been found to have low carbon
intensity (Druckman et al. 2012; N€ass�en and
Larsson 2015). A noteworthy difference can be
found concerning the form of WTR, as those who
work fewer days per week report that they spend
more than twice the amount of time on short holi-
day trips compared to those working shorter days.
This is relevant from an environmental impact per-
spective since such trips often involve car use, and
perhaps also air travel (Sorrell, Gatersleben, and
Druckman 2020). However, the lower incomes from

WTR decrease the possibilities to make costly week-
end trips, say to distant European cities.
Nevertheless, this is a potential rebound effect in
relation to the original environmental benefit from
the income effect (N€ass�en and Larsson 2015).

Overall, the time use data suggest that the right
to part-time policy potentially reduced environmen-
tal impacts for most people, but it is difficult to
draw any definitive conclusions regarding the aggre-
gate or comprehensive dimensions of this effect as
we do not have data on changes in actual consump-
tion patterns following the reduction in work-
ing hours.

Improvements in quality of life

We start our analysis by examining how common it
is to experience quality-of-life improvements and
then conduct a deeper analysis of these aspects
regarding differences based on socioeconomic cat-
egorization, demographics, and extent and form of
WTR. Our quantitative analysis regarding respond-
ents’ experience of positive outcomes (Figure 1)
shows that a majority perceived that working fewer
hours resulted in gains in time affluence, energy lev-
els, and health. Quality of life is also linked to how
people spend their time and in Table 4 it can be
seen that respondents working part-time spent more
time with family and friends and on exercising, all
of which are activities that have been found to be
beneficial for life satisfaction (Killingsworth and
Gilbert 2010). Additionally, the positive aspects of
reduced working time are further illustrated by the
fact that around 70% of our respondents viewed
working part-time to be a permanent solution for
them (see Table 2). These quality of life improve-
ments can be further exemplified by some of the
free-text answers such as, “I am feeling considerably
better working part-time” (Female health educator,
age 36) and “[Working less] has improved the qual-
ity of life” (Male support assistant, age 64).

Table 4. Changes in time use after reducing working hours.
Total sample Shorter working days Fewer days per week

Time use categories
More

time (%)
Unchanged

(%)
Less

time (%)
More

time (%)
Unchanged

(%)
Less

time (%)
More

time (%)
Unchanged

(%)
Less

time (%)

Family 83 17 0 87 12 1 80 19 1
Sleep/recovery 60 36 4 46 51 3 66 30 4
Exercise 54 42 4 47 47 6 54 40 6
Household chores 48 49 3 51 47 2 48 50 2
Friends 44 53 3 33 62 5 48 50 2
Other hobbies 43 53 4 31 65 4 48 48 4
Culture 39 56 5 25 70 5 45 51 4
Going on short holiday trips 32 64 4 17 78 5 38 59 3
TV/computer 12 80 8 7 84 9 15 78 7
Societal engagements 11 82 7 9 84 7 12 81 7
Shopping 10 79 11 6 80 14 11 78 11

The changes in time use for the total sample are presented at an aggregated level, as the post-hoc test showed no statistically significant differen-
ces between the socioeconomic categories.
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Table 5 highlights the results of ordinal logistic
regressions with the four positive outcomes as
dependent variables (five graded Likert scales). To
enable easier interpretation, the results are presented
as odds ratios (OR): exp(Bi) of the regression coeffi-
cients Bi. The ORs can be interpreted so that for
each unit increase in an independent variable, an
OR > 1 reflects an increasing probability of being at
a higher level on the dependent variable (in this
case, agreeing more with the statements). An OR <

1 reflects a decreasing probability of being at a
higher level on the dependent variable. For example,
an OR of 1.1 means that the odds of an outcome
are 10% higher in the assessed group than in the
reference group.

Socioeconomic category and gender were not sig-
nificantly associated with the positive outcomes, the
exception being that manual workers were more
likely to achieve a higher outcome for “More rested
when arriving at work” (p < .05) when compared to
the high-level white-collar category. Living with
children, however, was associated with a lower prob-
ability of all positive outcomes compared to not liv-
ing with children (p < .05). As may be expected, a
larger reduction of working time (as a percentage of
full-time employment) was associated with larger

effects for all four of the positive outcomes as com-
pared to smaller reductions of work time (p < .05).
The realization of WTR in the form of shorter
working days as opposed to fewer working days was
associated with a lower outcome for “More rested
when arriving at work” (OR .65, p < .01), but no
effects were found for the other three outcomes.

Increased financial hardships and work
intensification

Below are quantitative analyses of the respondents’
experiences of negative outcomes of WTR that
includes two aspects related to financial hardships
and two aspects concerning work intensification as
it has been previously found that a prevalent nega-
tive outcome of WTR is work intensification and
increased stress at the workplace (Hayden 2006).
We then proceeded to run ordinal logistic regres-
sions on these four aspects regarding differences
based on socioeconomic categorization, demograph-
ics, and extent and form of WTR. Finally, we pro-
vide some insights concerning whether or not the
right to part-time policy leads to increased
work sharing.

Figure 1. Prevalence of positive outcomes from WTR. Proportions of individuals who agree with the statements, consisting of
those who respond with a 4 or 5 on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “do not agree at all” (1) to “agree completely” (5).

Table 5. Ordinal logistic regressions of positive outcomes from WTR.
More time

in private life
More rested when
arriving at work

More energy
at work Better health

OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI)

Socioeconomic category (ref. High-level white-collar)
Manual workers 1.04 (.76–1.44) 1.49� (1.08–2.06) 1.32 (.96–1.83) 1.33 (.96–1.85)
Low/medium-level white-collar 1.14 (.85–1.52) 1.30 (.98–1.74) 1.16 (.87–1.55) 1.26 (.94–1.69)

Gender (woman, ref. man) 1.12 (.81–1.56) .92 (.66–1.27) 1.14 (.82–1.58) 1.01 (.73–1.41)
Living with partner 1.01 (.78–1.30) 1.15 (.89–1.47) 1.00 (.78–1.28) .97 (.75–1.24)
Living with children .68�� (.51–.91) .57��� (.43–.76) .74� (.55–.98) .53��� (.39–.70)
Age (years) 1.00 (.98–1.01) 1.00 (.99–1.02) 1.00 (.98–1.01) .99� (.97–1.00)
Work time reduction (%) 1.02�� (1.01–1.03) 1.03��� (1.01–1.04) 1.03��� (1.01–1.04) 1.01� (1.00–1.02)
Shorter working days (ref. fewer days per week) .89 (.67–1.17) .65�� (.50–.86) 1.27 (.97–1.67) .91 (.69–1.20)
N 949 948 935 907

OR: Odds ratio (exp. of regression coefficient); CI: confidence interval.
Dependent outcome variables are 5-graded Likert scales. Coefficients presented as odds ratios.���p < .001, ��p < .01, �p < .05.
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Figure 2 shows that the most common negative
outcome is to have worries about future retirement
income which can be linked to the fact that in
Sweden pensions are predominately based on the
income earned throughout an individual’s whole
working life. A third of the respondents also found
increasing problems with making ends meet after
the WTR. We additionally found that the negative
outcomes of WTR involve work intensification as
almost 20% of our respondents indicated that they
had to work harder and endure more stress during
work hours. Illustrations of the drawbacks of part-
time work concerning financial hardships and work
intensification are found in the free-text answers,
with statements such as, “The only drawback with
working part-time is that one receives a very poor
salary, I can barely make ends meet” (Female assist-
ant nurse, age 26) and “Working part-time means
that my working tasks need to be performed in a
shorter amount of time because my workload
remained the same even though I now work less”
(Female, human-resources specialist, age 48).

Table 6 shows the results of ordinal logistic
regressions with four negative outcomes as depend-
ent variables (five graded Likert scales). There are

large differences in the negative outcomes for the
different socioeconomic categories. When compared
to the reference category high-level white-collar
workers, manual workers who reduced working
time were much more likely to experience negative
outcomes related to their economic situation. These
concerns were expressed in terms of “worries about
retirement income” (OR 2.36, p < .001) and
“Problems making ends meet” (OR 2.04, p < .001).
We also uncovered similar, but weaker, effects for
low/medium-level white-collar workers. This finding
is not unexpected since the salaries for manual
workers and low/medium-level white-collar workers
are 30% and 15% lower, respectively, than for the
high-level white-collar workers. Yet, manual workers
were much less likely to experience negative out-
comes related to their work situation that were
expressed as “Must work harder” (OR .30, p < .001)
and “Feel more stress” (OR .49, p < .001). Similar
but weaker effects were found when comparing the
categories low/medium-level white-collar with high-
level white-collar. One explanation for this could be
that high-level white-collar workers tend to have
goal-oriented responsibilities which are relatively
hard to reduce in proportion with a reduction in

Figure 2. Prevalence of negative outcomes from WTR. Proportions of individuals who agree with the statements, consisting of
those who respond with a 4 or 5 on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “do not agree at all” (1) to “agree completely” (5).

Table 6. Ordinal logistic regressions of negative outcomes from WTR.
Worries about

retirement income
Problems making

ends meet
Must work
harder

Feel more
stress

OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI)

Socioeconomic category (ref. High-level white-collar)
Manual workers 2.36��� (1.72–3.24) 2.04��� (1.49–2.81) .30��� (.21–.42) .49��� (.35–.67)
Low/medium-level white-collar 1.43� (1.08–1.89) 1.30 (.98–1.72) .60��� (.45–.79) .67�� (.50–.89)

Gender (woman, ref. man) 2.08��� (1.50–2.87) 1.28 (.92–1.77) 1.36 (.95–1.93) 1.93��� (1.37–2.72)
Living with partner .83 (.65–1.06) .73� (.57–.93) .96 (.74–1.25) 1.23 (.95–1.58)
Living with children 1.03 (.78–1.36) .99 (.75–1.31) 1.36� (1.01–1.85) 1.30 (.98–1.74)
Age (years) 1.01� (1.00–1.03) .98�� (.97–1.00) 1.01 (.99–1.02) .99 (.98–1.01)
Work-time reduction (%) 1.00 (.99–1.01) 1.02�� (1.01–1.03) 1.01� (1.00–1.02) 1.00 (.98–1.01)
Shorter working days (ref. fewer days per week) 1.10 (.84–1.44) 1.05 (.80–1.38) 1.60�� (1.21–2.11) 1.22 (.93–1.60)
N 959 950 943 952

OR: Odds ratio (exp. of regression coefficient); CI: confidence interval.
Dependent outcome variables are 5-graded Likert scales. Coefficients presented as odds ratios.���p < .001, ��p < .01, �p < .05.
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working hours while manual jobs more often are
based on working a specific number of hours.
Moreover, women who reduced working time were
clearly more likely to experience both “Worries
about retirement income” (OR 2.08, p < .001) and
“Feel more stress” (OR 1.93, p < .001) than their
male counterparts. The results also show WTR in
the form of shorter working days, as opposed to
fewer working days per week, was associated with
an increase of the experience “Must work harder”
(OR 1.60, p < .01). The reason why shorter days
tend to be associated with higher work intensifica-
tion could be that this form of WTR opens up
opportunities for squeezing in the same amount of
workload as for full-time work while having add-
itional full days off work makes it more obvious
that some tasks cannot be done (De Spiegelaere and
Piasna 2017).

Appendix 1 provides tests of parallel lines for the
ordinal regressions of outcome variables in Tables 5
and 6. Six of these tests are not significant, but the
tests for “Worries about retirement income” and
“Problems making ends meet” are significant at the
5% level indicating that the odds ratios are not the
same across different cut-points as is the assumption
behind the ordinal model. For these two outcome
variables we explore the relationships further with
additional binary logit regressions at different cut-
points (Scott, Goldberg, and Mayo 1997). Tables
A1.2 and A1.3 show that the largest differences in
cut-point specific coefficients are found for the soci-
oeconomic categories. The cut-point specific results
show that the effects from these variables on the
two negative outcomes become stronger with higher
cut-points, meaning that, compared to the results
from the ordinal regression, they have larger effects
on the strongest degrees of negative outcomes. The
tests of parallel lines become not significant if we
exclude these variables from the ordinal regressions.

Although our analysis shows that, on an individ-
ual level, WTR leads to an increased sense of finan-
cial hardships among lower-income workers, a
reduction in working hours could provide more
employment opportunities for people outside the
labor market (Larsson, N€ass�en, and Lundberg 2020),
thereby lowering income inequalities at a societal
level. In our case, however, only a small minority of
the respondents stated that additional people were
employed or that colleagues increased their working
time to cover for the WTR (see Table A2.1).
Furthermore, among line managers working for the
Gothenburg municipal government, recruiting new
staff was not a common strategy to cover for those
working part-time (Larsson et al. 2021). Taken
together, these results indicate that the right to part-
time policy did not have a strong effect on creating

additional employment opportunities for direct
replacement.

Conclusion

This article explores how motivations and socioeco-
logical outcomes vary across different socioeconomic
groups when WTR is coupled with a proportional
salary cut. Our analysis was based on employment
records and a survey of municipal employees under
full-time contracts who utilized the City of
Gothenburg’s “right to part-time” policy. With
regards to motives, we found that two key reasons
for the respondents to reduce their working hours
were that the work itself was mentally or physically
demanding. These expressed reasons were particu-
larly prevalent among manual workers who also
have relatively low earnings. A question can thus be
raised regarding the extent to which WTR was truly
“voluntary” for some of the respondents because
their decision to work less could be seen as a coping
mechanism related to poor working conditions
(Bj€ork, Larsson, and Lundberg 2020). Yet, the sur-
vey results also illustrated that among lower-income
groups working less can enable gains in quality of
life through improved health, increased time afflu-
ence, and energy, as well as more time spent on
strengthening social ties. These positive outcomes
furthermore hold when controlling for gender and
socioeconomic category. The latter finding is note-
worthy as it runs counter to what Strunz and
Schindler (2018) have argued, namely that due to
financial disparities lower-income workers are not
likely to gain much from WTR compared to higher-
income workers. Instead our results show that in
circumstances where the work in itself is physically
or mentally demanding, reducing work time and
income can contribute to improved quality of life,
even among occupational groups that have relatively
low salaries. Furthermore, our analysis indicates a
possible reduction in environmental impacts –
through decreased income and more time spent on
relatively low-carbon activities. Among those work-
ing fewer days, however, more time was also spent
on holiday trips which suggests a potential rebound
effect, particularly if it involves carbon-intensive
modes of transport such as air travel (Sorrell,
Gatersleben, and Druckman 2020).

We found that the negative outcomes of WTR,
especially for manual workers, were increased
concerns over making ends meet and retirement-
income levels. At the same time, Sweden has a com-
paratively extensive welfare system where the level
of income needed to have adequate quality of life is
comparatively less important when compared with
countries that have less expansive systems of welfare
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services (Andersson et al. 2014). In other words, in
contexts where access to basic forms of public assist-
ance is highly dependent on income levels, issues of
financial hardships and WTR would most likely be
even more significant. Nevertheless, manual workers
were much less likely to experience issues of work
intensification compared to high-level white-collar
workers. While previous studies have shown that the
intensification of work and stress can be linked to
the extent WTR is matched by additional employ-
ment and the employees’ ability to influence how
their working hours are organized (De Spiegelaere
and Piasna 2017), our results suggest that gender and
the type of occupation can also influence the magni-
tude of work intensification. Moreover, we found
that the form of WTR shapes the outcomes, where
working shorter days as opposed to working fewer
days exacerabated work intensification and reduced
the feeling of being well rested.

Concerning WTR policies, when they are in the
shape of an individual option, as in our case,
women are more likely to reduce their working time
and this could lead to increased gender inequality
(Arntsen, Philp, and Donegani 2018) as opposed to
a collective format which may result in greater
equality in the labor market and redistribution of
care work in households (De Spiegelaere and Piasna
2017). Our case of the City of Gothenburg employs
more women than men, which partially explains the
high number of women who reduced their working
time. Nevertheless, a disproportionately larger share
of women utilized the right to work less which,
combined with the observation that men perceived a
lower degree of financial hardship and work intensi-
fication, raises concerns over gender equality. Even
so, when a right to part-time work is coupled with a
right to full-time employment the result can be
improved gender equality as these combined policies
allow women who previously worked part-time
involuntarily to secure their right to work full-time
and provide structural support for more voluntary
part-time work among women as well as men.
There are nonetheless gender norms in both house-
holds and workplaces that are likely to influence the
uptake of WTR and therefore wider societal changes
are also needed to alleviate gender inequalities con-
cerning work and care patterns.

This study can provide insights concerning differ-
ent WTR-policy designs and their socioecological
outcomes. The results confirm previously highlighted
issues that WTR with a proportional salary reduction
runs the risk of exacerbating financial hardships
between different socioeconomic groups (Strunz and
Schindler 2018; Coote, Harper, and Stirling 2021).
Although earlier studies have argued that, at a soci-
etal level, WTR can reduce inequality by distributing

current levels of working time among more employ-
ees (e.g., Fitzgerald, Schor, and Jorgenson 2018;
Gunderson 2019), our survey findings suggest that
the right to part-time policy did not provide new job
opportunities through direct replacement. This out-
come is possibly due to increased energy to work
effectively throughout the whole working day as a
result of WTR, thus leading to improvements in
labor productivity. Another reason may also be that
managers consider it costly and difficult to find
replacements when the reduction of working hours is
small for each employee (e.g., 10% of full time).

We need to acknowledge that the potential
broader employment effects, in addition to direct
replacement at the studied workplaces, cannot be
captured by our empirical material. To draw a more
comprehensive conclusion on the total employment
effects of the WTR policy would require a different
type of empirical data and analysis. Nevertheless,
even if additional people were hired, lower-income
workers who reduce their working hours are still
likely to experience economic difficulties. To counter-
act the possible increase in financial hardship for
low-income earners, our findings align with the idea
of WTR with a retained salary for low-income earn-
ers (Levy 2017; Parrique 2019) as opposed to a pro-
portional reduction of work hours and income. This
could be funded in various ways. A few examples
include increased productivity gains enabled through
more healthy and motivated employees as a result of
working fewer hours (Stronge et al. 2019), redistribu-
tion of profits from owners of capital to labor (Kallis
et al. 2013), state subsidies (Parrique 2019), or a
combination of all of these alternatives. Moreover,
from the perspective of quality of life, our findings
suggest that working fewer days per week is more
beneficial compared to shorter days, giving support
to a four-day working week as proposed by, for
example, Coote, Harper, and Stirling (2021). At the
same time, we found that working fewer days may
result in a smaller reduction of environmental
impacts compared with shorter days. There are
potential tradeoffs between social and environmental
outcomes due to different policy designs and these
options should be carefully considered when imple-
menting different WTR-policy alternatives.

Notes

1. Some scholars even discuss WTR as a triple or
multiple dividend policy that in addition to
improving quality of life and lowering environmental
impacts can enhance social equity by redistributing
working hours to informal and voluntary social
engagement (Buhl and Acosta 2016) as well as
reducing unemployment through work-sharing (Schor
and Jorgenson 2019).
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2. In the WTR literature, the terms scale and
composition are sometimes used instead to discuss
how working hours shape environmental outcomes.
The scale effect refers to the impact working hours
have on the size of the economy through GDP
growth while the composition effect describes the
impact on environmental pressures through how
working time influences time use and consumption
patterns (Fitzgerald, Schor, and Jorgenson 2018). The
notion is that people working longer hours are more
likely to adopt environmentally damaging activities
due to time scarcity (Knight, Rosa, and Schor 2013).

3. The practice of part-time work can be traced back to
the late 1970s when Sweden implemented the legal
right for individuals with children under the age of
eight to reduce their working hours (Larsson 2012).
In Sweden, the uptake of part-time work has
historically, and continues to be, particularly common
at female-dominated workplaces (Bj€ork, Larsson, and
Lundberg 2020), such as nursing homes.

4. Part-time work, and its consequences for gender
equality, has mainly been problematized by women’s
movements. This criticism is not only coming from
gender equality ideas, where part-time work is
considered detrimental for women’s income and career
opportunities, but it is also based on the strong
Swedish norm that everyone should work full-time
(Larsson 2012; Bj€ork, Larsson, and Lundberg 2020).
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Appendix 1. Tests of parallel lines

Tests of parallel lines for the ordinal logistic regressions
in Tables 5 and 6 are shown in Table A1.1. The tests for
the two negative outcome variables, Neg. 1 and Neg. 2,
are significant at the 5% level indicating that the odds
ratios are not the same across different cut-points as is
the assumption behind the ordinal model. Following rec-
ommendations in Scott, Goldberg, and Mayo (1997), we
explore these relationships further with binary logit
regressions at different cut-points along the scale from 1
to 5 (Table A1.2 and A1.3).

Table A1.1. Significance of tests of parallel lines.
Test of parallel lines (sig.)

Pos. 1 More time in private life 0.302
Pos. 2 More rested when arriving at work 0.535
Pos. 3 More energy at work 0.377
Pos. 4 Better health 0.395
Neg. l Worries about retirement income 0.030
Neg. 2 Problems making ends meet 0.011
Neg. 3 Must work harder 0.717
Neg. 4 Feel more stress 0.384

Table A1.2. Ordinal and cut-point specific binary regression coefficients for Neg. 1: “Worries about retirement income”
(scale 1–5).

Ordinal1–-5 Binary1/2–5 Binary1–2/3–4 Binary1–3/4–5 Binary1–4/5

Socioeconomic category (ref. High-level white-collar)
Manual workers .859��� 0.369 .712��� .960��� 1.405���
Low/medium-level white-collar .357� 0.111 0.203 .414� .870���

Gender (woman, ref. man) .730��� 0.375 .805��� .891��� 1.251���
Living with partner �0.187 �0.158 �0.289 �0.272 �0.102
Living with children 0.027 0.069 0.122 �0.063 0.105
Age (years) .014� 0.013 .016� 0.011 0.017
Work time reduction (%) �0.001 0.005 0.000 �0.005 0.001
Shorter working days (ref. fewer days) 0.098 �0.024 0.030 0.124 0.184
���p < .001, ��p < .01, �p < .05.
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Appendix 2. Employment outcomes

Table A2.1. Proportions of individuals who agree with the statements, consisting of those who respond with a 4 or 5 on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from “do not agree at all” (1) to “agree completely” (5).

Total
sample (%)

Manual
workers (%)

Low/medium-level
white-collar (%)

High-level
white-collar (%)

An additional employee was recruited when I started
working part-time

13 10b 20a,c 6b

Colleagues increased their working time in conjunction
with my reduction of working hours

5 6 5 4

One-way ANOVA with a Scheffe post-hoc test.
ap < .001 compared with manual workers. bp < .001 compared with low/medium-level white-collar. cp < .001 compared with high-level
white-collar.

Table A1.3. Ordinal and cut-point specific binary regression coefficients for Neg. 2: “Problem making ends meet” (scale 1–5).
Ordinal1–5 Binary1/2–5 Binary1–2/3–4 Binary1–3/4–5 Binary1–4/5

Socioeconomic category (ref. High-level white-collar)
Manual workers .715��� .511� .588�� .934��� 1.049���
Low/medium-level white-collar 0.260 0.188 0.068 .378� .751��

Gender (woman, ref. man) 0.243 �0.046 .391� .449� 0.338
Living with partner �.317� �0.162 �.301� �.412�� �.432�
Living with children �0.012 0.080 0.018 0.013 �0.110
Age (years) �.017�� �0.007 �0.006 �.025�� �.040���
Work time reduction (%) .017�� .016� .019�� .017�� .017�
Shorter working days (ref. fewer days) 0.051 �0.171 �0.081 0.188 0.314
���p < .001, ��p < .01, �p < .05.
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