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WORK TIME REDUCTION

WHY?

• Benefits for our economy, gender equality, for society, 
health, and wellbeing, and benefits for the environment.

• Seeks to address a diverse range of deeply embedded and 
interconnected issues. 

• Revitalise the union movement.

• Increasing autonomy through collective action.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Work-time reduction can - and indeed should – be at the heart of any progressive political programme in Europe today.

We have already heard the various ways in which a shorter working week can benefit the economy, gender equality, society health and wellbeing, and the environment. Indeed, there is no single policy which would seek to address such a wide range of interconnected and deeply embedded issues.as that of work time reduction.

Historically, work-time reduction has been the central issue raised by the labour movement during its most dynamic periods of organization. Three special characteristics set the shorter hours movement apart from other working-class struggles: its tendency to foster unity among a diverse array of workers; its capacity to precipitate political and industrial struggles; and, its close relationship to larger issues of worker control. Whether it was the 1820s or 1920s, demands for shorter hours repeatedly cut across the lines of craft, race, sex, skill, age and ethnicity. In so doing, the shorter hours movement was able to serve as the central issue around which broad-based city, regional, and national working-class movements could arise. The common quest for shorter hours has energized the trade union movement historically, lending it the kind of unity which could support the efforts of young trade unions joined together in class-conscious protests.

Finally, the struggle of working time reduction is fundamentally one of individual autonomy attained through collective action. The 4 day week carries within it the kernel of a new society, one in which we are free to spend our lives doing what we want with them: whether its spending precious time with our children, our elderly parents, or our friends; engaging in political and community activism, playing, or simply resting. What could be more important that deciding what we do with the life we have?



MAKE WORKING-TIME POLITICAL

HOW?

• Show that working time has varied widely over history and 
was often a point of struggle. 

• Show that working time currently varies widely between 
countries.

• Show that countries working fewer hours have stronger 
economies.

• Therefore – decisions made to reduce working time are 
ultimately political ones.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The time we spend in work is neither natural nor inevitable. Instead, the amount of time we spend in work is a political question. One of the central aims of the 4 Day Week Campaign is to establish time itself as a site of political contestation - in the same vein as housing, healthcare, or income.

There are two main ways we seek to show this. One is to quite simply point out the history of working time: we didn’t always work five days, and in the early 19th century it was common for working hours to be between 14 to 16 hours a day, 6 days a week. Through trade union struggle, mass campaigns, progressive businesses, and eventually political and governmental support we won the 8 hour day, the 40 hour week, and the two day weekend. We won shorter hours then, and we can win them again.
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Presentation Notes
Low wages and insecure work are much discussed ailments of the British labour market today. However to take a longer view, there is an observable trend that for four decades, they have in fact also been losing out in terms of leisure time  without a compensating increase in wages. As Figure 2 shows, productivity gains have not translated into increased leisure time since the 1980s and increases in real wages have not made up the difference in terms of increases to real wages. Over this period, average wage increases have at best broadly tracked productivity growth. �
There have in fact been periods when median wage growth fell behind that of productivity: as reported by Bank of England in 2015, following the 1990 financial crisis, there was a gap of around 20%.�
One explanation for the trends presented above are the choices made by government policy makers. During the three decades following world war two, strong collective bargaining and increased labour market regulation are likely to have contributed to stronger rewards for workers per unit of productivity increase. But from 1980 onwards, this may have faltered due to less regulated labour market conditions and reduced union representation.


 



Imagining a continued trend towards a 
30hr week by 2040

2016: 37.5hr average full-
time week

2016, pre-1980 trend: 33.3hr average 
full-time working week

2040: 30hr 
average full-time 

week
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Presentation Notes
This graph estimates the increase in leisure time that might have occurred had the pre-1980 trend continued uninterrupted post 1980. We can see that workers would now be working a 33.3 hour, rather than a 37.5 hour working week – a full 4.2 hours less than they currently do - and that by 2040, the four-day week might have been reached. Indeed, had a series of policy decisions not been made – including successive legislative constraints put on unions alongside labour market deregulation – it is likely that the average working week for full-time work would be significantly lower than it currently is. The argument can therefore be made that workers in the UK are “owed” a significant reduction in their working week, and have a very strong case upon which they can press for more leisure time. 

This tentative estimation of the backlog of economic gains that have not translated into leisure time or wages is a conservative one. It is based on a continuation of post-WW2 trends in the economy up until 1980 – trends which were hardly optimal for the translation of economic gains of productive capacity into more time-off for workers. 

 



Full-time hours and productivity 1900 - 2015
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Presentation Notes
This tentative estimation of the backlog of economic gains that have not translated into leisure time or wages is a conservative one. It is based on a continuation of post-WW2 trends in the economy up until 1980 – trends which were hardly optimal for the translation of economic gains of productive capacity into more time-off for workers. As we can see in this graph, with a longer term view workers can make a much more ambitious claim for shorter hours. 

We can see here that working time has reduced sharply after both world wars. These were of course exceptional circumstances with high levels of political instability, and an unprecedented and rapid transition from a war-time to peace-time economy. What these moments do however illustrate is the capacity of the economy to absorb temporary and dramatic reductions in working time. One such example of a rapid reduction in working time is the success of the National Union of Mineworkers (NUM) who persuaded the government to implement a five-day week (down from six) in 1947.
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The second way to politicise working time is to show that the amount of time we spend in work varies widely across countries. From working a similar number of hours per year, the amount of time workers in the UK, USA, Germany, and France spend in work has diverged significantly.��Here we can see working time diverging widely from a similar starting point in 1980 to where they are now.

We can see that in 1980, the US and Germany worked very similar hours. From that point on however, Germany’s working time continued to decrease rapidly, whilst work-time reduction in the US has flat-lined completely.
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Within Europe we can also see this variance – with Greece working the most hours, whilst the likes of Germany, the Netherlands, and Norway work far fewer hours per person.
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Presentation Notes
Here we’ve mapped the number of hours a country works onto their levels of GDP per capita. 

The blue line represents the number of hours worked per worker in each country – as per the previous slide. The green bars represent that country’s GDP per capita.

We can see for example, that Greece - at the top there - work the highest number of hours per person, and also has the lowest amount of GDP per capita, whilst the likes of Germany, the Netherlands and Norway work the fewest hours – and have the highest levels of wealth per person. 



INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS 
• MACRO-ECONOMIC ARGUMENT

• No clear positive correlation between long hours 
and wealth

• Countries who work fewer hours tend to have 
higher levels of productivity, as well as greater 
amounts of wealth per person

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So what do these graphs show us?��International comparisons demonstrate that there is no clear positive correlation between working more hours, and creating a strong economy. In fact, the opposite appears to be the case: countries who work fewer hours tend to have higher levels of productivity, as well as greater amounts of wealth per person. 




ECONOMY

PRODUCTIVITY: 

• Worker productivity relies not just on the number of hours 
put in, but on the wellbeing, fatigue levels and overall health
of the worker. 

• Shorter working weeks (and/or greater worker control over 
working time) can mean: 

1. fewer sick absences 
2. fewer in-work accidents and mistakes
3. higher worker motivation on the job

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So , why do countries who work fewer hours tend to have stronger economies? Do fewer hours spent in work directly lead to greater amounts of wealth? I will seek to make the case that they do and that there is in fact a direct link between working less, and having a stronger economy.

Instead of seeing restrictions on working hours as damaging to productivity (either imposed by statute or collective agreements), a reduction of the working week should be seen as an enlightened form of improving workplace efficiency and welfare. ��As we’ve already seen, across the world’s richest countries, higher productivity correlates with lower working hours.��Fatigue stemming from working long hours, is linked with poor learning capacity and decreased productivity. Adequate leisure and rest can improve a worker’s mental and physical health, so that they will be more relaxed and alert during duty hours, thereby improving their productivity. Moreover, several studies   point out that overwork can lead to serious accidents or diagnostic. It can be deadly: researchers found that hospital interns make five times as many diagnostic errors when working excessively long weeks compared to normal working hours 



MENTAL HEALTH & WELLBEING

WELLBEING & WORK: 

• Annual cost for employers of poor mental health work 
is estimated to be £33-42 billion

• Work related stress, depression and anxiety account for 
45 percent of all working days lost due to ill health 

• Unevenly distributed: Over the last three years 
reported levels of workplace stress have been around a 
third higher for women compared to men

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There are powerful social reasons as to why we should work less.��The move to a shorter working week could help the UK improve the health of workers, and the success of businesses. Poor mental health at work is estimated to cost employers between £33-42 billion, or almost 2% of UK GDP (2016). Additionally, 300,000 people move out of work due to poor mental health on a yearly basis. 

The most recent data from the Health and Safety Executive found that – of all sick days lost in the UK last year, one in four of them was the direct result of overwork. And these are people too unwell to even present in the workplace, let alone the vast numbers of people dragging themselves into work on a day-to-day basis. Our rising levels of presenteeism indicate a burnout workforce on the edge of collapse. This is both socially intolerable, as well an economically nonsensical.

A move towards a shorter working week could reduce stress and increase productivity, as well as enabling a better quality of rest and recuperation, which could in turn limit mental fatigue and lead to fewer sick days. Lower levels of workrelated mental distress would also reduce associated burdens on healthcare services. 



GENDER

UNPAID WORK: 

• Majority of unpaid domestic and care work in the UK is 
done by women. 

• In the UK women do:

 74 percent of all childcare
 On average 26 hours unpaid domestic labour a 

week 

• A shorter working week can help to redistribute 
unpaid work more evenly between men & women

Presenter
Presentation Notes
An emerging and powerful line of argument as to why we should move towards a shorter working week comes from reasons of gender and class.

This comes from an analysis that unpaid care work is unevenly distributed across the economy along gendered lines.

The Majority of unpaid domestic and care work in the UK is done by women. 

In the UK women do:

74 percent of all childcare
On average 26 hours unpaid domestic labour a week 

A shorter working week can help to redistribute unpaid work more evenly between men & women




GENDER

ECONOMIC COST FOR WOMEN: 

• Unequal distribution of unpaid work hampers women’s 
career progression

• Women far more likely to work part time (41 percent of 
women work part-time, compared to 12percent of men)

• Part-time is less well-paid than fulltime counterparts 
regardless of qualification

• 77 percent of part-time workers feel trapped in their 
current job because of a lack of good quality part-time jobs 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The uneven division of unpaid labour has further negative repercussions on the economic fortunes of women.

Unequal distribution of unpaid work hampers women’s career progression
Women far more likely to work part time (41 percent of women work part-time, compared to 12percent of men)
Part-time is less well-paid than fulltime counterparts regardless of qualification
77 percent of part-time workers feel trapped in their current job because of a lack of good quality part-time jobs 

This represents a gross injustice in society.




GENDER

WIDER ECONOMIC COST: 

• A failure to use women's skills was costing the UK £36bn a 
year, equal to two-percent of GDP

• Bridging the UK gender gap in work has the potential to 
increase GDP by £150bn by 2025

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Finally, the uneven allocation of unpaid work and the negative impact it has on women also has negative effects on the economy more broadly.

A failure to use women's skills was costing the UK £36bn a year, equal to two-percent of GDP

Bridging the UK gender gap in work has the potential to increase GDP by £150bn by 2025




THE ENVIRONMENT

CARBON EMISSIONS: 

• Close link between high working hours and energy 
intensive, environmentally damaging patterns of 
consumption

• Countries with low working hours tend to have:
• Lower carbon footprints
• Lower ecological footprints
• Lower carbon dioxide emissions

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Work time reduction has a variety of significant positive impacts on the environment.

There is a really interesting cross-over here in terms of the aims of both the environmental movement, and the trade union movement, where work-time reduction could form a point on which environmentalists and trade unionists could come together and form a powerful unified front.��A number of studies have attempted to model the impact of reduced hours on carbon emissions.

There is a close link between high working hours and energy intensive, environmentally damaging patterns of consumption

Countries with low working hours tend to have:
Lower carbon footprints
Lower ecological footprints
Lower carbon dioxide emissions




THE ENVIRONMENT

MEASURING THE IMPACT: 

• 1 percent decrease in working hours could be followed by a 
0.8 percent decrease in emissions. 

• (Based on this assumption, the general movement towards 
a four-day week would result in an accompanying reduction 
of 16 percent)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Measuring the impact of reduced working time has been modelled various times.

Nässén and Larsson (2015) looked at the relationship between working hours and greenhouse gas emissions and found that a 1 percent decrease in working hours could be followed by a 0.8 percent decrease in emissions. 
�(Based on this assumption, the general movement towards a four-day week would result in an accompanying reduction of 16 percent without any other changes to the economy.




THE ENVIRONMENT

CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR: 

• Reduced working hours could change the behaviour of 
households away from energy intensive behaviours, and 
toward more eco-friendly alternatives

• Creation of more free time outside of work creates the 
possibility for a general movement towards low-carbon 
‘soft’ activities 

• Added benefit of low carbon activities on wellbeing and 
community

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In a happy coincidence, those environmentally friendly ‘soft’ activities - such as exercising, socialising, and investing in personal education - are also likely to improve wellbeing across the population.

In the US, despite having grown up with more affluence, young Americans are more likely to have slightly less happiness and much greater risk of depression and assorted social pathology than their grandparents.

This focus on material goods and short term reward has led to a form of consumer culture which has had a corrosive impact on our collective sense of wellbeing, as well as having a catastrophic environmental impact. There is an urgent case to be made for a major shift in consumer behaviour in the EU more broadly.



AUTOMATION

MEASURING THE IMPACT: 

• Predictions that between 30-50% of UK jobs at risk of 
automation by the 2030s

• Those without university education and further down the 
income scale are most at risk –danger of significantly 
exacerbating inequality 

• The more worrying trend for some is the ‘hollowing out’ or 
polarisation of the job market

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Michael Osborne and Carl Frey’s 2013 study claims that nearly half of UK jobs will be potentially automatable in the next few decades.
PwC give a more conservative estimate in their 2017 report: according to their research, 30% of current UK jobs will be at high risk of automation by the early 2030s.
In the UK context, automation will likely affect those with non-degree education levels the most, due to the high proportion of automatable positions that this group occupies. This represents a further risk of significantly exacerbating already corrosive levels of inequality in the UK.
Commentators, such as David B. Autor, are sceptical of the notion that there will be mass unemployment as a result of the next wave of automation (Autor, 2015). Instead, the more worrying trend for Autor and others is the ‘hollowing out’ or polarisation of the job market – whereby traditionally ‘white collar’, i.e. middle-income, jobs are steadily disappearing whilst low-income (including precarious or part-time) jobs and a proportion of high-income jobs are increasing in number.




AUTOMATION

BOTH A PROMISE AND A THREAT: 

• Productivity gains must be shared fairly with workers in the 
form of work-time reduction

• Urgency: without intervention, automation will exacerbate 
inequality

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Famously, economist John Maynard Keynes predicted that by the year 2030, if contemporary trends of productivity were maintained, we would all be working fifteen hour working weeks; as a species we would then have to decide for ourselves what to do with our free time. In the past century, average working time has been incrementally reduced but this trend has in recent times stalled despite the increase in technical capacity for such reduction and the increases in productivity that Keynes predicted would occur.

If we are to distribute the benefits of this increased productivity more equally, this should include time as well as income. Achieving such an automated and time-rich society overall will require concerted institutional and organisational effort. 

A lot of arguments around working time reduction have hinged their case on the impending impact of automation. We agree with these arguments: new technologies do indeed pose a major risk to a huge number of jobs, and are likely to lead to a hollowing out of the labour force. The productive forces unleased by these new technologies should indeed be shared evenly with workers in the form of working time reduction. ��However, the over-emphasis on this line of argument risks kicking the can down the road when it comes to establishing a shorter working week. Indeed, the various promises about new technologies and predictions of drastic reductions in work-time and the establishment of the 15 , or the 12 hour week over the second half of the 20th century have failed to materialize. ��We seek to ensure that action can and indeed should happen with immediate effect. As demonstrated earlier on in the presentation, we are in fact already owed a reduction in working time.




BARRIER: CULTURE OF OVERWORK

• Victorian work ethic still pervasive

• Fetishisation of overwork

• We must challenge the notion that it is only work 
that gives us value

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One of the biggest barriers we have come across in campaigning for a shorter working week has been the particular culture of overwork in the UK, but which is found across western societies. It is also perhaps the first barrier we need to overcome in moving towards a world of less work.

We just need to think about the centrality of “the hard working family” in mainstream politics, or the veneration of politicians and business leaders who often brag about long hours, and sleep deprived routines. This culture of overwork has created a toxic environment which divides society into hard working strivers, versus freeloading skivers. It’s a particular culture of work that is predicated on the assumption that our value as human beings is entirely dependent on our ability to work. In the UK this perception has increasingly formed the basis of our system of welfare and social security, which is designed to make claiming unemployment or sickness benefits so undignified and immiserating a process that people are forced into work. It is the same poisonous logic of the workhouses in the 19th and early 20th centuries, and has no place in society today. 

This means that when we’re asked about why we should move towards a shorter working week, we are accused of supporting a culture of laziness. It also means that when the issue of a 4 day week comes up, the terms of debate are narrowly framed through the perspective of (often reactionary) business leaders. There is very little in the way of ‘the union perspective’, or even of ‘the worker perspective’. The excitement on the issue is centred on innovative business practice, rather than worker autonomy. Part of the reason for this is that public debate on the issue of shorter hours is stuck in something of a bind, whereby the justification of shorter hours has to be made purely from the point of view of the productive capacity it can instill in workers. The argument is about creating good workers, not humane work. And I would make the case that the terms of debate so often focus on that because of the centrality of the work ethic in our society.

As part of the campaign, we seek to consistently challenge the toxic notion that our value is predicated on our ability to work. Instead, our value is inherent in the fact of our humanity. The main reason for a 4 day week is not to create good workers - (although the evidence clearly shows it does do this) – the main reason is to create the conditions from which we can live good, fulfilling lives.

Only then can we design a system of work which fits around the needs of the individual and of society, rather than forcing the individual into a model of work – regardless of the damage it causes them

 



TOWARDS A FUTURE OF REDUCED 
WORK…

• A reduction in work-time is entirely feasible with current 
levels of technology

• The benefits for society, gender equality, the economy, and 
the environment can be significant

• Time must become political once again

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What does the future of work look like?

I have made the case for a transition towards a shorter working week.

A reduction in work-time is entirely feasible with current levels of technology. The benefits for society, gender equality, the economy, and the environment can be significant.

The time we spend in work is neither natural, nor an historical aberration. It is a political question which must be organised and fought for. It is time we build a world where we work so that we can live, rather than one where we live to work.  It is time we demand a 4 day week. Thank you.
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