FREnMﬁ- — Average Annual Hours Worked per Employed Person in the United States (DISCONTINUED) (right)
— Employment Rate: Aged 15-64: All Persons for the United States (left)
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Elasticity with respect to:
Real GDP Total Hours

Labor Productivity —0.26 =033

(-10) (.08)
Total hours 1.48 1

(-10)
Consumption 0.71 0.43

(08) (.06)
Wedge ~3.16 = 2.19

(31) (.11)

Notes: Total hours and labor productivity is for private economy; GDP includes government sector.
Consumption is nondurables and services. Sample covers 1987 to 2018. All series are logged and HP-
filtered. The wedge assumes an IES of 0.5 and a Frisch of 1.0.
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Standard Macro model assumes balanced growth path, with constant
hours worked

— But data show declining hours (will see figures)

— Looks roughly like linear trend (constant negative growth rate) in
Ln(hours)

Is also consistent with higher hours worked in poorer countries (Bick et.
al., will show below)

Consider preferences that produce balanced growth with declining
hours: requires stronger wealth effect on leisure than in KPR
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In compact terms, one can describe the period utility function under KPR as
a power function of cv(h), where ¢ is consumption and h hours worked and v is
an arbitrary (decreasing) function. What we show in our main Theorem 1 is that
the broader class has the same form: period utility is a power function of cv(he™7),
where v < 1 is the preference parameter that guides how fast hours shrink relative to
productivity. In terms of gross rates, if productivity grows at rate +, then hours grow
at rate 77", whereas consumption grows at 71_” . For v > 0, the factor T captures
the stronger income effect: as consumption grows, there is an added “penalty” to
working (since v is decreasing). Our preference class obviously nests KPR: KPR

corresponds to v = 0.
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Figure: U.S. average annual hours per capita aged 15-64, 1950-2013

Notes: Source: GGDC Total Economy Database for total hours worked and OECD for the data on population aged 15-64. The figure is
comparable to the ones in Rogerson (2006). Regressing the logarithm of hours worked on time gives an insignificant slope coefficient.
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Figure: Selected countries average annual hours per capita aged 15-64,
1950-2015

Notes: Source: GGDC Total Economy Database for total hours worked and OECD for the data on population aged 15—64. The figure is
comparable to the ones in Rogerson (2006). Regressing the logarithm of hours worked on time gives a slope coefficient of -0.00455. 10



U.S. data including the pre-war period
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Figure: Weekly hours worked per population aged 14+, 1900-2005

Notes: Source: Ramey and Francis (2009). Regressing the logarithm of hours worked on time gives slope coefficient of -0.00285. 1.11



Intensive and extensive margin over 100+ years
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Figure: Hours per worker and participation rate in the U.S.

Notes: The scale is logarithmic in the figure on hours worked per worker. Regressing the logarithm of hours worked per worker on time
gives slope coefficient of -0.00418. Source: Ramey and Francis (2009).
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Figure: U.S. weekly hours worked in nonfarm establishments 1830-2015

Source: Average weekly hours data for 1830-80: Whaples (1990, Table 2.1). 1890-1970: Historical Statistics of the United States: Colonial
Times to 1970 (Series D765 and D803). 1970-2015: Statistical Abstract of the United States the number for nonfarm establishments. This
graph shows an updates series of the data in Greenwood and Vandenbroucke (2008). Regressing the log of hours on a constant and year
gives a slope coefficient of -0.00315 in the full sample (and -0.00208 for the years 1970-2015).
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Figure: Yearly hours worked per capita 1870-1998

Source: Maddison (2001). The sample includes the following 25 countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Italy,
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, Ireland, Spain, Australia, Canada, United States, Argentina, Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Venezuela, Japan. Regressing the log of hours on a country fixed effect and year gives a slope coefficient of
-0.00462 in the full sample (and -0.00398 for the period 1950—1998). 1.14
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Figure: U.S. average annual hours per capita aged 15-64, 1950-2013

Notes: Source: GGDC Total Economy Database for total hours worked and OECD for the data on population aged 15-64. The figure is
comparable to the ones in Rogerson (2006). Regressing the logarithm of hours worked on time gives an insignificant slope coefficient.
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* Leisure has notably increased (Aguiar & Hurst)
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Hours PER WEEK SPENT IN LEISURE FOR FuLL SampLE, MEN, AND WOMEN

Average hours per week spent in leisure

Time-use category Difference:
(hours per week) 1965 1975 1985 1993 2003  2003-1965
Panel 1: Full sample
Leisure Measure 1 3077 33.24 3478 3747 3533 4.56
Leisure Measure 2 10223 106.62 107.82 110.04 107.73 5.50
Leisure Measure 3 10590 109.74 11146 113.16 113.23 7.33
Leisure Measure 4 10993 11406 11433 11639 11798 8.05
Panel 2: Men
Leisure Measure 1 3180 3336 35.15 3765 3740 5.60
Leisure Measure 2 10168 10533 106.81 10850 107.88 6.20
Leisure Measure 3 103.12 106.73 10847 10997 111.13 8.01
Leisure Measure 4 106.75 11062 11068 11282 115.04 8.29
Panel 3: Women
Leisure Measure 1 2989 33.14 3446 3732 3354 3.65
Leisure Measure 2 102,70 107.75 10869 11138 107.59 4.89
Leisure Measure 3 10831 11235 11405 11592 115.06 6.75
Leisure Measure 4 11269 11705 11749 11948 12052 7.83

All means are calculated using fixed demographic weights, as described in the text. Leisure Measure 1
refers to the time individuals spent socializing, in passive lessure, in active leisure, volunteering, in pet care,
and gardening. Leisure Measure 2 refers to the time individuals spent in Leisure Measure 1 plus time spent
sleeping, eating, and in personal activities (excluding own medical care). Leisure Measure 3 includes Lessure
Measure 2 plus time spent in child care. Leisure Measure 4 is defined as any time not allocated to market or
nonmarket work. See Table IX and text for additional detasl. The relevant sample sizes are as reported in

Table II. The sample restrictions are described in the footnote to Table L
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FiGure 1
Breakdown of Leisure by Activity, Deviations from 1965

This figure plots the evolution of the subcomponents of Leisure 2 for the full
sample, represented as differences from each subcomponent’s mean in 1965. All

means are calculated using fixed demographic weights, as described in the text.
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Ficure 11
Key Percentiles of Leisure 2 Distribution, Deviations from 1965

This figure plots the evolution of key percentiles of the cross-sectional distribu-
tion of Leisure 2 for the full sample, represented as differences from each percen-
tile point's value in 1965. The percentile points represent the unconditional
sample distribution in each year, unadjusted for demographic changes.

1.19



<10 ¢

| <12 —— 12 —=— 1315

ad %
' )
Aak A AET g
A e e L t - . _
£y a8 a5 &5, (3 75 HE "
Percervile al distrBusion

FiGURE IV

Change by Percentile Point for Leisure 2 by Educational Attainment

1965-2003

This figure plots the change at each percentile point of the Leisure 2 distribu-
tion between 1965 and 2003, broken down by educational attainment. The per-
centile points represent the unconditional distribution of the respective sub-
sample in each vear, unadjusted for demographic changes.
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« Leisure has notably increased (Aguiar & Hurst)

 Models abstract from a number of factors
— Nature of work/leisure dramatically evolves
— Innovations in home production—increased market labor
— The variety of market goods evolves: encouraged market labor
— Nature of leisure activities evolved—ambiguous effect
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« Compare employment rates and average hours across large set of
countries—compared as of year 2000, for ages 25-54

* Focus on 48 core countries with similar samples/definitions

— Workers working in sectors measured in GDP: includes agric. &
self-employed, but not home sector

— Respondents report actual hours worked over recent time period
(last week, month); data collected over entire calendar year
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« Rich countries (top 3" GDP) work 18.9 hours per week, compared to
28.5 in poor countries (bottom 3" GDP), 40 percent difference in logs

— Elasticity of hours wrt GDP/hour is —0.12
— Employ. rates account for 3/4ths (same as for business cycles)

— Expands welfare differences, about 40% in income units—high
income/low factor 19 rather than 12 (nature of work also different)

Within countries

— Relative hours fall with relative wage in most countries, but in

richest countries do not (in poorer countries fit relation across
countries)

— Is stronger for men--reflect lack of non-market info?
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Table 2: Employment Rates and Hours Per Employed

Country Income Group

Low Middle High
Hours Per Adult Z8.D 222 18.9
Employment Rate 75.3 53.7 54.9
Hours Per Worker 38.4 41.2 34.5

1.24



Figure 1: Average Hours Worked per Adult in Core Countries
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Sex Country Income Group
Low Middle High
All 28.5 222 18.9
Women 244 16.3 14.6
Men 32.7 284 23.5
Education Country Income Group

Low Middle High

All Ages 285 222 18.9
Ages 25+ (Non-missing Educ.) 33.0  25.7 20.7
Ages 25+

Less than Secondary 31.8  19.8 12.2
Secondary Completed 373 293 234

More than Secondary

305 314 26.9
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Employment Rate (in %)
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(a) Men
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and Social Benefits Relative to GDP
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(b) Share of Government Revenues
Coming from Labor Income Taxation
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