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Keeping up with the Joneses: from conspicuous consumption to conspicuous leisure?
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A number of empirical studies have investigated the influence of a desire to emulate the rich on individuals’ allocation of time, most of which suggest that more work hours rather than leisure time are likely to be induced when relative status is the concern. However, the results in this paper suggest that this is not true in Australia. We examine the effect of inequality on work hours in Australia over the period 1995-2011 and find that greater income inequality is associated with fewer work hours, indicating stronger concern for conspicuous leisure than conspicuous consumption.
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1. Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Thorsten Veblen in his book The Theory of Leisure Class (1912) proposed that the best-off members of a community, that is, the ‘leisure class’, establish the standards of status comparison for the rest. He maintained that less well-to-do individuals tend to emulate the wealthy leisure class and signal their own worth via conspicuous consumption or conspicuous leisure. The idea that utility depends not only on absolute living conditions but also on relative economic standings has been discussed in the work of many economists in the past, for example, Duesenberry (1949), Leibenstein (1950), Galbraith (1958), Frank (1985), and Schor (1998). As to whether consumption or leisure of the ‘Joneses’ — with whom one has to keep up — is emulated, Veblen was inclined to vote for consumption, as material product could better serve the purpose of display in his time: 
But the whole of the life of the gentleman of leisure is not spent before the eyes of the spectators who are to be impressed with that spectacle of honorific leisure which in the ideal scheme makes up his life. For some part of the time his life is perforce withdrawn from the public eye, and of this portion which is spent in private the gentleman of leisure should, for the sake of his good name, be able to give a convincing account. He should find some means of putting in evidence the leisure that is not spent in the sight of the spectators. This can be done only indirectly, through the exhibition of some tangible, lasting results of the leisure so spent—in a manner analogous to the familiar exhibition of tangible, lasting products of the labour performed for the gentleman of leisure by handicraftsmen and servants in his employ (Thorsten Veblen, 1912, p. 43).
[bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: OLE_LINK20][bookmark: OLE_LINK21]    Evidence in support of the emulation of consumption can be found in a number of empirical studies. As it is difficult to observe consumption for the purpose of social comparison directly, many of these studies have used income and hours worked as approximations. For instance, based on willingness-to-pay estimates in the US, Frank (1985, 1997), and Frank and Sunstein (2001) proposed that income is more positional than leisure. Alpizar et al. (2005), and Solnick and Hemenway (2005) found evidence of relative leisure concerns in Sweden and the US, although leisure tends to be much less positional than income and many private goods[footnoteRef:1]. Carlsson et al. (2007) also found income and cars highly positional, and suggested that leisure may even be completely non-positional. Looking into the effect of relative concerns on individuals’ allocation of time between labour and leisure, Bowles and Park (2005) found that work hours increased in the degree of income inequality, suggesting that the Veblen effect of the consumption of the rich is likely to induce more work hours for the less well-to-do. In a more recent study, Maurer and Meier (2008) observed a peer effect on household consumption through the Panel Study of Income Dynamics in the US, although the effect is moderate. [1:  In Solnick and Hemenway (2005), income was found to be positional for 48% of respondents and leisure (weeks of vacation) for only 16% of respondents. ] 

In comparison, no previous studies have found leisure to be equally or more positional, to the best of our knowledge. While leisure positionality and associated externalities are discussed in theoretical studies (see, e.g., Aronsson and Johansson-Stenman, 2013; Arrow and Dasgupta, 2009), the empirical research on leisure positionality is also rather limited. Frijters and Leigh (2008) investigated conspicuous leisure by assuming that the visibility of relative leisure depends positively on the amount of time that the individual and others have lived in the same neighbourhood. They found in an application of US data that an increase in population turnover increases the average working week of those who do not migrate, implying that population turnover reduces the visibility of relative leisure and promotes relative consumption. 
    Whether consumption or leisure of the ‘Joneses’ is emulated is most likely to hinge on the relative visibility of consumption and leisure, the cost of display, and the social preference in an economy. To investigate the Veblen effect of consumption and leisure, this paper follows the framework of Bowles and Park (2005) and analyses the effect of inequality on hours worked, assuming that a desire to emulate the ‘Joneses’ may influence individuals’ allocation of time between labour and leisure. Using data on average annual hours worked in the eight states and territories in Australia over the period 1995-2011, we show that greater income inequality is associated with fewer hours worked, indicating stronger concern for relative leisure than consumption in Australia.
[bookmark: _Toc373318486]2. Hours worked and inequality
Assuming that status-seeking may influence individuals’ allocation of time between labour and leisure, this study follows the specifications in Bowles and Park (2005) and examines the relationship between average hours worked and income inequality in Australia. Annual data from six states and two territories in Australia are used. The six states are New South Wales (NSW), Queensland (QLD), South Australia (SA), Tasmania (TAS), Victoria (VIC) and Western Australia (WA). The two territories outside the borders of the states, the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) and the Northern Territory (NT), are treated like states as a convention due to their significant population sizes. The eight states and territories exhibit diverse economic and geographic characters, and are permitted to pass laws related to any matter that is not controlled by the Commonwealth.
In Figure 1, substantial and growing differences in annual average hours worked can be observed in the states and territories over the period 1995–2011. While average annual work hours in New South Wales exceeded Western Australia by 10.8 hours in 1995, average annual hours worked in New South Wales in 2011 fell below Western Australia by 37.6 hours. For Victoria, South Australia and the Australian Capital Territory, similar numbers of hours worked were observed in 1995; however, respective numbers diverged in 2011. Over the period 1995–2011, the gap between Northern Territory and Tasmania widened from 162.5 hours to 252.6 hours.
[bookmark: _Toc373318498]Figure 1 Average annual hours worked over the period 1995-2011
[image: ]   
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Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics
Note: Average annual hours worked are for total employment (full-time and part-time included).
[bookmark: _Toc373318499]Income inequality is measured by Gini coefficient and the ratio of the highest earnings in 90th (P90) percentile to the highest earnings in the 50th (P50) percentile[footnoteRef:2]. Gini coefficient is chosen as a general measurement of inequality, while P90/P50 is selected as an alternative for its sensitivity to upper incomes. Figure 2 presents the Gini coefficients with the annual hours worked over the period 1995-2011, as well as the means of Gini coefficients and annual hours worked for the states and territories.  [2:  Gini coefficient and P90/P50 are estimated with real equivalized disposable income by Australian Bureau of Statistics.] 

Figure 2 Earning inequality and average annual hours worked
[image: ] 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics.
Note: Full-time and part-time workers are included in the estimation of earnings inequality.
    One concern of using data at the state level rather than country level is that the Gini coefficients for states and territories within the same country are unable to provide sufficient variability. To compare the variability of Gini coefficient in our sample with the ten countries studied in Bowles and Park (2005), descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. The statistics suggest that there is reasonable variability in Gini coefficient for the eight states and territories in Australia.

[bookmark: _Toc373318683]Table 1 Descriptive statistics of Gini coefficients
	Gini coefficients for
	Mean
	Minimal
	Maximal

	Eight states and territories in Australia
	0.295
	0.238
	0.367

	Ten Countries studied in Bowles and Park (2005)
	0.303
	0.211
	0.384


Source: Gini coefficients for the states and territories in Australia are from Australian Bureau of Statistics. Gini coefficients for the countries in Bowles and Park (2005) are from OECD database.
    In the model to be considered,
                                                                               (1)
where  is the natural logarithm of average annual hours worked in the states and territories i in time t,  is the measure of inequality,  is a vector of other possible factors that have an effect on hours worked,  is an unobserved time-constant state factor that affects hours worked, and  is an error term. To capture the possible time-varying institutional differences, the influences of state wealth, the income effect, the influences of labour demand and gender composition on hours supplied, we have included union density, the natural log of real gross state product per capita, the natural log of real equivalized disposable income, unemployment rate and female proportion in employment in vector . We have also included the number of people who are employed part-time in vector  to control the effect of part-time employment on average hours worked. 
    The results with Gini coefficient are presented in Table 2 (I) and the results with P90/P50 ratio are presented in the Appendix (Table A1), as P90/P50 ratio appears to be much less robust and significant than Gini coefficient. Being sensitive to upper incomes, P90/P50 assesses the gap between the rich and the middle classes, and disregards the gap between the middle classes and the poor or the rich and the poor (e.g., P50/P10 and P90/P10). Neither does it reflect the changes in the neighbourhood distributions such as P70/P50 or P50/P30, which is considerably strict for a test concerning Veblen effect given that the reference group often consists of people who belong to the same age group and have similar education in the individual’s environment (Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2005). In addition, P90/P50 narrows the reference group for the median income earners to the richest, which requires the middle classes to be able to identify the richest 90th percentile despite the small number of rich individuals in the population. Thus, the insignificance of the P90/P50 ratio does not reject relative concerns over the entire population. 
[bookmark: _Toc373318684]Table 2 Estimated results of Gini coefficient on hours worked
	[bookmark: _Hlk407045029]
	I
With original data
	II
With augmented data
	III
With augmented data and the second lag
	IV
With augmented data and random effect

	Lag Gini coefficient
	-0.172626**
	-0.152773**
	-0.147592*
	-0.882915***

	
	(0.081966)
	(0.072734)
	(0.078086)
	(0.162132)

	Ln(real disposable income)
	
	-0.033808**
	-0.042306**
	-0.027794*

	
	
	(0.015876)
	(0.017036)
	(0.033393)

	Ln(total hourly rates)
	-0.033740
	
	
	

	
	(0.026587)
	
	
	

	Ln(real gross state product per capita)
	0.033227*
	0.030039*
	0.036475**
	0.125867***

	
	(0.019527)
	(0.015980)
	(0.016456)
	(0.026689)

	Union density
	0.052830  
	0.055557
	0.0296506
	-0.1204577

	
	(0.060376)
	(0.048882)
	(0.0538319)
	(0.09419)

	Unemployment rate
	0.000804
	-0.000610
	-0.000847   
	0.003815

	
	(0.001226)
	(0.001049)
	(0.001096)
	(0.002821)

	Female proportion in employment
	-0.843052***
	-0.760954***
	-0.869489***
	-1.790097***

	
	(0.197916)
	(0.155655)
	(0.167321)
	(0.223977)

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK76]Part-time employment 
	-0.000087***
	-0.000089***
	-0.000087***  
	-0.000028**

	
	(0.000029)
	(0.000018)
	(0.000020)
	(0.000012)

	Constant
	7.635656***
	7.767492***
	7.798562***
	7.335676***

	
	(0.159448)
	(0.127686)
	(0.138216)
	(0.223057)

	State Fixed effect
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Number of observations
	80
	120
	112
	120

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.9290
	0.9326
	0.9317
	0.5074


Note: Ln(total hourly rates) in estimation (I) is the natural log of total hourly rates of pay excluding bonuses. Ln(total hourly rates) is used as a substitute for Ln(real disposable income) due to the lack of data caused by missing years. Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.

    Although inequality enters the model in lag form, it is treated as exogenous; thus, there can be a suspicion of endogeneity, that is, the numbers of hours worked can have an effect on measured inequality. Unfortunately, a plausible exogenous instrument for inequality proved impossible to find. And because of the lack of observations, including the second lag of inequality using the original data can significantly reduce the sample size (number of observations shrinks to 40). As a result, the results with two lags cannot be taken as a reference. To raise the observation numbers, missing values for inequality are filled in through interpolation[footnoteRef:3]. The estimates with the augmented data are reported in Table 2 (II), while the estimates including the second lag of Gini coefficient are reported in Table 2 (III). The results are quite similar with and without the second lag, which supports the view that endogeneity does not affect the main results. [3:   Inequality values for the year 1999, 2002, 2005, 2007 and 2009 are filled in with interpolation.] 

    Moreover, using information from the household surveys in Australia[footnoteRef:4], Greenville et al. (2013) suggested that the major contributor to the increase in measured inequality for all workers in the 1998–99 to 2009–10 period (most notably between 2003–04 and 2009–10) is the increased dispersion in hourly wages of full-time workers[footnoteRef:5], not hours worked. According to these surveys, although people in the lower income deciles increased their hours worked, it was not enough to offset the effect of the growing wage differential. Hence, the main reasons for rising inequality in Australia are most likely to be the greater spread in hourly wages, not hours worked.  [4:  These household surveys include HES (Household Expenditure Survey), HILDA (Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia) and SIH (Survey of Income and Housing).]  [5:  Full-time workers represented around 62% of workers in 2009–10 in Australia.] 

    The view that inequality has a substantial effect on hours worked is also supported in Sila (2012). Using the Population Survey from National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) for prime-age men over the period 1979–2008, he found that greater wage inequality can reduce average hours of work because of the concavity of the labour supply curve. Bell and Freeman (2001) also found that after controlling for the average wage, wage inequality indeed has a significant influence on labour supply. Furthermore, the empirical result in Park (2005) indicated that married women are more likely to be in labour force when their husbands’ relative income is low; hence, inequality affects the decision of labour supply.
    The results in Table 2 indicate significant negative effect of inequality on hours worked. Other than inequality, real disposable income has a negative influence on hours worked, implying negative income elasticity. The coefficient of union density is not significant, which may be due to the multi-target nature of labour unions that focus on both higher wage rate (that can result in longer hours required for employees) and less workload. As expected, the female proportion in employment has a significant negative effect on hours worked, which is consistent with the conventional preference of the female population in Australia as documented in Wilkins et al. (2011)[footnoteRef:6]. For part-time employment, it is estimated that, on average, a new part-time worker employed in the economy can reduce average hours worked by around 0.009 %. And the significant state fixed effects indicate major differences among the states because of time invariant cultural, institutional and other differences. The random effects are also tested, and inequality is estimated to be more economically and statistically significant (see Table 2 (IV)). [6:  Wilkins et al. (2011) found that among full-time employees, males are more likely to be satisfied with their working hours. Females are more likely to be satisfied with their working hours among part-time employees. In particular, 44% of female full-time employees prefer fewer hours compared with 32% of male full-time employees, whereas 42% of male part-time employees prefer greater hours compared with only 24% of female part-time employees.] 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]We have also considered the probability that there are other variables that cause changes in work hours rather than inequality. Taxation and technology are believed to play a large role in explaining hours worked (see, e.g., Rogerson, 2006; Ohanian et al., 2008) and are related to inequality as well. As taxation within Australia is mostly alike across states, for simplicity we assume that the same tax policies apply for all states and territories. To examine the effect of technology, we employ real gross state product per hour as a convention and add it to the model. As shown in Table 3 (I), inequality remains significant when technology is included, with technology estimated to be inversely related to hours worked. The effects of age and population mobility[footnoteRef:7] on hours worked are also investigated, and Gini coefficients are estimated to be significant in both cases (Table 3 (II) and Table 3 (III)). Besides testing the effect demonstrated in Frijters and Leigh (2008) that the visibility of relative leisure depends positively on the amount of time the individual and others have lived in the same neighbourhood, population mobility is also used to indicate the influences of migrants on the distribution of work hours. Furthermore, we test the effect of debt per employed person[footnoteRef:8] on hours worked, as it is believed that the availability of debt has enabled consumers to spend more without working more hours in the contemporaneous period, raising the suspicion that fewer working hours are caused by the availability of debt instead of increased inequality. The estimates shown in Table 3(IV) suggest that the effect of inequality on hours worked stays significant when debt is included. Nevertheless, the availability of debt lodges a caveat: although fewer hours worked implies more leisure, it does not necessarily mean that consumption decreases by the same magnitude. [7:  Population mobility is measured as the sum of overseas migration and interstate migration as a percentage of total population.]  [8:  Debt is measured by the level of personal finance commitment.] 

[bookmark: _Toc373318685]Table 3 Results with technology, or median age, or population mobility, or Ln(debt)
	
	Lag Gini coefficient
	Technology
	Median age
	Population mobility
	Ln(debt)

	I
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK9]-0.14101**
	-2.04e-06**
	
	
	

	
	(0.071281)
	(8.46e-07)
	
	
	

	II
	-0.136033**
	
	-0.009474***
	
	

	
	(0.070046)
	
	(0.003015)
	
	

	III
	-0.152701**
	
	
	0.00148
	

	
	(0.072949)
	
	
	(0.002391)
	

	IV
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK12][bookmark: OLE_LINK15]-0.147538**
	
	
	
	-0.015044

	
	(0.072274)
	
	
	
	(0.009401)

	No. of observations
	
	120
	120
	120
	120


 
    Since people in Australia on average work longer hours than seven out of the ten countries in Bowles and Park’s (2005) sample, another suspicion would be that fewer hours worked may be a result of high workload. As Wilkins et al. (2011) pointed out, those who work long (over 45) hours and those who work part-time are particularly likely to change working hours, and the change is most commonly a decrease in hours for persons working long hours and an increase in hours for persons employed part-time. To examine whether the level of hours worked affects the significance of inequality, quantile regression is employed to investigate the influence of inequality at different level of hours worked. The results are presented in the Appendix (Table A2). According to the results, Gini coefficient is significant at the 0.4, 0.5, 0.6 and 0.7 quantiles while insignificant at others, despite that the estimated coefficients stay negative at all quantiles. This implies that the effect of inequality on hours worked is weak on those who have a low workload and those who work much more than others. 
    Although the model presented above is very similar to that of Bowles and Park (2005), the results of the effect of inequality on hours worked are not only different but also significant [footnoteRef:9]. Taken literally, this means that people in Australia are very likely to favour conspicuous leisure over conspicuous consumption, which is different from many other developed countries. Are Australians, then, the real ‘leisure class’? [9:  The significance of the results drops when we exclude one of the eight states and territories in Australia, that is, Northern Territory (NT) from the sample. When NT is excluded, the coefficient for inequality becomes insignificant but remains negative. We believe that this still indicates weaker concern for relative consumption and stronger concern for relative leisure than suggested in the literature. The results without NT are presented in Appendix (Table A3).] 

[bookmark: _Toc373318487]3. Interpretations of the results
What makes our results of inequality on hours worked so different from that of Bowles and Park (2005)? Before making any comments, it is necessary to point out that although employers play a major role in setting working hours, employees’ preferences are also reflected in actual hours worked. Bowles and Park (2005) stressed this point by citing Bell and Freeman’s (2001) and Böheim and Taylor’s (2004) research based on European data, which stated that in advanced economies the observed hours that employees worked are close to the hours they preferred. Using the HILDA Survey data in Australia, Wooden (2006) compared working-time preferences for employees in 2002 and 2004. He found that while in any year 40% to 45% of employees were not working their preferred hours, many were working preferred hours a few years later[footnoteRef:10]. Wilkins et al. (2011) also found that almost half of males in Australia who were working fewer than 10 hours per week in 2007 had increased their working hours by 2008. While for both males and females working 55 to 64 hours per week in 2007, 45% of males and 65% of females were working fewer than 55 hours per week in 2008. [10:  Wooden (2006) also found that over-employment (a preference for fewer hours) was more persistent than underemployment (a preference for more hours). This indicates that the effect of inequality on hours worked in this paper can be underestimated.] 

    Provided that employees are working close to the hours they prefer, two plausible explanations can be found for the negative effect of inequality on hours worked. First, the conspicuous preference for leisure in Australia is stronger than those in Bowles and Park’s (2005) sample, which included United States, Norway, Belgium, Canada, France, Italy, Netherlands, Sweden, United Kingdom and West Germany. Second, since the data in this study covers the period 1995–2011 while data in Bowles and Park (2005) covers the period 1963–98, the result here could be reflecting a more recent phenomenon.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]    While leisure preference can be explained with a combination of demographics and personality, some attributes of leisure (e.g., team sports and modernity) could be better explained by demographics (McGuiggan, 1999). Being isolated geographically to some extent, people in Australia have a unique environment for preference shaping, which could lead to differences in terminal expectancies that are associated with social recognition and long-term personal goals. In a 2013 survey of more than 20,000 consumers from the US, UK and Australia by advertising and marketing giant M&C Saatchi, Australians were found to overwhelmingly desire a simple life. Of the nation’s 20 most desirable brands, only three were premium offerings: Tiffany, BMW and Prada[footnoteRef:11], whereas two of the top three most desirable brands were the World Wildlife Fund and Red Cross. Another conclusion from the same survey is that people in Australia were very focused on product features and whether the product did what they wanted it to do, whereas UK consumers tended to be more concerned about how they looked when using a product and how a brand could improve their image. These findings indicate that the preference for conspicuous consumption is weaker for people in Australia. [11:  The consumption of luxury items is generally seen to be a way to achieve higher social status rather than for economic or physiological utility of products. ] 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK31][bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]    The conspicuous preference for Australians can furthermore be inferred from the nation’s wealth level. Charles et al. (2009) noted that since the marginal return to signalling through conspicuous consumption decreases as the average income of the reference group rises, less conspicuous consumption should be observed among individuals who have richer reference groups. The finding that Blacks and Hispanics spend about 30% more on conspicuous consumption (e.g., jewellery) than Whites controlling for differences in permanent incomes is consistent with the prediction. Krauss (2008) also pointed out that consumers with limited financial resources spend a substantial amount of income on luxury goods, particularly in emerging countries (e.g., Brazil, India and China). Australia is undeniably a nation with high average wealth level. In 2010, the per capita GDP in Australia in terms of purchasing power parity was only lower than three of ten countries (Norway, the US and Canada) in Bowles and Park’s (2005) sample, which makes the reference group for people in Australia richer on average. Also, as Australia has a high nominal wage (only lower than Norway) together with the highest minimal wage in the world, widespread superiority may have been fostered among Australia’s working population, which in turn reduces the value of conspicuous consumption.
Alternatively, since the data in this study covers the most recent period, it is possible that the result reflects a phenomenon unfolding not just in Australia but also worldwide. Twenge et al. (2010) examined the work values of a nationally representative sample of the US high school seniors in 1976, 1991 and 2006, and found that leisure values increased steadily over the generations. Technological progress such as the prevalence of social networking and increased air transport capacity has elevated the visibility and variety of leisure activities and made the display of leisure on a large scale more feasible. Also, due to increases in productivity and income, a greater proportion of population are considered to be middle class today than in previous decades, which indicates that the perception that durable goods are superior has weakened (Jääskelä and Windsor, 2011). Given that conspicuous consumption is commonly equated with economic materialism, leisure, as a symbol of happiness and cultural pleasure, appears to be able to serve conspicuous purpose with a much richer content. For instance, leisure literatures on physical activity, social activity, and the meanings to role transitions can be directly tied to active living. With a strong symbolic character, leisure conveys messages about identity, aesthetics, and attitude towards life, allowing for the presentation or exploration of different facets of one’s identity (Kelly, 1983; Henderson and Bialeschki, 2005). 
    A different interpretation of the results could be that social comparisons in Australia are downward-looking, that is, people’s work choices reflect a desire to distance themselves from a poorer reference group. If this is the case, higher inequality could also lead to fewer hours worked[footnoteRef:12].  [12:  A primitive test on this conjecture is carried out by looking at the sensitivity of work hours to P90/P50 ratio vs. P50/P10 ratio. However, the ‘downward-looking’ speculation cannot be eliminated as the two results are almost identical.] 

[bookmark: _Toc373318489]4. Conclusions
Comparison with others is a constant theme in human history and literature, obvious in even the most casual observation of the world (Besharov, 2002). As relative status does not automatically accrue, people can signal their relative position via conspicuous consumption or conspicuous leisure, and allocate time between labour and leisure according to the decision. Nevertheless, there is no consensus about the positionality of consumption and leisure. Previous studies have found consumption to be more positional than leisure, and subsequently more work hours induced for consumption need. Our result contrasts the literature to the extent that fewer hours worked are found to be associated with greater inequality in Australia, suggesting stronger concern for relative leisure than relative consumption. The result is not so surprising given that socioeconomic status variables such as income, occupation or education are systematically correlated with types of leisure activities[footnoteRef:13]. As leisure is becoming increasingly visible in a social context due to technological advances, signalling social status with leisure is all but impossible. [13:  Settle et al. (1979) found that socioeconomic variables are systematically related to leisure activities, and education is by far the single best socioeconomic determinant of leisure choices. Burdge (1969) documented that membership in high prestige occupations is correlated with involvement in ‘country club’ activities like golf, tennis, and sailing. Giles-Corti and Donovan (2002) found that after adjustment, respondents living in low socioeconomic status areas were 36% less likely to undertake recreational physical activities.] 

Besides, leisure, described by Pieper (1952) as the basis of culture and the state of soul, is endowed with richer value today when a rising number of people’s basic needs[footnoteRef:14] are fulfilled. Using a nationally representative sample of older Americans, DeLeire and Kalil (2010) found that it is leisure related consumption and not the consumption of durables that is significantly associated with happiness[footnoteRef:15]. They also maintained that leisure is associated with higher levels of happiness partially through its effect on social connectedness. Under the guise of hedonism, conspicuous leisure should no longer be overlooked in the shadow of conspicuous consumption.  [14:  See ‘Hierarchy of Needs’ from Maslow (1954). ]  [15:  The consumption that occurs in the process of leisure is regarded to be non-conspicuous unless it is exceptionally expensive or luxurious.] 

Although conspicuous consumption has been the focus in most literature on relative concerns, many characteristics of conspicuous consumption also apply to conspicuous leisure. In terms of conspicuous consumption, Phau and Prendergast (2000) found that the awareness of a luxury brand yields higher levels of brand preference and generates stronger purchase intentions. This also applies to conspicuous leisure as individuals’ subjective interpretations of leisure activities determine the amount of conspicuous leisure they would pursue. Nevertheless, conspicuous consumption usually involves the consumption of luxury items that imposes minimum spending, while conspicuous leisure’s primary cost is time and is almost equal for rich and poor. 
Since preference varies across individuals and cultures and the positional rankings of items in a typical consumer’s utility function can change over time, the evidence at present is too limited to conclude that conspicuous leisure will consolidate in the following decades. Given the difficulties in observing conspicuous leisure directly, much within this area remains to be investigated.
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Table A1 Estimated results of P90/P50 on hours worked
	
	I
With original data
	II
With augmented data
	III
With augmented data and the second lag
	IV
With augmented data and random effect

	[bookmark: _Hlk407186689]Lag (P90/P50 ratio)
	-0.104737
	-0.017455
	-0.017701
	-0.173056***

	
	(0.015904)
	(0.011703)
	(0.013784)
	(0.020916)

	Ln(real disposable income)
	
	-0.041767***
	-0.050720***
	-0.035783

	
	
	(0.015340)
	(0.016566)
	(0.029338)

	Ln(total hourly rates)
	-0.027068
	
	
	

	
	(0.027662)
	
	
	

	Ln(real gross state product per capita)
	0.029477
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK16]0.032220**
	0.039650**
	0.090639***

	
	(0.020)
	(0.016145)
	(0.016696)
	(0.023678)

	Union density
	0.035858
	0.044869
	0.014969
	-0.081226

	
	(0.061591)
	(0.049184)
	(0.05423)
	(0.083150)

	Unemployment rate
	0.000587
	-0.000758
	-0.000981
	0.003083

	
	(0.00130)
	(0.001058)
	(0.001099)
	(0.002465)

	Female proportion in employment
	-0.875608***
	-0.797588***
	-0.904531***
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]-1.714501***

	
	(0.204577)
	(0.156549)
	(0.165977)
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK19](0.197841)

	Part-time employment 
	-0.000094***
	-0.000092***
	-0.000091***
	0.000017**

	
	(0.000024)
	(0.000018)
	(0.000020)
	(8.56e-06)

	Constant
	7.69552***
	7.804073***
	7.817943***
	7.801162***

	
	(0.1614022)
	(0.128266)
	(0.139095)
	(0.203647)

	State Fixed effect
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Number of observations
	80
	120
	112
	120

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.9246
	0.9312
	0.9305
	0.6133


[bookmark: OLE_LINK22][bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: _Toc373318688]Note: In estimation (I), Ln(total hourly rates) is the natural log of total hourly rates of pay excluding bonuses. Ln(total hourly rates) is used as a substitute for Ln(real disposable income) due to the lack of data caused by missing years. Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.

Table A2 Estimated results of different quantiles of hours worked
	Quantile
	0.1
	0.3
	0.5
	0.7
	0.9

	Lag Gini coefficient
	-0.19676
	-0.06524
	-0.09072
	-0.13082
	-0.05476

	Lower bound
	-0.49736
	-0.31271
	-0.27125
	-0.26552
	-0.3861

	Upper bound
	0.11798
	0.02103
	-0.03330
	-0.08290
	0.07123




Table A3 Estimated results of Gini coefficient on hours worked without NT
	
	I
With original data
	II
With augmented data
	III
With augmented data and the second lag
	IV
With augmented data and random effect

	Lag Gini coefficient
	-0.112918
	-0.054242
	-0.058881
	-0.059421

	
	(0.080631)
	(0.085075)
	(0.088061)
	(0.147294)

	Ln(real disposable income)
	
	-0.026947
	-0.025212
	-0.1487398***

	
	
	(0.017168)
	(0.018746)
	(0.0251847)

	Ln(total hourly rates)
	-0.015962
	
	
	

	
	(0.026228)
	
	
	

	Ln(real gross state product per capita)
	0.013630
	0.001747
	0.005475
	0.150078***

	
	(0.020791)
	(0.019448)
	(0.021002)
	(0.018201)

	Union density
	0.1194998*
	0.113985**
	0.114399*
	-0.068452

	
	(0.070218)
	(0.056736)
	(0.065430)
	(0.07431)

	Unemployment rate
	-0.001358
	-0.003021**
	-0.002809*
	0.002620

	
	(0.001441)
	(0.001334)
	(0.0014588)
	(0.002219)

	Female proportion in employment
	-1.190622***
	-1.052546***
	-1.138603***
	-0.905682***

	
	(0.213450)
	(0.169169)
	(0.186482)
	(0.174874)

	Part-time employment 
	-0.000054**
	-0.000061***
	-0.0000595***
	0.000038***

	
	(0.000022)
	(0.000018)
	(0.0000199)
	(8.33e-06)

	Constant
	7.950137***
	8.119811***
	8.110962***
	7.203023***

	
	(0.195407)
	(0.1759992)
	(0.188173)
	(0.155925)

	State Fixed effect
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Number of observations
	70
	105
	98
	105

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.9240
	0.9153
	0.9122
	0.6801



Note: Standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1.
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