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In recent years, in both Europe and the United States, there has been increasing interest in the basic income (Lewis, 1998; Van Parijs, 1995; and Widerquist, 1999). This policy, if implemented, could assume many different forms but the common feature of them all is that they would stipulate that government grant a universal minimum income one would not have to sell her labor to receive. The lack of a requirement to supply labor to receive the grant is a key concern of critics and some of those sympathetic to the basic income (Phelps, 1997). The concern is that without a work requirement
 the basic income would lead to a huge decrease in the supply of labor and, consequently, a decline in our standard of living. Proponents of a basic income, having been put on the defensive, are forced to explain why, even with such a policy in place, the vast majority of individuals would still work.  

We address this concern about the impact of the basic income on labor supply in a different way. We agree that a basic income is likely to reduce labor supply and, thereby, increase leisure.
 But we don’t think this is necessarily a bad thing. This paper focuses on the possible benefits of increased leisure. Specifically, we think a basic income might lead to greater civic participation and that this, being a dimension of social capital, may result in various positive externalities. Any analysis of the effects of the basic income that only focuses on the negative consequences of an increase in leisure is incomplete because these effects might be outweighed by the more positive ones we intend to emphasize. 

Defining Social Capital

Social scientists have recently given a lot of attention to a notion they call social capital (Hooghe and Stolle, 2003; Putnam, 2000; and Coleman, 1994). As one reviews this literature it becomes clear that social capital has something to do with relationships between/among people. For example, Coleman (1994) tells us that, “social capital is any aspect of informal social organization that constitutes a productive resource for one or more actors” (p. 170). Putnam (2000) tells us that social capital refers to, “social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness
 that arise from them” (p. 19). A look at the social capital literature also makes clear that the concept is in part defined by consequences. Again Coleman tells us, at a later point in the paper referred to above that, by definition, the “social” part of the concept, “refers to aspects of social organization, ordinarily informal relationships, established for non-economic purposes, yet with economic consequences” (p.175) (our emphasis). And as is clear from Putnam’s definition that social capital doesn’t just refer to social networks alone but these networks in conjunction with the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that result from them. 

Although both of these definitions view consequences as defining features of the concept, the consequences Putnam has in mind seem broader than those Coleman does. Since Putnam’s broader view seems more in line with most social scientists’ (at least non-economists’) interpretation of the concept (Hooghe and Stolle, 2003), we will use Putnam’s definition in this paper. But first we want to address some of the ambiguities and imprecise aspects of his definition and this requires us to begin by stating what we mean by social network.


As we see it, a social network is best modeled as a set. For our purposes, in order for a set to qualify as a social network at least two of its elements must be persons. Also, in order for a set to qualify as a social network we must be able to define at least one relation, of interest to social scientists, between at least two elements in the set. For example, let R stand for some relation of interest to social scientists  (e.g., has power over, is the sibling of, buys goods from, etc.) and let A be some set with elements a and b where a and b are persons, that is A = (a, b(. Then if aRb (a has power over b, or is the sibling of b, or etc.) set A would be a social network. This may seem to be a needlessly abstract definition of social network to some but it seems to us that this level of abstraction is required for the concept of social network to “do” the analytic work that Putnam (and others) want it to. 

In his book Bowling Alone (2000), Putnam focuses on many different types of social networks; he is concerned with participation in bowling leagues, voluntary associations, political clubs, and a host of others. What all of the social networks Putnam considers have in common is that they can be represented as sets with the characteristics stated above. For example, a political club can be modeled as a set of persons related to one another in various ways (e.g., aCb, where C stands for the relation “on the same committee as”). A parent association at a school can be modeled similarly (e.g., aTb, where T stands for the relationship “child has the same teacher as”). 

Some of the social networks Putnam is concerned with we will call civic networks. If at least one of the reasons the persons who constitute a given social network have chosen to take part in it is to change some aspect of some collectively defined community, then that network falls into our class of civic networks and those who form that network will be said to be engaged in civic participation or civic involvement. Obviously to determine if a network falls into our class we would have to somehow gain access to the members’ reasons for joining. This would, no doubt, be difficult to obtain but this isn’t a problem for us at this stage since our argument will be, largely, theoretical not empirical. And we think that, from a theoretical perspective, our notion is clear enough. Most would agree that it’s possible that at least one of the reasons people join school-based parents’ associations or community organizations is to improve schools and neighborhood, respectively.     

Another imprecise aspect of Putnam’s definition of social capital is that it isn’t clear if he views social capital as a discrete or continuous phenomenon. Again, he tells us that social networks and the reciprocity/trust norms that result from them constitute social capital. But does this mean that at least a certain number of norms of reciprocity or trust must develop before we can say that social networks constitute social capital? In other words, must at least x, where x is some positive integer, such norms have resulted before we have social capital? If so, this sounds like social capital is being conceptualized as a binary phenomenon, That is, we either have it or we don’t. Or does Putnam mean that social capital is a continuous phenomenon and can, therefore, be modeled as assuming any value within any closed interval of the set of non-negative real numbers? Also, does the use of “social networks” in the definition mean that we must have at least two social networks before we can say that the trust and reciprocity norms that develop constitute social capital? If so, we would have the following odd implication.

Imagine a society with 100 social networks and, assuming social capital is a continuous phenomenon, a current social capital magnitude of 600 units (whatever these might be). Now imagine one additional network forms and it results in an increase of social capital of 50 units. If the interpretation of Putnam’s definition discussed at the end of the previous paragraph holds, we’d then have an increase in social capital that has resulted from the addition of a network even though that network alone and it’s 50 units of reciprocity and trust norms don’t constitute social capital. 

When Putnam moves from defining social capital to his more empirical work he focuses, among other things, on the percentages of United States residents’ who participate in various kinds of social networks as well as the percentages of them who agree with statements such as, “most people can be trusted” where the greater the percentage of persons who agree, the greater the extent to which norms of trust and reciprocity obtain. These percentages are used, along with other data, to create an index of social capital. At various points in the book Putnam discusses the first quadrant of two-dimensional graphs where his social capital index is placed on the x axis and some other measure of interest on the y axis. All of this seems to indicate that 1) Putnam believes a single social network that generates norms of reciprocity and trust is to be regarded as social capital (although a low magnitude of it) and 2) he is conceiving of social capital as a variable that can assume any real number ( 0. Whether or not we are correct about Putnam’s view, this is how we conceive of social capital.

A final imprecision in Putnam’s definition is the lack of clarity regarding the “object” that can possess some magnitude of social capital. Clearly, given how we’ve defined social network, a single individual cannot possess any degree of social capital. But do schools possess social capital, cities, neighborhoods, countries or what? We will simply say that only social networks of any size (where size is determined by the number of elements in the network) can have social capital. This stands to reason since social capital is constituted by at least one social network and its (their) consequences (norms of trust/reciprocity). Now schools, cities, countries, etc. can all be represented, abstractly, as social networks that are themselves, made up of at least one social network. Some concepts from set theory can clarify what we’re getting at. In set theory a class of sets is a set the elements of which are other sets (Lipschutz, 1965). So we can represent a school, city, nation, etc. as a class of at least one social network. Viewed in this way what we’re saying is that only classes of social networks can possess social capital. 

Having clarified some of the ambiguities and imprecise aspects of Putnam’s definition of social capital we now state our revision. Social capital is a trait of a given class of at least one social network that can assume any x ( 0, where “x” is a real number. We said above that we will be mainly concerned with civic participation, that is, participation in civic networks. In the next section we discuss why an increase in civic participation might be socially beneficial.            

Why Civic Participation Might be Socially Beneficial

In his book Bowling Alone (2000), Putnam discusses a number of regression models (with states as units of analysis) where he modeled various factors that purportedly measure social benefits on his social capital index. For example, on page 297 he has a table that contains components of what he calls an index of child welfare. This index is constituted by percent of low birth-weight babies, the infant mortality rate, the child death rate, percent of children in poverty, and similar measures. On the next page he has a graph showing that his child welfare index varies positively with social capital. Putnam also discusses indices of educational performance and states’ health status. These too vary positively with social capital. Putnam also has data on state murder and age-adjusted mortality rates and these vary negatively with social capital. In short, Putnam’s regression models provide some evidence that social capital may result in outcomes that promote social welfare.


As we said above, civic participation, assuming it results in norms of reciprocity and trust, is a component of social capital and, therefore, may play a role in generating these effects. Moreover, civic participation may have an additional benefit. Some civic networks are focused on attaining political objectives and, in the process, educate persons about public affairs. Arguably, this creates a more politically engaged and informed populace, which reinforces our democratic system.       


If we are right that civic participation plays a role in generating these benefits, then, from a societal point of view, social forces that promote civic participation are to be preferred. Yet recent trends in leisure/labor supply in the United States suggest that civic participation is less than what it might otherwise be.

 “The Overworked American”


In mainstream economic theory leisure is defined as time one spends not working for a wage. Thus, taking care of children, mowing the lawn, watching a soap opera, and attending a meeting of the American Communist Party are all examples of leisure time as long as one does not make a wage while allocating time in these ways. Economists usually discuss leisure and labor supply in terms of the labor-leisure choice model (Ehrenberg and Smith, 1994).


 According to this model, leisure is a good just as a car, pen, or ham is. Just as with other goods, people choose how much leisure to buy based on the constraints they face. An important constraint is the price of leisure or what one gives up by choosing a “unit” of leisure. Since most of us work for a living, what we give up by choosing a unit of leisure is a wage or, more accurately the other goods we could purchase with that wage. Another constraint is a person’s non-wage income. Due to what economists call the income effect, other things being equal, the higher one’s non-wage income the more leisure one buys (and the less labor one supplies). A third set of constraints we call sociological constraints. We have in mind the cultural norms regarding work and leisure that affect a people’s preferences for leisure. If we accept this model as an adequate way of representing people’s choices about how much to work, there is evidence that in recent years the composition of these constraints has led to a significant increase in labor and a corresponding decline in leisure.
According to Juliet Schor, compared to two decades earlier, the average increase in the number of hours Americans are working is163 hours, which translates into one entire month of work per year, based on the 40-hour work week.  Women account for most of this increase, as they are working an average of 305 hours more, as compared to men who are working an average of 98 hours more. She tells us that the average workweek has increased by one hour; one-fourth of all full-time workers worked 49 or more hours in their jobs, and half of these worked sixty hours or more in those jobs (Schor, 1991).  

In the introduction to her book, The Overworked American, Juliet Schor writes that, 

… the rise of work is not confined to a few, selective groups, but has affected the great majority of working Americans.  Hours have risen for men as well as women, for those in the working class as well as professionals.  They have grown for all marital statuses and income groups.  The increase also spans a wide range of industries.  Indeed, the shrinkage of leisure experienced by nearly all types of Americans has created a profound structural crisis of time (Schor, 1991, p. 5).

The increase in work hours is especially striking among women. Schor estimates the average workweek for employed mothers being 67 hours per week.  The average workweek for mothers of young children, mothers on professional tracks, and low income mothers holding down two jobs was even higher, ranging from 70-80 hours per week.  She also reviewed other studies on time allocation including a Boston study that reported employed mothers working over 80 hours per week, and two nationwide studies reporting an average of 87 hours and a range of 76 to 89 hours, respectively.  Married women have exhibited a significant increase in the average number of hours of work over the past few decades.  Since 1950, when approximately one-fifth of married women were working for pay in the labor market, their participation rates have been steadily increasing, such that by 1960, this figure had increased to one-third; by 1980, this figure had increased to half, and by 1990, this figure had increased to two-thirds (Schor, 1991).  With respect to civic participation, the growing decline of leisure time for women is significant, because women have traditionally served as one of the most active groups of foot soldiers in local civic life (Putnam, 2000, p. 189)

Men, too, have experienced a drastic increase in their work hours.  While the average number of hours men work per week has declined over the past two decades (a decline of 79 hours over a period of two decades), this decline is accounted for primarily because of the increasing number of men who are out of work all together.  Of the men who are working, they are working longer hours (Schor, 1991).

Low wage workers
 are experiencing the time squeeze as well.  Minimum wage workers cannot live on the earnings from one full-time job alone and so many of them take on second jobs, both part-time and full-time, to supplement their incomes.  Schor interviewed an official of the Service Employees International Union in New England who reported that nearly one-third of their nursing home employees held two full-time jobs.  The decline in full-time stable employment in the low wage labor market has also contributed to the increase in work hours among low wage workers, many of whom take on not just two, but often three and four part-time jobs, or string together a series of temporary jobs, to subsist.  In fact, moonlighting is one of the main factors contributing to the drastic increase in work hours.  According to Schor, in 1989, “more than seven million Americans, or slightly over 6 percent of those employed, officially [italics added] reported having two or more jobs” (Schor, 1991, p. 22).  We emphasize officially because there may be reason to suspect that some workers might have been hiding the fact that they had a second job.  The main reason that moonlighters reported taking on a second job was financial.  Nearly half reported that they needed the second job to meet regular household expenses (Schor, 1991).  For moonlighting low wage workers in particular, it is likely that the provision of a basic income guarantee would result in their cutting back on their work hours, especially if it enabled them to meet their subsistence needs.  Whether increasing the leisure time available to this particular group of workers would increase their levels of civic participation remains to be seen, but at the very least, we are not the only ones to suggest that it might. In Bowling Alone, Putnam also suggests that one of the principle causes of civic disengagement among the lowest two-thirds of American wage earners has been the increasing job insecurity in the low wage labor market, the incessant economic pressures to do more work for pay, and declining real wages (Putnam, 2000), all creating a concerted incentive to work more in order to prevent destitution.

Though working two full-time jobs is certainly on the rise, especially among low wage workers, a more common experience for individuals at the bottom of the earnings trajectory is unemployment or underemployment.  Both Schor and Putnam report that there is a contingency of workers at the very lowest reaches of the labor market who have not experienced an increase in work hours at all, but rather, a drastic increase in their leisure time – albeit of the forced variety.  (Putnam, 2000 and Schor, 1991).  It is for this reason that, as Putnam very adeptly points out, taken in the aggregate, there appears to be an overall increase in the total amount of leisure time available to Americans, not a decrease.  However, this increase is misleading because, in fact, there has been a redistribution of leisure time from well-educated women, who have historically been

more likely to invest their free time in civic networks, to less educated men, who have historically been more likely to invest their free time in private ways. (Putnam, 2000).

One of the consequences of these increasing work hours is the parallel decline in the total number of leisure hours available to individuals.  An overall decline in the availability of leisure time, or, more colloquially, “free time,” means that there is an accompanying parallel decline in the total number of hours individuals have at their disposal to dedicate to civic pursuits.  A 1988 poll found that between 1973 and 1988, respondents were reporting a 40% decrease in the amount of leisure time they had to “relax, watch TV, take part in sports or hobbies, go swimming or skiing, go to the movies, theater, concerts, or other forms of entertainment, get together with friends, and so forth.”  Another poll asking respondents whether they had more or less leisure time than they had in previous years found the majority reporting having less (Schor, 1991, p. 22).  Since the various activities associated with civic participation, from participating in local political clubs, showing up for civic meetings, volunteering for sub-committee projects, volunteering in soup kitchens, facilitating organized children’s recreational activities, getting involved in local planning boards and showing up to public hearings, all take time (and energy, for that matter), the amount of time individuals are willing and/or able to allocate to such endeavors is likely to decline in proportion to the overall amount of leisure time they have.   

It should be pointed out that there is disagreement among some researchers on this question of decreased leisure time.  However, on closer examination, it turns out that what seems like disagreement is simply a difference in emphasis.  While Schor stresses the drastic reduction of leisure time amongst certain sectors of the population that have been hardest hit by the unprecedented increase in work hours, she does not deny that there is a fairly large contingent of unemployed and underemployed workers at the lower reaches of the labor market who struggle with the opposite problem of an overabundance of unwanted leisure time.  Likewise, while Putnam makes a general, seemingly definitive statement regarding the increase of overall leisure time, he is strictly referring to the aggregate, and then proceeds to point out that among certain subgroups, this increase in leisure has not, in fact, taken place.  Nevertheless, regarding this increased leisure time, Putnam makes a number of important points that bear repeating.  First, regardless of whether leisure time is increasing or declining in the aggregate, for the purposes of civic participation, these leisure hours are useless, for they do not come in blocks solid enough to facilitate such participation.  Rather, they come in a vast series of small moments just long enough to catch one’s breath or run a quick errand.  Secondly, civic involvement is a collective endeavor that cannot be carried out by individuals acting alone, and thus, requires not just that individuals have available to them leisure time within which to get involved, but shared leisure time – meaning on similarly coordinated schedules.  With more and more Americans working non-traditional hours, with more and more jobs structured outside of the traditional Monday through Friday 9am to 5pm workweek,

leisure time that coincides with other people’s leisure time has also become a less frequently occurring phenomenon (Putnam, 2000).  

The notion that increased leisure time might lead to greater civic participation is neither new nor unique.  It was the labor movement itself that, in the years preceding the Great Depression, argued for a shorter work week on the basis of three positive benefits to which reduced work hours would give rise – namely, more family time, more civic time, and more leisure time (Schor, 1991).  

There were some among the business classes who also understood, or rather, in their case, feared, that reduced work hours might lead to more civic participation as well, as Schor reports in the following passage:  

As Saturday work was contested, business “equated increased leisure … with crime, vice, the waste of man’s natural capacity, corruption, radicalism [italics added], debt, decay, degeneration, and decline.”  Business warned that idleness breeds mischief – even worse – radicalism.  The common people had to be kept at their desks and machines, lest they rise up against their betters (Schor, 1991, p. 74).

It is clear from this passage that, at least among some businessmen, the fear of increased leisure time was precisely that workers would use that time to become more politically involved, to become more informed and active around the issues that affected them, and that that might, ultimately, lead to their participation in activities that would run counter to the interests of the business class.  

Whether increased leisure time would, in fact, lead to greater civic involvement, and to what types of civic participation such workers would turn, are empirical questions still to be researched.  What appears to be the case though, at least from this preliminary review \, is that there is a “shortage” of “voluntary” leisure time among American workers, and that that shortage imposes a formidable barrier to any sort of leisure activity, including but not limited to civic participation, such that, all else being equal, civic involvement is not likely to increase in the absence of increased leisure time.  

Preliminary Evidence

There is very little already existing research on the question of the extent to which persons would allocate any additional leisure time they obtain to civic participation.  Nevertheless, a preliminary review of this research provides some evidence, albeit suggestive, pointing to a correlation between leisure time and civic involvement.  Most of the examples are pulled from Putnam’s analytical work in Bowling Alone (2000, ch. 11).  

In his book, Putnam reports that the most common reason people give for dropping out of community affairs is that they are too busy and they simply do not have enough time, and the main reason why they feel so busy is because they are “working hard most of the time,” often staying late at work.  According to Putnam, Americans report feeling busier now than they did a generation ago, with 50% more individuals reporting that they always feel rushed in the 1990s as compared to the 1960s.  The groups that feel this time pressure most acutely are full-time workers, especially full-time workers with advanced degrees, women, people between the ages of 25 and 54, parents of younger children, and single parents.  (Putnam, 2000, p. 189).  Dual earner families, for example, are working on average 14 hours more per week between the two of them in 1998 as compared to 1969.  Putnam also adds that some of these subgroups – especially the well-educated wives of middle class professional males, and among them, especially those who are also mothers, are precisely the groups that, in the past, have been the most active in civic affairs (Putnam, 2000, p. 191).  For this population in particular, the advent of increased paid work has pulled them away from their community activism, regardless of the reasons that led them to enter the formal labor market.

According to Putnam, the movement of women into the workforce in large numbers is one of the major contributors to the decline in civic participation.  Most women, especially women who were full-time homemakers and mothers, invested heavily in what Putnam calls “social capital formation” – meaning, organizing church-based events and gatherings, organizing or attending PTA meetings, and leading or participating in neighborhood improvement initiatives.  Not only did women constitute the core of many locally active civic networks and community improvement initiatives during the 1950s and 1960s, but the women who were most active in these local community-based efforts and groups were also the women most likely to join the paid workforce en masse when the opportunity to do so expanded in subsequent decades.  The fraction of women who worked outside the home doubled from 1 in 3 in the 1950s to 2 in 3 in the 1990s, thus adding a valuable and productive corps of workers to the American labor force, but draining these civic organizations of their most valued volunteer leaders (Putnam, 2000, p. 194).

It would be misleading to represent women as being members of fewer public and civic networks as they have moved into the labor force.  On the contrary, getting a job outside the home created the opportunity for women to get more involved in public affairs.  Women, especially professional women, are now more likely to be members of various organizations, especially professional organizations, than ever before.  However, the nature of their membership in these organizations has changed.  While they may be present on the membership rolls, and while they may pay their dues and receive the organizational newsletters, women working full-time are not giving much of their actual time and energy to the activities and initiatives of these organizations; they are not carrying out the day-to-day tasks of staffing or leading these organizations’ efforts or mandates.  Professional women are not as involved in these membership and professional organizations as their counterparts of a generation earlier were in their respective churches, little league clubs, parent associations, and block associations.  In fact, over the past three decades, the gap between working women and men has narrowed vis a vis their membership in voluntary organizations, and the intensity of their participation.  Men have historically belonged to more organizations but have been less active in them.  Women have historically belonged to fewer organizations but have been much more active in maintaining them.  Over the past three decades, this difference has virtually disappeared between working women and men (Putnam, 2000, p.195).

Putnam does present some original analysis that, though by no means conclusive, provides some very suggestive evidence for the relationship between leisure and civic participation.  Using responses to the DDB Needham Life Style Surveys, he categorizes women into groups based on whether they reported that they were working full- or part-time or not at all, and whether they reported they were doing so by choice or by necessity (Putnam, 2000).
  

He then compares their respective levels of civic participation, using attendance at club meetings as his measure of intensity, and finds that women who prefer to stay at home and DO so attend 2.7 more club meetings per year than the average man, whereas women who prefer to stay at home but have to work full-time by necessity attend 0.7 more club meetings per year than the average man attends.  Thus, women who prefer to and DO stay at home attend 2 more club meetings per year more than their counterparts who must work full-time.  To articulate the story that is being suggested through these data, women who prefer to stay at home are more likely to become actively involved in local civic affairs than women who prefer to work, but this is also the group from which the greatest number have been forced to enter the workforce on a full-time basis by necessity, thereby probably representing one of the greatest sources of civic disengagement (Putnam, 2000, p. 199-200).    

Women working full-time by choice have higher levels of civic involvement than women who are working full-time by necessity.  Women who must work full-time by necessity are the least likely to be involved in civic pursuits (attending a mere 0.7 more club meetings per year than the average man).  The smallest decline in civic engagement is among women who would prefer to work.  Women who would prefer to work but are forced to stay at home (usually because of child care responsibilities) attend 1.6 more club meetings per year, and women who prefer to work and do work attend 1.4 more club meetings per year, both than the average man.  As a side note, all the subgroups of women attend more club meetings per year than the average man (Putnam, 2000, 199-201).

Finally, what Putnam finds is that the greatest rates of civic involvement (again measured as attendance at club meetings per year) is among women who work part-time.  Women who work part-time by choice go to 3.2 more club meetings, and women who work part-time by necessity go to 2.1 more club meetings, per year, than the average man.  Women who work part-time by choice have the highest levels of civic involvement of all these subgroups of women.  These are women who not only feel compelled to get involved, but have enough flexibility in their schedule to accommodate the time commitments that accompany such involvement (Putnam, 2000, p. 200).

It should be noted that, while Putnam is using attendance at club meetings as a proxy for civic engagement, he does report elsewhere in his book a very high correlation between club attendance and other types of activities that are commonly associated with civic involvement, such as church attendance, entertaining at home, visiting with friends, and volunteering.  Other things being equal, women employed full-time attend church four times fewer a year, entertain at home one or two fewer times a year, spend about one-third less time visiting with friends, and volunteer four fewer times per year than other women (Putnam, 2000).  


In light of our theory that one of the positive benefits of providing a Basic Income Guarantee might be increased civic participation by way of increased leisure time, and that that increase in civic participation might, in turn have positive benefits by way of strengthened social capital, the following passage found at the conclusion of Putnam’s analysis summarized above is particularly compelling:

This striking fact [that women who work part-time by choice have the highest levels of civic involvement] suggests that one practical way to increase community engagement in America would be to make it easier for women (and men too) to work part-time if they wished (Putnam, 2000, p. 201).  

 A “side effect” of the decline in women’s intensive involvement in community affairs is that there has been a parallel decline in the involvement of their husbands.  Whereas before the decline, while men whose wives were involved in the community were not AS involved as their wives, they were more involved than men who were unattached to these intensely involved women.  These husbands showed up at important annual meetings, or state fairs, to help out, or attended the championship game of little league, or even went to church to partake in the celebration of special holidays or to participate in special events.  Now, with their wives no longer dragging them to these functions, they are no longer showing up (Putnam, 2000).

One pattern that seems, at first, to counterbalance the notion that overwork and a corresponding decline in leisure results in civic disengagement is the tendency of people who are really busy to be precisely the ones are also the most involved in civic pursuits.  In the workforce, longer hours seem to be linked to more civic engagement.  But Putnam attributes this correlation not to causation – it’s not that overwork gives rise to more civic involvement – it’s that people who tend to make themselves busy tend to do so in all areas of their lives – the people who become most busy at work are also the ones who will push themselves to get involved in their communities.  Nevertheless, civic participation has declined by approximately the same degree in all subgroups of people.  While the workers with the most work hours tend to be more civically involved than their counterparts who work less per week, both groups have exhibited a decline in their civic involvement vis a vis where they were a generation ago. (Putnam, 2000).

Basic Income as a Subsidy for Leisure

If civic participation, as a component of social capital, has the effects on child welfare, health, etc. discussed above, and if leisure varies positively with civic participation, an economic argument can be made for providing an incentive for people to buy more leisure. In mainstream economic theory the concept of “positive externality” is discussed. It refers to “spillover” benefits that result from a given individual’s choice that she does not take into effect when making the choice. Also, these spillover effects are not reflected in market prices (Mas-Collel, Whinston, and Green, 1995). For example, suppose Henry has tuberculosis and decides to purchase treatment. Although Henry doesn’t consider it when deciding to buy treatment not only will it benefit him but also others in the form of reduced likelihood of contracting the illness. Economists frequently argue that when faced with positive externalities we can make some better off without making anyone else worse off (a so called Pareto inprovement) by subsidizing the cost of the good that generates the externality (Mas-Collel, Whinston, and Green, 1995). 

The crux of our argument is that the purchase of leisure may generate positive externalities and that a policy that subsidizes the cost of leisure might result in a Pareto improvement. Providing people with an unconditional basic income might be such a policy and, thus, might be justified from an efficiency point of view. Again, we are not suggesting that the provision of “time” per se will automatically lead to an increase in civic participation. However, in the absence of “time” there can be little, if any civic participation.  We also are not suggesting that all civic participation has good consequences. We wouldn’t regard positively more social networks like the KKK and Hitler Youth of America. And we also acknowledge that many would take their basic income and buy more “heroin use” time as opposed to participation in parent association time. All we’re suggesting is that, in net, a basic income might generate positive social consequences, through its effects on leisure and civic participation, and that this possibility has received too little attention in discussions of this policy. 
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� 	We use the terms work and labor supply interchangeably. This is merely for the sake of convention. That is, we don’t mean to suggest that time spent doing something other than working is not valuable. In fact, as should become clear, the whole point of this paper is to challenge this view.


� 	We are using the term leisure as it is used in mainstream economic theory: time spent not working for a wage. 


� 	Sometimes Putnam uses the word “trust” as a synonym for trustworthiness. We’ll follow him in this practice. 


� .  Title of Book by Juliet Schor, 1991, to which much of the material is this section refers.


� . Commonly defined as workers whose take home pay is ( 1.5 times the poverty threshold given the size of their households.


� .  It should also be noted that, when it comes to low wage workers, the principle reasons for their civic disengagement may stem from financial pressures as opposed to time pressures.  Though financial anxiety has been known to plague groups other than the working poor, certainly it is likely to be most acute among those who are living closest to the brink of destitution.  One likely explanation for why the unemployed and underemployed do not exhibit high rates of civic participation may be that their financial worries and very real economic troubles pose both actual and psychological barriers to getting involved.  Financial anxiety, which, by definition, involuntary underemployment and unemployment bring about, is more likely to render people socially withdrawn and cautious, perhaps even passive, rather than socially active, since insecurity causes people to focus more on personal and family survival than the more lofty, optimistic, and abstract goal of general community betterment.  Thus, people with lower incomes and people who are financially strapped are the least likely to be active in community life.  In fact, Putnam finds that financial anxiety is associated with “less time spent with friends, less card playing, less home entertaining, less frequent attendance at church, less volunteering, and less interest in politics” (Putnam, 2000, p. 193).  





� .  Schor is here citing David R. Roediger & Philip S. Foner, 1989, Our Own Time, A History of American Labor and the Working Class.  London: Verso).





� .  The graphs he presents in his book, Bowling Alone, taken from pages 197 and 200 respectively, are reproduced in the appendix. Also, we realize that from the perspective of mainstream economic theory the choice necessity distinction is problematic. Unless people are physically or otherwise (e.g., chemically) coerced they always make choices subject to various constraints. We use the choice/necessity language simply because this is the way the women described their predicaments. 





