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Most lifestyle studies have dealt with lifestyle attributes as a one-dimensional
phenomenon. However, many aspects of human life should be viewed on a long-range
continuum, extending over most a person’s life time. This paper is taking this direction
using the ‘value stretch model’. It is belicved that the model, besides its explanatory
value, could be used as o planning tool for a long-range view of lifestyle aspects and
aspirations. Using data from eight hundred and six questionnaires collected in three
case studies covering seventy-two lifestyle attributes, this paper reveals eight lifestyle
profiles and examines their relative valuelorder and their role in our lives.
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Most lifestyle studies have dealt with lifestyle attributes as a one-dimensional

phenomenon.! Yet many aspects of our life essentials should be viewed on a long-

range stretched development continuum, extending over most of our life span ho-

rizons. This is especially true when lifestyle elements are used as planning inputs,

and are expected to guide a long-range development strategy or policy (Schnell and

Kipnis, 1989; Kipnis, 1982; 2004a; 2004b Kipnis and Aspis, 1996). This paper

aims to show how a value stretch model might be employed as a planning tool for a

long-range view of lifestyle aspects and aspirations. This article uses data from eight

hundred and six questionnaires collected in three case studies, where interviewees

were asked to rank seventy-two lifestyle attributes presented to them in a value

stretch framework. More specifically, it examines the following:

1. The constituents and applications of a value stretch model;

2. 'The qualities of lifestyle profiles (families, or groups of closely associated lifestyle
attributes) that are revealed by means of value stretch methodology;

3. How useful the output of a value stretch model is as a tool for a stretched
continuum of a plan and/or policy time horizon.

The three case studies were conducted in various places in Isreal and covered various

segments of [sraeli society.
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THE VALUE STRETCH MODEL

Della-Fave (1974) was the first to make use of a value stretch model in his study
of career preferences and expectations of high school students. Since the late 1970s
the model has been used by several of my graduate students in their research theses
(Mansfeld, 1983; Kipnis and Mansfeld, 1986; Aspis, 1991; Yaniv, 2000; Goldman,
2001; Kravchyk, 2003) and in a variety of policy planning projects (Kipnis, 1978;
1982; Kipnis and Barhad, 1991; Kipnis, Aspis and Barhad, 1991). Later it was
adopted by Mansfeld for his Ph.D. thesis and for his more advanced research on the
geography of tourism (Mansfeld, 1987; 1992a; 1992b; 1995). The model simulates
the relative magnitude of each attribute under consideration when situated on three
reference levels stretching along a continuum from preferences to expectations and
tolerance. This magnitude is the value (score) assigned to the attribute from 5, very
important, to 1, not important or not relevant. The model’s gaps are the distances
(the differences) between the values assigned to the attributes at the three reference
levels. They are an indicator of a person’s propensity to compromise over a given at-
tribute at each of the above levels (Figure 1).

Figure 1: The Value Stretch Model
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Source: Schnell and Kipnis, 1989 following Della-Fave, 1974.

LEVELS AND GAPS OF THE ‘VALUE STRETCH MODEL

The model presumes a long time horizon continuum having three levels of refer-
ence or levels of subjective aspirations, and three stretched gaps. The levels are:
© Preference-K. The highest level of a given lifestyle attribute one aspires to attain
over a long time horizon of 20-25 years.
o Expectations-]. The level of a given lifestyle attribute a person expects to attain in
a short time horizon of five years, assuming he/she is ready to mobilize his/her
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resources and energies to this end.

o Tolerance-1. The lowest level of a given lifestyle attribute a person is ready to
accept, assuming that his/her expectations cannot materialize. Some refer ro
this level as the present level (Mansfeld, 1983), the person’s last experience
(Mansfeld, 1983; 1987), or the minimum necessary for the person’s survival
(Kipnis, 1982; Schnell and Kipnis, 1989).

The three stretched gaps situated between the model’s levels are:

* A reconciliation gap (RG) D, indicaring the difference berween the values assigned
to a lifestyle attribute at the level of preference and between the values allocated
to that attribute at the leve/ of expectation.

o A satisfaction gap (SG) D, meauring the difference in the value assigned to
a lifestyle attribute ac the Jevel of expectations and that he/she has assigned to
his/her tolerance state.

° The value strerch (VS) D, is the sum of the reconciliation gap (RG) and the
satisfaction gap (SG).

THE THREE LIFESTYLE STUDIES

This paper examines how a value strecch model might be used as a methodo-
logical tool for long time horizon lifestyle studies, which could in turn create useful
input for policy making and planning. To this end seventy-two lifestyle attributes
were drawn from a questionnaire completed by 806 respondents in three concep-
tually and methodologically coordinated lifestyle studies. Table 1 shows the socio-
economic and demographic characteristics of the three sampled populations. It also
shows the distribution of the main characteristics (gender, age, place of residence at
young age, type of work) and interviewees' subjective evaluation of their economic
conditions (good, intermediate, poor). The first study (Kipnis, 2003), in 1999, sur-
veyed students at five university campuses and two control groups of older students
attending enrichment programs of the External Studies Unit at the University of
Haifa and the Eshkolot program of the Open University. The main hypotheses of
this study were that age, gender, type of employment, and type of settlement in
which a person grew up will impact on the way he or she evaluates his or her lifestyle
attributes at each level K, J, and I of the model. Moreover, the above variables will
determine the degree of compromise the individual reveals in his or her D, recon-
ciliation and D, satisfaction gaps. Special attention is given to the scores awarded to
attributes by the young interviewees who, according to Schwartz (1996), are those
who might act as agencies of change hence they supply the most valuable input for
planning purposes. The survey yielded three hundred and four workable question-
naires.

The second study (Goldman, 2001; Goldman and Kipnis, 2003) surveyed three
Jewish neighborhoods of the city of Haifa during 2000 and produced four hundred
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and four workable questionnaires. The neighborhoods, situated along the northern

slope of Mount Carmel, are:

1. An upper class neighborhood located on the ridge of Mount Carmel;

2. A section of Hadar Hacarmel, a neighborhood lying midway down the slope
of Mount Carmel on a narrow terrace stretching east-west. At present it is
inhabired largely by Russian immigrants, and is known as ‘Litcle Moscow’;

3. Qiryat Eliezer, a neighborhood lying on the plain at the foot of Mount Carmel.
This is an early statehood public housing estate built in the early years of
Israel’s statehood. Most of its population is elderly immigrants from the 1950
and 1960s, with a mixture of younger households, mostly the second or third
generation after the original settlers.

Table 1: Socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the sampled
population (%).

Students’sample  Haifa sample  High-tech sample

Characteristics (n=304) (n= 404) (n=98)
Gender
Male 45 45 58
Female 55 55 42
Total 100 100 100
Main age group
Young (< 35) 42 54 56
Middle ages ( 35 -50) 52 32 44
Seniors (> 50) 6 14 -
Total 100 100 100
Main occupation
High status jobs 12 45 59
Low status jobs 25 30 41
Unemployed 63 25 -
Total 100 100 100
Subjective economic conditions
Good 25 50 75
Intermediate 39 17 18
Low 36 33 7
Total 100 100 100
Dype of sertlement belshe grew up in

Central city of metropolis 17 40 27
Suburban center 50,000 68 23 68
All other settlements 15 37 5
Total 100 100 100

Source: Field surveys 1999-2002.

The central hypothesis of this study was that due to the explicit socio-economic
and demographic differences between the neighborhoods, the interviewees would
also assign different value scores to the seventy-two lifestyle attributes, and that
these values would reflect age, gender, employment and the settlement in which the
interviewee had lived in during his or her early years.
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The third study (Kravchyk, 2003; Kravchyk and Kipnis, 2004) targeted the Israel
high-tech industry. Its main hypothesis was that those employed in R&D will tend
to assign different values to their lifestyle attributes from those who are not R&D
workers. The study was initiated in 2000 at the peak of Israel’s high-tech prosper-
ity, but the fieldwork started only in 2002, at the nadir of the high-tech recession
(Kipnis, 2002). Its participants were contacted through the Internet as a snowball
sample. Due to the high-tech crisis and the delayed survey, only fourty-seven of the
seventy-two original attributes received an appropriate or relevant reply. Among the
twenty-five inappropriate atcributes were a few such as the use of a cellular phone
at work, or some that proved irrelevant to high-tech workers who wished to cease
being unemployed as soon as possible, regardless of the type of job offered to them.
As a result, some of the lifestyle attributes evinced strange scores, inconsistent with
some of the hypotheses or with scores observed in the earlier surveys of 1999 and
2000. Most of the inconsistencies were in the values assigned to the preference (K)
and the tolerance (I) levels, resulting in longer reconciliation and satisfaction gaps.
Most instances of this were found among the consumption, residence, and leisure
attributes.

These above variations were detected by the irregular R coeflicients of the
Spearman Rank Correlation R shown in Table 2. It is calculated as follows:

R =1- (6 X (£d%)/ (n*-n)

where d is the difference between the scored averages of the lifestyle attribute in each
of the samples.* Observe how the students’ and the Haifa samples reveal relatively
good correlations, while the high-tech sample scores lower and at times even nega-
tive R coeflicients.

Table 2: Spearman’s rank correlation coefficients between the rank order of the
preferences (K), the reconciliation (RG) and satisfaction (SG) gaps of the
attributes of the three samples.

Pairs of samples Students sample Huifa sample High-tech sample
Students vs. Haifa 0.897 0.802 0.530
Students vs. high-tech 0.772 0.420 -0.968
Haifa vs. high-tech 0.406 -0.310 -0.825
RESULTS

The following are the highlights of the above findings from the three samples.
They are analyzed as a unified group even though the hi-tech sample was smaller and
seemed somewhat different from the other two.
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The most and the least desired lifestyle attributes

Table 3 shows the interviewees' ten most wanted and five least wanted lifestyle
attributes. Note how small the differences between the samples are, in both the
wanted and unwanted attributes. Among the former are work, leisure, residence,
and consumption-related attributes, but the number of the family-related atcributes
is the most visible: four among the Haifa interviewees, four among the students, and
two among the high-tech employees.

Table 3: The most and the least wanted lifestyle attributes by sample.

Students’ sample

Live as a couple
Raise my children
Professional advancement

Own a private car
Spend time with my family

Own my own residence

Work at a wotkplace that allows
career development
Professional job

Experience gender equality
Live in a well-serviced

neighborhood

Live in high rise dense
neighborhood
Be politically involved

Live in a dense neighborhood of
detached homes with gardens

Own a yacht

Live an orthodox religious
lifestyle

Live in a dense high rise
neighborhood
Be politically involved

Haifa sample High-tech sample
Most wanted lifestyle atiributes—whole sample
Own my own residence Live as a couple
Raise my children Spend time with my family
Live as a couple Work at a workplace that allows
career development
Spend time with my family Professional advancement

Work at a workplace that allows Full freedom at work
career development

Own a private car Own my own residence
Professional advancement Have a creative hobby

Work in a comfortable working Own a private car
environment

Experience gender equality Regular vacations
Regular vacations Engage in sports activities

Least wanted lifestyle attributes—uwhole sample

Own a yacht Have designer clothing

Be politically involved Live in high rise dense
neighborhood

Live in a dense high rise Own a luxurious car

neighborhood

Live in a dense neighborhood of Live in a luxury apartment

detached homes with gardens  building

Live an orthodox religious Work professionally from home
lifestyle

Least wanted lifestyle astributes—sampled population aged < 35 years
Own a yacht Earn much money
Live in a dense high rise Own a yacht
neighborhood

Live in a dense neighborhood of
detached homes with gardens
Own a yacht

Live an orthodox religious

lifestyle

Live in a dense neighborhood of Be politically involved
detached homes with gardens

Be politically involved Live in a dense neighborhood of

detached homes with gardens
Live an orthodox religious Live an orthodox religious
lifestyle lifestyle

Source: Field surveys 1999, 2000, and 2003.
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The assignment of high values to ‘five as a couple’, ‘raise children’, spend time with
the family, and to ‘gender equality by the interviewee’s needs explanation. In Israel,
as in most advanced economies, divorce rates have significantly increased, reaching
close to the 10,000 mark in 2001 (the most recent year for which data are available),
namely a third the numbers of marriages of that year. Without detailed delibera-
tions, one may conclude that the highly scored attributes and the divorce rates are
closely linked. An equal and close partnership in family life has gained the same level
of legitimacy as divorce has. Therefore, if the marriage does not work well according
to the above lifestyle preferences, divorce becomes inevitable as a legitimate act.

Among the least wanted attributes, that is, the lifestyle attributes that won the
lowest scores, notable are, particularly among the (secular) young people, the nega-
tive responses to a dense urban environment, being politically involved, and rejection
of a religious (ultra-orthodox) lifestyle. Observe too the relatively low score given by
high-tech workers to the consumption- oriented attributes. This is partly explained by
the high-tech crisis, resulting in smaller available income and more vigilant spend-
ing. High-tech workers also rejected the idea of professional working from home.
High-tech, particularly its R&D segment, requires abundant formal and informal
opportunities for brainstorming. These require most of the working day being spent
at the plant. The unavoidable outcome, in terms of its impact on children of high-
tech workers, is illustrated in this volume by Blumen (2004).

Lifestyle profiles (families)

For an examination of the impact and the role of different ‘profiles’ of lifestyle
attributes on our society, the seventy-two attributes were clustered into seven ‘pro-
files’ (families). Some attributes appear in more than one profile. Table 4 shows the
profiles ranked according to the average of preference (K) values scored in each of
the three samples. The table shows the reconciliation (D, ) and the satisfaction (Dji)
gaps 100, along with the standard deviation (o) of their K values in each sample.

Again, that the average scores of the profiles are similar is significant. The few
exceptions are these: the average K value of the personal status profile of Haifa
interviewees is lower than that of average K of consumption; the average K score
of the personal attitudes profile of the high-tech sampled people is more important
than their average K for family; and the average K for leisure is more valuable than
that for residence. Still, all these differences are negligible. More significant are the
standard deviation values. When the size of 55 0.500 for preferences, and ¢ 5 0.300
for RG and for SG, they appear in boldface and are underlined. While large o 5
0.500 for preferences indicates great variations in the values assigned to the attribute
by the interviewees, large o $ 0.300 for the gaps reveals the degree of concession/
compromise that people are willing to accept. The higher the standard deviation, the
lower the priority that the said attribute should get in a planning process. This criti-
cal planning input, simulating the subjective evaluation of the people involved in
the planning process, is a vital contribution of the value stretch model when used as a
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planning tool aimed at generating planning goals, objectives, and priorities (Kipnis,
2003; Kravchyk and Kipnis, 2004).

Table 4: Rank order of average preferences level (K) of the main ‘profiles’ (families)
of lifestyle attributes of the three samples, and their calculated coefficient

of variance(@),

Students’ sample

Haifa sample

High-tech sample

Preferences RG SG Preferences RG SG Preferences  RG SG
Family-related attributes
Average 4,032 0.219 0.199 4,058 0.147 0.214 4.062 0.062 0.194
(o3 0.478 0.247 0.264 0.589 0.281 0.339 0.417 0.120 0.184
Personal attitudes related attributes

Average 3.655 0.139 0.128 3.668 0.064 0.090 4.111 0.076 0.243

(o] 0.377 0.197 0.167 0.465 0.124 0.187 0.545 0.148 0.307
Work-related lifestyle attributes

Average 3.532 0.238 0.226 3.486 0.132 0.249 3.613 0.193 0.320

o 0.534 0.232 0.241 0.572 0.172 0.363 0.233 0.186 0.381

Residence-relates attributes
Average 3.392 0.275 0.236 3.388 0.191 0.230 3.009 0.255 0.290
o 0.523 0.300 0.295 0.653 0.263 0.345 0.482 0.290 0.397
Leisure-related artributes

Average 3.199 0.184 0.247 3.376 0.126  0.150 3.232 0.374 0.224

(o] 0.481 0.196 0.224 0.553 0.186 0.213 0.480 0.219 0.359
Personal status-related attributes

Average 3.011 0.263 0.226 2.991 0.137 0.220 2,903 0.169 0.287

o 0.665 0.237 0.244 0.738 0.185 0.257 0.653 0.204 0.317
Consumption-related astributes

Average 2.677 0.503 0.530 3.060 0.500 0.564 2,733 0.651 0.835

o 0.601 0.241 0.236 0.814 0.285 0.298 0.674 0.331 0.381

(a) o of preferences > 0.300 and of reconciliation (RG) and satisfaction gaps (SG) > 0.500
are marked
Source: Calculated by the author

The relative magnitude of attributes

Six of the seven profiles of the lifestyle attributes (nine to sixteen attributes in
each) were ranked according to their average preferences (K) scores and were listed
for each of the following twelve sub-groups of interviewees:

DA e

The three samples: students; Haifa residents; high-tech workers;

The two gender groups: male, female;

Interviewees’ 3 age sub-groups: younger than 35 years; 3650 years; 51+ years;
The two types of employment: high level and low level;
The two settlement types in which an interviewee grew up: a central city of a

metropolis; other urban center with population of 50,000 and more.
For each of the six lifestyle profiles for each of the 12 sub-groups, the five at-
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tributes having the highest average preference (K) scored values were identified, and
assigned weighted values from 5 to the first in the list (the one with the highest
average score) to the fifth in the list whose weighted value is 1. Table 5 shows the
number of times each of the five attributes was ranked in a given place, and the
weighted total score of each of the attributes.

Table 5: Rank order of lifestyle attributes and their weighted rank. @

Rank of attributes  Waighted

Attributes The profile 1 2 3 4 5  score
Family profile
Live as a couple 6 6 42
Raise children 4 4 1 1 1 42
Spend time with the family 2 1 7 27
Gender equality 111 25
Celebrate family events 1 10 13
Work profile
Professional advancement 11 1 58
Convenient comfortable work environment 1 6 3 1 40
Professional job 4 3 1 34
Work at a workplace that allows career development 2 3 1 2 21
Short commuting distance
Residence profile
Own my own residences 12 60
Live in a service-rich neighborhood 11 1 59
Live close to work 1 2 1 27
Have a room of my own 8 1 26
Good residence for my family but long commuting for me 1 2 8 12
Leisure profile
Regular vacarions 11 3 64
Host friends at home 1 9 1 44
Engage in sports activities 9 1 1 30
Have a creative hobby 17 17
Artend lectures / courses 2 7 11
Personal status profile
Earn a lot of money 9 2 53
Have a managerial position 2 6 1 2 41
Be socially influential 1 6 22
Enjoy personal esteem / status 1 1 1 1 22
Live in a prestigious neighborhood I 3 5 14
The Consumption profile

Buy luxury goods without limit 10 1 1 57
Buy expensive appliances 2 8 2 1 50
Spend a weekend abroad 4 6 2 38
Buy/replace expensive furniture frequently 3 8 25
Dine at expensive restaurants 2 11 19

(a) The highest ranked ateributes in six of the seven profiles (families) of lifestyle attributes.
The weights are 1=5, 2=4, 3=3, 4=2, 5=1. The missing profile is the personal attitudes pro-
file.

Source: Calculated by the author.

Internal variations in the ranking within the profiles notwithstanding, the over-
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all picture is that regardless of the hypothesized differences in lifestyle preferences
among the interviewees sub-groups, they tended to indicate the same preferences of
lifestyle attributes. Observe how in each of the profiles only two attributes attained
high total weighted score. Differences in the weighted score between the second and
the third attributes are relatively large in the family, the residence, and the personal
status profiles. This further denotes how narrow the interviewee’s preferences are. By
contrast, the differences between the second and third attributes are insignificant
in the work, leisure, and consumption profiles, in which the interviewees revealed a
wider range of choice.

Table 6: Selected lifestyle attributes scoring very high values at all levels of the
value stretch model by profile(a).

Average Average Average Number of Percent
Attributes in  Reconci- satisfa- interviewees of total
prefere-  liation  ction  assigning  (n=

nces gap gap  high values 772)

The residence profile
Live in service-rich neighborhood 4.689 0246  0.239 269 35
Live in a spacious rural detached house 3.711 0274  0.270 155 20
Live in a specious urban detached house 3745 0247  0.286 114 15
Live in a spacious suburban —detached house ~ 3.829  0.310  0.227 104 14
Live in a prestigious neighborhood 3202 0.261 - 0.264 75 10
Consumption profile
Spend a weekend abroad 3.299  0.289  0.254 117 15
Buy luxury goods without limit 3.475  0.234  0.293 61 8
Buy designer clothes without limit 2788  0.135  0.187 54 7
Own a yacht 2.028 0.145 0.118 51 7
Dine at expensive restaurants 3.009 .0246  0.256 48 6
Personal status profile
Enjoy personal esteem and status 3.642 0.206  0.227 147 19
Be socially influential 3721  0.233  0.242 116 15
Earn much money 3.131  0.193  0.278 105 14
Have a managerial position 3513  0.212 0312 101 13
Have political influence 2127 0124 0.134 31 4
Consumption of high culture — theater and concerts
Season ticket for theater 3.023 0122 0.253 75 10
Season ticket for concerts 2.348  0.128  0.164 46 6

(a) Preferences (K) and expectations (J) 5, tolerance (I}, not less than 4.
Source: Calculated by the author.

Another aspect of the lifestyle phenomenon was ascertaining which of the at-
tributes gathered a greater number of high values: these were 5 for the K and J (for
preferences and expectations) levels, and not less than 4 for the I (tolerance) level.
Table 6 shows these attributes for three profiles: residence, consumption, and personal
status. Two elements deserve attention:

1. The number of people who assigned a very high score to a given attribute is
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rather small. An outstanding number is living in a service-rich neighborhood,
amounting 35 percent of the total interviewees. However, for most attributes
only 20 percent to 4 percent of the interviewees selected them as their highest
preference.

2. Most of the atrributes shown in table 6 reveal relatively small stretched
reconciliation and satisfaction gaps. An exception is living in a spacious sub-urban
single family home, preferred by 14 percent of the interviewed people, which
scored a larger reconciliation gap. This might indicate that the interviewees did
not place this type of residence as their ultimate priority. Finally, owing to my
personal interest in the unfortunate decline in the ‘consumption’ of cultural
activities of theater and concert, 1 added the two to Table 6. Note, how both
scored very small percentages of high votes (people who see going to the theater
or a concert as a must), 10 percent and 6 percent respectively.

CONCLUDING REMARKS: LIFESTYLE ATTRIBUTES AS A PLANNING
INPUT

This article has sought to augment the scope of lifestyle studies employing a value
stretch methodology, as a long and short time horizon tool for the formulation of
long-range planning goals and short-range planning objectives. The first to stress
this potential of the value stretch model as a planning tool was Yaniv (2000), though
lifestyle attributes had served as planning input long before. Instances are planning
projects covering the areas of the aged, entrepreneurship, the housing market, driv-
ing safety, and retail marketing. Biggs et al. (2000), for example, used lifestyle at-
tributes of the aged in designing a retired community, and Hirshman (2001) studied
the propensity of retirees to continue to work. He used their lifestyle attributes to
draw up an employment policy aimed at creating appealing working conditions for
those who wished to extend their productive life. Shapira (1997) inquired how to
upgrade and to enrich the lives and the cognitive abilities of the old, hence their
productivity, and how to positively affect their health, physical condition, sexual
activity, family life, and education in order to enrich their lives. The relationship be-
tween entrepreneurial qualities and lifestyle attributes were investigated by Ateljevic
and Doorne (2000), and by Kaman and his colleagues (Kaman et al., 1988). Both
studies showed how lifestyle attributes could be more valuable than economic ones
for the development of tourist attractions. Cooper et al., (2001) study offered
a method of fighting accidents by influencing people’s lifestyle attributes. In the
housing market lifestyle inputs were used by McDowell (1997), who estimated the
demand for housing by middle class bank workers, and by Cooper and his associ-
ates (2001), who portrayed the extreme social and lifestyle duality of bank workers,
and how such a duality impacted on their housing market. Finally, Eduards (2000)
examined the issue of land use changes along major thoroughfares like Champs
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Elysee in Paris.

Although all the above studies made proper use of lifestyle attributes as their plan-
ning input, they were wanting in telling us how important each lifestyle ateribute is,
and how vital they are in the long and the short time horizons. More importantly,
the above studies could not reveal to a planner or a decision maker the propensity
of people to reschedule the development of a given attribute in the short or the long
run, or in both, and in so doing to help establish and plan implementation priori-
ties. We have already indicated that attempts in this direction were made by Yaniv
(2000), Kipnis (1978; 1982; 2004a), Kipnis and Aspis (1996), and Kraveyk and
Kipnis (2004).

Another point of interest is the role played by consumption aspirations and
patterns in determining our lifestyle. This study tells us that interviewees ranked
consumption-related attributes quite low. Sobel (1981) was the first to suggest that
consumption reflects other lifestyle attributes, primarily work and leisure. He sug-
gested that notwithstanding the relatively higher weight given to work and leisure
as opposed to consumption, their salience over consumption is because work does
not reflect, as consumption does, a great deal of a choice. Even though most people
view work as a significant and satisfying activity, the rewards, according to Sobel,
derive not directly from the work itself but rather from its social meaning. Some
of these meanings are mirrored by the person’s ability to consume and by his/her
consumption patterns.

It is the same with leisure. Sobel (1981) doubted that the reduced number of
working hours meant more time for leisure. In fact, he argued, much of the saved
hours were expended in commuting and household activities, and the rest were not
fully utilized for leisure. He stressed that the argument for leisure cannot rest on a
quantitative assessment of free time. The utilization of free time often involves prior
or simultaneous consumption. In addition, recreation agents and advertisers offer
recreation, movies, and sports as a partial solution to a person’s free time. Even for
those who have higher wages and shorter working hours, most of their free time
activities appear in the form of consumption (Sobel, 1981). We may add that house-
hold appliances and other equipment geared to improved utilization of one’s free
time reflect increased consumption. In sum, utilization of free time is also linked to
consumption.

True enough, Sobel’s work predates the present study by more than 20 years and
his observations held during the early days of the post-industrial age and of the glo-
bal economy. Nevertheless, they remain valid today. Furthermore, their significance
is much more important in our times when work and leisure have evolved as pivoral
elements of our high-consuming society. This issue should be placed at the forefront
of our research agenda, preferably in the context of the emerging lifestyles of those
defined by Sklair (1994; 2000) as the ‘transnational capital class’ by Beaverstock and
colleagues (2002) as the ‘global super rich’, and by Schwartz and Schwartz (1998) as
the ‘living lightly post-consumer society’.
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NOTES

1. For an introductory review of the value stretcch model see Kipnis (2004b) in
this volume.

2. A summary of the second and third studies follows this paper.

3. Only the Jewish population was surveyed so as to avoid interethnic group dif-
ferences. Such differences were found between Jewish and Arab students in the first
study, but the number of Arab students in the sample was too small for significant
conclusions to be reached. The number of Arab households living in two of the
Haifa neighborhoods is negligible, while in some sections of the third neighbor-
hood, Hadar Macramé, their presence is relatively large, particularly in Hadar’s
western part. Study Of interethnic differences in lifestyle is on our forthcoming
research agenda.

4. Recall that the number of attributes 7 of the students’ and the Haifa samples is
seventy-two, while that of the high-tech study is fourty-seven.
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