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Based on the meaning of work (MOW) research and the typology of work-
leisure relations developed by Wilensky and Parker, this study investigates the
rel ationship between work-leisure orientation and the meaning of work domain
variables, including work centrality, work ethic, intrinsic value, extrinsic value,
and job satisfaction. The 2006 Korean Vaue Survey (KVS) dataset was ana-
lyzed usng multivariate analysis of variance and multinomia logigtic regres-
sion analysis. The results show that work-oriented respondents have larger
value for work centraity variable and smaller value for work ethic than the
leisure-oriented. The work-leisure relations for the work centrality and the
work ethic are characterized as an ‘identity/spillover’ model. No significant
difference was found between work-oriented and |eisure-oriented respondents
regarding both the intrinsic value and the extrinsic value. This implies that a
‘ separateness/segmentation’ model properly characterizes the work-leisure
relations for intringc and the extringc values. The multinomial logistic regres-
son anaysis of work-leisure relations shows that as job satisfaction increases
in value, the likelihood of being leisure-oriented decreases, suggesting that a
‘ contrast/compensation” model be the proper characterization of the relations.
The nature of the relationship between meaning of work variables and leisure
orientation defies any simple generdization, and contradicts the conventiona
approaches that consider work and leisure to be unitary concepts and attempt
to establish which of the three models best characterizestheir relationship.

Keywords: extrinsic value, intrinsic value, job satisfaction, work centrality,
work ethic, work-leisure orientation

I ntroduction

Leisure has emerged as an important issue in peopl€e’s lives as the Korean soci-
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ety moved into the post-industrial society. Increased materia standard of living,
better health, increased level of education, a declining percentage of life devoted
to work, and greater persond freedom, has provided a vastly increased potentia
for leisure. Especidly, the ‘five-day workweek system’ introduced in 2004 has
created much real demand for leisure and related services. Furthermore, the
explogve expansion of the information and communication technologies (ICT)
in the lagt decade has greetly expanded the opportunities and means of leisure
activitiesin Korea. As the term ‘leisure society’ implies, the use of free timein
voluntary and pleasurable ways is an expected, and often realized, part of lifein
postindustrial societies (Kelly and Godbey 1992). Leisure and its use have
become increasingly important to individuals sense of sdlf and well being, as
well asacritical part of the economy (Godbey 1999).

Leisure entails the time that an individua perceives to be free from obvious
and formd duties, which include apaid job or other obligatory activities. Leisure
has been conceptualized and defined from a number of perspectives (such as
Godbey 1999; Kelly & Godbey 1992). These different perspectives reflect his-
torica differences in the organization of societies as well as differences in con-
cepts and congtraints upon both freedom and pleasure (Godbey 1999). Whereas
the humanistic or classc approach to leisure emphasizes the concept of being
human that requires freedom of action, the sociologica approach is based on the
view that leisure and everything else is defined in a social context by socia
actors who are cresting their own interpreted universe of meaning (Kaplan
1975).

Work refers to any activity that produces goods or services of vaue to one-
sf or others (Rothman 1998:6). In capitalist societies, work typically refers to
the production of goods and services that have monetary vaue for others. Work
is, in short, activity that someone — employers or customers — will pay to have
done. Although the link between work and pay is obvious, the term ‘work’ aso
includes activities that do not include pay (housework) or where the money is
trivial and largdly irrdlevant (voluntary work). In such casesthe idea of ‘valueto
others includes work for the family and such abstract idess as dtruism and ser-
viceto society.

What is the relation between work and leisure? Despite the fact that a sys
tematic and empirical investigation is required to answer this question, little
empirical research has been conducted on the association between work and
leisure in Korea. Perhaps the most widespread misconception found in popular
discourse about work-leisure relations is that work and leisure are unitary con-
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cepts. To address this issue, this study investigates systematically and empirica-
ly the characteristics of the work-leisure relations. Based on the meaning of
work (MOW) research conducted by the MOW Research Team (MOW-
International Research Team 1987) and the typology of work-leisure relations
developed by Dubin (1958), Wilensky (1960), and Parker (1983), this study
examines the relationship between work-leisure orientation and the meaning of
work domain variables, such as work centrality, work ethic, intrinsic value,
extringc value, and job satisfaction. The 2006 Korean Value Survey (KVS)
dataset was andyzed using multivariate andyss of variance (MANOVA) and
multinomid logigtic regression analyss.

Conceptual Framework
1. The Meaning of Work

The meanings attached to work and the rewards derived from it are formed by
the socio-cultural context of particular societies at specific points in time
(Rothman 1998). In generdl, work has been found to be of relatively high impor-
tance as compared with other areas of life (England 1991). It is usudly consid-
ered to be of more importance than leisure, community, and religion and was
found in severd studiesto be ranked second only to family (Harpaz 1999; Mow-
International Research Team 1987).

The meaning of work (MOW) is determined by the choices and experiences
of individuals, and by the organizational and environmental context in which
they work and live (MOW-International Research Team 1987). The MOW
International Research Team conceptualizes the meaning of work in terms of six
dimensions: work centrality, economic orientation, interpersonal relations,
intringic orientation, entitlement norm, and obligation norm. Based on the MOW
Research, and due to the limitations of the dataset, this study investigates the
meaning of work with regards to work centrality, work ethic, intrinsic value, and
extringc vaue.

The work centrality captures the importance of work in modern society.
Work is one of the most basic and important activities for people in modern
society, and plays a central and fundamentd role in the life of individuals (Brief
and Nord 1990; Manheim 1993). High work centrality has been found to be pos
itively related to important organizational variables, such as job satisfaction, par-
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ticipation in decision making, and longer job tenure (Kanungo 1982; Dubin et d.
1975). Individua s with high work centrality seem to be more committed to their
organizations and derive a purpose and contentment from their jobs (Snir and
Harpaz 2002).

The extrinsic value, which corresponds to the economic orientation of the
MOW Research, concerns with one's disposition to instrumental or extrinsic
outcomes. It assumes that people work mainly for, are motivated by, and enjoy
obtaining the instrumental aspects of their work context. The importance of
instrumenta rewards tends to vary according to their attractiveness to individu-
alsand their ability to satisfy various needs (Lawler 1994). Theimportant role of
work with which people identify is that of providing income for sustaining life
and fulfilling other important needs (M OW-Internationa Research Team 1987).
People with a high orientation to extrinsic values tend to perceive work as a
main vehiclefor providing income.

The concept of intrinsic value emphasizesindividuals needs, including their
evauation of their competence for the job and whether or not the work tasks
alow them an appropriate level of sdlf-determination. Intrinsic or expressive
variablesinclude such work-related aspects as an interesting job, variety, autono-
my, and challenging work (Snir and Harpaz 2002). Such expressive work
aspects were found to be important for the development of a strong job involve
ment among employees (Kanungo 1982).

Thework ethic represents the work-related duties of al individuals to organi-
zations and to society, which implies that everyone has a duty to contribute to
society by working. The notion of obligations or duties derives from standards
of reasoning about internalized persona responsibility and socid or ingtitutional
commitment, in accordance with the Protestant work ethic (Randall and Cote
1991).

In addition to these 4 variables, some other variables in the MOW research
are also important for the investigation of work-leisure relations. Especidly rele-
vant for this study is job satisfaction. The job satisfaction construct describes
how content an individua is with his or her job (Hodson and Sullivan 2002).
People's levels of job satisfaction are the result of their job tasks, the characteris
tics of the organization in which they work, and individua differencesin needs
and values.
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2. Work-Leisure Relations

Severa studies, notably Dubin (1958), Wilensky (1960), and Parker (1972
1983; 1995), have tried to congtruct the typology of work-leisure relations. For a
genera description, three terms may be applied to the rdlations. identity, con-
trast, and separateness (Haworth and Vea 2004). |dentity describes any Stuation
where work and leisure feature similar structures, behavior, or purposes.
Contrast means a definition of the content of one sphere as the aosence or oppo-
ste of the other. Sgparateness sums up a situation of minimal contact or influ-
ence between the spheres. It will be helpful to remember these genera descrip-
tions when considering the different types of relationship between work and
leisure.

Table1 Typesof Work-Leisure Relationship

General Wilensky and

Description Parker Dubin Others
[ dentity Extension Spillover Positive, congruence,
isomorphism, integration
Contrast Opposition Compensation  Negative, dissmilar,
competition, heteromorphism
Separateness Neutrality Segmentation  Compartmentaization

Parker (1983) introduced the terms ‘ extension’, ‘ proposition’ and ‘ neutrality’
to describe the various types of relationship between work and leisure on the
individua level.! The extension pattern consists of having leisure activities
which are often similar in content to one's working activities and of making no
sharp distinction between what is considered as work and what as leisure.
Wilensky (1960) conceptualized this relation as spillover model which states
that the nature of one's work experiences will carry over into the leisure activi-
ties. With the opposition pattern, leisure activities are deliberately unlike work
and there is a sharp digtinction between what is work and what is leisure. This
type corresponds to Wilensky's compensation modd of work-leisure relations.
According to the compensation model, workers who experience a sense of

1. Parker (1983) uses such terms as ‘fusion’, ‘polarity’, and ‘containment’ to describe the work-
leisure relations on the societal level.
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deprivation at work will compensate in their leisure activities (Wilensky 1960).
Findly, the neutrality pattern consists of having leisure activities which are gen-
erdly different from work but not deliberately so, and of appreciating the differ-
ence between work and leisure without aways defining the one as the absence
of the other. This conceptualization reflects Dubin’s (1958) segmentation model
which posits that no relation exits between one’s work and one’s leisure
domains.

The characterigtics of relationship between work-leisure orientation and the
meaning of work are extensively investigated in the andysi's, focusing on nature
of work-leisure relations with regards to work centrality, work ethic, intrinsic
value, extringic value, and job satisfaction.

Data and Method
1. Sample

The dataset used in the andysis is the 2006 wave of the Korean Vaue Survey
(KVS), apart of the World Vaue Survey (WVS). The WV Sis an investigation
of palitical, social, and cultura attitudes and beliefs of people in more than 65
societies of the world. The sample was drawn via a multi-stage stratified sam-
pling method, and the sampling error is =3.1% point at 95% of confidence
level. The sample of KV S 2006 condists of 1,006 respondents aged 19 or above,
including 50.2% men and 48.8% women. In terms of education, 19.8% had
middle school or below education, 44.1% had high school education, and 36.1%
had college or higher education.

2. Measures and Method

The work-leisure orientation was measured by the following question: ‘how
much weight do you place on work as compared with leisure or recreation?
Respondents were asked to specify their position on the scale of 1 (it's leisure
that makes life worth living, not work) to 5 (‘work iswhat makes life worth liv-
ing, not leisure’). Respondents were classified as ‘leisure-oriented’ (1 and 2),
‘neutral’ (3), or ‘work-oriented’ (4 and 5) according to the measure. The work
centrality variable was measured by a Likert-type scale which captures the
importance of work in one's life. Respondents were asked to indicate the impor-



Characteristics of the Work-Leisure Relationsin Korea 81

tance of family, friend, leisure, politics, work, and religion on the scale of 1 (not
important) to 4 (important). The intringic and the extringic val ues were measured
by multiple items: five items were used for the intringc vaue including ‘a job
generaly respected by peopl€’, ‘an opportunity to useinitiative’, ‘ajob in which
you fed you can achieve’, ‘ajob that isinteresting’, and ‘ajob that meets one's
abilities’; and four items were used for the extrinsic value including ‘ good pay’,
‘not too much pressure’, ‘good job security’, and ‘good hours' . Respondents
were asked to mention whether each item was important or not.

The work ethic variable was dso measured by multiple items. Respondents
were asked to specify how much they agree or disagree with the following 3
satements: ‘it is humiliating to receive money without having to work for it’,
‘people who don't work turn lazy’, and ‘work is a duty towards society’. A 5
points Likert-type scae was employed for al the items. Finally, job satisfaction
was computed form the following question: ‘how much are you satisfied with
your current job? Respondents were asked to indicate the level of satisfaction
with their job on the scale of 1 (disstisfied) to 10 (satisfied). Table 2 summa-
rizes the variables and presents data pertaining to sample characteristics, such as
means, standard deviations, number of items, and range of scores of the major
variables.

Table2 Descriptive Statistics of the Mgjor Variables

Variable Number of Number of Range Mean Star)da_\rd

cases Items Deviation
Work-leisure Orientation 1006 1 2 2011 0.707
Work centrdity 1005 1 3 3.554 0.604
Work ethic 1006 3 12 6.458 2331
Intringc value 1006 5 5 3459 1.365
Extrindc vaue 1006 4 4 2.366 0.980
Job setisfaction 997 1 9 6.243 2178

To investigate the relationship between work-leisure orientation and the
meaning of work varigbles, two statistical methods were utilized in this study.
The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was gpplied to analyze the
effects of work-leisure orientation for work centrality, work ethic, intrinsic value,
and extringc value. The multinomial logistic regression analysis was employed
to test the effect of job satisfaction on the work-leisure orientation. Since ageisa
socio-cultural and higtorical variable as well as a biological and psychological
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one, it is likely to carry significance for the meaning of work and leisure
(Freysinger 1995). Age and occupation were included as the controlling vari-
ablesin the logigtic regression analysis and as a covariate (age) and controlling
factor (occupation) in the multivariate andysis of variance. The occupation vari-
able was classified into three categories: white collar, blue collar, and others.

Analyssand Discussion
1. Resllts

Multivariate analysis of variance is used to see the main and interaction effects
of categorical variables on multiple dependent interval variables (Bray and
Maxwell 1985). MANOVA uses one or more categorica independents as pre-
dictors, like ANOVA, but unlike ANOVA, there is more than one dependent
variable. As well as identifying whether changes in the independent variables
have a significant effect on the dependent variables, the technique also seeks to
identify the interactions among the independent variables and the association
between dependent variables.

As s the case with most statigtical analyses, before proceeding to the main
results, some tests of the model assumptions should be checked first. The
assumption for the multivariate approach is that the vector of the dependent vari-
ables follows a multivariate normal distribution, and the variance-covariance
matrices are equal across the cells formed by the between-subjects effects. In
this study, the Box's M datistic which tests the null hypothesis that the observed
covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups was
found to be not significant (F=1.165, p>0.05), suggesting that the assumptions
aremet.

The results of multivariate analysis of variance are presented in Table 3,
showing Pillai’s Trace, Wilks Lambda, and Hotelling's trace for each term in
the analysis. Wilks' Lambda is commonly used for three or more dependent
groups, as there are in this study and Hotelling's Trace if there are two groups?
The results of the F tests show that al effects are significant except the interac-

2. Hotdlling' strace is aways larger than Pillai’ strace, but when the eigen-vaues of the test matrix
are small, these two datigtics will be nearly equal. This indicates that the effect probably does
not contribute much to the modd!.
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tion effect. The factor occupation and the covariate age serve as a control vari-
ableintheanayss.

Table3 The Reaults of Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Effect Statistic vaie F 9 gy Pata
Ho Error n
I ntercept Pillai’s Trace 0810 1054965 4 992,000 0.000 0.810
Wilks Lambda 0190 1054965 4 992.000 0.000 0.810
Hotdling'sTrace 4254 1054965 4 992.000 0.000 0.810
Work-leisure PRillai’s Trace 0022 275 8 1986000 0005 0011
orientation ~ Wilks Lambda 0978 2762 8 1984000 0005 0.011
Hotdling'sTrace 0022 2768 8 1982000 0.005 0011
Age Pillai’s Trace 0031 8004 4 992,000 0.000 0.031
Wilks Lambda 0969 8004 4 992.000 0.000 0.031
Hotdling'sTrace 0032 8004 4 992.000 0.000 0.031
Occupation  Pillai’s Trace 0017 209 8 1986000 0033 0.008
Wilks Lambda 0983 2100 8 1984.000 0033 0.008
Hotdling'sTrace 0017 2104 8 1982000 0.032 0.008
Interaction*  Pillai’s Trace 0012 0772 16 3980000 0719 0.003
Wilks Lambda 0988 0771 16 303L248 0720 0.003
Hotdling'sTrace 0012  0.770 16 3962000 0.721 0.003

* |nteraction of work-leisure orientation with occupation.

The sgnificant main effects of work-leisure orientation, age, and occupation
indicate that the effects contribute to the mode. By contragt, their interaction
effect does not contribute to the modd. However, though work-leisure orienta
tion does contribute to the model, since the vaue of Filla’s trace is close to
Hotelling's trace, it doesn't contribute very much. A more straightforward way
to see thisisto look at partid eta squared (v?). The partia eta squared gatistic
reports the “practical” significance of each term, based upon the “ratio” of the
variation accounted for by the effect to the sum of the variation accounted for by
the effect and the variation left to error. Thus, for Table 3, work-leisure orienta:
tion accounts for 1.1% of the variahility in the meaning of work variables.

Since partia eta squared is very small for work-leisure orientation, it does
not contribute very much to the model. In this case, however, it is enough for the
multivariate tests to show that work-leisure orientation is significant, which
means that the effect of at least one of work-leisure orientation is different from
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Table4 Test of Between-Subjects Effect for Work-L el sure Orientation

Source Dependent Variable ;ﬁgrc; df S'\éls:rne F Sg. Paj]t;a‘
Work- Work centrdity 4.654 2 2327 6540 0002 0013
Leisure Work ethic 48480 2 24240 4702 0009 0.009
Orientetion  Intringic value 4.795 2 2398 1287 0277 0.003

Extringc value 0.302 2 0151 04156 0855 0.000

Table5 Contrasts Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Dependent Variable

Work-leisure orientation Contrast

. Work Work Intrindc  Extrindc
(Reference category: neutral) centrality ethic value value
Leisure-oriented  Contrast Estimate -0.081 -0.126 -0.101 -0.044
vs. Neutral Standard Error 0.061 0.230 0.138 0.100

Significance 0.184 0.584 0.467 0.656
Work-oriented vs. Contrast Etimate 0.102 -0.530 0.089 -0.043
Neutrd Standard Error 0.049 0.188 0113 0.081

Significance Sig. 0.039 0.005 0431 0.598

the others. The contrast results presented in Table 5 will show us where the dif-
ferencesare.

Simple contrasts using the last level of work-leisure orientation as the refer-
ence category were specified for the anadysis. Thus, the first contrast compares
thefirst level to the last leve; that is, the effect of ‘leisure-oriented’ to the effect
of ‘neutral’. The results show that no contrast estimates for the dependent vari-
ables are significant (p>0.05). The second contrast compares ‘work-oriented’ to
‘neutra” category and the contrast estimates show that, on average, work-orient-
ed respondents have larger value for work centrality variable and have smdler
value for work ethic than neutral respondents (p<0.05). The contrast estimates
for both intrinsic and extringc work vaues are not significant.

The logigtic regression analysis was used to investigate the effect of job satis-
faction on work-leisure orientation. The multinomia logistic regression is a
form of regresson which is used when the dependent variable has more than
two classes. The likelihood ratio test of the model againgt the null modd in
which all the parameter coefficients are zero was found to be significant (y2 =
41.215, p<0.05).
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Table6 The Effect of Job Satisfaction on Work-leisure Orientation

‘é‘r’l‘; ';;I?;{[e B S‘é‘?fg: 4 Wad d Sg  Exp(B)
Leisure- I ntercept 0.455 0450 102 1 0.312
oriented Job satisfaction  0.051 0.042 1464 1 0.226 1.053
Age -0.018 0.008 4842 1 0.028 0.982
Occupation**
Whitecollar -0.167 0.247 0458 1 0.498 0.846
Bluecollar  -0.181 0.233 0606 1 0.436 0.834
Work- I ntercept -0.686 0.398 2972 1 0.085
oriented Job satifaction  0.114 0.036 9853 1 0.002 1121
Age 0.014 0.007 4053 1 0.044 1.014
Occupation**
Whitecollar  0.119 0.205 0338 1 0.561 1.126

Bluecollar 0.170 0.1%4 0762 1 0.383 1.185
* Reference category is‘neutra’.
** Reference category is‘others'.

The parameter estimates table (Table 6) summarizes the effect of each pre-
dictor. The Wald statistic, the ratio of the coefficient to its standard error,
squared, indicates that the effect of job satisfaction on leisure orientation is not
sgnificant. For the work orientation, job satisfaction has a positive effect, mean-
ing that respondents with a higher job satisfaction have a higher likelihood of
being work-oriented. Exp (B) of job satisfaction for work orientation is 1.121,
and this means that a unit increase in job satisfaction will increase odds of work
orientation by afactor of €=1.121 contralling for age and occupation.

2. Discusson

The results of the multivariate analysis of variance for work-leisure relations
showed that work-oriented respondents had larger value for work centrality vari-
able than the leisure-oriented. For the work ethic variable, the results revealed
that work-oriented individuals had smaller value than the leisure-oriented. There
was no significant difference revealed between work-oriented and | eisure-orient-
ed respondents regarding both the intrinsic and the extrinsic vaues. The multin-
omia logistic regression analysis of work-leisure orientation showed that the
likelihood of being leisure-oriented would decrease as job satisfaction increased
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invaue.

Let'stry to interpret these results in terms of the three types of work-leisure
relations (i.e. identity/spillover, contrast/compensation, and separateness/seg-
mentation) discussed in the previous section. Firstly, the relationship between
work-leisure orientation and work centrality can be characterized as an ‘identi-
ty/spillover’ model. The work importance of leisure-oriented people was found
to be lower than that of work-oriented people. As the *identity/spillover’ model
posits, leisure spills over into work. Vauing leisure more than work reduces
work centrality. Secondly, the relation of the work ethic to work-leisure orienta:
tion also seems to be an ‘identity/spillover’ model. The norm of work as an
obligation was found to be stronger for the leisure-oriented respondents than the
work-oriented.

Thirdly, the relationships of work-leisure orientation to both the intrinsic and
the extringic values are characterized as a * separateness/segmentation’ model. In
accordance with the segmentation model, there was no difference between
leisure-oriented and work-oriented people regarding both values. However,
since leisure can be seen as intringically motivated and as an end itsdf, rather
than as ameans to an end, the relationship between the work-leisure orientation
and the intrinsic value may be conceptualized as an ‘identity’ or a ‘spillover’
modd. Some studies (e.g. Snir and Harpaz 2002) have found thet leisure-orient-
ed people tended to prefer leisure, rather than work, as a valued domain for
obtaining intrinsic rewards. But the results of this study are not consistent with
this reasoning. A more elaborated andysis will be needed to identify whether
such differenceis caused by the socio-cultura factorsor nor.

Finaly, the relation of job satisfaction with work-leisure orientation is char-
acterized as a ‘contrast’ or ‘compensation’ model. The * contrast/compensation’
modd posits that workers who experience a sense of deprivation at work com-
pensate in their leisure activities. Job satisfaction is afunction of the discrepancy
between what is desired in ajob and what is actualy experienced, as a sandard
of comparison. In line with the modd, the likelihood of being leisure-oriented
decreases as job satisfaction increases in value. That is, there is compensation
for work by leisure.

Summary and Conclusion

The central premise of the sociology of work isthat work-related domains shape
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the basic inditutiona frameworks that influence dmost al other parts of peo-
pleslives. Thisis especialy so in an economy where labor is organized through
markets. In modern market-based societies labor is not just a material impera-
tive; it has aso been an idedlized activity that guides moral judgments. For
instance, the work ethic has been a prized cultural possession of the middle
classes. Until the twentieth century, leisure, conceptualized as work’s opposite,
was deemed sinful by some, aluxury by others. Vast socid and cultural changes
have occurred in the twentieth century with respect to work and leisure, greetly
transforming the work-leisure relations.

Based on the meaning of work research conducted by the MOW Research
Team and the typology of work-leisure relations developed by Dubin, Wilensky,
and Parker, this study investigated the rel ationship between work-leisure orienta:
tion and the meaning of work domain variables, such as work centraity, work
ethic, intrinsic value, extrinsic value, and job satisfaction. To summarize the
major findings of this study, the results of the multivariate analysis of variance
for work-leisure relations showed that work-oriented respondents had larger
value for work centrality variable and smaller value for work ethic than the
leisure-oriented. The work-leisure relations for the work centrality and work
ethic are characterized as an ‘identity/spillover’ modd. There was no significant
difference revealed between work-oriented and leisure-oriented respondents
regarding both the intrinsic and the extrinsic values. This implies that a
‘ separateness/segmentation’ model will properly characterize the work-leisure
relations for the intrinsic and the extrinsic values. The multinomial logistic
regression analysis showed that the likelihood of being leisure-oriented would
decrease asjob satisfaction increased in value, suggesting that the ‘ contrast/com-
pensation’ model be the proper characterization of the relations. The nature of
the relationship between meaning of work variables and leisure orientation
defies any simple generalization, and the results contradict the conventiona
approaches that consider work and leisure to be unitary concepts and attempt to
establish which of the three models best characterizestheir relationship.

This study examined the work-leisure relations only in terms of the three the-
oretica models. Thus the findings of this study are not full explanations for
changing work-leisure relations. Further research may require that some of the
details be changed or qualified. For instance, the work-leisure relations can
reflect changesin the composition and character of thework force, whichin turn
arerdated to the rise of a service-based, “post-industrid” society, asthe transfor-
mations underlying the rise of a white-collar, service-based and knowledge-
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intensive economy in the past severa decades influenced heavily on the work-
leisure relaions. Furthermore, as mentioned in the introduction, the meanings
atached to work are formed by the socio-cultural context of particular societies
a specific points in time. By adopting a comparative approach utilizing cross-
national or longitudinal data, the nature of the work-leisure relations can be ana
lyzed in more depth.
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