


The Value of Time Matters for Temporal Justice

ABSTRACT
There has recently been a revived interest in temporal justice among political philosophers. For example, lone mothers have, on average, 30 hours less free time per week than people in couples without children. Recent work has focussed on free time as a distinct distributive good, but this paper argues that it would be a mistake for a theory of temporal justice to focus only on shares of free time. First, I argue that the concept of free time does not succeed in tracking discretionary control over time. All of time is a resource, and the particular moral relevance of free time must be established otherwise. Second, hours of time differ in use value, and we cannot fully track our concerns about the allocation of time, whether free or necessary, without taking this into account. We care about free time but also about ‘quality (of) time’. To explain this observation, I develop an account of the value of time as a resource. The value of time periods differs with the prospects for which a time period can be used, that is, what we can do and be with it. What we are allocating when we are allocating time is not just hours; it is hours of time with a certain value. Finally, I argue that a concern for the value of time is compatible with a resourcist theory of temporal justice.
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Introduction
Consider the following:

Talents at work: Lou’s lucrative talents let her earn the same in 10 hours as Norma can in a normal 40-hour work week. That is, to earn a normal income, Norma has to work 30 hours, or almost four full eight-hour days, more than Lou. 

Lone mothers: On average, lone mothers have around 30 hours less free time per week than people in couples with no children (Goodin et al. 2008, p. 94).

The inequalities in these examples are temporal inequalities, that is, inequalities in how people spend their time. We are familiar with thinking about different ways people can be better or worse off and perhaps most familiar with thinking about inequalities in terms of money. Temporal inequality tracks another important dimension of how people can be better or worse off. If Lou stops working after 10 hours, she has earned as much as Norma has after 40 hours. Despite this making them equally well off in monetary terms, the fact that Lou has 30 more hours per week to dispose of as she pleases surely leaves her better off in an important way. 
Recently, there has been revived interest amongst political philosophers in exploring the normative significance of temporal inequalities, which have been understood as inequalities in free time (Goodin et al. 2008; Rose 2016a). Free time is defined as the time people have left after necessities have been taken care of, that is, after people have spent the time they just have to spend for things such as sleep, work, and housework. People will have different amounts of free time, and this represents a separate dimension of inequality from the money dimension that has distinct features and is relatively underexplored.[footnoteRef:1] Hours of free time is suggested as a metric of justice for capturing temporal inequalities as a supplement to the metrics we already have for capturing inequalities of (other) resources. [1:  These two dimensions cannot be reduced to one, because there is incomplete substitutability between time and money. This will be elaborated in Section 1.] 

In this paper, I will expose two directions in which this approach to temporal justices should be improved. First, I argue that this concept of free time fails to pick out time characterised by the property that is supposed to make it the morally relevant temporal resource, namely discretionary control over what we do with our time. All of time is a resource, and if free time has particular moral relevance, this must be for another reason, such as tracking hours of potential leisure. Second, I argue that focussing only on shares of free time fails to take into account the fact that such shares of time differ greatly in what they can be used for. A theory of temporal justice must take into account that what we are allocating when we are allocating time are hours of time with a certain use value.
The argument proceeds as follows. Section 1 introduces the idea of temporal justice and the concept of free time as developed in recent works by Goodin et al. (2008) and Rose (2016a). Section 2 exposes some problems with the concept of free time – in particular, that it fails to track discretionary control over time. Section 3 shows that temporal justice cannot only be about absolute shares of free time and argues that time is a resource with a varying use value. Section 4 then develops an account of what it means that time has use value by exploring how time works as a resource and, on this basis, suggests that the metric of temporal justice should be revised to hours of time with a certain value. Section 5 shows how certain properties of time periods give rise to significant variation in the value of an hour of time, with some regularity and predictability. Finally, Section 6 addresses the challenge that the more we focus on how hours of time differ in value, the less time seems an appropriate object of ‘resourcist’ distributive justice. It does so by defending against two objections: first, that hours with a certain value is unworkable as a metric of temporal justice and, second, that hours with a certain value is a mixed resource unsuited for resourcist distributive justice. The paper thus supports a revision of Goodin et al. and Rose’s approach to temporal justice, but a revision that I think follows when their arguments are carried through to their logical end – or so I will argue. 

Temporal Justice and Free Time
In this section, I introduce the idea of temporal justice from Goodin et al. (2008) and Rose (2016a) and their free time concepts. 
The idea that we need a theory of temporal justice begins with the observation that ‘[t]ime is a necessary input into anything that one cares to do or to become’ (Goodin et al. 2008, p. 4). There are of course 24 hours to a day, so in one way, time is allocated perfectly equally. Thus, the first task of a theory of temporal justice is to identify a way in which time is, nevertheless, unequal and that is prima facie morally relevant.[footnoteRef:2] Goodin et al. do this by identifying a particular part of time, which they call discretionary time, which is the part of time over which we have discretionary control (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 4–5, 30, 34). The idea is that we have no choice but to spend time on certain activities, such as sleeping, washing, eating, taking care of the household, and earning a living. Goodin et al. refer to this as spending time in the three ‘realms of necessity’: the economic realm (time in paid labour), the social realm (time in unpaid household labour), and the biological realm (time spent meeting bodily needs). The minimum of time that has to be spent on necessary functions in each of these realms is called necessary time. Only in the time left after necessary time is the content of the time no longer given by necessity. Thus, only then do we have ‘temporal autonomy’ – that is, discretionary control over how we use our time – hence the name ‘discretionary time’. (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 3–6, 27–36).[footnoteRef:3] Inequalities in discretionary time arise because differences in earning power and in household and bodily needs mean that people need to spend different amounts of time before necessity has been satisfied (Goodin et al. 2008, p. 35). [2:  The most obvious way in which time is unequal is, arguably, inequalities in life length, but I will follow Rose (2016a, p. 41, footnote 3) and Goodin et al. in disregarding this source of inequality for our current purposes.]  [3:  The idea that the time one has is a ‘residue’ left from the time taken by what one has to do is found already in Brown (1970, p. 176) and in Shaw (1929, pp. 77, 320–321), who defines ‘leisure’ as 24h/day minus time spent in all necessary activities, cp. Rose (2016a, p. 58).] 

Rose develops a similar concept but prefers the label free time (Rose 2016a, pp. 39–43, 58–60). This is the label I will use as well, although my subsequent criticisms apply to both concepts. Free time is defined as follows:
Free time is the time beyond that which it is objectively necessary for one to spend to meet one’s own basic needs, or the basic needs of one’s dependents, whether with necessary paid work, household labor, or personal care (Rose 2016a, p. 58).
The main disagreement between Goodin et al. and Rose is about how to determine necessary time.[footnoteRef:4] The underlying idea of both free time concepts is, however, the same. Only after basic needs have been met does one have ‘time that one can devote, at one’s discretion, to one’s own chosen ends’ (Rose 2016a, p. 40) or time in which we have discretion over what we do. [4:  Goodin et al. do this using ‘social benchmarks’; i.e., necessary time is estimated based on how much time other people in a society actually spend meeting the same needs (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 36–53). Rose argues that necessary time should be determined by an objective standard of what counts as basic needs and how much time it takes to meet them (Rose 2016a, pp. 53–58). Further discussion in Goodin (2017, pp. 40–42) and Rose (2017, pp. 106–108). ] 

Finally, both Goodin et al. and Rose claim that temporal inequality must be treated as a dimension of inequality distinct from money inequality.[footnoteRef:5] Rose provides the most substantial argument in support of this claim by showing that there is limited substitutability between free time and money (Rose 2014, 2016a, pp. 74–90).[footnoteRef:6] There is some substitutability between free time and money because giving people more money may allow them to work less or acquire time-saving devices or services. However, the substitutability is limited as jobs often come as fulltime or nothing packages, and particularly for bodily needs, there is often no way to outsource their temporal demands (we cannot pay someone to sleep, shower, or undergo medical treatment in our place). Therefore, temporal inequalities cannot be reduced to money inequalities. [5:  Goodin et al. seem to be egalitarians about the distribution of shares of free time (2008, pp. 3–4, 263–265), whereas Rose, without concluding decisively, discusses whether temporal justice should be egalitarian or use some other distributive principle (Rose 2016a, pp. 85–89, 128–129).]  [6:  Goodin et al. write about the special properties of time as a resource (2008, pp. 3–4) and about time poverty as distinct from money poverty (2008, pp. 16–18). Vickery (1977), in introducing the idea of time poverty, also makes the assumption that there is incomplete substitutability between time and money. For a good discussion of more recent economics work on time poverty, see Williams et al. (2016).] 

Below, I will argue that the free time approach to temporal justice must be amended to take into account that hours of time differ in value. However, first, I will point out some problems with the free time concept defined above. 

Free Time Does Not Track Discretion over Time
This section identifies four problems with the concept of free time as defined by Goodin et al. and Rose. The first is easily addressed, but the three latter suggest that we need to revise our understanding of free time as a metric of temporal justice.
There is a part of time that we spend in ways we do not freely decide, which neither Goodin et al. nor Rose discuss explicitly, namely the time we spend meeting moral obligations. This arguably renders their concepts of necessary time incomplete.[footnoteRef:7] Goodin et al. and Rose do agree that meeting caregiving obligations is necessary time (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 109–112; Rose 2016a, pp. 61–63). However, why stop at caregiving obligations? It seems more in line with the thrust of the free time concept that all time spent meeting moral obligations should count as necessary time as all of this is time over which we do not have discretion. For example, if I arrive first at the scene of an accident, I incur duties to help. Thus, for as long as I am needed, I do not have free time. Perhaps this can be explained as caregiving to someone who becomes my dependent in the specific context, but I doubt that all morally necessary time can be explained in this way. We have all sorts of duties to spend time with family members and friends that are not just about caregiving. Therefore, there seems to be a fourth domain of necessity, ‘the moral realm’, which cuts across and partly overlaps with the three already established realms. The definitions of free and necessary time should be revised in order to take the temporal burden of all moral obligations into account. This is admittedly a fairly simple and minor revision. The next three problems are more fundamental. [7:  Cp. Brown (1970, p. 176).] 

	First, the border between free and necessary time is unstable because of discretionary choices. We have many free choices that affect the extension of the realms of necessity. Coupling up reduces necessary time, having children costs free time, and so does divorcing. To the extent that one enjoys a choice over a range of jobs with different salaries, one can also choose how much time it will be necessary to spend in paid labour. So, further decisions have to be made for each of these cases about when such free choices move the border between free and necessary time and when they are choices about how one’s free time is used. These decisions are likely to be controversial. Once one has children, one has a duty to care for them, but having them in the first place seems like a choice as there is no duty to do so. Goodin et al. and Rose argue that childcare is, nevertheless, necessary time (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 109–112; Goodin 2010, pp. 13–14; Rose 2016a, pp. 61–63, 119–123), but arguably, a reasonable case can be made for the contrary as well (e.g. Rakowski 1993, pp. 153–155). Either way, if lost free time should be compensated, Goodin et al. and Rose’s position makes it relatively easy to offload the temporal burden of certain obligations and choices onto others. Moreover, Goodin et al. and Rose disagree on what we should say about choosing a profession that requires you to work full time (or more) to keep your job if you could subsist in a less time-consuming job. Rose argues that one’s full working hours are, nevertheless, necessary time (Rose 2016a, pp. 90–92), whereas Goodin et al. argue that this is using one’s free time to work a preferred job (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 44–46). This undermines the idea that free time tracks the specific morally relevant concern of discretionary control over time. Typically, we also have at least some discretionary control over how much free time we have.
There is a second challenge to the idea that free time tracks discretion over time. At the face of it, discretion seems to be a scalar concern that is being forced into a binary distinction. Arguably, we are more or less free and have more or less discretion within both free and necessary time.[footnoteRef:8] People are unequal in how much free time they have but also in how much discretionary control they have within the domains of necessity. In the economic realm, some can choose between a wide range of jobs, whereas others have to take the job they can get. In the social realm, parents of small children may have almost no time in which they are free from caregiving obligations and, hence, no free time, but they may still have some discretion over what they do with the children. Nor is free time a homogenous block of time in which we have full discretion over what we do. For different reasons (discussed below), there are some hours of free time in which people have discretion to choose over a wide range of options and other hours of free time in which discretion is very limited. Thus, it seems that discretionary choice is a feature of all time, free or necessary, and although the degree of freedom varies, this is so within both free and necessary time. Thus, the concept of free time seems to fail at tracking the specific, morally relevant concern it is supposed to, namely discretionary control. [8:  Goodin later (in Goodin 2017, p. 44) seems to acknowledge the concern for differences of control over what one does in one’s necessary time as a matter of temporal autonomy as he writes the following: ‘A concern with people’s autonomous control over their time should also lead us to care about how much control they have over what they are doing whether they are engaging in that activity out of choice or necessity’. However, he does not develop this nor its implications any further.] 

Third, temporal justice should have more to say about the way all of time is a resource. Both Goodin et al. (2008, p. 4) and Rose (2016a, pp. 40–41) acknowledge in passing that time itself is a resource, but their whole accounts nevertheless only focus on free time. However, a tension between focussing on either of these two temporal resources seems embedded in the idea of flexible free time, or ‘discretion over when one’s free time occurs’, that Rose discusses (Rose 2016a, pp. 143–144). After all, having ‘discretion over when one’s free time occurs’ amounts to having time that can be used either in or outside the domains of necessity as one chooses (under constraints on how much of it must be used for necessities). When people make free choices that move the border between free and necessary time, such as having a child, Goodin et al.’s and Rose’s accounts make it seem as if they lose free time. However, this could arguably more reasonably be seen as a choice to spend some of their time in a different way. Of course, here, this time was ‘free’ in the first place, but consider free choices entirely within the domain of a necessity, such as changing jobs (at unchanged pay). This is a choice about how to use one’s time, and no free time is involved. 
Moreover, because of external circumstances, some people do not have enough necessary time. Some people do not have enough time to take proper care of their households because their labour market options are poor or they do not have time to take up a job because their caring obligations take too much time. These people seem to lack the resource of time as they have neither enough necessary time nor (much) free time. Therefore, temporal justice cannot be exhausted by a concern with the allocation of free time.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  I thank an anonymous reviewer for helping me make this point. To be fair, I think neither Rose nor Goodin et al. would claim that free time inequality is all there is to temporal justice, as they both disregard the obvious temporal inequalities associated with differences in longevity. However, I think the point still stands that we should think more about how the fact that all of time is a resource matters for temporal justice.] 

Therefore, we have to rethink what the concept of free time can and cannot do. Importantly, the moral relevance of free time should not be tied too closely to the idea of having discretion or control, as there is often discretion within necessary time and over how much free and necessary time someone will have.
Instead, the moral relevance of free time may simply be that the concept of free time is useful for tracking access to time for leisure activities, such as self-realisation outside of work and things we do for pure interest or sheer fun.[footnoteRef:10] And arguably, the free time concept of Goodin et al. and Rose does this better than other free time concepts that have been proposed because it tracks potential time outside the domains of necessity and not how much time is actually spent outside the domains of necessity (Goodin et al. 2008, pp. 36, 81–82). However, even if a concept for tracking access to leisure is what we are after, focussing only on hours of free time by itself will not do, as I will show in the next section. [10:  This may leave the free time approach to temporal justice open to the objection that not all people want time for leisure activities. The answer, I think, must be to argue that everyone should nevertheless have a share of free time. For one such argument, see Rose (2016a, pp. 43–45).] 


Free Time Does Not Track Valuable Time
There are cases in which shares of free time are fair in terms of quantity, which are nevertheless clear cases of temporal injustice. I argue that this reveals an important property of the resource of time, namely, that it is a resource for which units differ in use value.
Consider the following examples, which I borrow from Rose (2017, p. 110, see also 2016a, pp. 142–143):

Retail employee: Ann has a fair amount of free time, but because of her working hours, she is at work when others are free in the evening and weekends, and she is free when most others are at work.

Live-in housekeeper: Beth has a fair amount of free time, but because of the kind of work she does, her free time occurs in small windows between other tasks, and what she can do with it is very limited.

As the examples are set up, neither Ann nor Beth fare badly in terms of the amount of free time at their disposition. However, the judgement that they are temporally badly off seems plausible nevertheless. So, as a first point, let us note that these examples support the following conclusion: Quantity of free time cannot be the only thing that matters for temporal justice. 
Rose’s response to such cases is that people such as Ann and Beth ‘do not possess this time on conditions that allow them to effectively use it to exercise their liberties’ (Rose 2016a, p. 143). Her solution is to impose two conditions that shares of free time must meet: 

1) A sufficient amount of one’s free time must be ‘aligned’ with the free time of others, at least with (potential) associates.
2) Free time must be flexible so that one can decide when it occurs, or it must occur predictably in ‘generally usable periods’ (Rose 2016a, p. 143, see also 2017, p. 110).

If these conditions are met, this seems sufficient to make the shares of free time in the above examples into fair shares. However, note that this is achieved by adding a qualification to the proposed metric of free time: The metric of temporal justice cannot be free time tout court; rather, it must be ‘free time that satisfies both conditions’.
This solution is unsatisfactory. First, free time that does not satisfy one or both conditions seems to have at least some value, even though it is clearly not as good as having free time that meets both conditions. Second, the conditions themselves can be satisfied to different degrees because free time can be somewhat flexible, somewhat predictable, or occur when some associates are free. Thus, free time that does not satisfy both conditions seems neither to be neatly classifiable as free nor as unfree time, and the extent to which people in this time can ‘effectively use it to exercise their liberties’ is a matter of degree.
I suggest that there is an underlying fact providing a plausible explanation of the above observations: Units of the resource of time take a specific use value; that is, we can do different things with different units of time. Rose’s wording of the initial worry and the second condition both seem to support this inference as they speak of the ‘effective use’ of time and time in ‘generally usable periods’ (Rose 2016a, p. 143, my emphasis). Furthermore, the problem with the two conditions is that they are dichotomous in form, but the sizes they refer to (alignment, flexibility, and predictability) are all scalar – just like the concern I believe they are really tracking, namely, use value.
This abductive inference is arguably bolstered when we think of time as a resource. Free time is defined as time in which we are free from necessity and free to exercise discretion over what we do. The idea that time is a resource embodies the positive aspect of free time, but while the terminology of freedom may suggest a binary free or unfree, a resource is something that gives us more or less power to do what we want to.[footnoteRef:11] Compare the resource of time with the more familiar resource of monetary income. For income, we have an established measure of its ‘use value’, namely, purchasing power, which tracks the fact that the same income will buy more in a place where prices are lower. The use value of the resource of time can be thought of, analogously, as the ‘purchasing power’ of time. It seems that for time, too, we are interested in its purchasing power or use value.[footnoteRef:12] [11:  I thank an anonymous reviewer for help in making this point.]  [12:  Economists also treat time as a resource that varies in value; see Festjens and Janiszewski (2015, pp. 178–181).] 

The free time metric cannot capture use value because it works by categorising time in a dichotomous way as free or necessary, whereas use value is a matter of degree. On the other hand, the observation that time is a resource with scalar and differing use value may help to explain the problems with the concept of free time identified in Section 2. The presence of choice (to different degrees) within both free and necessary time is mirrored in how time differs in use value.
Therefore, a theory of temporal justice cannot be limited to a concern with shares of (free) time. Instead, we need a metric of temporal justice that takes the use value of time into account. The next section explores what it means that time has use value and what this means for the metric of temporal justice.

The Use Value of Time
A theory of temporal justice should take into account how hours of time differ in use value. In this section, I will propose a revision of the metric of temporal justice that does so. However, first, we need a better understanding of what it means to ‘use’ or to ‘do’ something with time.
I will begin with Brown’s suggestion that ‘someone’s time is a possibility of activities for that person’ (Brown 1970, p. 176). Brown sees that we need the resource of time in order to engage in activities. However, limiting our focus to activities seems too narrow, because it seems plausible that a period of time can be more or less valuable because of the states we are in or that pertain to us in that time period. A time period may be valuable because I am loving, happy, excited, or pleasantly daydreaming or disvaluable because I am sad, bored, unreasonably angry, or repulsed. To states that I am in, we may want to add the possibility that states of affairs that pertain to us for certain amounts of time also matter. A period of time could be valuable because I am loved, virtuous, and so on or disvaluable because I am vicious, rightfully hated, and so on. In short, time is valuable for what we can do or be in it.[footnoteRef:13] As for the value of any such activity or state, we will have to look to our theory of the good, and I will be neutral on which such theory we should use. Activities and states have value as ascribed to them by our conception of the good, by the objective list, for the welfare they realise, and so on.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  Cp. Goodin et al. (2008, p. 4): ‘Time is a necessary input into anything that one cares to do or to become’.]  [14:  If taking a risk is involved, we can use expected value, i.e., the values of success and failure multiplied by their respective probabilities.] 

At any given time, there will, of course, be many activities one can engage in or states one can attain. I will refer to those states and activities as the prospects of a time period.[footnoteRef:15] The prospects of a specific time period are hence the activities one may engage in and the states one may be in within that time period – that is, anything one can do or be in that time period. [15:  I thank an anonymous reviewer for terminological advice here.] 

The resource of time has a particular property that gives it resource properties very different from those of money: Time has to be ‘spent’ as it comes along.[footnoteRef:16] A particular hour has to, and will be, spent when it comes whether there is a valuable way to do so or not (Brown 1970, pp. 180–182). Thus, in the analogy with money, an hour is like a coin that can only be used for whatever is within reach the moment you receive it. One could also compare time to a voucher that can be used only for certain prospects, namely those available in that specific time period.[footnoteRef:17] In other words, a period of time is valuable for what one can do and be at that point in time. [16:  There are many perishable goods, such as milk and fruits, that cannot be stored very long, but time cannot be stored at all. For more on how time is special as a resource, see Nordström et al. (2019, pp. 215–216).]  [17:  I owe this comparison to an anonymous reviewer.] 

Here is an example to illustrate this. Imagine that on a given day, you have two hours during which there are no demands on your time. In these two hours, you are free to do whatever you want. However, due to circumstances, these hours will be spent at a train station in the middle of nowhere, the only station café is closed, your phone is out of battery, and for some reason, you did not bring a book. The prospects for these two hours are bleak. In two hours, your wait will be over.[footnoteRef:18] Compare this to a day at the end of which you manage to find yourself at home, all chores completed, and you still have two hours with absolutely no demands on your time, leaving you free to do exactly what you want. Surely, you can think of a range of prospects that make these hours more valuable than the wait at the station. [18:  See also Brown (1970, p. 177).] 

This gives us the following simple theory of the value of time: 

The value of a time period is determined by the prospects of this time period. 

This is not a complete account of the value of time. Such an account must also deal with the interaction of prospects, simultaneously and across time, so that we are really choosing between sets of prospects.[footnoteRef:19] Moreover, it must say something about how the availability of multiple projects with different value, which will be the case in most time periods, matters. One way to do this is to set the value of a time period at the value of the most valuable (set of) prospects of that time period (Brown 1970, p. 177). This seems to follow if we think that people have a responsibility to take advantage of the opportunities they have in a given time period.[footnoteRef:20] However, I will not go deeper into these issues here as the simple theory stated above will do to bring out the points of this essay. [19:  A complete theory would, for instance, have to incorporate the fact that people appreciate variation, that a choice of project at one point in time may matter for what options are available at a later point in time, and so on.]  [20:  If one does not think (temporal) justice should be responsibility sensitive, another way to deal with the availability of multiple projects could be to multiply the value of each available project with the probability of engaging in it, where the sum of these products gives the value of the time period so that the value of a time period equals its expected value.] 

Now that we have an account of what it means that hours of time differ in value, we can revise our metric of temporal justice accordingly. We should move from a focus on shares of hours of (free) time to hours of time with a certain value, which is just another way of saying hours of time with certain prospects. Moreover, I think both Goodin et al. and Rose can and should accept this revision as it is what I think follows when some of the central ideas in their work are carried to their logical conclusion. As we have seen, Rose is concerned with conditions for the effective use of free time. Goodin et al. (2008, p. 263) are explicit that as a resource, time only has instrumental value. We have seen that the instrumental value of hours of time varies. Hours of time, whether free or not, are not all worth the same, and to capture this, we need to restate the metric of temporal justice as hours of time with a certain value. To support this conclusion and show the importance of taking the use value of time into account, the next section examines why different time periods differ in prospects and, hence, in value.

How Time Varies in Value
We have already seen one example of how time varies in value. Two hours at home are typically more valuable than two hours at a train station because there are prospects available at home that are not available at the train station. Prospects often have requirements that must be satisfied in order for them to be available in a specific time period. These requirements seem to be of three general types. Prospects may require a certain amount of time, time in a specific pattern, and time accompanied by specific other resources. Time periods for allocation differ in which such requirements they satisfy and, hence, in their prospects. In the following, I discuss how these requirements give rise to significant variation in the value of different time periods, albeit with some predictability and regularity. 

Amount
How much time people have for free allocation matters in its own right and is the focus of Goodin et al. and Rose. However, the amount of time to be allocated also matters in a further way because it matters for which prospects will be available in a specific time period. Prospects often require a certain amount of time. Reading a book, entering a state of deep contemplation, travelling, learning a language, or starting a family require different amounts of time, and each prospect is only available if one has enough time to allocate to it. Thus, having more time not only gives one access to more prospects; it may also give access to different and sometimes more valuable prospects, rendering all this time more valuable. In other words, for the value of time, there may be non-constant and often increasing returns to scale.[footnoteRef:21] This makes a simple comparison of time shares misleading. Getting twice as much time can open up a valuable prospect previously unavailable rather than just offer twice as much of the prospects one previously had. Moreover, this possibility is arguably of significant practical relevance as some of the prospects people tend to value particularly highly are prospects that require very large amounts of time. For instance, this holds for starting a family, building deep friendships, or learning new skills well. A focus merely on hours of time therefore overlooks how those rich in time for free allocation may be disproportionately advantaged because of how much more valuable what they can do and be with their time is. [21:  However, there is of course also such a thing as having too much time, that is, having more time than one has valuable prospects. Williams (1973) gives a vivid philosophical treatment. For an interesting theorization and experimental study of how people’s valuation of time blocks depends on amount of time, see Festjens and Janiszewski (2015). Their study finds near indifference to small time gains, increasing marginal utility for moderate gains, and diminishing marginal utility for large gains. However, perhaps in a situation where people were used to having more time, they would also have more ideas about what to do with it, which would give higher marginal utility also for large gains.] 


Pattern
Not only may prospects require a certain amount of time; they may also require that the time for allocation occurs according to a specific pattern. While reading a book may be fairly flexible with respect to pattern (although intervals of more than, say, 20 minutes are preferable), entering a state of deep contemplation may require that one is left uninterrupted for at least an hour or two. A large chunk of free time, say a whole year of consecutive free time, is great if one wants to sail around the world, whereas to raise a child, one probably needs a larger amount of time more evenly distributed over the next 18 years or so.
The patterns required by prospects often follow the rhythms given by natural cycles (the day, the year, the life cycle) and the social structure of time use (Brown 1970, p. 182). Outdoor activities may require daylight and, hence, only be available on weekends for people with long working hours. Going to the beach is most agreeable in summer, while skiing or ice skating is only possible in the winter. Entertainment and other services, including necessary interactions with public institutions, require that one has time within the opening hours. As for the life circle, some prospects, such as starting a family or adventurous travelling, may be excluded by a pattern that postpones time for free allocation until late in life, as some careers may require.[footnoteRef:22] Social prospects such as finding a partner and spending time with friends and family require free time when others are free. Hence, the importance of some general temporal coordination in a society, including common holidays (Rose 2016a, chap. 5, b). [22:  I thank Malte Jauch for helping me make this point.] 

Rose’s conditions of social coordination and flexibility concern pattern, whereas predictability concerns both pattern and amount. Social coordination requires that people have coordinated patterns of time for allocation, and flexibility is the freedom over one’s own time allocation, which allows one to fit it to the pattern of one’s preferred prospects. Predictability of pattern and amount is needed to know which prospects are possible within the time one has for allocation. However, focussing on amount and pattern says more than Rose’s conditions as it explains why some patterns and amounts of predictable time and some amounts of flexible time are more valuable than others.

Other Resources
Prospects often require specific resources in addition to a certain amount and pattern of time, and the value of a set of hours will depend on access to resources in those hours. To learn to play the violin, one needs a large amount of time, but one also needs a violin and access to tuition. If one has the time but not the other resources, one does not have the prospect. Importantly, this also holds for internal resources such as health, skills, and ‘mental sharpness’. If one has a mentally taxing job, one may find that even if one has the time to engage in learning a language after work, one just does not have the mental energy to do so. The retired are rich in time and sometimes in external resources but may find their prospects restricted by their health.
Some resources are (typically) had in patterns such as the daily, annual, or life cycles: mental sharpness and daylight in the morning, snow in winter and heat in summer, and health in youth. In these cases, there is no distinction between how pattern and resources affect the value of a time period (although the effect of resources might be considered more fundamental as it explains the need for a specific pattern). Other resources affect the value of time periods independently of pattern. For example, access to money generally opens more prospects.
The value of time and of other resources for realising prospects are thus interdependent. Everything we may want to do or be requires time, and most of it also requires some resources, internal and external. Hence, which prospects are available to someone will depend on their whole bundle of internal and external resources and time. Ignoring the resource of time, as most resourcists have, ignores how time matters for someone’s prospects. Goodin et al. and Rose’s work on temporal justice goes some way towards rectifying this mistake. Rose’s requirements of social coordination, flexibility, and predictability also neutralise some differences in the use value hours. However, the most precise theory of temporal justice must recognise that time shares differ in use value, which again is a result of the fact that the availability of prospects depend on amount, pattern, and other resources.

Two Objections: Non-Workability and Mixing Resources
I have argued that our approach to temporal justice must be revised to take into account the fact that hours of time differ in use value. However, this may seem to undermine the prospects for a resourcist theory of temporal justice for two reasons that I will discuss below: The objection from non-workability and the mixed resource objection. By answering these objections, I defend the claim that a concern with how time differs in value is compatible with a resourcist approach to temporal justice.

The objection from non-workability 
Goodin et al. and Rose clearly want to develop an account of temporal justice that can be used to identify and rectify real temporal injustices (Goodin 2017, pp. 41–42; Rose 2017, pp. 107–108). However, determining the use value of different time periods for different people seems much harder than just determining shares of free time. Indeed, it may even seem unworkable in practice.
In reply, I first want to note that discussing workability, Rose suggests that the philosophical concept of ‘free time’, and a workable way to operationalise and assess shares of free time, may come apart.[footnoteRef:23] Rose argues that a coherent concept of ‘free time’ should be sensitive to individual differences in free and necessary time, even if assessments of free time for practical purposes may have to be only ‘moderately tailored to individual circumstances’ (2016a, pp. 55–57). Hence, Rose lets the best concept of free time and the best operationalisation or assessment of free time come apart, and this seems perfectly reasonable to me. Of course, we need workable rules of regulation,[footnoteRef:24] and these may have to rely on approximations. However, this should not keep us from making theoretical improvements in our understanding of temporal justice. The fact that we have to use an approximation in practice does not remove the importance of understanding better what we are approximating. [23:  See discussions in Rose (2016a, pp. 53–57, 2017, pp. 106–109) and Goodin (2017, pp. 40–42).]  [24:  I here use ‘rule of regulation’ in the sense developed in Cohen (2008, p. 265).] 

Moreover, it is not unworkable to take into account the fact that time varies in use value in practice. Although it may be hard to envisage any exact way of determining the value of different time periods for different people, we can often make approximate or general judgements using our knowledge from Section 5 about how amount, pattern, and other resources matter for the value of time. Certainly, individuals can, for example, judge for themselves that three weeks of holiday in the summer are more valuable than three weeks in the winter if they prefer a beach holiday or, conversely, if they prefer a skiing holiday. Free time in the evening is typically better for socialising, but free time in the day may be better for outdoor activities. An even distribution of free time throughout life is better for having family and for self-realisation projects that require regular engagement over a longer period. Many social projects require temporal coordination, such as common holidays. Judgements on the value of time for specific persons will be harder as people will differ in how they value different prospects. However, we will typically be justified in judging that someone with many but short periods of free time (e.g., Rose’s Beth example) is temporally worse off than someone with fewer longer periods, that some temporal coordination with others is better, and that an even distribution is typically better than an uneven distribution in the long run.
Finally, and importantly, there are ways to compare different time allocations that do not require us to determine exact values for different time periods. The envy test, an established test of liberal equality of resources, can compare heterogeneous resource shares such as sets of hours of different value without assigning them a specific value.[footnoteRef:25] To use the envy test on time allocations, we do not have to specify the use value of each hour, but we have to specify both how many hours are being allocated and which hours these are in order for participants to be able to assess their use value of different allocations. An unequal distribution of hours of free time can pass the ‘envy test’ as long as their use value is the same, and an equal distribution of hours may fail the envy test when use values differ. [25:  On the envy test, see, e.g., Fleurbaey (2008, pp. 21–24) and Dworkin (2000, chaps. 2–3).] 


The mixed resource objection
The value of time depends both on having time and on which other resources are available. This seems to make ‘time with a certain value’ a mixed resource, that is, a result of mixing the resource of time with other resources, such as money, health, and so on. Arguably, the spirit of resourcist distributive justice is to distribute unmixed resources without consideration for what people can do with their resources once they are all mixed. Therefore, the objection goes, time with a certain value is unsuited as a metric for resourcist distributive justice.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  I thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this objection.] 

In reply, note, first, that variations in the value of time do not arise only from ‘mixing’ with other resources but also from the effects of amount and pattern on which prospects are available. Time varies in value before it is ‘mixed’. Second, and importantly, it is possible to allocate time ‘unmixed’ with other resources while taking into account that hours of time are hours with a certain use value (which also depends on how the time will be ‘mixed’). Using the envy test to allocate time, as I suggested above, is one way to do this. One can specify which hours are being allocated and leave deciding what each unit of time is worth after allocation, or after ‘mixing’, to the participants. Thus, it is possible to allocate hours of time without taking a stance on their value once access to other resources is considered, but this has to be done in a way that takes into account that hours allocated are hours with a certain value.

7. Conclusion
Goodin et al. and Rose have shown us that political theory should address temporal inequalities, and I have argued for two ways in which their approach should be improved. First, the concept of free time does not track discretionary control over time. All of time is a resource, and if free time has particular moral relevance, this must be for some other reason. Free time does seem to be a useful concept for tracking access to time for leisure. However, also for this purpose, we would need to revise the approach to take into account the fact that time varies in value. When allocating time (free or necessary), we are allocating hours of time with a certain use value. This insight must be a part of a theory of temporal justice, an area where there is still much work to do. I will end by stating what I take to be two important implications:

1. To determine fair shares of free time, we must look at the use values of those shares and not just at the absolute number of hours. Equality or inequality in the number of hours of free time does not map neatly onto equality or inequality in what matters, that is, what people can do and be with their time.
2. Arguably, a complete theory of temporal justice should be concerned not just with fair shares of free time but with the allocation of all of people’s time. All periods of time, free and necessary, have some value depending on the prospects of those time periods. Determining fair shares of free time may also depend on differences in the value of people’s necessary time.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Cp. the proposal, popular in socialist literature, that those with the hardest work should work fewer hours, found, e.g., in Bellamy (1982, p. 72) and Shaw (1929, pp. 78–79).] 
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