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Assessing the Validity of Four-day Week Pilots 

Hugo Cuello 

Abstract 

The four-day workweek has gained global attention and popularity, with supporters arguing it can 
improve several conditions, such as productivity, job creation, and the environment. Small-scale pilot 
programmes are being carried out to better understand the concept, but it is crucial to ensure they 
are well-designed and implemented for reliable results. This working paper assesses the quantitative 
outcomes, scope, and methodological limitations of recent pilots and provides insight into future pilot 
designs for a more comprehensive understanding of the four-day workweek. A framework for 
categorising the four-day week pilots is presented, followed by an in-depth analysis of three case 
studies and their approaches to measuring various performance indicators and outcomes. The main 
section of the working paper provides a comprehensive examination of the quantitative limitations 
of the four-day week pilots. Drawing on these limitations, the paper offers ten specific 
recommendations for future researchers and policymakers to enhance the validity of four-day week 
pilots. 

Keywords: four-day week; worktime reduction; flexible work arrangements; work-life balance; 
workers’ performance; 
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1 The pilots testing the four-day workweek 

The idea of a four-day workweek, or a reduction in working hours, has gained significant global 
attention and is increasingly popular. The core of the proposal is to reduce the standard full-time 
working hours to a four-day workweek, or a shorter number of hours per week, without affecting 
workers' pay. Supporters of the four-day workweek argue that it can lead to improved productivity, 
the creation or preservation of jobs, and a positive impact on the environment due to reduced 
consumption and production. 

The impact of reducing working hours has been the subject of research, mainly through examining 
historical cases, simulations, and modelling. This research has been conducted by analysing the 
effects of mandatory reductions in working hours that different governments have introduced. For 
instance, the French government implemented a shorter workweek between 1998 and 2000 to 
combat high unemployment rates (Estevão & Sa, 2008). This reduced the standard number of weekly 
working hours from 39 to 35. Similarly, the Portuguese government reduced standard working hours 
from 44 to 40 per week by law in 1996 (Raposo & Van Ours, 2010). However, these reductions were 
implemented nationwide and were not preceded by small-scale testing. Consequently, measuring 
their causal impact has been challenging, as only a few studies have attempted to use quasi-random 
variations to evaluate the effects of these reductions.1 

Research examining the effects of reducing working hours has shown that such reductions can 
positively impact well-being, employment, economics, and productivity outcomes (Barnes, 2019). 
However, some experts have noted drawbacks as well, as the implementation can be challenging and 
may not be suited for all types of businesses (Harrington, 2022). For instance, the French 35-hour 
workweek law increased dissatisfaction amongst workers. This was due to a lack of consideration for 
diversity in work organisations, causing employees to increase their workload to maintain high 
productivity (Prunier-Poulmaire & Gadbois, 2001). 

The international focus on the four-day workweek is a relatively new development, and limited 
literature and real-world examples are available. There are simulations of the potential effects of a 
four-day workweek in countries such as the UK and Ireland (Gilmore, 2019). Some studies have also 
been conducted to evaluate the desirability, feasibility, and implementation of a four-day workweek 
(Calvert Jump, 2022). However, those studies don’t provide evidence of the impact of the four-day 
week in the field. 

In recent years, interest has resurged in the four-day workweek, with a new wave of small-scale pilot 
programmes aimed at gaining a better understanding of the concept in practice. Advocacy groups, 
businesses, and governments are pushing for these pilot programmes to be carried out to understand 
the effects of a shorter workweek better. Some of these pilots have received significant media 
attention and have inspired governments in various countries to consider similar plans, with 
companies showing interest in the USA, Canada and New Zealand, among others (Clark, 2022). 

Pilots can provide practical knowledge on the impacts of a four-day working week, which can only be 
observed in the field. Although these small-scale tests cannot fully capture all the macroeconomic 
and market effects that would result from a nationwide implementation, they can still provide 
valuable insight into the potential impacts on productivity, well-being, workers’ performance, and 
gender. 

However, it is crucial to ensure that the pilots are correctly designed and implemented to obtain 
reliable results. Effective pilot design includes elements such as a well-designed recruitment plan, 
valid measures and data collection strategies, and a suitable evaluation method to answer the 

1 Two studies, Leipenteur (2019) and Sanchez (2016) provide quasi-experimental evidence on France and 
Portugal. 
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research questions. Monitoring implementation and preparing mitigation plans for compliance or 
attrition are also important considerations. If the pilots are not well-designed and implemented, the 
results may not be credible and will not contribute to the existing knowledge on the topic. 

Overall, the four-day working week and other proposals for reduced working hours could provide 
innovative solutions to some of the main challenges facing developed societies. For instance, a recent 
systematic review (Voglino et al., 2022) explored the impact of reduced working hours on health 
outcomes. Nevertheless, there is still much to learn about the effects of the four-day week on 
different fronts, and existing pilots provide only indicative data on the potential positive outcomes. 
Several companies have reported challenges to implementing it effectively, which point to some 
significant heterogeneous effects that should be considered (Coleman, 2023). Some companies have 
even dropped the plans to test it as it would create “significant disruptions and threatening 
operations”, posing potential harm to some workers (Booth, 2019). 

This paper focuses on examining the recent wave of pilots and assessing their outcomes, scope, and 
limitations to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the quantitative evaluations of the 
four-day working week. The additional qualitative information in the pilots is considered but not 
assessed. This paper does not aim to draw any conclusions about the effectiveness of the four-day 
working week or working time reductions, as it would not conduct a comprehensive meta-evaluation 
of all the four-day working week pilots. Instead, this paper aims to assess the key quantitative 
features, performance indicators and methodological problems of the most prominent four-day week 
pilots through the public information available and provide insights into where future pilots should 
focus on enhancing existing in-the-field knowledge.  

The following section presents a typology for analysing the current wave of pilots. Section 3 will 
choose one case study for each pilot typology and describe their pilot designs. Section 4 will collect 
the principal performance indicators used in the case studies. Section 5 highlights the main limitations 
of the pilots, with a focus on the case studies but applicable to other pilots as well. Finally, Section 6 
will draw to a close with recommendations for enhancing the validity of future four-day week pilots. 

 

2 Three types of four-day workweek pilots 

Categorising the various four-day week pilots is important for several reasons. It enables 
policymakers and researchers to compare and contrast similar pilots, what has been studied and the 
main gaps in the existing evidence. Categorisation also allows for a more targeted analysis of the 
specific types of target groups. Finally, by identifying commonalities and differences between pilots, 
relevant stakeholders can identify areas for improvement and optimise the design of future 
interventions.  

One potential categorisation method is based on the ownership and nature of the organisation 
introducing the intervention - whether it is a public or private organisation. It is essential to recognise 
that public and private sector dynamics differ, and lessons learned in the public sector may not be 
easily transferable to private sector employees. Within the private sector, there may also be a 
distinction between pilots that test the four-day week in one company versus those that include 
several companies. Table 1 outlines the main characteristics of these pilots. 

Private-sector participation is essential for the sustainability of the four-day week policy proposal, as 
it requires a reduction in working hours without a corresponding reduction in pay. Thus, assessing 
whether businesses can successfully implement this change is crucial. Piloting can identify potential 
benefits or challenges that businesses may face in implementing the four-day week, such as changes 
to scheduling and staffing, and evaluate its impact on crucial business measures like productivity, 
company outcomes, and workers' well-being. 
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On the other hand, the public sector is a significant employer and service provider to the community, 
making it crucial to understand the potential impact of a four-day workweek on its workers and 
service delivery. Various pilot programmes have been conducted across the public sector, offering 
valuable insights into the potential impact of reduced working hours on public sector employees and 
organisations.  

Table 1: Types of Four-day Workweek Pilots  
 

 
Private Sector Pilots Public Sector Pilots 

 
Multiple-company pilots Individual-company pilots  

Strategy Coordinate volunteering 
businesses willing to 
introduce the four-day 
week 

Volunteering business 
introducing the four-day 
week to employees 

Select workplaces within a 
public administration to 
introduce the four-day week 

Unit of 

intervention 

Businesses Employees Workplaces 

Data Businesses and employee 
data 

Employee data Workplace and employee 
data 

Evaluation 

method 

Before-and-after 
comparisons 

Before-and-after 
comparisons 

Enrolled-and-unenrolled 
comparisons 

Promoter Advocacy organisations and 
governments  

Individual firms Governments  

Countries 

where it is 

tested 

UK, USA, Ireland, New 
Zealand, Portugal, Spain 

UK, USA, Ireland, New 
Zealand, Portugal, Spain, 
Japan 

Sweden, Finland, Iceland, 
Portugal 

 

2.1 Private Sector pilots 

2.1.1 Multiple-company pilots 

Some advocacy organisations are coordinating pilot programmes with several companies 
simultaneously to increase the sample size and representativeness of the effects. This approach 
enables them to provide training and mentoring to multiple businesses simultaneously and create a 
network of interested companies willing to participate and learn from one another. 

The advocacy organisation 4 Day Week Global (4DWG) Foundation is currently pushing for the largest 
private-sector pilot to date, which they claim is underway with over 180 companies in several 
countries. The programme is operated in collaboration with the think tank Autonomy, alongside a 
data-collection partnership with researchers at Boston College, Cambridge University, and Oxford 
University (Cohen, 2022). 

Private-sector pilot studies continue to be conducted in the UK, US, New Zealand, Australia, Ireland, 
and Canada under the support of the 4DWG, the 4 Day Week Campaign and other advocacy 
organisations. For example, over 70 companies in the UK participated in a pilot from June to December 
2022, and the first results from 33 companies primarily based in Ireland and the US were recently 
shared at the end of 2022 and are discussed below as one of the case studies (Schor et al., 2022). 
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Several governments are also leading private-sector pilots with multiple companies. For instance, the 
Spanish national and the regional governments of Valencia in Spain are preparing the first pilots in 
Spain (Kassam, 2021). Additionally, the Scottish and the Portuguese are preparing their pilots with 
multiple companies (Tzvetozar, 2022). 

Other pilots with multiple companies involved are based solely on qualitative research and do not 
provide comparable quantitative data, such as one with small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 
in the financial services sector in New Zealand (Delaney et al., 2022). 

Most private-sector pilots involve small and medium-sized businesses, which is relevant as they 
constitute the majority of business ecosystems. For example, one private-sector pilot in Switzerland 
includes multiple larger Swiss companies (Neubert et al., 2022). However, in this case, the worktime 
reduction included a pay reduction and should not be considered part of the recent four-day week 
trend. 

2.1.2 Individual-company pilots 

In addition to private-sector pilots involving multiple companies, there are also individual company-
led pilots in which some employees voluntarily participate in a four-day week. Advocacy organisations 
and university researchers usually support these pilots, but they are not part of a more extensive pilot 
programme involving multiple companies. In 2019, the think tank Autonomy identified a dozen of 
these pilots, most of which were run by small and creative agencies such as Agent Marketing, a 
marketing firm in Liverpool, and Conversation Creation, a PR and marketing agency in Bristol (Stronge 
& Harper, 2019). However, there’s no centralised database collecting all individual four-day week 
pilots, and it is difficult to assess how many are currently underway.  

The most well-known company introducing the four-day week at the company level was Perpetual 
Guardian, a New Zealand firm that manages trusts. It conducted a four-day workweek pilot among 
its employees in 2018, and it is included below as one of the case studies given its relevance. 

There have also been working time reduction pilots in larger companies. For example, Volkswagen in 
Germany reduced the working week from 36 to 28.8 hours (Seifert & Trinczek, 2000). More recently, 
Microsoft Japan tested a four-day workweek and claimed a productivity boost of 40% (Chappell, 
2019).2 Some large companies, such as Telefónica in Spain, decided to offer a four-day week but with 
a reduction in pay (Sanchez & Galindo, 2022). Therefore, these are out of scope from the recent four-
day week trend. 

Although these company-level pilots can be helpful in concrete and specific cases, they have less 
external validity than private-sector pilots involving multiple firms because the results are likely to be 
context-driven. In general, these companies have reported successful results, although most share 
little information publicly, making it difficult to analyse them in detail. 

2.2 Public Sector pilots 

In the early 2000s, the Nordic countries were the first to run pilot programmes for public sector 
employees before the recent wave of four-day workweek pilots. For example, a pilot programme in 
the Swedish city of Gothenburg tested the impact of reduced working hours in a retirement home 
over 23 months (De Spiegelaere & Piasna, 2017). In this programme, workers' hours were reduced to 
30 hours per week, compared to a retirement home that did not have the opportunity to reduce 
working hours. 

These pilot programmes focused mainly on exploring the consequences of reduced work hours in 
Sweden and Norway, with a particular emphasis on health outcomes (Åkerstedt et al., 2001). Some 

                                                

 

2 The main results can be found only in Japanese here. 

https://news.microsoft.com/ja-jp/2019/10/31/191031-published-the-results-of-measuring-the-effectiveness-of-our-work-life-choice-challenge-summer-2019/
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pilot programmes were also conducted in Finland (Nätti and Anttila, 1999). However, these early-
stage pilot programmes had limited sample sizes, non-random comparison groups, and very narrow 
target groups, such as workers in nursing homes, centres for the elderly, dental healthcare, or 
kindergartens.3  

Nonetheless, the largest public-sector pilots in the Nordic countries were run in Iceland from 2015 to 
2019, where some public workers experienced a reduced workweek of 35-36 hours without a pay 
reduction (Haraldsson & Kellam, 2021). Due to this pilot programme’s relevance and international 
attention, it is included as one of the case studies in this working paper. 

Some governments have introduced a four-day week for some public workers that did not include a 
reduction in working hours. As a result, they had to work the same number of working hours 
condensed into four days, and therefore it would be out of scope for this analysis. For example, Utah’s 
state government pilot in the USA from 2008 to 2011 or, more recently, the Belgium government 
pilot in 2021, belong to this group (Martens & Pronina, 2022). However, other governments are 
planning to run four-day week pilots for public sector employees, with reduced working hours and no 
pay reduction, such as in Scotland and Portugal (Tzvetozar, 2022).  

 

3 Case studies 

To provide a more in-depth analysis of the various features, outcomes and limitations of the four-
day week pilots, this working paper has chosen three case studies to examine in detail. The goal is to 
select one example from each category previously described: one multiple-company pilot, one single-
company pilot, and one public-sector pilot. 

The case study selection criteria are based mainly on the pilots' relevance and the availability of 
publicly accessible information and results in English. These three pilots have been extensively 
covered in the media and are highly relevant to the four-day workweek movement. Additionally, these 
pilots have shared more information than other pilots mentioned earlier. Whilst none of the pilots 
have given public access to the microdata, they have published quantitative reports that summarise 
the necessary information to assess the validity of the studies, albeit to varying degrees of detail. 

The case studies vary significantly in terms of intervention design, pilot characteristics, and 
timeframes. Table 2 provides a comparative overview of each case study key characteristics. 

                                                

 

3 The main results can be found only in Swedish here. 

https://olivierpintelon.files.wordpress.com/2017/04/evaluatierapport-experiment-svartedaelen-23-maanden.pdf
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Table 2: Case Studies of Four-day Week Pilots 
 

 
Multiple-company Pilot Single-company Pilot Public Sector Pilot 

 
4 Day Week Global Perpetual Guardian Iceland 

Relevance First two pilots of a longer 
list of pilots run during 
2022 and 2023 

First pilot run by an 
individual company 

Two largest pilots run by the 
Reykjavík City Council and the 
Icelandic National 
Government 

Locations Remotely, Ireland, US, 
Australia, New Zealand 

New Zealand Iceland 

Intervention 

length 

6 months  2 months Approximately 4 years and 6 
months 

Period of 

intervention 

First pilot from February 
to August 2022, and 
second pilot from April to 
October 2022 

From March 2018 to May 
2018 

First pilot from March 2015 
to September 2019 and 
second pilot from May 2017 
to 2021 

Original 

sample 

33 companies and 903 
employees 

1 company and 240 
employees 

66 public workplaces and 
2,500 employees 

Expected 

change in 

hours worked 

From 40 to 32 hours From 37.5 to 30 hours From 40 to 35 or 36 hours 
on average 

Adopted a 

four-day 

workweek? 

Yes Unclear No 

Supporting 

organisations 

Boston College, University 
College Dublin, and 
Cambridge University 

The University of Auckland 
and Auckland University of 
Technology 

The think-tank Autonomy 

Note: The information provided is based on the reports published, which is some cases is unclear or contradictory 
and may not be exact.  

3.1 4 Day Week Global (4DWG) pilots 

In 2022, the 4DWG Foundation supported companies and non-profit organisations interested in 
implementing a four-day work week with no reduction in pay, leading to the world's first coordinated 
six-month pilots and a large-scale research effort on the impacts of a four-day week (Cooban, 2022). 
The 4DWG recently presented research results from the first two pilots, which included 33 volunteer 
companies and a total of 903 employees (Schor et al., 2022). 

Most of the companies were based fully remotely (12 companies) in Ireland (11 companies) and the 
US (6 companies), with the remaining four companies from the UK, Australia, and New Zealand. The 
pilots were conducted from February to August 2022 and from April to October 2022, with two 
months of preparation time for the companies, including attending workshops, coaching and 
mentoring, and participating in a peer support network. Even if there are two separate pilots, they 
have been studied and analysed as a single project. 
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Whilst companies were not required to implement a specific work time reduction strategy or a four-
day week to participate in the pilots, 29 of the 33 companies adopted a four-day week for all 
employees, with the remaining four companies reducing daily hours for a subset of employees who 
remained on a five-day schedule. Of the 33 companies, 27 completed a final survey in which they 
were asked about their overall experience with the four-day week and whether they would continue. 
The final matched sample size for employee data was 495 workers who completed baseline and 
endpoint surveys. 

Alongside facilitating the pilots, the 4DWG also provided research conducted by academic researchers 
from Boston College, University College Dublin, and Cambridge University. The research comprised 
two parts, with one part focusing on administrative data from the participating companies and the 
other part gathering self-reported survey data from employees with ranges applied to different 
outcomes. In both cases, a before-and-after comparison was conducted as the evaluation method. 

3.2 Perpetual Guardian pilot 

In March 2018, Perpetual Guardian, a New Zealand company specialising in trusts, wills and estate 
planning, initiated an eight-week trial of a four-day workweek. The company aimed to motivate 
employees to take a day off instead of compressing their working hours into shorter days. Employees 
received the same remuneration and were expected to deliver the same output level. Overall, 
employees worked for 30 hours but were paid for 37.5 hours. However, it is unclear how many 
employees worked exactly four days as opposed to five. 

The Perpetual Guardian pilot was the first of its kind at the company level and generated significant 
international attention. In the spring of 2018, the pilot was the subject of global news coverage after 
it claimed a 20% increase in employee productivity and a 45% improvement in work-life balance 
(Chappell, 2019). Following the eight-week trial, the company was so impressed that it allowed 
workers to opt-in to the four-day week across its operations. Some reports suggest that the policy 
has since been made permanent. 

Official records show that the pilot involved all 240 employees. For the analysis, respondents were 
matched based on the baseline and endpoint surveys, resulting in a final sample of 122 employees. 
The analysis also included a survey of supervisors, with a matched sample of 27 respondents. The 
analysis relied on self-reported data and used a set of ranges to assess various outcomes. The 
evaluation was conducted through a before-and-after comparison using the baseline and endpoint 
surveys. 

To evaluate the level of employee engagement, Perpetual Guardian partnered with academic 
institutions, The University of Auckland and Auckland University of Technology. The main researcher 
provided some pertinent quantitative information that can be used to gauge the effectiveness of the 
pilot (Haar, 2018). However, as noted in the report, this is only a summary of preliminary data 
published in July 2018. As of early 2023, no additional reports with more conclusive data have been 
publicly released. 

3.3 Iceland pilots 

In 2015 and 2017, two major pilots of a shorter working week were initiated in Iceland by the 
Reykjavík City Council and the Icelandic National Government in response to campaigning by trade 
unions and civil society organisations. The pilots involved a different reduction in working hours, 
depending on the particular workplace, with no reduction in pay. According to complementary 
information, 47% of workplaces reduced 1 or 2 hours of working time, whilst 45% reduced 3 hours 
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and 8% reduced 4 hours. On average, workplaces reduced 2.4 hours of working time.4 Even if there 
are two separate pilots, they have been studied and analysed as a single project. 

The first Reykjavík City pilot started in March 2015, with two workplaces and a few dozen workers, 
and it expanded to over 2,500 staff during the following years, although it is unclear how the sample 
developed over time. According to the additional information provided, a total of 61 workplaces 
participated in the pilot. An additional workspace was included as a comparison group at the beginning 
of the pilot, but it is not specified how it was selected or if more workspaces were included in the 
comparison group.  

The pilot was implemented in very diverse workplaces, including offices, playschools, city maintenance 
facilities, and care homes. The pilot ended on September 1, 2019, with staff reverting to their previous 
working hours. However, agreements were signed a few months later, guaranteeing shorter hours. 

Another pilot at the national level began in April-May 2017, with 17 workplaces applying and 4 
selected, including a police station and the Directorate of Internal Revenue. A total of 5 workplaces 
participated in the pilot. Four other workplaces were selected as comparison groups for the pilot that 
would not receive the four-day week mandate. The criteria for group selection are not specified. 

According to official figures, around 440 staff members were part of the intervention group, with 364 
in comparison group workplaces. The pilot ended in 2021, but it is not specified when the workplaces 
ended and if they all did so simultaneously. 

Quantitative studies based on administrative and self-reported data collected on different surveys 
for treatment and comparison groups were routinely conducted by the Reykjavík City Council and the 
Icelandic Government, both as part of their usual operations and specifically for the pilots. 
Unfortunately, these government reports are in Icelandic and cannot be analysed in this assessment 
due to language barriers.5 However, a think-tank, Autonomy, published a final report summarising all 
the relevant quantitative information that can be used for a general assessment of the pilots 
(Haraldsson & Kellam, 2021). It should be noted that more detailed information may be available in 
the government reports that are not included in this assessment. 

 

4 Overview of performance outcome indicators 

This section compares the outcome measures used in the selected case studies of four-day week 
pilots (Schor et al., 2022; Haar, 2018; Haraldsson & Kellam, 2021). The objective is to identify 
similarities and differences in measuring the data. By comparing the outcome measures used in the 
case studies, it should be easier to identify best practices and potential areas for improvement in 
measuring the success of the four-day week interventions. 

4.1 Health and well-being 

The pilots used various survey-based indicators to assess the impacts on the health and well-being 
of participants. The Perpetual pilot aimed to measure health satisfaction and job stress before and 
after the intervention, which refers to workers' assessments of how stressful their jobs are. The 
Iceland pilot aimed to capture self-reported well-being at work and symptoms of stress for the 
treatment and the comparison groups.  

                                                

 

4 These are the author’s calculations based on the additional information provided in Appendix I of Haraldsson 
& Kellam (2021). The main information provided in the same report states that hours per week were shortened 
“from 40 hours to 35 or 36”. 
5 Additional information in Icelandic can be found here. 

https://www.bsrb.is/static/files/Ymis-skjol/skyrsla-rikisins-um-styttingu-vinnuvikunnar-april-2019.pdf
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In contrast, the 4DWG pilots focused more on self-perception of mental health and positive and 
negative emotions, such as cheerful and vigorous or lonely and tense. The Perpetual pilot also asked 
workers to rate how well the company cares for their physiological health and well-being and 
compared them before and after the intervention. 

In addition, the 4DWG pilots collected data on self-reported anxiety levels, self-perception of physical 
health, and weekly physical exercise frequency. The Iceland pilot also reported that some participants 
claimed to exercise more than before, although it is unclear whether this information was obtained 
through qualitative or quantitative data. 

4.2 Job satisfaction and work environment  

In order to measure changes in job satisfaction among pilots, various survey questions were used. 
Both the 4DWG and Perpetual surveys included a direct question about job satisfaction and compared 
them before and after the intervention, with the former asking respondents to rate their level of 
satisfaction on a scale of 0 to 10. The survey of the 4DWG also included additional questions on 
burnout and work stress. In the case of Perpetual, questions related to workload and work nature, 
such as work demand, team strength, and team cohesion.  

The 4DWG survey also included questions about turnover intentions, job security, and second job 
involvement. Additionally, they asked questions about work intensity and complexity, such as the 
opportunity to learn new things or have more autonomy. The 4DWG survey also included retrospective 
questions that asked workers to reflect on the beginning of the pilot and provide feedback on changes 
in work pace and second job intentions. 

In contrast, the Icelandic pilots focused their questions on work operationalisation and asked survey 
questions regarding team support, role confusion, fair and encouraging management, and worker 
control over work pace, and compared these with workplaces in the comparison group. 

4.3 Work-life balance 

All three groups of pilots collected information on self-perceived work-life balance, though using 
slightly different survey questions. In the Perpetual pilot, workers reported how well they balanced 
their work and non-work roles. The 4DWG asked about the ease of combining paid work with social 
life on a 1-5 scale. The Icelandic pilot reportedly collected information in work-life balance for the 
treatment and the comparison groups.  

In addition to the primary work-life balance question, the 4DWG included additional questions to 
explore the conditions of workers, such as sleep problems and fatigue. They also asked questions 
related to family dynamics and compared them before and after the intervention, including whether 
workers felt too tired from work to do household tasks and had difficulty concentrating on work due 
to family responsibilities. The 4DWG survey also collected information on combining paid work with 
care responsibilities. 

4.4 Productivity and public service provision 

This is the only question where the pilots aimed to capture data from administrative sources instead 
of using survey-based questions. However, the Perpetual pilot did not report any measure of business 
productivity. 

The 4DWG pilots aimed to capture changes before and after the intervention in the revenue of the 
companies by weighting the data by company size. They also retrospectively asked for revenue from 
the same six-month period for the previous year before the pilot began, which they used as a 
comparison period. They then calculated the weighted average percentage change across the 
companies that supplied sufficient data and compared it with that period.  
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In Iceland, they measured public service provision by observing the number of open cases and active 
cases as a proxy for public sector productivity. They observed changes in both open and active cases 
as well as the number of applications, although authors highlighted that it may be influenced by 
seasonal factors. However, each workplace is different, and they collected various metrics, such as 
the time of each process and the number of visitors or calls received. They also observed other 
metrics, such as the number of immigration applications or customer satisfaction. 

4.5 Workers’ performance  

Private-sector pilots have aimed to capture changes in worker performance through various means. 
In the Iceland pilots, however, no specific questions were reported about worker performance. In the 
Perpetual pilot, workers were asked to self-report their perceived service performance and compare 
them before and after the intervention, specifically how they engage with customers and whether 
there has been an improvement. Additionally, work engagement was measured to determine if 
workers were more engaged and willing to go the extra mile. The 4DWG pilot did not include similar 
questions but rather asked about workers' schedule control and compared their current work ability 
to their lifetime best as a proxy for productivity and performance.  

In addition to the primary questions, the Perpetual pilot also included additional inquiries into team 
dynamics, such as team creativity, reflecting workers' perceptions of how innovative and creative 
their team is, and team behaviours, capturing employees' perceptions of how well their team engages 
in helpful work behaviours.  

To provide a contrasting perspective based on workers' and supervisors' viewpoints, the Perpetual 
pilot also aimed to capture supervisor data. Supervisors were asked to reflect on how they perceived 
their employee teams to perform. Supervisors were also asked about their team's attendance 
behaviours, specifically related to being on time for their job positions, as well as their team's 
creativity behaviours and additional positive behaviours outside of those required in the job 
description. 

4.6 Absenteeism  

Among the three case studies, only the 4DWG pilot included an analysis of absenteeism. The study 
employed two methods to capture this data. Firstly, workers were asked to report the number of days 
they were absent from work due to sickness or other health-related reasons in the weeks preceding 
the survey and compared them before and after the intervention. 

Secondly, administrative data was used to collect information on the number of sick and personal 
days taken by each employee per month and was compared with the comparison period a year before 
the pilot began. 

4.7 Employment and employee retention 

Private-sector pilots aimed to assess the impact on employment, although the Icelandic pilot did not 
report on this aspect, as the employment dynamics in the public sector differ from those in the private 
sector. The Perpetual pilot did not incorporate employment measures but instead relied on survey-
based questions to gauge workers' attitudes toward remaining with the organisation. 

In contrast, the 4DWG pilot aimed to obtain administrative data on employment. Specifically, it 
collected information on the number of new employees, as well as resignation and hiring rates per 
100 employees. The data was compared from the start of the pilot to the endpoint and adjusted for 
company size. 

In addition to tracking these changes, the study also used the comparison period of one year prior to 
the start of the pilot to compare hiring and resignation rates for the companies that provided that 
information. 
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4.8 Time allocation and life satisfaction 

The three groups of pilots collected various information regarding time allocation. Both Perpetual and 
the 4DWG pilots used survey-based questions to investigate life satisfaction and compared them 
before and after the intervention, although they used different metrics. The 4DWG pilots used a 1-
10 scale to determine satisfaction with life, whereas Perpetual collected data on the percentage of 
workers who reported being satisfied with their lives. 

In addition to life satisfaction, Perpetual also inquired about leisure satisfaction, reflecting overall 
satisfaction with leisure time, and community satisfaction, pertaining to involvement with the local 
community. The 4DWG pilots aimed to capture satisfaction with time, attempting to collect data on 
where the extra time was allocated, as well as observing any changes in time dedicated to hobbies, 
volunteering, housework, and other caregiving activities. The study also collected information on 
household finance satisfaction and relationship satisfaction. 

The Iceland pilots also included questions regarding participants' satisfaction with the time they 
allocated for themselves and their families. They also reported whether workers felt more energised 
and less stressed, resulting in more energy for other leisure activities. The pilots were particularly 
interested in the impact on single parents, although it is unclear whether this data was collected 
through interviews or other qualitative means instead of surveys. 

4.9 Gender equality 

Efforts were made to measure the impact of the three groups of pilots on gender equality, but limited 
information is available. The Perpetual pilot tried to explore gender differences across the examined 
variables, although they did not specify which ones were explored. Similarly, the Iceland pilots 
observed a division of household labour. However, they did not provide details on the source of this 
effect. 

The 4DWG pilots attempted to capture self-reported changes before and after the intervention in the 
division of labour by gender in couples, as well as collecting survey-based data on the share of time 
spent on childcare and housework by gender. They also collected information on childcare costs. 

4.10 Environmental footprint  

The private-sector pilots aimed to assess the environmental impact of the pilots, although they used 
different approaches. The Iceland pilot did not mention this matter. In the Perpetual pilot, participants 
were asked a series of retrospective questions about changes in energy use, leisure travel, and other 
pro-environmental behaviours such as recycling, purchasing eco-friendly products, and choosing to 
walk or cycle instead of driving. The pilot also asked about environmental education and volunteering 
to help care for the environment. 

In contrast, the 4DWG pilots attempted to collect self-reported data on commuting time, to observe 
changes in hours spent commuting over the study period. They also observed changes in the 
percentage of workers commuting by car. The pilots also collected self-reported data on the number 
of domestic and international trips taken in the past weeks. The pilot reported collecting information 
on the carbon footprint, but these results have not been shared yet. 

 

5 Main limitations of current pilots 

This section is the central part of the working paper, focusing on the limitations of the four-day week 
pilots. Whilst the three case studies analysed are the primary source of information, the discussion 
extends to other pilots as well.  
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When the OECD aims to verify the validity of business support program evaluations, it uses a quality 
assessment metric. A low rating is attributed to evaluations with a limited sample size, simplistic and 
poorly executed evaluation methods, misaligned impact variables with program aims, and an absence 
of survival analysis (OECD, 2023). 

Whilst the OECD score may not be directly applicable, the evaluation quality assessment framework 
is valuable for analysing the validity of the four-day week pilot programmes. By using it as a basis, 
this section will delve deeper into the methodological limitations, making a conscious effort to use 
accessible language wherever possible and focusing more specifically on the inherent problems of 
four-day week interventions. Table 3 presents a general summary of the main issues encountered in 
each set of problems for the case studies. The table includes a tick mark in each box where the 
specific issue was found in the corresponding case study. 

The limitations found in the case studies can be divided into four sets of problems: concerns with 
addressing causality, issues with collecting accurate data, limited transparency when reporting 
results, and incomplete information on sample and intervention characteristics. The categorisation of 
limitations into these four sections is designed to offer an outline for understanding some of the main 
methodological challenges associated with a quantitative impact evaluation. For instance, the use of 
the evaluation method, the choice of impact variables, the implementation of the evaluation method 
and the selection of the sample.  

By outlining these categories, this section provides a comprehensive overview of the methodological 
issues that impact the validity and generalisability of the pilots' findings. Identifying these challenges 
will help researchers develop strategies to improve the quality of evidence and increase the value of 
the intervention. 
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Table 3: Main Quantitative Limitations Presented on the Four-day Week Case Studies 

 
4DWG 

Pilots 

Perpetual 

Guardian 

Iceland 

Pilots 

Problems addressing causality 

Results affected by omitted variable bias ✓ ✓  

Results affected by selection bias   ✓ 

Collecting accurate data 

Overreliance on self-reported data  ✓ ✓ 

Low-quality administrative data ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Unreliable survey questions ✓  ✓ 

Transparency in reporting results 

Incomplete statistical information ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Lack of pre-registration plans ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Limited analysis of non-positive responses  ✓ ✓ 

Weak robustness checks ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Misuse of accessible summaries with digestible 
formats 

 ✓ ✓ 

Explaining sample and intervention characteristics 

Problems with the sample size ✓ ✓  

Lack of representativeness of the sample 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

Sample affected by low compliance ✓ ✓  

Constrained ability to observe heterogeneous effects ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Missing analysis of non-compliers 
✓ ✓ ✓ 

Limited information on costs and scalability of the 
intervention ✓ ✓ ✓ 
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5.1 Addressing causality 

Pilots are designed to investigate cause-and-effect relationships by posing a causal question, which 
is "What is the impact of the four-day week on various outcomes, such as productivity, work-life 
balance, and workers’ performance?" However, establishing causality is one of the major challenges 
in social science research. If there are other factors that contribute to a correlation between a 
treatment and an outcome, the overall correlation cannot be interpreted as a causal effect. This issue 
is often referred to as the endogeneity problem, and it requires the creation of a valid counterfactual, 
which demonstrates what would have happened in the absence of the programme (Hill et al., 2021). 

There are a variety of experimental and quasi-experimental strategies available to assess causality 
in research, each with its own set of strengths and limitations. Whilst these evaluation methods 
require certain assumptions in order to generate valid estimates, non-experimental estimations are 
generally considered weaker for addressing causality due to the tendency of their underlying 
assumptions to be violated (Angrist & Pischke, 2010). Of particular concern are two common non-
experimental evaluation methods: pre-post (or before-and-after) comparisons and self-selected (or 
enrolled-and-unenrolled) comparisons, which have been shown to yield unreliable estimates of the 
counterfactual due to the presence of selection bias and omitted variable bias (Gertler et al., 2016). 
As a result, most evaluations and academic experts consider the use of these methods to be highly 
risky.6 

All private-sector pilots mentioned in this working paper, including those that are not yet finalised, 
employ before-and-after comparisons, with only one exception that used a more robust evaluation 
method.7 The general approach taken involves comparing participant businesses before and after the 
introduction of the four-day week intervention and tracking how it has changed over time. For 
example, the 4DWG pilots mostly use the baseline surveys collected six months earlier as a 
comparison period, as well as data collected a year before the intervention was introduced. Some 
researchers may have tried to introduce a comparison group with non-participant companies but 
didn’t seem to work as it was not included in the final report.8  

The validity of the before-and-after comparison approach hinges on the assumption that other 
changes in the outcome of interest over time are not expected to be influential, which is highly unlikely 
in this scenario. Consequently, changes that are unrelated to the program's impact may be 
erroneously included as part of the estimated effect of the four-day week. For example, the 4DWG 
pilot captured a statistically significant reduction in childcare costs, which has nothing to do with the 
four-day week pilot. Various economy-wide effects, such as earnings or employment, or external 
shocks affecting outcomes, such as productivity or environmental footprint, could be influenced by 
other relevant factors as well. Additionally, external conditions like a pandemic or an economic crisis 
can impact employees' perceptions and well-being. 

Only one pilot provided additional information to test the before-and-after assumption, albeit 
unintentionally, indicating that the assumption was not met. To observe if the data was “potentially 
inflated” (Haar, 2018; p:11), the Perpetual pilot collected information four months before the baseline 
and compared it with the baseline and the endpoint results separately. As illustrated in Chart 1 below, 

                                                

 

6 To learn more about the limitations of these impact evaluation methods and the use of experimental and 
quasi-experimental methods, an introductory assessment for public policy by the World Bank can be found here. 
7 Neubert et al. (2022) present a pilot program in Switzerland that reduced working hours while also reducing 
pay that employed a quasi-experimental variation to estimate its effects. Nonetheless, the authors also discuss 
various methodological limitations associated with this approach. 
8 A detailed report of the Irish companies within the 4DWG pilots stated that they aimed to compare the results 
against two companies that decided not to participate in the pilot (Kelly et al., 2022). However, the results 
weren’t shared in detail, and only a small sample of employees from the non-participant companies responded. 
Regardless of these limitations, it would still be affected by selection bias. 

https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/25030/9781464807794.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
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all variables experienced statistically significant increases during the four months before the pilot 
began, from November 2017 to February 2018, when the baseline data was collected. Some changes 
are even greater than the increase between February and May 2018 during the intervention period. 
This unusual scenario likely points to other factors captured in the analysis and biasing of the before-
and-after results.9 

Chart 1: Time Trends of Employee Engagement Data in Perpetual Guardian Before and During the  
      Four-day Workweek Intervention  

 
                                                    Source: Composed by Cuello, H. based on data from Haar, J. (2018), 

Overview of the Perpetual Guardian 4-day (paid 5) Work Trial.    

On the other hand, the public sector pilots have also used before-and-after comparisons with certain 
variables. However, they have generally tried to incorporate a comparison group as a counterfactual. 
This approach was adopted in most evaluations of the Iceland and Sweden pilots, where other offices 
and public centres that did not experience a reduction in working hours were also included in the 
analysis. Nonetheless, the comparison groups were not randomly assigned, and no quasi-
experimental identification strategy was employed for non-random group selection, except for one 
pilot where randomisation was effectively applied at the workplace level.10 Thus, the majority of 
evaluation methods employed by public-sector pilots fall under the category of traditionally weak 
enrolled-and-unenrolled comparisons. 

The Iceland pilots involved several workplaces at different time points as part of the treatment and 
comparison groups. The Reykjavik pilot included at least one workplace as a comparison group, and 

                                                

 

9 The author of the report suggests that the positive impact of the intervention can be observed in the baseline 
results because employees were already aware of the upcoming change. However, there is no additional 
evidence presented to support this claim. From a theoretical standpoint, it is unlikely that the improvement can 
be fully attributed to the four-day workweek since, in practice, it had not yet been implemented, and employees 
were still working for five days. For instance, it is difficult to explain why the work-life balance appeared to have 
improved more when employees were still working for five days than when the four-day week was 
implemented, based solely on an earlier shift in their perceptions. 
10 The only randomised controlled trial found among the Nordic pilots was Schiller et al. (2017). It was run in 
Sweden in 2005 and tested the effects on sleep and perceived stress among public sector employees. 
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the Icelandic government pilot had at least four workplaces as a comparison group. However, when 
group selection is not randomly allocated, both groups are likely and significantly different from each 
other at baseline in both observable and unobservable characteristics. 

This presents significant endogeneity problems and a major threat to the internal validity of the 
Iceland pilots, as the comparison may be highly skewed due to pre-intervention differences across 
the groups. For instance, treated workplaces may comprise more motivated public sector employees 
with higher team engagement and better management systems that would bias the comparison. 

In essence, both private and public sector pilots have significant limitations in establishing causality, 
and their evaluations may require revision. Therefore, it is crucial to approach the quantitative results 
of most four-day week pilots with caution and consider them solely as indicative data. Qualitative 
reports have provided greater value and can aid in comprehending the potential direction of the 
impacts. However, given the limited internal validity of the quantitative results, it should not be 
considered robust evidence of the positive impact of the four-day week. 

5.2 Collecting accurate data 

The present private and public sector pilots rely mostly on self-reported survey data, which 
concentrate on employee perceptions. Whilst this can provide useful insights, it is vital to acknowledge 
its limitations, which are not regularly discussed in detail in the reports. Self-reported data can be 
vulnerable to biases and reporting errors. 

It is possible that individuals may not accurately report changes or present a biased view of their 
experiences due to various factors. For instance, employees may report a positive impact on 
productivity or work performance to encourage their workplace to continue with the four-day week, 
as they place greater importance on the benefits to their well-being. Additionally, the Hawthorne 
effect may pose a potential limitation, as participants may alter their behaviour simply because they 
are aware of being part of a pilot study. Moreover, participants may be more likely to respond 
positively due to social desirability bias, particularly in companies with a progressive and inclusive 
management style that are willing to implement the four-day week. 

Even more problematic is the use of retrospective questions, which ask participants to recall how they 
felt at the beginning of the pilot and provide feedback on changes. This approach has been used in 
4DWG pilots to measure job satisfaction and productivity. The problem with retrospective data is that 
it is subject to memory biases and inaccuracies. Participants may have difficulty accurately recalling 
their initial feelings and experiences, especially if a significant amount of time has passed since the 
start of the pilot. Additionally, participants' current feelings and experiences may influence their 
recollection of past events, leading to distorted or unreliable data. 

To address some of the limitations associated with workers’ self-reported data, some pilots have 
included separate perceptions from managers or supervisors to compare with those of employees. 
For instance, Perpetual Guardian gathered insights from 23 managers, which provided valuable 
qualitative data, but the small sample size limits its quantitative validity. 

Ideally, any survey-based data should be supplemented with administrative data to provide a more 
comprehensive picture. The 4DWG pilots have incorporated company data, such as revenue, average 
and total hours worked, resignations, new hires, and sick and personal days taken, as part of their 
evaluation. However, this approach was also limited by a small sample, as only 50% of the 
participating companies provided sufficient data. Furthermore, as will be explained below, the data 
was weighted, and statistical significance was not always reported. 

When it comes to performance indicators, there are notable discrepancies in the level of detail, 
relevance and comprehensiveness of the information provided. Whilst some areas have extensive 
complementary data, others, such as absenteeism and employment or gender equality, are missing 
critical information. Overall, the Icelandic trials lack sufficient information on most of the outcomes, 
with a mix of quantitative and qualitative data presented without clear reporting of the origin of the 
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data and the effect sizes. It is unclear whether outcomes were observed and surveyed or mentioned 
in interviews but not necessarily representative of the sample. 

Matching impact measures with programme objectives is also essential. Some pilots adopt more valid 
and reliable survey questions in certain areas than others. For instance, the Perpetual Guardian pilot 
included more relevant questions to evaluate workers' performance than the 4DWG pilots, which 
almost only reported work ability compared to the workers’ lifetime best. This is a highly ambiguous 
way of measuring workers’ performance because it does not provide a clear understanding of their 
current performance level or the change in performance over time. Nor it reported any questions 
observing changes in team creativity, ideas generated or reduction of wasted time.  

On the other hand, the Perpetual pilot falls short and provides less relevant information than the 
4DWG pilots on areas like employee retention. The Perpetual Guardian pilot did not incorporate any 
administrative data on employment, unlike 4DWG, which provided data on resignations, new hires, 
and sick and personal days taken. The Perpetual pilot only relied on survey-based questions to assess 
workers' attitudes toward remaining with the organisation. 

When analysing the productivity impact of private-sector pilots, there are certain limitations that need 
to be considered. First, it can be difficult to identify valid productivity indicators that are comparable 
across different businesses and time periods. Additionally, seasonal variations can significantly 
influence productivity data, which can be problematic when conducting short-term pilots and making 
before-and-after comparisons. To address these issues, it is important to encourage participating 
businesses to collect productivity data in a standardised and comparable manner from the beginning 
of the pilot. 

The 4DWG pilots attempted to mitigate the effects of seasonal variation by retrospectively collecting 
revenue data from the same period a year earlier, but this approach has limitations as it can be 
subject to selection bias and doesn’t account for natural business changes. Similar limitations can be 
observed in the public-sector pilots conducted in Iceland, where the number of open cases is highly 
affected by seasonal factors, and before-and-after comparisons may not provide reliable results. For 
example, in one police department, the number of investigative cases closed during the trial period 
increased after the pilot started, but it is unclear if this increase can be attributed to the pilot itself, 
as caseloads can fluctuate between years and months. 

5.3 Transparency in reporting results 

Openness and transparency have long been considered crucial tenets of the scientific community, as 
the integrity of research is predicated on the ability to replicate results. For this reason, reporting 
should follow established academic conventions, widely recognised within the scientific community, 
to enable others to reproduce the outcomes of an intervention. In the social sciences, adhering to 
these standards is important as it helps to determine the value and quality of the research presented. 
Nevertheless, recent studies indicate that current research practices often deviate from this ideal and 
can occasionally produce misleading findings (Christensen & Miguel, 2018). 

Four-day week pilot studies are largely undertaken by governments and advocacy organisations, and 
the results are typically not published in academic journals but rather accessed through their websites. 
As a result, these studies are not held to the same rigorous and transparent reporting standards, such 
as peer review and high-quality robustness checks, which are typically required in academic research. 
This lack of transparency in reporting may result in issues such as p-hacking, cherry-picking, and data 
dredging, ultimately undermining the credibility of the analysis. 

Some pilots, including those conducted in Iceland and the company data of 4DWG, do not consistently 
report basic statistical information on the results, such as the statistical significance of the estimation, 
as they only show the p-values for some coefficients but not for others. Consequently, some positive 
results reported may be caused by random sampling error, which is not always acknowledged or 
addressed. For instance, in the 4DWG pilots, when measuring the weighed resignation rate per 100 
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employees, they observed a small positive effect that is highly likely to be statistically insignificant, 
as the unweighted data points to a small negative effect and the sample size is small.  

In general, statistical significance needs to be better reported and discussed. For instance, the 
Perpetual Guardian pilot has addressed the issue of statistical significance by showing only the p-
values. However, there is still a need for more comprehensive reporting, such as providing confidence 
intervals, standard errors and standard deviations to give a more complete and precise picture of the 
magnitude and direction of the effect. 

In some cases, the limited statistical information provided may underestimate the credibility of the 
evaluations. For example, the Iceland pilots did not provide any balance check or descriptive statistics 
in the report that compared the baseline results of the treatment and comparison groups. Therefore, 
it is essential to clarify whether the assumption is met or if there were significant imbalances that 
would correlate with the outcomes and bias the results of the group comparison. 

Since the organisations and governments coordinating and running the pilots did not share any pre-
analysis or pre-registration plan, it is unclear what they intended to measure in the first place. This 
might have led to reporting only those results that had positive effects, leaving several unreported 
outcomes of interest that did not show the expected results. This becomes more concerning as the 
pilots analysed a very large number of outcomes, and the likelihood of finding a positive result by 
chance rises due to the multiple comparison problems. 

The 4DWG provides valuable analysis of non-positive responses. However, in general, pilots only 
report a few non-positive results, and when they do, authors tend to claim that the result was 
expected. However, this cannot be verified, and arguments sometimes indicate confirmation bias. For 
example, on the Perpetual Guardian pilot, the supervisor's data show no statistically significant impact 
on job performance, likely driven by a small sample size. The author states that this is an expected 
result: "given they have 20% less time to do their jobs, I think it is likely there will be no increase in 
performance" (Haar, 2018; p:8). However, this directly contradicts an earlier result where workers' 
data found an improvement in self-reported performance and the author stated that it was expected 
as "employees are likely to work harder" (Haar, 2018; p:4). This is an apparent contradiction that 
undermines the credibility of the interpretation of the results. 

In general, pilots only include a few robustness checks. The Perpetual pilot includes estimating two 
variables that, according to their model, should not be influenced by the four-day week (proactive 
personality and job complexity) to "test for the confidence of the data" (Haar, 2018; p:5). Researchers 
do not find an effect on the selected variables, leading them to claim that the results are not biased. 
However, it would be crucial to include higher-quality checks, as this does not rule out the possibility 
that more relevant estimations would be affected by omitted variable bias. 

Finally, when reporting the summarised findings in a digestible format to the outside world, it is crucial 
to be transparent and avoid cherry-picking results and changing estimations. For instance, on the 
main website providing general information about the Perpetual Guardian pilot results, some pieces 
of information are confusing, such as the actual sample size or the before-and-after evaluations, 
which are compared with the November 2017 pre-pilot results instead of using the baseline survey. 
This inflation of results misleads the real impact of the four-day week. As explained above, there was 
a significant increase in many outcomes before the beginning of the pilot that should not be entirely 
attributed to the four-day week. This has misled most media to report a 45% increase in work-life 
balance when the results reported using the baseline is closer to an 11% increase.11 

                                                

 

11 These are the author’s calculations based on a summary report that presents the work-life balance outcomes 
by comparing the pre-pilot survey of November 2017, conducted four months before the intervention. The 
results are presented in percentage format (54%) and compared with the endpoint survey (78%), indicating an 
increase of approximately 44.4% (24 percentage points). However, when using the baseline results of February 
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5.4 Explaining sample and intervention characteristics 

When analysing any pilot, sample size and characteristics are essential elements to consider. A small 
sample size can challenge the pilot's internal validity, limiting the credibility of the results. For 
instance, it can lead to increased data variability, making it more difficult to detect meaningful 
differences. 

However, the most significant problem with small sample sizes is lower statistical power, making it 
more difficult to detect significant differences between groups or establish statistical significance. 
This is especially important when effect sizes are small, as in some four-day week pilots. It also limits 
the ability to control for confounding variables or include a bigger comparison group. For example, 
the Reykjavik trial only included one workspace as a comparison. 

Smaller samples also threaten external validity, especially if the sample is not diverse and 
representative enough. If the sample does not include a diverse range of participants, it can limit the 
ability to generalise the findings to different groups within the business or employee population. 

Most pilots have been transparent about the lack of representativeness of their sample. So far, all 
private-sector pilots have relied on self-selected volunteers to test the four-day week, and no pilot 
has yet aimed to use a representative sample of the business population. This is not necessarily a 
limitation on all fronts. It could still be valuable to run pilots with more motivated businesses and 
observe the impact of the four-day week in the best-case scenario. Although it would be essential to 
state and acknowledge that the pilot should not be the only information to use in an informed 
judgement on scaling up the four-day week, as its generalisability is very low. 

The Perpetual Guardian pilot provided helpful information about the representativeness of the 
sample. They compared some indicators with the overall New Zealand business population and found 
that the participants were overall more satisfied with their job, more engaged, and more likely to stay 
in their job than the average New Zealand business before the pilot began. Additionally, the 
participants in the pilot were more inclined to embrace change, which indicates a greater willingness 
to take risks compared to the average employee in New Zealand. This difference in participants' 
characteristics is a noteworthy aspect to consider. 

The 4DWG pilots have provided detailed information about participating companies, including their 
nationality and industry. However, as they come from different countries, their representativeness is 
more limited. The sampled businesses are mainly from the IT, telecoms, and professional services 
sectors, and the employees are not representative, with 71% holding bachelor's degrees. This is an 
important consideration, as more educated employees and innovative firms may be better positioned 
to adopt the four-day week, potentially increasing social inequality if the programme is scaled-up. 

In Iceland, the first workplaces selected for the pilot were chosen based on their high levels of stress, 
making them unrepresentative of the overall public sector workplaces in the Icelandic public service. 
Additionally, the participants were volunteers, likely indicating higher motivation levels than average, 
which may not be replicated in more widespread changes to working arrangements. 

Small sample sizes also limit the opportunity to conduct a robust analysis of the four-day week's 
heterogeneous effects, with pilots mainly relying on qualitative information to do so. For instance, in 
the Iceland pilots, managers felt they could not work shorter days than their staff, but the quantitative 
evidence did not support this claim due to the need for more statistical power to capture these effects. 

Actual sample sizes are also affected by take-up, completion rates, and attrition levels, which pilots 
typically report. However, a detailed analysis and discussion of non-respondents and their implications 

2018 (70%), the actual increase would be 11.4% (8 percentage points). The summary report of the Perpetual 
Guardian results can be accessed here. 

https://www.4dayweek.com/four-day-week-trial
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is often missing. As survey responses are often around 50% of the expected sample, sampling bias 
can occur, affecting the generalisability of the results even more. In the 4DWG pilots, 55% of all 
employees responded to the surveys, whilst Perpetual Guardian had a 50% response rate. 

In essence, the sample size is crucial when designing a study, and the final sample size must be 
sufficient to provide reliable and meaningful results. It is also important to study companies that 
decided not to participate in the pilot or fail to provide company data, as well as those workers who 
dropped out and returned to a five-day week. These groups might be less inclined to respond naturally 
to the surveys. 

Furthermore, other characteristics, such as intervention and pilot design, should also be considered 
when assessing the generalisability of results. Although they all fall under the "four-day week" pilots 
trend, there are significant differences between the interventions, such as the reduction in working 
hours in Iceland from approximately 40 to 37 hours, which is only a three-hour change starting from 
high working hours. The 4DWG intended to reduce it to four days or 32 hours, but in practice, workers 
reported working 34.8 hours. 

When discussing working reduction programmes, it is essential to keep in mind that the effect of a 
four-day week with a day off may not be the same as working 32 hours. Many pilots do not 
differentiate between the two and group them together. Additionally, the starting point and the 
number of hours worked are critical factors, as the impact of each hour worked may differ. For 
example, the marginal effects of reducing the workweek from 48 to 40 hours in Japan may be 
different to the reduction from 40 to 35 hours in France. 

To ensure pilot design is effective, it is recommended to follow the typology outlined in this working 
paper based on the nature of the organisation. This approach can help avoid making the assumption 
that public sector pilot results can be automatically applied to the private sector. Private companies 
have different dynamics, and the importance of productivity may significantly affect the 
effectiveness of the four-day week, which may not be captured in a public sector pilot. Even within 
the private sector, it is unlikely that results from one sector or company size can be generalised to 
other firms, given their diverse operating environments, organisational structures, and resource 
constraints. 

The information on the costs linked with the adoption of the four-day week is highly variable among 
pilots as well and has not been adequately discussed. Most pilots have provided training and 
mentoring for participating businesses for several months before introducing the four-day week, but 
they have not provided information on the economic costs associated with the training or how much 
the business is covering in the process of adopting the four-day week. 

From a policy perspective, this limits the possibility of conducting cost-effectiveness analyses and 
comparing the cost of implementing the four-day week against other flexible work arrangement 
policies. Whilst some pilots acknowledge some associated costs for businesses, which need to be 
covered by the participating companies, in other pilots, such as the future government-led Spanish 
pilot, 70 businesses would receive 150.000 euros each to cover the costs of adopting the four-day 
week (Europa Press, 2022). Also, when governments provide funding to businesses, the statistical 
analysis may be compromised as it may be difficult to discern the impact of this funding from the 
impact of implementing a four-day workweek. 

The lack of information on costs and the failure to compare with relevant policy alternatives also limit 
the analysis of the pilots' scalability. Knowing the cost of an intervention is essential for policymakers 
to determine its affordability and sustainability. Without accurate cost information, policymakers may 
not be able to make informed decisions about the intervention's value for money. For example, 
suppose the intervention requires extensive training and months of changing the organisational 
structure. In that case, it can be challenging to implement on a larger scale, limiting the number of 
people who can effectively implement it. This can lead to higher implementation costs and may make 
it difficult to reach larger audiences successfully. 
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6 Suggestions to improve upcoming four-day week pilots 

This final section presents ten recommendations for future researchers and policymakers to improve 
the quantitative analysis of four-day week pilots. The recommendations are based on the limitations 
identified in the previous section, and it aims to address the main methodological challenges 
associated with the quantitative evaluation of these programmes.  

The purpose of these recommendations is to provide a general guideline that can be used to design 
and evaluate future four-day week pilots more effectively. By following these recommendations, 
researchers and policymakers can ensure that future pilots provide more useful information, which 
can help to extend the evidence base and enable better decision-making regarding the impact of 
four-day week policies. 

However, it would be unlikely and inadequate to rely solely on a single pilot study to acquire the 
necessary information to make informed decisions about the potential impact of the four-day 
workweek. It would still be necessary to conduct multiple pilots, each focusing on distinct aspects in 
different contexts. These pilots should aim to refine the intervention over time and identify areas of 
potential improvement. By conducting multiple pilots, policymakers can gather a more comprehensive 
understanding of the intervention and make informed decisions about its scalability and how best to 
maximise its effectiveness and impact. 

6.1 Plan a robust evaluation method 

When evaluating a programme’s effectiveness, relying solely on before-and-after comparisons can 
weaken the validity of results and reduce their credibility. Such comparisons have limited internal 
validity and can be easily biased by other factors not captured in the analysis. To avoid this, it is 
important to use a more robust counterfactual that can effectively address causality by comparing 
the programme group with a similar group that did not participate in the programme. 

It is crucial to plan the evaluation method during the design stage to avoid problems of omitted 
variable bias. This is best achieved by allowing enough time to prepare, ideally through a trial protocol 
that researchers and implementers can follow. Such a protocol can help to establish clear criteria for 
the selection of participants and data collection, reducing the likelihood of bias and ensuring that the 
data collected is of high quality. 

6.2 Select a valid comparison group  

When selecting comparison groups for a pilot programme, rolling basis selection methods that involve 
volunteering workspaces or businesses based on performance or other selection criteria may lead to 
biased results. Simply comparing an enrolled group with a non-enrolled group of self-selected 
participants is not an effective way to measure the impact of a four-day week, as other factors may 
influence the results. Randomising the selection of workplaces or businesses at the outset of the 
programme is the most straightforward and reliable method to avoid selection bias. This ensures that 
the groups have similar baseline characteristics, and any differences observed in the outcomes are 
due to the four-day week. 

If randomisation is not possible, a quasi-experimental strategy should be implemented. Ideally, it 
should account for unobservable characteristics and include enough information to validate the 
assumptions. It is crucial to carefully consider the selection of comparison groups in the design stage 
to ensure that the chosen method is robust and reliable. 
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6.3 Provide transparent access to data and information 

To ensure the credibility of four-day week pilot studies, it is crucial to ensure that all relevant 
information is made publicly available. This should include extensive reports providing a more 
granular data analysis and interpretation of the results, as well as reporting all outcomes and 
conditions of the programme implementation. The use of summaries and policy briefs in more 
digestible formats should not compromise the quality of the information. These should especially 
avoid any changes in estimations and cherry-picking results. 

Furthermore, providing open access to the data and results of the study would allow other researchers 
to replicate the study, thereby enhancing the credibility and robustness of the research. Replication is 
a critical aspect of scientific research, as it allows other researchers to validate or refute the findings, 
contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of the four-day week. 

6.4 Include all the relevant statistical information 

In order to enhance the transparency of four-day week pilot studies, it is essential to comply with 
academic reporting standards and conventions. This means that statistical significance and 
confidence intervals of the estimation must be included to determine whether the results are due to 
random sampling error or a real effect. Furthermore, the sample's descriptive statistics, such as 
sample size, mean, and standard deviation, should be reported on all outcomes to provide context for 
the results. A balance check of the groups should also be conducted to ensure that the groups being 
compared are similar, and any differences should be acknowledged and addressed. 

Moreover, it is necessary to provide a clear and thorough explanation of the evaluation method and 
estimations used to analyse the data. This will aid other researchers in interpreting the results and 
replicating the study, which is essential for validating the findings. Additionally, it is important to 
discuss the limitations and uncertainties of the research, including any potential sources of bias, to 
enable the reader to draw their own conclusions about the reliability of the findings. 

6.5 Pre-commit to a set of outcomes and report them 

To ensure the reliability and credibility of four-day week pilot studies, researchers must pre-register 
the research design and specific outcomes that will be measured. Outcomes should be timely, 
relevant, clear and unambiguous. This guarantees that the outcomes match the programme 
objectives, reducing the risk of cherry-picking results. The pre-analysis plan should be made publicly 
available, and all deviations from the plan should be stated and explained. 

In addition, it is important to avoid a long list of outcomes as it increases the likelihood of finding 
positive results by chance due to the multiple comparison problems. The appropriate statistical 
strategies should be put in place to avoid confusion. Pre-registration of research design and specific 
outcomes can also increase the clarity of the research and make it easier to replicate and compare 
results across different pilot studies. 

6.6 Use larger and more representative samples 

Small sample sizes can limit the internal and external validity of pilot studies, making it difficult to 
detect significant differences and establish statistical significance. Whilst self-selected samples can 
offer valuable insights into the impact of a four-day week on specific groups, businesses, and sectors, 
it is important to acknowledge their limitations regarding external validity. For greater credibility, 
pilots should attempt to use a sample that is comparable to the overall target population, and 
measures should be taken to increase take-up and decrease attrition levels. 

To increase the generalisability of the studies, pilots should aim to include more representative groups 
in the long run. This will provide a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of a four-day 
week and improve the intervention’s reliability before scaling up. By including a more diverse range 
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of participants, pilots can better identify the factors that impact the success of a four-day week and 
provide insights that can be applied to different workplaces and industries. 

6.7 Find out more about non-compliers 

To ensure the accuracy of the results of four-day week pilot studies, it is crucial to address non-
compliance. A thorough analysis of non-responders can help to avoid bias and provide a more 
comprehensive understanding of the heterogeneous effects of the four-day week. Factors such as 
take-up rate, completion rate, and attrition levels should be considered when analysing the data, as 
they can significantly affect the final results. Identifying the reasons for non-compliance can also 
shed light on potential barriers to the implementation of the four-day week and help inform strategies 
to increase participation in future studies. 

It is also important to recognise that non-compliance can be multifaceted and may be influenced by 
various factors. Therefore, an in-depth analysis of non-compliance can provide insights into the 
complexities of implementing the four-day week in some contexts and help tailor strategies to 
address these heterogeneous factors. By doing so, future studies can increase the likelihood of 
achieving higher levels of compliance and obtaining more representative samples, ultimately 
improving the generalisability and applicability of the findings. 

6.8 Use more administrative data 

Self-reported surveys are an important tool for collecting data on the impact of the four-day week, 
but they are subject to biases and errors. To gain a more comprehensive understanding of the impact 
on productivity, it is crucial to supplement these surveys with additional administrative data, such as 
company data on revenue, average hours worked, resignations, new hires, and sick and personal days 
taken. However, it is important to acknowledge that participating businesses may not collect this 
information or use very different productivity and performance metrics that are not always 
comparable. Therefore, project planners should encourage participating businesses to collect data in 
a similar fashion from the moment they decide to participate in the pilot. 

Moreover, it is important to recognise that productivity data often takes some time to manifest, which 
means that the focus for project planners should be on developing medium-term indicators of 
productivity that can be tracked throughout the study period and even after the pilot has concluded. 
For instance, operational management practices can be identified within a specific time frame of the 
pilot. By tracking these indicators, a more comprehensive evaluation of the impact of the intervention 
on productivity can be achieved. 

6.9 Run longer pilots or increase the time of analysis 

Short-term pilots can have limitations in capturing the full effects of management changes and 
business outcomes due to substantial seasonal variations. To overcome this limitation, extending the 
analysis period can help ensure that the impacts are long-lasting. Running more extended pilots would 
allow a more comprehensive analysis of heterogeneous effects, providing more detailed information 
on the impact of the four-day week on productivity, work performance and other key outcomes for 
different groups. 

Furthermore, longer pilots would help mitigate the limitations of self-reported data, as they provide 
a more accurate understanding of the long-term effects of the four-day workweek. Analysing the 
company data in the medium and long term, even after the pilot is finalised, would provide even more 
insights into the effectiveness and sustainability of the intervention in key performance indicators.   

6.10 Consider the scalability of the intervention  

It is essential to discuss the costs associated with implementing a four-day workweek, including the 
costs of training and mentoring businesses during the adoption process, as well as the extent to which 
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participating companies are required to bear these costs. Running a cost-benefit analysis would help 
policymakers to determine the intervention's affordability and sustainability in the long term and on 
a larger scale. 

Policymakers need to consider the scalability of the intervention beyond the pilot phase. This involves 
providing a careful assessment of the characteristics of the target group and the intervention. More 
than just assessing whether the intervention works on average, policymakers should aim to 
understand for whom it works and under what conditions. 
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