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Preferences for Daylight Saving Time meet fundamentals of human physiology:
correlations in the 2018 Public Consultation by the European Commission
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We search for correlations in the preferences for seasonal time arrangements across different coun-
tries. With this purpose we analyze the public consultation on summertime arrangements (Daylight
Saving Time) launched by the European Commission in 2018 (the largest sample size study of this
kind, 4.55 million replies, median shares of population per Member State 0.366 %). We also analyze
the starting point of human activity in Europe from the Harmonized European Time Use Survey,
also the largest scale survey to assess the budget of time in modern societies.

We find that the shares of population willing to abolish the seasonal regulations of time increases
with increasing latitudes and with delayed winter sunrise times. Notably the distance of the winter
sunrise to the starting point of human activity plays a determining role in predicting the preferences
(R* =0.7;p = 5 x 107%; N = 17 Member States). We provide a simple physiological rationale for
this finding.

Our results challenge the current prevailing point of view on clock regulations that associates
them to energy saving only, and unveil the physiological roots of these regulations.

11! Encountered \end without corresponding \begin !!!
Total

Words in text: 6530

Words in headers: 80

Words outside text (captions, etc.): 1625

Number of headers: 17

Number of floats/tables/figures: 13

Number of math inlines: 168

Number of math displayed: 4

Files: 2

(errors:1)

CONTENTS

1. Introduction

2. Methods
2.1. The 2018 public consultation on summertime arrangements
2.2. Clock regulations and geography

3. Results
3.1. How the public consultation preferences associate with the geographical predictors
3.2. How the public consultation preferences associate with human activity related predictors
4. Discussion
4.1. Statistical significance of the correlations and rationale behind
4.2. Further implications of the study
5. Conclusion
6. Data accessibility statement

Disclaimer

Supplemental information

Typeset byr REVTEX

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

©

10

10

11

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.01.24303549
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.01.24303549; this version posted August 13, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license . 2

References
A. Tabular material

B. Additional figures

11

13

23

Keywords: observational studies; quantile regression; statistical modelling; bivariate regression; DST; sum-
mer time; society; latitude; sleep deprivation; spring transition; Europe; America; season

1. INTRODUCTION

Daylight Saving Time (DST) or summertime arrange-
ments is the practice by which many Extratropical
(chiefly Western) societies bound to pre-set schedules
have successfully regulated their starting times through
seasons. The practice consists in a one-hour delay of
clock time in autumn followed by a backward one-hour
advance of clock time in spring. The shifts imperfectly
follow the delay (autumn) and the advance (spring) of
sunrise times.[1-3] All else equal, it is equivalent to a
seasonal regulation of the pre-set schedules so that the
phase of human activity is bimodal: delayed in winter,
advanced in summer because 8am DST is just an alias
for 7am ST (standard time), the hour preceding 8am ST.

Clock regulations have been long time under public
scrutiny[4] due to the acute impact that the stroke of one
hour brings in health and societal issues, specifically in
traffic accidents[5, 6] and myocardial infarctions[7], and
of the disruption of the seasonal adjustement[8]. Some
review studies have also put emphasis on the chronic cir-
cadian misalignment that the practice might bring[9, 10]
and have flagged the practice as “artificial”. With tiny,
unspecific energy savings as the only potential benefit of
seasonal clocks, many physiologists and some medical so-
cieties have built a strong case against the practice and
demand decision makers to cancel it[11-15].

The understanding of social preferences for seasonal
DST and for permanent DST has also become recently a
point of interest in this field. Surveys usually show a ma-
jority of respondents pro canceling the biannual change
of clocks, which is celebrated by those who sponsor the
abolishing of clock regulations. But polls also show a
majority pro setting DST permanently, in bold disagree-
ment with the “science-informed” positions that favor
permanent ST[16-18].

During the summer of 2018 the European Commission
launched a web-based, self-reported, public consultation
on summertime arrangements [Daylight Saving Time,
DST] in their Have your say portal. The public con-
sultation targeted one and every of the then 500 million
EU residents. The final report counts N = 4540 554 mil-
lion replies to the consultation from citizens in the then
28 Member States[19].
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From an aprioristic point of view the public consulta-
tion was prone to confounding, uncontrolled factors due
to the lack of sample design. Respondents were not even
questioned about their age, sex, work status, marital sta-
tus or region. Apparently, little relevant information can
be extracted from the results of the consultation other
than the bulk descriptive analysis performed by the Eu-
ropean Commission and based on the shares of respon-
dents. As an example of these uncontrolled factors it was
noted that 70 % of the replies came from the same Mem-
ber State, Germany, which accounts only for 16 % of the
population.

In contrast, this study performs a posterior analysis of
the results that unveils the presence of factors that im-
pacted the consultation in a prescribed, controlled way.
We search for the explanatory variables the best predict
the shares of population against the regulations. If un-
controlled factors dominated the consultation, then no
such variable should exist. Else, the existence of such
variable is evidence of a strong, controlled factor.

The study focuses on one single question of the consul-
tation: question 2, the individual preference to keep or
to abolish the current arrangement? This one and only
question that provides a feedback on the statu quo un-
der which the respondent has been living in the recent
past. In this view, the public consultation was a natu-
ral experiment in which those against or pro the current
arrangements were called to have their say. Because of
that, and given the size of the experiment, our study has
general implication for the current understanding of the
issues associated with clock regulations.

The current prevailing point of view associates DST
regulations with longitude, time zone, and position in
time zone.[10, 20] However, the rationale behind the cur-
rent regulations is linked to the seasonal changes in the
cycle of dark and light, and focus on “the alignment of
works hours closer to the sunrise and greater use of out-
door recreation in the [spring and summer] evening”.[1-
3, 21-23]. In this point of view, clock regulations are
impacted by latitude only because latitude is the one
and only factor that drives seasonal variability. Previ-
ous research studies have noted the impact of latitude
and seasons in the sleep-wake cycle on narrow ranges of
latitude.[24, 25] For this issue, the public consultation is
a dreamed natural experiment, since it targeted popula-
tion living from 35° latitude to 65° latitude.

This study shows that the shares of population against
the current regulations correlated (1) with the winter
sunrise time, and (2) with the distance of the human
starting point of activity to the winter sunrise. Higher
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latitude —then more delayed winter sunrise time— and
earlier starting points relative to the winter sunrise re-
sulted in larger shares of population against the current
regulations. These results are in line with the aims and
goals of the clock regulations, and with the role of light
and the photoreceptive mechanisms in regulating human
activity[26] and challenge the current calls to cancel the
clock regulations globally.

Three major strengths of the study must be high-
lighted: first the large number of countries involved —
from 25 to 17, depending of the analysis— which brings
the association between explanatory variables (latitude
and human activity) and the outcome (preferences to
abolish DST) statistically significant. Second, the large
sample size of the public consultation: the median value
of the distribution of turn-outs per Member State was
0.367 % of the population, much larger than a standard
poll or survey. Third, as noted before, the wide range
of latitudes that allocates the different Member States
which brings vividly different seasonal cycle of light and
dark, under the same clock regulations, and give sup-
port to the correlation. Previous studies on the associa-
tion between DST preferences and latitude were limited
to one country (Norway[27]) and one province (Alberta,
Canada[17]), both with a narrower range of latitude.

2. METHODS

2.1. The 2018 public consultation on summertime
arrangements

From 4 July 2018 to 16 August 2018 the European
Commission launched a web-based public consultation
on summertime arrangements in their Have your say por-
tal. The final report counts N = 4 540 554 million replies
to the consultation from citizens in the then 28 Mem-
ber States[19]. A clear majority, 84 % of respondents,
demanded the cancel of DST. A fortnight after the con-
sultation ended, the Juncker Commission launched the
proposal to cancel of DST. However Member States could
not agree on which time should survive, a most compli-
cated decision to which the consultation gave no clear
preference: 56 % of respondents preferred summer time,
32 %, winter time.

Public consultations are not surveys due to the lack of
sample extraction design. The European Commission ac-
knowledges that the consultation on time arrangements
had “a self-selection bias of the respondents towards the
views of those who choose to respond to the consulta-
tion”!. Unlike polls, where respondents are urged to

1 In “Public Consultation On EU Summertime Arrangements Re-
port of Results” a working documment by the Commission
Staff accompanying the document “Proposal for a Directive of
the European Parliament and of the Council discontinuing sea-

answer a question, the public consultation was a self-
reported survey where some people choose to respond
the consultation.

Our study focus only on question 2: the individual
preference to keep or aboslish the current arrangement?
Question 2 was retrospective and provided a feedback
on the clock regulations upon which the individuals had
lived in the past decades. On the contrary question 5
(the individual preference for permanent winter time or
for permanent summer time) is prospective. Replies to
this question express, for the majority of the population,
preferences for hypothetical, unknown scenarios. These
personal preferences may or may not sustain in time if
they materialize.

More importantly question 2 segmented the respon-
dents in the two categories that matters for the discus-
sion: those against and those pro the current regulations.
We analyzed these two population groups separately. We
do not test those against DST versus those pro DST. We
do not test the net balance of those against and pro DST.
We test those against DST irrespective of how many in-
dividuals showed up in the public consultation pro DST.
And we test those pro DST irrespective of how many in-
dividuals showed up in the public consultation against
DST. Either group of population is isolated.

We took the data from Table 8 (Appendix B.1.2,
page 41) in the final report, which lists the abso-
lute numbers of answers by citizens to Question 2 in
the consultation: to keep or abolish the current ar-
rangement? We also retrieved the population num-
bers P for 2018 by Member State from the Euro-
stat database (demo_pjanind.tsv) and, from the World
Bank database, the fraction of population I using the In-
ternet in 2018. While the public consultation intended to
target the entire population P, its web-based design im-
plied that only the fraction I x P was effectively targeted.
We will make use of this population basis in our study.
Since, within the European Union, I has a narrow range
from 65 % to 97 %, differences between the choice P x I
and P are slight and more technical than substantial.

By scaling the absolute respondents to Q2 with the tar-
get population we obtain the shares of (target) population
against the current arrangement C' by Member State and
the shares of (target) population in favor of the current
regulations K, as per the public consultation. We note
that the European Commission only reported the shares
of answers or shares of respondents against and in favor
of the current regulation in Figure 9 (page 14, Member
States ordered in decreasing values of shares against) and
in Figure 28 (page 35, Member States ordered in decreas-
ing values of latitude). The Commission also reported the
participation rate by Member State: number of respon-
dents divided by population, see Table 2 (pages 8 and 9).

sonal changes of time and repealing Directive 2000/84/EC”,
document number 520185C0406, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX/3A520185C0406
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A posterior analysis of the shares of target population
allows to identify which stimuli prompted the population
to take the consultation, see section 4.

The quartiles of the distributions of shares were: 1 =
0.204 %, Q2 = 0.406%, Q3 = 0.621% (against), and
Q1 = 0.030%, Q2 = 0.069%, Q3 = 0.143% (keeping).
The interquartile range was IQR = Q3 — Q1 = 0.416 %
(against) and IQR = 0.112% (keeping). While these
sizes are small relative to the total population of a coun-
try, and small to assess the net balance of the two choices,
we note that these sizes are much larger than the sample
size of a standard poll, survey or self-reported, web-based
studies. As a comparison Kantermann et al. [8], a golden-
standard reference in DST studies, is a web-based, self-
reported study that collected 55000 replies in Germany,
or ~ 0.09 % of the population with access to the Internet
in 2007.

We computed the distance to the third quartile in units
of the IQR. Austria, Germany and Luxembourg showed
distances larger than 1.5 in either distribution; Cyprus
got a distance larger than 1.5 in the keeping distribu-
tion. We note that 1.5 is a common thresohld for out-
lier identification in descriptive statistics. These outliers
were removed from the bivariate linear analyses, see Sec-
tion 4.1 for the implications. Alternatively, median quan-
tile regressions[28] in the full dataset yield similar results.
We stress that the removal of these outliers in no way
undermines the choice of these persons. The removal of
outliers just allows to characterize bivariate regressions
in the remaining dataset.

Table S2 lists the population numbers P, shares of in-
ternet users I, the replies to question 2 in the Member
States that took part in the consultation, and the dis-
tance of the outliers to the third quartile.

2.2. Clock regulations and geography

In the prevailing point of view DST transitions are
associated with time zone[9, 10], and position in a time
zone[20]. The latter can be expressed by the time offset
T

A

T=7 O’ (1)
Here )\ is the longitude, 2 = 15°h™! = 0.262radh~! is
Earth’s angular rotation speed and Z is the time zone
offset: a whole number of hours ahead or behind Univer-
sal Time (UT). Clock regulations alter Z on transition
dates. As an example for the Central European Time
zone Z = 1h, while for the Central European Summer
Time zone Z = 2h.

The time offset 7 sets the difference between solar time
(solar noon) and clock time (midday). With solar noon
occurring every 24 h day after day, irrespective of season,
and midday occurring every 24h —we assume no clock
regulations here— time offset is not linked to seasons.

The rationale behind clock regulations is linked the
variability of sunrise times through seasons, which is
dominated by latitude ¢. Conveniently the spread of
sunrise time in the entire year is related to the seasonal
factor F(¢):

7/2 — cosT1(—tan¢tane)
- )

F(¢) =

where ¢ = 23.5° is Earth’s axial tilt. Figure S1 in the
Supplemental Information shows a scatter plot of F(¢).

The factor is defined so that the winter sunrise time
(SRW) and summer sunrise time (SRS) are[29]:

SRW (¢) = Fy + F(¢), (3)
SRS(¢) = Fy — F(¢). (4)

where Fjy = 6 h is the year-round Equatorial sunrise time.
Likewise sunset times go as 18 hF F'(¢). It must be noted
that all times here are mean solar times; clock time values
are obtained by adding the time offset in Eq. (1).

With F(¢) a small and slow varying function at low
latitudes (see Figure S1 in Supplemental Information)
the stroke of one hour set by the clock regulations finds
little support in the Tropic. Likewise with F'(¢) high and
steepest it would find little support in the Polar region,
because the varying seasons brings a span of sunrise time
much larger than one hour. At intermediate latitudes the
stroke of one hour is balanced with better alignment of
human starting times with sunrise time, smaller exposi-
tion to the damaging central hours of the day during the
summer season, and with an improvement on the leisure
time during this season[2, 22, 23].

Little is known on how latitude impacts the public pref-
erences for the practice, save for the obvious fact that
the practice is seldom used at the Tropics. The Eu-
ropean Union is an adequate environment to test this
idea because the supranational ensemble extends from
35° (Cyprus) to the Polar Circle (Finland and Sweden),
which sets vividly different seasonal cycles of light and
dark: sunrise time can span as few as less than three
hours (Cyprus) to more than seven hours (Finland).

Table S1 in the Supplemental Information lists Eu-
ropean Union Member States and United Kingdom in
increasing values of latitude, with time offset and the
seasonal factor. Figure S2 in Supplemental Information
shows an Albers projection of Europe and visualizes lon-
gitude and latitude.

Geographical data were retrieved from the GeoNames
database. We searched for populated places with more
than 500 inhabitants. Population weighted low quartile,
median and high quartiles for the distribution of latitude
and longitude were determined. We also determined the
distribution of winter sunrise times per country and their
population weighted quartiles.

Morning social times, related to the onset of human
activity after the nighttime rest, are synchronized to the
winter sunrise time over wide ranges of latitude.[29, 30]
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The distance between social time ¢ (local time) and SRW
can be expressed from Eq. (1) and Eq. (3) as:

tw=1t—7(\,Z)— SRW(¢) = t, — SRW.  (5)

where t4 is the corresponding mean solar time. Positive
t,, means a starting point in the photoperiod during the
entire year; while negative t,, means starting point in
challenging dark condition, see later section 4. Bright
light is known to have an impact in human physiology
and in the human circadian system.[26, 31]

We retrieved social times from Time Use Surveys. We
focus on the daily rhythms available at the Harmonized
European Time Use Survey (HETUS)[32], a collection of
large scale time use surveys which were carried out in two
rounds (2000 and 2010). Nineteen Member States have
reported time use statistics to Eurostat in either of the
two rounds. Two of them, Germany and Luxembourg,
were removed as outliers. Therefore the analysis consists
of 17 Member States.

We focus on the two activities of interest in connec-
tion to the seasonal regulations of time: sleep and other
personal care (code ACOA), and work as a primary and
secondary activity, including the transfer from home to
work, (code AC1_2_TR). The first activity largely repro-
duces the sleep/wake cycle in the participant state, with
a minor contribution of other personal care (washing,
clothing and the like). The second activity refers to the
labor cycle. Both activities are linked one way or the
other to the cycle of light and dark, with which the time
regulations are associated.

HETUS reports the participation rate in an activity by
the local time of the day in 144 distinct, 10-minute time
slots. The sum of all participation rates is the fraction of
time spent in the activity. The phase of the daily rhythm
can be assessed by the midpoint (centroid) of the activity,
see Figure S3a in Supplemental Information: the time
slot when half the daily time spent has been consumed
and half remains. For this purpose the daily rhythm is
started when the participation rate is minimal: 04:00
(work) and 19:00 (sleep and other personal cares).

We also assessed the starting point of work (or work
onset) and the end point of the sleep and other personal
cares (or sleep offset) by scaling the daily rhythm with
the daily maximum participation rate and retrieving the
time slot when the scaled participation rate is larger than
one half (work), or smaller than one half (sleep). See
figure S3b in Supplemental Information.

In addition to the concerns and limitations that the
study design of the public consulation presents for our
analysis we also mention a further limitation. The two
activities here analyzed refer to distinct population struc-
tures. The work activity is filled only by the fraction of
survey respondents that do work, while the sleep and
other cares activity is filled by every individual taken
part in the survey. In contrast, it is not possible to ex-
tract the responses given by employees only in the 2018
public consultation.

3. RESULTS

3.1. How the public consultation preferences
associate with the geographical predictors

We first show the association between the geographi-
cal predictors (details in Section 2.2) and the results of
the 2018 public consultation on DST (outcome, details in
Section 2.1). We consider the two outcomes to questions
2: the shares of respondents willing to cancel DST, here-
after C', by Member State; and the shares of respondents
willing to keep DST by Member State, hereafter K.

As noted before, Germany, Austria and Luxembourg
were identified as outliers and removed from the following
analysis, see section 2.1 for details. For the keep choice
Cyprus shares were also qualified as an outlier and were
removed from the bivariate analysis. In the end, the sam-
ple size was 960199 replies (median shares 0.390 %) in
25 member states (against) and 174489 (median shares
0.047 %) replies in 24 member states (keep).

On the other hand, we consider four predictors. First
we test the longitude A and the time offset 7, see Eq. (1)
—the distance from solar noon to clock midday. Neither
of these two predictors sets seasonal variability and there-
fore neither should set preferences for neither outcome.

The null hypothesis “the shares of respondents pro can-
celing C' or pro keeping K DST by Member State do not
depend on the longitude or the time offset” sustained
(p = 0.173;p = 0.228;p = 0.570; p = 0.894) at the stan-
dard level of significance (o = 0.05), see Table S4 and
Figure S4 in the Supplemental Information.

We then considered the latitude ¢ as a predictor, and
found that that the null hypothesis sustains for the abol-
ish outcome (p = 0.081; R? = 0.127; N = 25) and for the
keep outcome (p = 0.420; R? = 0.030; N = 24).

Finally, we tested the SRW, see Eq. (3). We found
that the null hypothesis does not sustain (p = 0.036,
R? = 0.177,N = 25) for the abolish choice. Prefer-
ences for canceling DST increased with delayed sunrise
times and larger seasonal variability, in line with previ-
ous expectations[23]. On the contrary the null hypothesis
sustained (p = 0.420) when the keep choice was tested.

Figure 1A shows a scatter plot of C versus the win-
ter sunrise time with horizontal lines signaling the low
and high quartiles of the distribution by Member State
and Figure 1B does the same for the shares K. The
vertical axes in either panel expand the same range,
which allows to perceive the differences between C' and
K in size and in their correlation with SRW. Figure 1
in Supplemental Information shows panel B in a mag-
nified scale. In addition, Figure S6 in Supplemental In-
formation shows the association between C'/K and SRW,
which brought larger C'/ K with higher latitude and SWR
(R? = 0.34;p = 0.003; N = 28).

We bring the attention to the pivotal role played by
physical geography in the statistical significance in the C'
versus winter sunrise time association. The range of the
predictor extends for two hours, larger than the size of
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Figure 1. A. The association between the winter sunrise time SRW = Fy+ F'(¢) (solar time) and the shares of population willing
to abolish DST as per the 2018 public consultation C. The inset shows the distribution of shares scaled by the interquartile
range to identify and quantify the outliers Austria, Germany and Luxembourg, not shown in the main picture and excluded
from the regression (see section 4). The low quartile was Q1 = 0.204 % and the high quartile, Q3 = 0.620 % (see the boxplot on
the left side of the plot). The solid line shows the point estimates of the prediction; the dashed lines bound the 95 % prediction
interval. The regression is statistically significant (p = 0.03) at the standard level of significance (o« = 0.05), see Table S4
in the Supplemental Information. Notice that the span of the predictor is larger than one hour: the standard unit of social
time and the size of the stroke brought by DST of clocks. Horizontal bars highlight population weighted low and high F(¢)
quartiles (France and Spain show the span of the European areas only). Labels show iso-3166 alpha-2 codes. B. The same
picture but for the shares of population willing to keep regulations as per the 2018 public consultation. The association does
not bring statistically significant correlations, see Table S4 in Supplemental Information. For the shares K, Q1 = 0.030 % and
Q3 = 0.143% (see the boxplot on the left side of the plot). Panels a A and B have the same vertical scale for the sake of
comparison; Figure S5 in Supplemental Information shows panel B in a narrower scale. Labels in increasing values of latitude:
CY Cyprus; MT Malta; GR Greece; PT Portugal; ES Spain; BG Bulgaria; IT Italy; HR Croatia; RO Romania; SI Slovenia;
HU Hungary; FR France; AT Austria; SK Slovakia; LU Luxembourg; CZ Czech Republic; BE Belgium; DE Germany; PL
Poland; GB United Kingdom; NL Netherlands; IE Ireland; LT Lithuania; DK Denmark; LV Latvia; SE Sweden; EE Estonia;
FI Finland.
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the DST shift.

3.2. How the public consultation preferences
associate with human activity related predictors

To understand the interplay between the shares of pop-
ulation against DST, environmental factors and human
physiology we now analyze their association with the hu-
man activity. The data set is here reduced to the N = 18
participants in HETUS that also participated in the 2018
public consultation. On of them (Germany) was flagged
as on outlier. The number of replies in the sample of
N = 17 Member States adds up 813564, with median
shares per Member State 0.390 %.

We did not find any statistically significant associa-
tion between C' and the sleep/wake cycle or the work
cycle when their parameters are measured by a distance
to noon (either clock time or mean solar time). This
is in line with our previous expectations because clock
time and mean solar time are not impacted by seasons
or latitude.

On the contrary, we did find a statistically significant
association when the distances of the midpoints of the
sleep/wake cycle and the work cycle to the winter sun-
rise time were tested. For the association between the
sleep/wake cycle and C we found p = 0.009; R? = 0.38;
while for the labor cycle we found p = 0.002; R? = 0.47.
Either of the two activities finds larger shares of popula-
tion willing to cancel DST with earlier midpoints, shown
by the negative value of the bivariate slope; see Table S3
in Supplemental Information.

In line with the goals of DST, which aims to regulate
starting times, we analyzed the association between C'
and the distance of morning time marks —sleep offset
and work onset— to SRW . For the sleep offset we found
p = 0.003; R? = 0.44. For the work onset we found p =
5 x 107%; R? = 0.68. Notably the shares C correlate the
more against the morning time marks for both activities.

These results improve those obtained when the shares
C were tested against the latitude (p = 0.018; R? = 0.32)
and the winter sunrise time (p = 0.008; R? = 0.38) in this
subset of N = 17 Member States.

Figure 2 shows in four panels the association between
the morning timemarks (left) and midpoints (right) with
the shares of target population willing to cancel DST as
per the public consultation. The top two panels refer to
the sleep and other cares activity: sleep offset (left) and
sleep midpoint (right). The bottom two panels refer to
work onset (left) and work midpoint (right). The solid
line shows the regression and the dashed lines bound the
95 % prediction interval associated with the regression.

4. DISCUSSION

4.1. Statistical significance of the correlations and
rationale behind

The 2018 public consultation was a natural experiment
driven by a self-reported study where “the respondents
had to give very little information about themselves.”[19,
Section 3] The results were only disaggregated by Mem-
ber State and the final report on the public consultation
reads: “caution needs to be taken for the interpretation
of the data in terms of causality and one needs to remem-
ber that the results are not [statistically] representative.
This is why only [univariate] descriptive statistics are
presented in the report.”[19, Section 3] The final reports
also highlights that “even with the caveats in terms of bi-
ases and non-representation, the results can be analysed
by taking into account an important differentiating fac-
tor between the Member States, namely their location
and their exposure to more or less light [driven by the
latitude].” Indeed the Appendix A3 in the final report
considered three latitudinal clusters: above the 53rd par-
allel (7 Member States), below the 46th parallel (9) and
the intermediate range (12). However latitude is only em-
ployed to report in Figure 28 (Appendix A.4.2, page 35)
the shares of respondents to Question 2 with Member
States ordered by decreasing latitude of the capital city.

Our study addresses specifically these challenges and
refines the statistical analysis. We test the shares of (tar-
get) population —not the shares of respondents— the
most sensitive metric in a natural experiment. Aside
from the evident bulk differences in the shares of respon-
dents and in the shares of population against and pro
the current regulations that drew the attention in 2018,
Figure 1 and Table S4 show that the shares of popula-
tion against C' and pro K the current regulations found
different stimuli to show up at the public consultation.
While the keep choice finds no relevant correlation with
any metric, in line with the uncontrolled factors that im-
pacted the public consultation, the abolish choice finds
correlations with ¢ (R? = 0.13;p = 0.08), with SRW
(R? = 0.18;p = 0.01), and with t,, (R* = 0.68;p =
5 x 107°). One kind of stimuli brought larger shares of
population willing to cancel the regulations with increas-
ing latitude, with delayed winter sunrise time and with
larger shares of early risers (those who start their activity
before the winter sunrise time). This stimulus was able
to overplay the myriad of confounding factors that might
have also impacted the distribution of shares. We note
the bare meaning of p = 5 x 107°: if the distribution of
shares C is shuffled —simulating strong uncontrolled con-
founding factors only— and the shuffled distribution is
tested against the predictor, there are 5 odds in 100 000
tests of obtaining a greater correlation. It is very un-
likely that the correlations in figure 2 arose by chance.
In obtaining this result the large sample size per Mem-
ber State of the shares C' (median value ~ 0.390 % of the
target population) must have played a significant role: it
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Figure 2. Scatter plots of the shares of target population willing to abolish DST as per the 2018 European Commission public
consultation (outcome) vs four predictors related to human activity as per HETUS. The left column shows morning time marks:
sleep and other personal care offset (top) and work onset (bottom). The right column shows noon time marks: sleep and other
personal cares midpoint (top), work midpoint (bottom). Time marks are converted into distance to the winter sunrise (SRW),

see Eq. (5).

Circles refer to round 2 (year 2010) of HETUS, and squares to round 1 (year 2000). The null hypothesis “the

predictor does not explain the outcome” does not sustain at the standard level of significance for every test, see Table S5 in
Supplemental Information. Solid line shows the results of the linear regression; dashed lines bound the 95 % prediction interval
of the regression. Table S1 lists the data values that generated this plot. Horizontal bars highlight population weighted low
and high quartiles (France and Spain show the span of the European areas only).

was able to retain significant unbiased information of the
underlying population even in an uncontrolled, natural
experiment.

We suggest that this primordial stimulus is linked to
the primordial rationale of the clock regulations: “the
alignment of works hours closer to the sunrise”:[2, 21,
22, 33] those who lose synchronization with SRW and
advance their phase relative to it, find little outcomes
in further advances of the activity in spring, driven by
the clock regulations. The stimulus can also be linked
to human physiology:[3, 23, 34] the early risers find chal-
lenging dark conditions in the winter morning; they may
find dark challenging conditions after DST spring for-
ward shift, and before the autumn shift, either case de-
pending on the transition dates; finally, they also find
bright challenging conditions during the summer evening,
which jeopardizes their bedtimes. We must note that
SRW and the summer sunset (SSS) are always separated

by twelve hours. Early risers have a shorter gap between
their onset and SSS, which is further shortened by clock
regulations, jeopardizing bedtimes. This rationale is irre-
spective of latitude; increasing latitude simply promotes
larger shares of early risers as a result of increasingly
delayed winter sunrise times.

On the contrary, the late risers —those persons with
start times in line with the winter sunrise— seldom find
these issues and show little discomfort with the practice:
with an onset time delayed by the delay in WRS they find
benefits in advancing their onset times in spring-summer.
This group of population did not find the stimulus to
show up at the consultation.

A big, unavoidable limitation of our study is the coarse
disaggregation by Member State. This issue questions
whether the reported mean shares C of a given Member
State would sustain for every region of the Member State
or, else, if a distribution of shares C' by smaller statisti-
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cal units might have been observed. The Commission
attributed little significance to this issue because the re-
spondents were not even asked for region. In the final
report, this issue is indirectly addressed when the differ-
ences in the exposure to more or less light —driven by
the latitude— are noted as important differentiating fac-
tors. The sentence is meant at the level of Member States
because conditions in Southern States are widely differ-
ent from conditions in Northern States. However this
range of exposure to more or less light is less significant
at a finer level in every Member State except perhaps
in Great Britain, Sweden and Finland, where differences
between their Southern regions and their High North re-
gions are still significant due to the divergence of F(¢)
at their range of latitudes. We note in Figure 1 and Fig-
ure 2 interquartile ranges of the predictor at State level,
see the horizontal bars. In the end, the analysis by Mem-
ber State does not discard our results. On the contrary,
our results urge to analyze the relationship between clock
regulations and latitude at a finer level of disaggregation.

Finding correlations between social metrics by Mem-
ber State and geographical factors is not rare in the Eu-
ropean Union and elsewhere. As an example, shares of
population using internet I increases with ¢ or with SRW
(R? = 0.27;p = 0.004; N = 28). Also the Gross Domestic
Product per capita in 2018 increases with ¢ or with SRW
(R? = 0.34;p = 0.002; N = 25) once low populated coun-
tries (outliers) are removed from the association. The
important thing to note in the association between the
preferences for canceling clock regulations and ¢, or SRW
is the direct link between the explanatory variable and
the outcome, and a rationale behind the correlation. In
addition, the association between the shares against the
clock regulations and t,, highlights only the ambient light
conditions that punctuate the onset of human activity af-
ter the nighttime rest.

A counterexample of confounding factor with relevant
impact in the distribution of shares is shown by the shares
of Austria, Germany and Luxembourg where a clear,
distinct, unidentified, strong confounding factor brought
larger shares of population to show up at the public con-
sultation. We note that the three Member States are not
outliers for the metric C/K (see Figure S6 in Supple-
mental Information), meaning that this confounding fac-
tor was not biased towards one of the population groups,
but played globally. As a plausible hypothesis we put for-
ward the following argument. In order to show up at the
public consultation the general population first needed to
know about it from public advertisement launched by the
European Commission and, above all, from the impact
of the consultation in mass media. We note that Austria
and Germany are the two only member states where the
German language is the official language; while in Lux-
embourg, the German language is spoken by significant
shares for the population. It might have been the case
that German language media put more attention on the
public consultation than elsewhere. Larger shares of au-
diences brought larger shares of respondents compared

with other Member States.

4.2. Further implications of the study

Our findings are counter the prevailing point of view
described by position statements issued by medical
associations[11, 15, 35]. It is showing that in order to
build up shares of population against the “annoying”
DST regulations that plays against the circadian (twenty-
four hours) rhythm, shares of early risers must be built up
as well. They would face “annoying” dark mornings, that
plays against the photoreceptive mechanisms in human
physiology.[26] The circadian golden standard of year-
round pre-set schedules with start times aligned with the
winter sunrise seems to be unstable in some societies. In-
deed, this golden standard must have been present at the
beginning of the 20th century, and it was soon deprecated
in United Kingdom, urban areas of United States, Ireland
and Portugal, by giving birth to the biannual changing
of the clocks. Eventually, by advancing clocks in spring
and delaying it back in autumn, these societies prevented
the growing use of artificial light from incorporating more
human activity into the dark winter morning[36]. As a re-
sult, the biannual clock change kept the number or early
risers at bay; the shares of population against the regu-
lations did not grow either; and the regulations probed
stable.

Our results also challenge the frequent argument that
the seasonal clock regulations bring a circadian misalign-
ment during the DST period because the social clock is
“artificially” out of sync with the sun clock[9]. This claim
is supported by research studies that associate position
in a time zone with hazards.[20] If DST brought a circa-
dian misalignment due to the misalignment between the
social clock and the sun clock, then the shares of pop-
ulation against DST in the public consultation and the
latitude should not correlate, because the misalignment
does not depend on the latitude.

The misunderstanding arises because the misalignment
is associated with clock time and with mean solar time
(noon). However, human preferences and practical deci-
sions are connected with sunrise, and therefore with lati-
tude and seasons[29]. As long as the clock regulations do
not bring the starting points ahead of the sunrise, and
the bedtimes ahead of the sunset, the alleged misalign-
ment is irrelevant for practical decisions and, very likely,
a matter of personal preferences.?

Our results may also help to understand why many
polls display larger preferences for permanent DST, a
choice that bothers the circadian community[16, 17].
More than expressing a science-informed preference for
this setting, the polls might just be expressing that newer

2 Eventually, beyond the Polar Circle and during the Polar night
or during the midnight sun period, few can be said about the
alignment of the human activity in terms of clock time.
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generations still love their current summer earlier start
times that allow a better harvesting of their leisure time.
They do not see late start times and late end times during
the summer season.

Because the shares of population pro DST did not
show up consistently in the 2018 public consultation, our
methodology cannot assess whether above some circle of
latitude the majority is against the current regulations.
Nonetheless, the findings of this manuscript, supported
by such large sample size, have a substantial impact in
the current wave of discussion around summertime ar-
rangements and, specifically, challenges the one-size-fits-
all solutions that usually show up. As an example, we
put forward the commitment of the European Commis-
sion to a general policy: either every Member State must
practice summertime arrangements (the statu quo imple-
mented through Directive 2000/48/EC) or they all must
abandon the practice.

In sharp contrast, our methodology find a significant
stratification of preferences with latitude and with hu-
man activity. Therefore our study suggests that a sci-
ence evidence-based policy should allow Member States
to opt-out from the current setting, and should imple-
ment binding transition dates only for those Member
States who wanted to continue the seasonal practice.
Chile and Australia align with this choice and clock reg-
ulations stratify with latitude in these countries.

Compared to the European Union, the contiguous USA
happen to experience more similar seasonal cycles of light
and dark, with perhaps the exception of Florida, close
to the Tropic of Cancer. We do not know of a public
consultation in USA similar to the public consultation
launched by the European Commission. Yet, the US
starting point of human activity is in line with the win-
ter sunrise[29], as observed in United Kingdom or Italy.
Therefore we would expect the US general population
would not strongly oppose seasonal DST in self-reported
surveys. This would also be in line with the long stand-
ing record of the practice (some one hundred years in the
US urban areas). On the contrary, the Russian starting
point of human activity is in line with the Scandinavian
and Baltic starting points as deduced from reported val-
ues of school starting times[37]. As a result, year-round
DST failed to sustain in Russia after 2015, when year-
round ST was adopted. While this choice was celebrated
by the circadian community we bring the attention to
the fact that this is a consequence of having previously
advanced the starting point of human activity, due to the
challenging conditions associated with the Russian winter
photoperiod, and may not necessarily apply elsewhere.

5. CONCLUSION

This study unveils evidence that the 2018 Public Con-
sultation by the European Commission, a natural experi-
ment, got replies in line with human physiology and with
the aims and goals of the clock regulations. Those with

earlier onset of their activity relative to their winter sun-
rise time were proner to say “no” to the regulations.

The bi-annual change of the clocks is abrupt, annoy-
ing and hazardous, but societies seldom practice them for
the fun of it, or only for economic reasons. They happen
to manifest a simple, physiological adaptation to seasons
once pre-set schedules were established, and when the
environment demands it. That is within a range of in-
termediate latitudes where F'(¢) ranges from 1h and 2h
(30° to 50° in latitude) so that DST effectively binds the
starting point of human activity to the sunrise (see the
annotated box in Supplemental Information, Figure S1).

The onset of human activity plays a leading role in un-
derstanding the preferences for clock regulations. This
fact jeopardizes the seek for general solutions of the kind
“clock regulations must be canceled” or “clock regula-
tions must be enforced” in wide areas like the European
Union.

6. DATA ACCESSIBILITY STATEMENT

A dataset for this manuscript is available at zenodo
under doi:10.5281/zenodo.13301201. The most re-
cent version of the dataset is available under doi:
10.5281/zenodo.13301200.

Results from the public consultation are publicly avail-
able in tabular format[19]. We only made use of the col-
umn “Abolishing the switching for all EU-MS Citizens”
in Table 8, Section B.1.2, page 41. We discarded the 8758
replies not assigned to any Member State.

HETUS data are publicly available at Eurostat[32] for
all Member States that participated in the survey ex-
cept Sweden. We took Sweden results from an earlier
study[29]. In the HETUS database we took the partici-
pation rate in the main activity (wide groups) by sex and
time of the day, file tus_OOstartime.

European population numbers for 2018 were extracted
from Eurostat’s Demography, population stock and bal-
ance database: population (national level), population
on 1 January by age and sex, file demo_pjan.

Individuals using the Internet as percent of popu-
lation in 2018 were retrivied from the World Bank
indicator IT.NET.USER.ZS available at https://data.
worldbank.org/indicator/IT.NET.USER.ZS. This in-
dicator is provided to World Bank by the International
Telecommunication Union (ITU).

Gross Domestic Product per capita in 2018 (cur-
rent USD) was retrieved from the World Bank in-
dicator NY.GDP.PCAP.CD available at https://data.
worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD.

Geographical coordinates (latitude, longitude, time
zone offset) were extracted from GeoNames database
(https://www.geonames.org/). We retrieved the file
citiesb00.zip, and produced population quartile values
of latitude, longitude and winter sunrise time for every
country in the public consultation. We exclude popula-
tion places below 500 inhabitants and places flagged with
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the PPLX feature code (section of populated place). The
datafile was downloaded on 22 April 2024.

DISCLAIMER

Along this manuscript United Kingdom is listed as
a EU Member State since it participated as such in
the public consultation of 2018 and in HETUS rounds.
United Kingdom ceased to be a EU Member State on

February 1, 2020. Removing the British results from the
field does not alter the findings of our study in a substan-
tial way.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Supplemental information is attached to this document
as an appendix.
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perpetuity.

Country Latitude Longitude Time Seasonal
¢ A offset factor, F'
Z —\Q

CY Cyprus 35.0° 33.4° —0.22h 1.18h
MT Malta 35.9° 14.5° 0.04h 1.22h
GR Greece 38.0° 23.7° 0.42h 1.33h
PT Portugal 39.2° —8.7° 0.58h 1.39h
ES Spain 40.3° —3.6° 1.20h 1.45h
BG Bulgaria 42.7° 24.8° 0.35h 1.58h
IT Italy 43.5° 12.3° 0.18 h 1.63h
HR Croatia 45.5° 16.1° —0.07h 1.75h
RO Romania 45.6° 25.8° 0.28 h 1.76h
ST Slovenia 46.1° 14.5° 0.03h 1.79h
HU Hungary 47.5° 19.0° —0.27h 1.89h
FR France 48.0° 2.4° 0.84h 1.92h
AT Austria 48.1° 15.5° —0.03h 1.93h
SK Slovakia 48.7° 18.7° —0.25h 1.98h
LU Luxembourg 49.6° 6.1° 0.59h 2.05h
CZ Czech Republic 49.9° 15.2° —0.01h 2.07h
BE Belgium 50.9° 4.4° 0.71h 2.15h
DE Germany 51.0° 9.2° 0.38h 2.17h
PL Poland 51.8° 19.2° —0.28h 2.23h
GB United Kingdom  52.1° —1.4° 0.09h 2.26h
NL Netherlands 52.1° 5.1° 0.66h 2.26h
IE TIreland 53.3° —6.3° 0.42h 2.38h
LT Lithuania 54.9° 23.9° 0.41h 2.55h
DK Denmark 55.7° 11.8° 0.22h 2.64h
LV Latvia 56.9° 24.1° 0.39h 2.80h
SE Sweden 59.2° 16.2° —0.08 h 3.13h
EE Estonia 59.4° 24.8° 0.35h 3.15h
FI Finland 61.2° 24.9° 0.34h 3.48h

14

Table S1. The European Union Member States at the time of the 2018 public consultation with geographical coordinates:
latitude ¢, longitude A, time offset —the difference between noon and midday, Z — A/Q, where Z is the time zone offset and
Q is Earth’s rotation speed— and the seasonall factor F(¢), see Equation (2).
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Country Population Internet Q2 Abolish Q2 Keep
P usage [
Absolute Shares C Absolute Shares K

CY Cyprus 864 236 84.43% 3557  0.487% 3951  0.541% (3.5)
MT Malta 475701 81.66 % 625 0.161 % 537 0.138%

GR Greece 10741165 72.24 % 15829 0.204 % 20443  0.263%

PT Portugal 10291027 74.66 % 29045 0.378% 5223  0.068 %

ES Spain 46 658 447 86.11 % 81961 0.204% 5971 0.015%

BG Bulgaria 7050034 64.78 % 11008 0.241 % 2123 0.046 %

IT Ttaly 60483973 74.39% 15464 0.034 % 7976  0.018%

HR Croatia 4105493 75.29 % 19493  0.631% 2284  0.074%

RO Romania 19533 481 70.68 % 5827 0.042% 1663 0.012%

SI Slovenia 2066 880 79.75 % 13177 0.799% 1911  0.116%

HU Hungary 9778371 76.07 % 18203  0.245% 1952 0.026 %

FR France 67026 224 82.04 % 328124 0.597% 64497 0.117%

AT Austria 8822267 87.48 % 200160 2.594% (4.7) 58530 0.758% (5.5)
SK Slovakia 5443120 80.45 % 26435 0.604 % 6447 0.147%

LU Luxembourg 602 005 97.06 % 8337 1.427% (1.9) 2196  0.376% (2.1)
CZ Czech Republic 10610055 80.69 % 52233  0.610% 10391  0.121%

BE Belgium 11 398 589 88.65 % 52267 0.517% 10143  0.100%

DE Germany 82792351 87.04 % 2633311  3.654% (7.3) 502972 0.698% (4.9)
PL Poland 37976 687 77.54 % 121668 0.413% 6306 0.021%

NL Netherlands 17181084 91.89 % 21851 0.138% 5948  0.038%

GB United Kingdom 66273576 90.69 % 9582 0.016 % 2117  0.004 %

IE Ireland 4830392 87.00 % 10205 0.243% 1436 0.034 %

LT Lithuania 2808901 79.72% 8744  0.390 % 833  0.037%

DK Denmark 5781190 97.32% 5042  0.090 % 1196  0.021 %

LV Latvia 1934379 83.58 % 6448  0.399 % 1146  0.071%

SE Sweden 10120242 89.25 % 42562 0471 % 5815  0.064 %

EE Estonia 1319133 89.36 % 10561  0.896 % 1868  0.158 %

FI Finland 5513130 88.89 % 50288 1.026 % 2672 0.055%

Table S2. The results to question 2 in the 2018 public consultation launched by the European Commission with population
numbers P and shares of population with access to the Internet I. Member States are listed in increasing values of latitude.
Each answer to the question is given in absolute numbers and in shares of the target population P x I. The quartiles of
the distributions of shares are: @1 = 0.204 %, Q2 = 0.406 %, Qs = 0.620% (against), and @1 = 0.030%, Q> = 0.069 %,
Q3 = 0.142% (keeping). The distance to the third quartile in units of the interquartile distance (@3 — Q1) is shown in
parenthesis when this metric is larger than 1.5, a common criterion for outlier identification.
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Country Round Sleep and other personal cares ‘Work
offset midpoint onset midpoint
Local time Distance to Local time Distance to Local time Distance to Local time Distance to
winter sunrise winter sunrise winter sunrise winter sunrise

GR Greece 2 07:40h —00:00h 04:10h —03:30h 08:00h +00:19h 12:40h +04:59h
ES Spain 2 08:20h —00:12h 04:20h —04:12h 08:20h —00:12h 13:00h +04:27h
BG Bulgaria 1 07:10h —00:39h 03:20h —04:29h 08:00h +00:10h 13:00h +05:10h
IT Ttaly 2 07:30h —00:16h 03:30h —04:16h 08:00h +00:13h 12:20h +04:33h
RO Romania 2 07:20h —00:37h 03:10h —04:47h 08:00h +00:02h 12:10h +04:12h
SI Slovenia 1 06:50h —00:53h 02:50h —04:53h 07:00h —00:43h 12:00h +04:16h
HU Hungary 2 07:00h —00:29h 02:50h —04:39h 07:40h +00:10h 12:00h +04:30h
FR France 2 07:50h —00:50h 03:40h —05:00h 08:00h —00:40h 13:20h +04:39h
LU Luxembourg 2 07:40h —00:51h 03:40h —04:51h 08:00h —00:31h 12:50h +04:18h
BE Belgium 2 07:50h —00:54h 03:40h —05:04h 08:20h —00:24h 12:50h +04:05h
DE Germany 2 07:30h —00:53h 03:20h —05:03h 07:50h —00:33h 12:10h +03:46h
PL Poland 2 07:20h —00:25h 03:00h —04:45h 07:20h —00:25h 12:20h +04:34h
NL Netherlands 2 08:00h —00:48h 03:50h —04:58h 08:20h —00:28h 13:00h +04:11h
GB United Kingdom 2 07:50h —00:26h 03:30h —04:46h 08:30h +00:13h 13:00h +04:43h
LT Lithuania 1 07:00h —01:49h 02:50h —05:59h 07:40h —01:09h 12:50h +04:00h
LV Latvia 1 07:20h —01:42h 03:10h —05:52h 08:00h —01:02h 13:20h +04:17h
SE Sweden 1 07:30h —01:17h 03:20h —05:27h 07:50h —00:57h 12:40h +03:52h
EE Estonia 2 07:50h —01:28h 03:40h —05:38h 08:00h —01:18h 12:50h +03:31h
FI Finland 2 07:40h —01:59h 03:30h —06:09h 08:00h —01:39h 12:30h +02:50h

Table S3. The time marks associated with the sleep and other personal cares and the work cycles as per HETUS. Countries are
listed in increasing values of latitude. The third left-most column list the round of HETUS: round 1 was taken around 2000;
round 2 around 2010. Round 3 is currently in progress. Figure S3 shows the methodology to asses midpoints and offset/onset
time marks.
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Outcome Pearson-R? p—val Slope [95% CI] Unbiased Outliers

SE
Non-seasonal predictors
Longitude, A Absolish C 0.079 0.173 68 % AT DE LU
Keep K 0.065 0.228 83 % AT CY DE LU
Time offset, Z — A/Q Absolish C 0.014 0.570 70 % AT DE LU
Keep K 0.001 0.894 86 % AT CY DE LU
Seasonal predictors
Latitude, ¢ Absolish C 0.127 0.081 66 % AT DE LU
Keep K 0.058 0.255 83% AT CY DE LU
Winter sunrise time, Absolish C 0.177 0.036 0.185[0.013,0.357] 64 % AT DE LU
6h+ F(9)
Keep K 0.030 0.420 85% AT CY DE LU

Table S4. The association between the geographical data (predictors) and the shares of target population willing to abolish C
or willing to keep K the current time arrangements as per the 2018 public consultation launched by the European Commission
(outcome). The null hypothesis fails to sustain for seasonal predictors and the abolish choice (see Figure 1 in the main text)
and sustains for non-seasonal predictors (see Figure S4 in the Supplemental Information) and for the keep choice (see Figure 1).
The unbiased standard error (SE) is scaled by the sample average value of the either outcome (0.394 %, against, and 0.074 %,
keeping). The null hypothesis of normally distributed residuals sustained in every regression at the standard level of significance.
The slopes are given in basis points per degree (latitude) and basis points per hour (SRW). The positive value shows larger
shares of target population willing to abolish the current time regulations with higher latitude and higher SRW. The sample
size was 960199 replies to the public consultation from 25 member states for the abolish choice, and 174489 replies from 24
member states for the keep choice.
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Predictor Pearson-R?> p—val Slope[95% CI] Unbiased SE
Sleep and other personal cares offset
Time distance to solar noon, ¢ 0.007 0.751 80 %
Time distance to winter sunrise, t,, 0.447 0.003 —0.34[—0.55, —0.13] 59 %
Work onset
Time distance to solar noon, ts 0.161 0.111 73%
Time distance to winter sunrise, t, 0.677 < 0.001 —0.40[—0.56, —0.25] 45 %
Sleep and other personal cares midpoint
Time distance to solar noon, ¢ 0.031 0.500 79 %
Time distance to winter sunrise, t, 0.376 0.009 —0.27[—0.46, —0.08] 63 %
Work midpoint
Time distance to solar noon, t; 0.001 0.918 80 %
Time distance to winter sunrise, t., 0.474 0.002 —0.38[—0.60, —0.16] 58 %
Geographical predictors
Longitude, A 0.071 0.302 77T %
Time offset, Z — \/Q 0.000 0.960 80 %
Latitude, ¢ 0.318 0.018  0.02[0.00, 0.04] 66 %
Winter sunrise time, 6 h + F(¢) 0.384 0.008  0.29[0.09, 0.50] 63 %

Table S5. The association between time marks of human activity —measured through two distinct metrics— (predictor, see
Table S3) and the shares of target population willing to cancel the time regulations as per the 2018 public consultation (outcome,
see Table S2) in N = 17 Member States that reported Hetus statistics. Blue ink annotates p—values below the standard level
of significance (o = 0.05), which occurs only when predictors are measured relative to the winter sunrise. The negative slope
shows that shares against the current regulations increases with earlier starting points relative to winter sunrise time. Slopes
are given in basis points per hour. The unbiased standard error of the fit is scaled by sample average value of the fitted shares
C (0.390 %) and the result expressed as a percentage. The null hypothesis of normally distributed residuals sustains in every
regression at the standard level of significance. For comparison the association with geographical predictions in this subset is
also shown.
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Appendix B: Additional figures accepted and published. It can be tailored to comply
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Figure S1. The evolution of the seasonal factor F' as a function of latitude ¢. The seasonal factor is defined in Eq. (2) so
that it equals to zero at the Equator. The seasonal factor gives the advance or delay of the sunrise and sunset times at the
solstices relative to the Equatorial standard. The right axis shows the corresponding winter photoperiod (and the summer
scotoperiod) 12h — 2F(¢). Data points annotate the Member States. The seasonal factor was modeled for a point-sized Sun
and a refractionless atmosphere. The box expands from 30° to 50° and yields F(¢) from 1h to 2h. It is an educated guess for
the utility range of seasonal regulations of time.
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Figure S2. An Albers projection of Europe with the countries participating in the 2018 European Commission public con-
sultation on summertime arrangements (in shade and labeled). Dashed meridians annotate time meridians. Solid meridians
annotate the bounduaries of the physical time zones. Circles of latitudes annotate straight values of F(¢), starting at F = 1.5h
(southern most) and ending at 3.5h (northern most) in steps of 0.5h. Color shades highlight time zones; from west to east,
Western European Time (Z = 0), Central European Time (Z = 1h) and Eastern European Time (Z = 2h). Vertical bar
annotates the quartile range of population weighted latitude at the median population weighted latitude. The black horizontal
bar locates the pupulation median latitude and longitude for the country, listed in Table S1. The map was made with Natural
Earth, a free vector and raster map data available at https://www.naturalearthdata.com/.
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Figure S3. Determination of the midpoint and work onset. On the left panel the daily rhythm of labor as per HETUS. The area
enclosed by the daily rhythm scales with the daily average total work. The shaded areas break even the total area. The hour
of the day when this happens is the midpoint of the labor cycle. On the right panel, the maximum participation rate is halved.
Work onset is determined as the hour of the day when the participation rate first exceeds the maximum daily participation
rate. Similar analysis allow to assess the midpoint of the sleep/wake cycle and the sleep offset.
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Figure S4. The association between the time offset —difference between noon and midday— and the shares of target population
willing to cancel the regulations as per the 2018 public consultation C. Germany (3.18 %), Austria (2.27 %) and Luxembourg
(1.38%) are not shown in the picture. The solid line shows the point estimates of the prediction; the dashed lines bound the
95 % prediction interval. The null hypothesis “shares C' do not depend on time offset” sustains (p = 0.696 at the standard level
of significance (o = 0.05), see Table S4 in the Supplemental Information. Labels show is0-3166 alpha-2 codes, see table S1.
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. The same as Figure 1B but in a magnified vertical scale to visualize the distribution of shares against the regulations.
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Figure S6. The association between the winter sunrise time WSR and the ratio of respondents against and pro the regulations
C/K. Note the log scale in the vertical axis intended to appreciate large C'/K and low C/K. The solid line is the quadratic
regression (R? = 0.34;p = 0.005; N = 28); the dash lines highlight the 95 % prediction interval of the regression. The log(C/K)
quartiles were Q1 = 1.326; Q2 = 1.643; Q3 = 1.968, or [3.78,5.17,7.15] in the linear scale (see the boxplot on the left side of the
plot. Cyprus, Greece and Malta have scores below Q1 — 1.5 x IRQ. If they are removed from the regression analysis, then the
association is not statistically significant. Labels show iso-3166 alpha-2 codes, see table S1.
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