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Abstract 
Working longer than usually scheduled hours increases workers’ income levels, but at what cost? This research analyzes a nationally representative sample that is able to observe more directly than elsewhere the specific welfare effects on workers who work extra hours, such as stress and fatigue from work and interference of work with family time or responsibilities. It is also possible with these data to discern whether an effect is due to working extra hours of work per se or whether the overtime is mandatory.  Multinomial logistic estimation finds that the largest, statistically significant impact of extra work is heightening the frequency of experiencing work-family interference and a reduced ability to take time off from work for family or personal needs. Part of this work-family interference is attributable to the extra work per se but an even larger impact stems from it being required by the employer rather than strictly voluntary. Greater stress is also a consequence, as are some of the indicators of fatigue from work, in part because of the required nature but more so because of the extra work per se. Those who work overtime that is not mandatory express greater satisfaction with various economic aspects of work life, but not so for mandatory overtime work.  Because there are add on, adverse effects on well being, research should more carefully disentangle mandatory from non-mandatory overtime work and hours. Policies to improve social welfare could focus more on limiting the incidence and frequency of overtime work that is mandatory in nature and/or enhancing worker ability to refuse it.
The scope of economic models of hours of labor supply tends to be narrowly focused on the income and non-work time outcomes as the source of worker’s well being. Individual, family and social welfare outcomes, however, may result when an employer or workplace constrains a worker’s attempt to achieve their preferred number of hours worked. In addition, it is possible that outcomes detrimental to welfare occur even when workers are not involuntarily supplying labor time. While it is impossible to observe workers’ exact preferences regarding their hours of labor supply and welfare directly, a national survey of workers offers a rare glimpse into aspects of individuals’ self-reported levels of satisfaction with work and home life and other indicators of subjective well being, such as fatigue and stress. It is possible to observe some consequences for workers who face apparent constraints in the workplace or labor market that require them to work extra hours, perhaps beyond that preferred by the worker.  The purpose of this paper is to peer inside the black box of welfare and observe some specific well being effects of extended and/or required work hours. It contrasts effects on those who are required to work extra hours to those whose extra hours are not required and to those who work no extra hours at all.
 An extensive literature has developed documenting the extent to which longer hours of work per day or per week and lack of control over hours tend to create fatigue, stress and life dissatisfaction among workers. Extended hours often generate an additional risk of illness, injury and imbalance of work and family time. Labor economics has yet to take much advantage of this rich body of research from occupational psychology and health and work-life-family integration. Mandatory (also referred to as “forced” or “compulsory”) overtime work is a particular situation where an employee is required by their employer to work longer than their usual or normally scheduled hours. Overtime is “mandatory” when a worker who declines or refuses the extra hours assigned (often with little advance notice) expects to face some form of penalty or reprisal, either explicit or implicit, which will affect the trajectory of future income. Mandatory overtime work results in suboptimal individual welfare for a worker who faces a binding constraint, working additional hours that were not preferred. When overtime hours are not purely voluntary, this may compound the detrimental welfare and performance effects of extended hours of work. Moreover, mandatory overtime work may adversely affect social welfare to the extent there are spillover costs on families, fellow employees, the workplace and the public. Thus, economic models of the labor market and utility ought to consider more explicitly the potential tradeoff between the welfare gains purchased with more income versus the offsetting adverse effects of longer hours on workers’ health and family life. This paper attempts to fill this void by exploiting a rich data set, the Quality of Working Life module in the 2002 General Social Survey (GSS), to explore empirically the extent to which working beyond a usual schedule affects various indicators of workers’ well being and whether there are add-on effects when the additional work is considered mandatory. 
To provide a context, the first section of the paper presents a simple, expanded economic model of utility and optimal labor supply that captures work hours flexibility, as a separate source of well being, i.e. the ease of transition between work and non-work activities. The next section reviews the work-life and occupational health research literatures regarding their implications for workers who put in overtime hours, both voluntary and involuntary. The third section introduces the GSS data and presents descriptive statistics regarding its incidence among workers and selected measures of work and home life well being, contrasting workers with work extra hours versus those without. It further subdivides workers with extra hours by mandatory and non-mandatory overtime. The fourth section, the crux of the paper, contains the econometric estimates of the work-life balance and mental health outcomes generated by overtime work generally and required overtime work specifically. The paper concludes by discussing implications of the results and suggestions for future analysis and public policy.
I. Well-Being Consequences of Mandatory Overtime: Refining Economic Models of Labor Supply 

In the conventional microeconomic model of labor-leisure choice, it is assumed that workers form their preferences for number of work hours to supply to the paid labor market exogenously based on innate preferences for work and leisure, the market wage rate and non-labor income sources. Workers are assumed to adjust their hours of labor supply until the unique point where the marginal rate of substitution (MRS), the relative preference for an hour of leisure vis-à-vis work, exactly equals the wage rate. Most applied models of the labor market recognize that many workers may face binding constraints imposed by their employer, such as minimum hours requirements, which may lead workers to supply more hours than that which maximizes their utility (Dunn 1990; Idson and Robins, 1991; Feather and Shaw 2000; Kahn and Lang 2001; Sousa-Poza and Henneberger 2002; Altonji and Oldham, 2003). When hours are flexible upward but inflexible in the downward direction, this may drive a wedge between the worker's MRS and wage in the event that hours lengthen beyond those which are preferred, leaving sub-optimal utility for the worker (see Appendix 2). 
Why would a worker accede to working hours beyond those preferred? One reason might be that there is a compensating wage differential paid by the employer or labor market (see Appendix 3). However, empirical testing has found a negligible differential for inflexible, inconvenient or mandatory overtime hours (Duncan and Holmlund, 1983, Ehrenberg and Schumann 1984, Altonji and Paxson 1988). Another reason may be that workers settle for longer than preferred hours because other options such as absenteeism or tardiness carry too large a risk of discharge (Moss and Curtiss 1985, Yaniv 1995; Brown, 1999; Altman and Golden 2004). However, the cost of job loss reason does not well explain working long hours (Drago, Black and Wooden, 2005). Alternatively, workers could quit and find jobs that match their preferred hours (Altonji and Paxson, 1992; Lombard, 2001). However, most workers in most times lack sufficient bargaining leverage or security to execute this and workers may choose, alternatively, to build up income through longer hours (Bluestone and Rose, 1998). Adjustments of hours at their current job toward one’s preferences are rare and may even prove detrimental to workers’ earnings in the longer run (Drago, Black and Wooden 2004). This is especially the case when there are signaling effects associated with working overtime. Perhaps workers recognize the positive, longer run return in income to working longer hours (Hecker, 1998; Bell, 2001; Campbell and Green, 2002; Hamermesh and Lee, 2004; Cherry, 2004; Anger, 2005; Kuhn and Lozano, 2005). This also holds for the potential negative signaling effect of turning down overtime, risking that this would be interpreted as inadequate commitment or team play.  Thus, there are several subtle barriers that perpetuate supply of longer hours even if not initially preferred.

In the standard utility function, where utility (U) is a function (f) of income (Y) and hours of leisure (L), “pure” leisure time is the end in itself:
U = f (Y; L)
Becker’s (1985) insight was to introduce unpaid household production (P), which has elements of both work and leisure, as a distinct, third argument in the utility function. 
U = f(Y; L; P).
Time and energy spent in activities such as housework, caregiving and child-rearing constitutes social reproduction that fosters human capital development of the future work force. However, the subdivision of non-work time into “leisure” and household production was applied mainly to provide a rationale for the division of labor and specialization, implicitly or explicitly along traditional gender lines, to maximize total consumption of all goods and services for the household (Humphries, 1998). 

The increasing prominence of the dual-earner and single-headed household has elevated the importance of combining market work and unpaid work activities over a larger portion of workers’ life cycle. As more of households’ time is spent in the paid work force—in the form of both longer weekly hours and more weeks worked per year (Bernstein and Kornbluh, 2005)—the extent to which work, household production and leisure time conflict over the course of a day has been gaining in importance.  The daily timing of work and non-work hours matters for worker well being (Hamermesh, 1999). The extent of incongruity between desired and actual schedule of work hours affects one’s satisfaction with work-family balance (Krausz, Sagie, and Bidermann, 2000; Hill, et al, 2001; Major, Klein and Ehrhart, 2002; Havlovic, Lau and Pinfield, 2002; Holtom, Tidd and Lee, 2002).  Thus, a separate and distinct contributor to individuals’ well-being, even for those without direct care responsibilities, is the timing or scheduling of work activities. For a given duration of work time and non-work time (L+P), a worker’s well-being is maximized only when the work schedule is precisely that which is preferred by the worker. Welfare is diminished if the scheduling of hours does not fit (Barnett, Gareis and Brennan, 1999). Workers across more stages in the life cycle are placing a higher value on their ability to coordinate or synchronize schedules with others, such as that which is facilitated with flextime or compressed workweeks that permit staggered shift working and tag-team parenting (Martens, et al, 1999; Presser, 2004; Schmitt and Baker, 2004). Workers that have more flexible daily starting and ending times are more likely to be working very long hours (Golden, 2005). Their willingness to supply long hours of work may occur because workers value flexibility so much that they adapt to or internalize workplace norms (Drago, Black and Wooden, 2005). 
As the complexity of household production and reproduction activities increases with more time spent in the paid work force, so do the gains (losses) in welfare with an ability (inability) to adjust (temporarily or permanently) both the number and the scheduling of work hours. This includes the ability to decline an undesired lengthening of scheduled work hours into time slots that would create or intensify work-life conflicts. Thus, for a given number and timing of work hours, utility is positive in the degree of flexibility in scheduling (() to the extent it eases transitions between work time and P or L. It is negative in the degree of inflexibility, where schedules are employer-determined and create constraints, sometimes binding, that result in mismatches that impede their efforts toward coordination of work, household and leisure activities: 
U = f(Y; L; P;  ().
For example, workers unable to make seamless transitions between time uses become are more prone to overlapping activities (multi-tasking), which increases stress (Floro and Miles, 2003). Undesirable timing of work during a day or week and lack of control over it may adversely affect worker welfare both directly (see Figure 1) and indirectly, by ultimately restraining workers’ earnings by inhibiting worker performance and productivity (Shepard and Clifton, 2000; Schmitt and Baker, 2004; Galinksy, 2005). If temporal flexibility in schedules (FS) is a matter of degree (see Drago and Golden, 2005), the degree of responsiveness toward a preferred schedule may represented by the term, (, where: 
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and zero connotes that employees must change their actual schedule to their employer’s demand and one means that employees work their preferred timing. Thus, we may assume: 
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Worker utility (U) increases in the degree to which schedules can be self-adjusted. Utility decreases in the extent to which the timing of work can be adjusted opposing their wishes, such as might frequently be the case with mandatory overtime work. Thus, when a worker cannot refuse unwelcome, extra hours of work, utility is diminished by more than just the accompanying loss of leisure hours. Tradeoffs and offsets exist between the separate arguments. Workers gaining income but losing leisure time and/or autonomy over scheduling of work and leisure time may wind up with no greater welfare on balance. 
II. The Well-Being Consequences of Long Work Hours and Mandatory Overtime: Evidence

There is a burgeoning literature in the fields of occupational psychology, occupational health and safety, work organization, labor relations and work-life integration that document cases where long hours of work cumulatively or acutely undermine various aspects of worker well being. The most commonly found adverse consequence of excessive or unscheduled additional work is on workers’ ability to balance their competing work and family responsibilities. Longer work hours and having too much work or too many demands on time tend to reduce employees' sense of work-family balance, although not always as expected (e.g., Major, Klein and Ehrhart, 2002; Reynolds, 2003; Keene and Quadagno, 2004). Being “required to work overtime when you don’t want to” has roundly negative effects, although they may be mitigated by employers providing family-friendly supports (Berg, Kalleberg and Appelbaum, 2003; Kossek, et al, 2005). High-performance practices and long work hours interact to reduce work-life balance, often trumping work-life supports (White, et al, 2003). For example, having discretion or flexibility to decide one’s own daily starting and finishing times hours only partly mitigates the negative effects of long average hours. When married mothers are employed for more hours per week, it adversely affects marital quality by decreasing couples' time together or increasing feelings of role conflict, work overload or inequity in the  division of labor within a household (Rogers, 1996). However, men are slightly more likely to be required to work involuntary overtime (Berg, Kalleberg and Appelbaum, 2003). Working parents that experience overload and stress tend to transfer this to children (Crouter, et al, 1999). Working fathers report greater well-being (satisfaction with work-family balance and family relations) when working 40 or fewer hours (although also when working 60 or more, Gray, et al, 2004). 

The combination of both overtime hours and external pressure to work overtime has been associated not only with negative work-home interference, but adverse physiological consequences. These include the effects on health (illness and injury risk) that may occur via worker fatigue or stress (Spurgeon, et al 1997; Shields 1999; Danna and Griffin, 1999; Sparks, et al, 2001; van der Hulst 2003, Caruso, et al, 2004; Dembe, 2005). ”Flexible” workplace practices such just-in-time production may actually raise incidences of cumulative trauma disorders and undermine worker health (Brenner, Fairris and Ruser, 2004). Workers with long hours face elevated risks of health complaints (Cornell Institute for Workplace Studies, 1999; Fenwick and Tausig 2001, Van Der Hulst and Geurts 2001; Berg, Kalleberg and Appelbaum 2003; Ganster and Bates, 2003; Thornthwaite, 2004; Galinsky, et al, 2005). Adverse effects of work hours tend to be exacerbated by a worker’s lack of control over hours (Fenwick and Taussig, 2001; Bliese and Halvorsen, 2001; Berg, Appelbaum and Kalleberg, 2004). Both the volume and scheduling of time in paid labor tend to reflect the demands of employers more than a purely voluntary decisions on the part of workers (Maumee and Bellas, 2001).  Fatigue and sleep deprivation are related to overtime hours worked, particularly when mandatory, but also when voluntary (Cochrane, 2001; Aiken, et al 2002). For those both working more than 50 hours a week and facing some supervisory pressure to work overtime, not only do levels of “work-family conflict” intensify, but so does the proportion of workers who report higher somatic stress, feeling depressed, job-escape drinking and rates of absenteeism due to illness (Cornell University, 1999). About 26 percent of employed adults report feeling overworked some time in the last three months (Galinsky, et al, 2005). Among those who are not permitted at their job to change their own work schedules toward their preferred hours experience, 45 percent experience such overwork (Galinsky and Bond, 2001). People who work longer hours or more days than they prefer (for reasons such as employer expectations) tend to feel more overworked than others. Only 6 percent who experience low overwork levels report a high scale of stress compared with 36 percent among those who are highly overworked. In addition, only 8 percent of those with low overwork levels have high levels of depressive symptoms compared with 21 percent of those who are highly overworked. Moreover, only 41 percent of employees who experience high overwork levels say they are taking very good care of themselves versus 68 percent of those with low overwork levels. Consequently, 52 percent of employees experiencing high overwork levels report that their health is good versus 65 percent of those experiencing low overwork levels (Galinsky, et al, 2005).

In sum, longer work hours and required extra work may have reinforcing negative effects on well being. However, there are also utility-enhancing effects to the extent the extra hours produce greater current or future income. The material gains in well being that can be “purchased” with additional income, however, may be offset by the deterioration in mental or physical health or family life associated with the various symptoms of overwork suffered. Perhaps this tradeoff explains why work-family imbalance is a more consistently found byproduct of longer work hours, but effects on general health and well-being are more mixed. There is no clear relationship between the number of work hours per se and quality of life outcomes and either subjective or objective measures of mental health (Barnett, 2004). There may be no measurable net effect at all on life satisfaction (Ganster and Bates, 2003). In addition, relatively longer average weekly hours of work creates additional work strain, but at the same time does not reduce job satisfaction (Green, 2004). In fact, working 46 or more hours per week actually improved job satisfaction relative to those working between 30 and 45 hours. Indeed, family structures associated with work–family conflict are not necessarily those associated with a desire for fewer hours, because members of dual-earner couples without children and male breadwinners without children are actually the groups most likely to desire fewer work hours (Reynolds, 2003).  Thus, it is not obvious that working more than usual hours will necessarily reduced satisfaction with one’s job or life. Indeed, “utility” theory suggests that people invest more of their time allocation in roles, including jobs, that they find more satisfying (Rothbard and Edwards, 2003). Many workers in households that experience greater stress (from time, feeling rushed) receive greater income as well (Hamermesh and Lee, 2002), of which a “time crunch” is considered a necessary byproduct. Perhaps this explains a “paradox of happiness” that many individuals could conceivably reduce their own work hours without corresponding reductions in their happiness level, but do not (Binswanger, 2003; Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2006). 
III. Overtime Work and Worker Well Being: GSS Data and Descriptive Analyses 
The few available previous estimates of the scope of mandatory overtime suggest it comprises a non-negligible proportion of the work force, about one in every five or six workers (Idson and Robins, 1991; Cornell University, 1999; Friedman and Casner-Lotto, 2003). The average extent of working mandatory overtime lies between “a small” and “some” extent (2.34 on a scale of 1-4, and is slightly higher among men (l=not at all, 4=to a great extent), Berg, Kalleberg and Appelbaum, 2003). Required overtime may occur with such high frequency because overtime work apparently is often is unplanned or unexpected, given that about half of all workers report that when they work overtime it is with little or no advance notice (Heldrich Center, 1999; Friedman and Casner-Lotto). About 3 in 10 workers report usual hours in excess of 40 per week, one indicator of the prevalence of overtime work—almost 20 percent of men work over 50 hours per week (Kuhn and Lozano, 2005).

The present research attempts to empirically identify some of the specific consequences associated with overtime work, whether required or not, using a larger and richer data set than previous efforts. It analyzes the 2002 General Social Survey (GSS) Quality of Working Life (QWL) module to empirically explore the relationship between indicators of well being and the nature of overtime work. Topical modules, such as the 2002 QWL have been part of the GSS since 1977. A GSS module conducted in 2002, using full probability sample design, gathered a total sample size of 2,765 participants. The specific 2002 GSS survey questions of most interest regarding the present analysis is, “When you work overtime, is it mandatory (required by your employer)?”  Workers who responded to the question, “How many days in a month during the last year did you work beyond your usual schedule,” that they worked extra hours one or more days a month and yes to the question that overtime is mandatory, are then separated from workers with extra hours where the overtime is not mandatory, and from workers with no extra hours at all. 

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the GSS sample. Of the 2,765 in the sample, there were 1,796 employed. Of those, 461 people answered “yes,” that overtime is mandatory, and 1,293 people answered “no.” That means about 26 percent of employed workers have overtime work that they regard as mandatory. Over 75 percent of workers with mandatory overtime worked extra hours over the last month compared to 57 percent of workers who do not face mandatory overtime. Workers with mandatory extra hours tend to work more than two hours per week and two days more per month on average than their counterparts without mandatory extra hours. Of all those employed, 19.4 percent report that overtime was mandatory and that they worked beyond their usual schedules in the last year. The rate among just those working full-time is 21 percent. This is slightly higher although broadly consistent with previous estimates from other samples of the extent of the employed work force facing mandatory overtime work (Cornell University Institute, 1999; Friedman and Casner-Lotto, 2003). Table 2 compares the demographic characteristics of workers who worked extra hours and whose overtime is mandatory, workers with overtime hours that are not mandatory, and workers with no extra hours. Men are more likely to have both extra hours generally and have these be required extra hours. Whites are more likely than other groups to have overtime work but less likely to have it be required overtime.  Having extra hours grows with education level. Having the least education increases the incidence of overtime that is mandatory, while having the most education prevents overtime from being mandatory.  Marital status has no measurable association. Being foreign born is associated with a greater prospect of overtime being mandatory and lower prospect of having voluntary overtime work. Finally, working overtime that is mandatory appears to be associated with earning less income than working overtime voluntarily, although the former raises income above that which occurs with no extra hours at all. 

Table 3 displays the mean responses in the scale reported in the GSS QWL instrument. They suggest that further analysis is warranted to determine if the differences in consequences of mandatory and non-mandatory overtime work are statistically significant, and that econometric testing is needed to isolate the effects attributable solely to mandatory and non-mandatory overtime work. Table 4 presents the proportions in the range of responses and tests for statistically significant differences in such proportions. The key items of focus are indicators of well being or satisfaction at work and at home. This includes variables capturing perceived work-family balance (work-to-family interference, ease with which time can be taken off from work for family needs) and mental health, such as stress (stressfulness of work, time to relax) and fatigue (feeling used up, too tired to do chores). 

The most salient finding in Table 4 is that when overtime work is mandatory, as opposed to not required, individuals report that job demands more frequently interfere with family life. Working overtime is associated with statistically significantly more frequent interference. Among the extra hours workers, mandatory overtime workers “often” experience work-family interference at a rate twice that observed among non-mandatory overtime workers and at about three times the rate of those without any overtime work. The effect of overtime being required markedly compounds the rate at which overtime work is associated with frequent work-family interference, and reduces the frequency with which such interference is rare or non-existent.  Similar is the association between overtime work and how difficult workers find it to take time off during work to take care of personal or family matters.

Overtime workers also report more often finding work stressful than non-mandatory overtime workers. All workers with extra hours feel considerably more work stress than those without any extra hours of work. When overtime work is mandatory, it adds somewhat more frequency to work stress. Similarly, overtime workers carry home fatigue somewhat more than non-overtime workers. However, mandatory overtime workers are not significantly more prone to feeling used up than workers whose overtime is not mandatory. In addition, overtime workers report coming home too tired relatively more frequently (several times a week) than those without extra hours. The effect of overtime being mandatory is that workers report being too tired to do the chores several times a month rather than just twice a month or less. Overtime workers generally spend less time per day in leisure but the reported difference between them and those who work no overtime is not statistically significant. There is some indication that those who work overtime may suffer more days of ill-health than those workers who work overtime on a strictly voluntary basis. However, the mean number of days and proportion indicating zero days of suffering restrictive mental health problems were not statistically significantly higher among those who work overtime, mandatory or otherwise. In sum, there appear to be measurable effects on many self reported indicators of well being attributable to both overtime hours and some add-on effects when it is mandatory in nature. However, the effects do not appear to be quite as dramatic as the effects on ability to balance work with family life. 
Table 5 then turns attention toward indicators of satisfaction with the economic aspects of life in the GSS. Table 5 shows such satisfaction to be somewhat greater for overtime workers, but not so for mandatory overtime workers.  The financial situation of mandatory overtime workers is more likely to be worsening in both absolute and relative terms and causing dissatisfaction. Relative to voluntary overtime workers, mandatory overtime workers feel that their financial situation has worsened during the past few years. Furthermore, mandatory overtime workers consider their relative incomes to compare unfavorably to those with voluntary overtime workers. Voluntary overtime workers, on the other hand, are more satisfied with their financial situation and improvements than workers with no extra hours. Working overtime voluntarily enhances the expectation that they will receive a bonus or extra pay when the job goes well, but those on mandatory overtime expect this less than those who work overtime voluntarily.  Mandatory overtime workers are also less likely to own their own homes than workers with no overtime, but this difference is not statistically significant, so there appears to be no difference by overtime work status (see Wiens-Tuers, 2004, for the driving factors). However, workers with overtime hours are more satisfied with their employee benefits, although mandatory overtime workers significantly less so than non-mandatory overtime workers. Similarly, workers with overtime are more likely than non-overtime workers to get extra pay or a bonus if their job goes well, however, mandatory overtime workers are statistically significantly less likely than non-mandatory overtime workers to get these. Thus, there is clearly an incentive present, either as an inducement or reward, for supplying overtime hours voluntarily, but less so if at all for supplying extra work time if it is required by the employer. Consequently, on balance, overtime workers may be no better off (for example, happy) than workers with no overtime work, and mandatory overtime workers perhaps even worse off (see Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2006). 
IV. Overtime Work and Worker Well Being: Econometric Analysis

Econometric analysis is useful in isolating the effect of overtime on well being holding constant various personal and job characteristics of workers. Logistic regressions are used for ordered or unordered categorical dependent variables, using the proportional odds specification. A multinomial logistic model is used to estimate relationships between selected outcomes that are reported as unordered categorical dependent variables and a set of independent variables (StataCorp 2001).  The GSS contains several questions of this structure, where the responses are excellent, good, fair, etc., or alternatively, very often, somewhat often, rarely or never (see Appendix 1 for a description of all the variables used). For the unordered categorical dependent variables, multinomial logistic regression models are applied here. The model estimated is the true frequency of an outcome is given by: 
Oj= β1overtimej + β2X2j + uj 
The dependent variable Oj is one of the selected outcomes reported as ordered categories. The independent variables are the presence of overtime and a vector of control variables (X) including age, male, married, age and age squared, and whether or not the job is a ‘standard’ employment arrangement (as opposed to non-standard job arrangements, such as independent contractors and agency temporaries). The models contain the full sample, a total sample size of 1,769, highlighting the effect of three, key independent variables. The first is where extra days worked are at least one per month, and the extra days were required by the employer = 1 and no extra days per month = 0 (n = 342).  A second model estimated contains a (0,1) variable for the sub-sample of workers reporting extra days of work but that their overtime work was not required (n = 733). The third model substitutes an independent, dummy variable for those workers who report working no extra days (n = 677). All three models are estimated with the same set of control variables, and uj is also the error term for each. The first model will suggest if there is an add-on or an opposing effect of being required to work overtime when extra days are worked. The five different dependent variables represent two indicators of work-life time conflict and three reflecting fatigue from work.
Hypotheses, Limitations of the Data and Estimation Method

A priori, it is expected that extra days of work generally create an adverse effect on indicators of health and happiness, holding all else constant, as observed in the descriptive results. However, because overtime work brings additional current income or expected future reward, the net effect of overtime work on indicators of mental health and satisfaction is ambiguous (see Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2005). Nevertheless, because it is also likely that overtime work creates stress, fatigue and time conflicts, these additional subjective indicators may be sufficiently meaningful as to offset the potentially positive effects of additional income gained from overtime hours.  There are several limitations and complications associated with these data. One is that the indicators are self rated mental and physical health. What individuals are thinking rather than objective measures are potentially more subject to errors. In addition, clearly mental health is endogenous with working extra hours. Similarly, it is inherently difficult to disentangle whether individual self reports are responding to the effects of required extra hours or being in less desirable jobs.   


Tables 6 through 10 contain a summary of the β coefficients and standard errors in the multinomial logistic regressions, the direction of their effect and their statistical significance. Multinomial logistic regression estimates illustrate the size and statistical significance of the bivariate that an individual works beyond normal hours at least once in the last month—extradays that are mandatory, and extradays that are not mandatory and no extra days.  The regressions include conrols for the labor supply side demographic and income factors observable in the GSS, such as age, gender, race, marital and parental status or foreign born, education level and family income level (see Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2005).  The controls for demographic and work characteristics are included but not reported in the table. 

Multinomial Regression Results: Indicators of Work-Family Balance
The largest casualty of mandatory overtime work is work-family interference (see Table 6). In response to the question, “How often do the demands of your job interfere with your family life?” the order of the responses is (1) often, (2) sometimes, (3) rarely, and (4) never. Mandatory overtime work raises probability of “often” or “sometimes” experiencing such interference and reduces the likelihood of “never” experiencing it. The effect of having mandatory overtime work is the relatively most important independent variable.  Similarly, having overtime work that is not mandatory also reduces the likelihood an individual “never” experience work-family interference. However, in contrast, when overtime work is not mandatory reduces the chances of experiencing such interference “often.” A related, interesting finding in Table 7 is that it is not longer hours (or extra days) per se but the mandatory nature that is the inhibiting factor when it comes to how difficult it is to “take time off to take care of personal or family matters” ("FamWorkOff"). It is significantly harder to do so for those with mandatory overtime. Those with non-mandatory overtime do not face such impediments. They face no greater difficulty in taking time off than do workers with no overtime. Thus, working extra hours creates somewhat more frequent work-family interference, but when such work is mandatory the add-on effects are measurably larger. 
Multinomial Regression Results: Indicators of Stress and Fatigue 
Working beyond one’s usual schedule leads workers to report more stress associated with work (see Table 8). However, this is considerably more strongly the case when overtime is required. The categories of responses to the question, “How often do you find your work stressful,” are (1) always, (2) often, (3) sometimes, (4) hardly ever, and (5) never. Experiencing stress “always” is statistically significantly raised, and “never” significantly reduced, by working mandatory extra days. However, the magnitudes are not quite as strong as that observed for work-family interference. Having no overtime work at all enhances the likelihood that one will “rarely” or “never” encounter stress from work. Thus, the duration of work hours over a month clearly increase levels of work stress and the mandatory nature of overtime has additional add-on effects for both. 

Feeling used up at the end of the day is clearly a more frequent occurrence for those working overtime that is mandatory (see Table 9).  The longer hours themselves are, to a small part responsible. Working non mandatory overtime reduces experiencing “never” feeling used up. In contrast, working mandatory overtime increasing the “very often” response as well as reducing the “never” response.  Furthermore, working no extra days significantly enhances the “never” response. Table 10 shows that feeling too tired to do the chores when one comes home appears to be greater for mandatory overtime work, but it is not statistically significantly so.  Thus, despite feeling more used up, workers with overtime, mandatory or not, do not report (admit) cutting back on household production activity. 
Control variables of Interest
Being a worker paid by salary rather than hourly appears to have few effects that are statistically significant. This is not surprising given the large proportion of workers with required extra work who are salaried, about 40 percent (see Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2005). (With no occupational controls, however, being salaried makes it less likely that work “never” interferes with family). Being salaried does reduce “never” feeling used up, thus experiencing more fatigue than hourly workers. Being male enhances the odds of mandatory overtime. However, the concentrated distribution of mandatory overtime work among men and foreign-born is traced largely to their occupation and industry of employment (Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2005). Men are less likely than women to face constraints in taking time off and rarely or never experience (admit) fatigue. The gender differences in fatigue may reflect a combination of innate differences, differences in access to informal flexibility in work scheduling (Golden, 2005) and inequities in the distribution of housework and caregiving responsibilities (Rogers, 1996; Humphries, 1998; Negrey, 2004).  The effect of being non-white is to enhance the likelihood that one never encounters work-family interference and reduce the likelihood of encountering stress and fatigue from work, with the exception of also increasing the frequency of being too tired for chores. Furthermore, being a non-standard (atypical, such as a temporary or independent contract) employee, which constitutes about over 10 percent of the sample, makes feeling used up and work-family interference somewhat more frequent and taking time off less likely. Finally, unreported results suggest that having very low income (and lacking the asset of home ownership) is associated with more mandatory overtime work, and higher income is associated with voluntary overtime.  The foreign born and less educated workers are relatively less likely to work overtime generally. Being married reduces the odds of working overtime, but not the odds of working mandatory overtime. 

V. Summary, Discussion, Conclusions and Policy Implications
In summary, the results are robust in demonstrating the strikingly more frequent interference with family and somewhat more frequent fatigue experienced by those with overtime hours that are required by their employer.  There are add-on effects over and above those traceable to the longer duration of work hours per se. Working overtime hours tends to bring in some type of economic reward such as more current or expected future income. However, this gain clearly comes at a steep cost, particularly when such extra work is considered mandatory. Greater work-family life interference and to a slightly lesser extent, stress and fatigue, appear to be the most salient adverse effects of mandatory overtime work. The extent of work-family imbalance is somewhat greater because of extra work hours per se, but is more strongly associated with overtime being required. Thus, there are significant add-on adverse effects on well being when overtime work is mandatory. On the more positive side, extra hours of work are not associated with lower self ratings of health. This is because the former often tends to offset any positive effects of overtime generally, or compound any negative effects. The adverse effects on stress, however, occur in large part because of additional hours of work generally, while its mandatory nature contributing an additional albeit smaller part.  The results suggest that mandatory and non-mandatory overtime should be treated in research and in policy, as separate, distinct risks to worker well-being. Thus, the basic labor/leisure choice model is too limited to capture these nuances, either the choice to earn income despite the risks to current and future well being or spillovers to others, or the detrimental consequences of workplace and labor market constraints on choice that may be behind mandatory extra work hours.  
Findings regarding the relationship between both mandatory and non-mandatory overtime work and financial incentives generally lend support to the notion that workers have been increasingly induced by incentives to supply hours beyond 40 per week and that the payoff is real (Kuhn and Lozano, 2005). Because mandatory overtime workers appear to suffer a relative earnings disadvantage, this supports the notion that supplying more hours of labor, either voluntary or mandatory, is increased when real wage rates fall at the relatively lower end of the income spectrum (Scacciati, 2004; Bernstein and Kornbluh, 2005).  Interestingly, workers with overtime work are (marginally) more likely to report that their main satisfaction in life comes from work (see Table 3), and perhaps surprisingly, more so for mandatory than non-mandatory overtime workers. The latter may be explained simply by their relatively longer time spent in the workplace, or maybe being away from home. The higher satisfaction at work would support the view that time in the workplace has becoming increasingly more rewarding while time in the household has not (Hochschild, 1997), and contradict the alternative view that home is considered a haven more than the workplace (Kiecolt, 2003).  It also supports the utility theory espoused by Rothbard and Edwards (2003) that time is allocated toward more satisfying activities. Indeed, having mandatory overtime work actually enhances rather than reduces the feeling that work is central to one’s life (see Snir and Harpaz 2002; Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2005). Perhaps the satisfaction can be traced to the enhanced relative status for those willing to put in hours when it is required (Neumark and Postlewaite, 1998; Bowles and Park, 2005). Alternatively, if it does not just reflect self-selection, it may suggest there are feedback effects that where preferences adapt among long-hour workers for longer preferred work time (see Schor, 1994; Altman and Golden, 2004; Hamermesh and Slemrod, 2005).  
Because workers with extra hours that are mandatory are significantly more likely to report that they are not satisfied at all with their current or relative financial situation relative to those whose overtime is non-mandatory. This casts major doubt on the standard theory of compensating wage differentials for undesirable working conditions. Because working mandatory overtime and having other selected characteristics create greater difficulty in taking time off from work, there may be similar underlying factors, related to the employee friendliness or hostility of the workplace climate, that are driving all these outcomes. Related research using other aspects of the GSS QWL finds that certain workplace policies and structures such as flexible daily work schedules tend to reduce the incidence of mandatory overtime (Golden and Wiens-Tuers, 2005). Even when transformed workplaces are more productive, on a variety of fronts they have led to a worsening of  working conditions that is perhaps offsetting any potential increases in workers’ well being (Fairris 2002). 
Thus, policy measures might be adopted in order to correct for the potential deterioration in the quality of workers' work environment associated with required extra hours of work. To the extent that mandatory overtime work generally heightens the risk of incurring mental health symptoms of overwork and work-family interference, there is a social welfare case for such corrective policy. In fact, there is a case for corrective policy measures even if the extra work hours are not mandatory as long as they create health costs and reflect workaholic behavior that developed over time either because of the social reinforcements present, tolerance developed or addiction to consumer goods and services (Hamermesh and Slemrod, 2005). These corrective policies could involve new standards that either limit the length of daily or weekly overtime hours and the practice of scheduling overtime on very short-notice, in addition to a legal right to refuse such overtime without penalty (Burawoy, et al, 2001; Appelbaum, Berg and Kalleberg, 2004; Burgoon and Baxandall, 2004; Negrey, 2004). To the extent that greater income compensates for the welfare loss associated with mandatory overtime, there is also a case for requiring employers to pay a premium beyond the current time-and-a-half (for nonexempt or perhaps straight-time for exempt workers). Some have advocated that the US Occupational Safety and Health Act’s (OSHA) “general duty” clause be applied, requiring employers to remove excessive hours as a known workplace hazard (Andersen, 2004). Furthermore, the International Labor Organization has considered “loss of wages accompanied by threats of dismissal if workers refuse to do overtime beyond the scope of their employment contract or national laws” as falling under the definition of “forced labor.” Implications for public policy drawn from the findings suggest which particular workers could be targeted for protection from the harmful side effects of mandatory overtime, such as women lower income bracket workers. 
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Table 1: General Social Survey 2002 Basic Descriptive Information

	
	Number


	Mandatory Overtime
	Percent Facing Mandatory Overtime
	Mandatory Overtime and Worked Extra Hours 
	Percent Mandatory Overtime and Extra Hours 

	Full Sample
	2765
	
	
	
	

	Labor Force
	1917
	461
	24.1
	342
	17.8

	Employed
	1787
	459
	25.7
	342
	19.2

	Full-time
	1424
	394
	27.7
	301
	21.1

	Part-time
	311
	50
	16.1
	28
	9.0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of hours worked last week (mean)
	Mandatory Overtime

(n=461)
	No Mandatory Overtime

(n=1293)
	All Employed Workers

(n=1796)
	
	

	Full-time
	47.6
	45.3
	45.9
	
	

	Part-time
	23.3
	22.7
	22.6
	
	

	Worked beyond usual schedule over the last year
	75.4% **
	57.0%
	66.3%
	
	

	Number of days per month (mean)
	7.1
	4.9
	5.5
	
	


 Source: 2002 General Social Survey and authors’ calculations.

**Difference between mandatory overtime and no mandatory overtime is significant at ρ < 0.05

Table 2: Selected Demographics by Type of Overtime

	
	Extra Hours: MOT

n=342
	Extra Hours: 

Not MOT

n=733
	Extra Hours: All

n=1075
	No Extra Hours

n=677 
	All Employed

n=1787

	Age in years (mean) 
	40.6
	40.0
	40.2 
	42.8
	41.2

	Distribution by gender (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	57.0†
	51.0
	52.9**
	42.4
	48.6

	Female
	43.0
	49.0
	47.1
	57.2
	51.4

	Distribution by race (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	White (may or may not be Hispanic)
	77.5†
	81.0
	79.9*
	76.2
	78.3

	Black
	14.0
	12.9
	13.3*
	16.4
	14.6

	Hispanic
	8.5
	6.7
	8.1
	9.4
	8.1

	Distribution by education (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	Less than high school
	9.4†
	7.2
	7.9**
	12.6
	9.8

	High school graduate
	53.2
	49.7
	50.8**
	58.9
	53.7

	Associates
	9.7
	8.9
	9.1
	8.3
	8.9

	Bachelor
	18.7
	22.2
	21.2**
	14.2
	18.4

	Graduate degree
	9.1†
	12.0
	11.1**
	6.1
	9.2

	Distribution by Marital Status (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	Married
	49.7
	47.1
	47.9
	47.6
	47.9

	Widowed, divorced, separated
	24.3
	23.4
	23.9
	24.7
	23.9

	Never married
	25.4
	29.5
	28.2
	28.1
	28.3

	Foreign-born (%)
	11.4††
	6.8
	8.3**
	12.7
	10.0

	In SMSA (%)
	72.5†
	76.3
	75.1*
	72.2
	74.3

	Family income category
	$35,000-39,000
	$40,000-49,000
	$40,000-49,000
	30,000-34,999
	$35,000-39,000


Source: 2002 General Social Survey

*   Difference between All Extra Hours and No Extra Hours is significant at ρ < 0.10

** Difference between All Extra Hours and No Extra Hours is significant at ρ < 0.05

†   Difference between Extra Hours: MOT and Extra Hours: Not MOT is significant at ρ < 0.10

†† Difference between Extra Hours: MOT and Extra Hours: Not MOT is significant at ρ < 0.05

	
	Extra Hours:  MOT
	Extra Hours: Not MOT
	Extra Hours: All
	No Extra Hours
	All Employed

	
	Mean Category (SD)
	Mean Category (SD)
	Mean Category (SD)
	Mean Category (SD)
	Mean Category (SD)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	WKVSFAM 
	2.40

(1.04)
	2.67

(0.96)
	2.58

(0.99)
	3.05

(0.96)
	2.76

(1.01)

	USEDUP 
	2.51

(1.10)
	2.60

(1.08)
	2.57

(1.09)
	2.89

(1.23)
	2.70

(1.16)

	STRESS 
	2.70

(1.01)
	2.81

(0.96)
	2.77

(0.98)
	3.21

(1.06)
	2.94

(1.03)

	HEALTH 
	2.29

(1.07)
	2.20

(1.01)
	2.23

(1.03)
	2.38

(1.03)
	2.29

(1.03)

	                          HAPPY  
	1.76

(0.68)
	1.78

(0.59)
	1.77

(0.62)
	1.83

(0.63)
	1.80

(0.62)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SATFIN 
	1.97

(0.76)
	1.92

(0.73)
	1.93

(0.74)
	1.96

(0.76)
	1.95

(0.75)

	FINALTER  
	1.69

(0.85)
	1.73

(0.89)
	1.72

(0.87)
	1.91

(0.90)
	1.79

(0.89)

	WKTOPSAT 
	2.77

(0.87)
	2.83

(0.80)
	2.81

(0.82)
	2.96

(0.84)
	2.86

(0.84)

	FRINGEOK
	1.99

(1.44)
	1.89

(0.99)
	1.92

(1.01)
	2.29

(1.18)
	2.07

(1.10)


Table 3: Mean Responses to Selected GSS QWL Well Being Questions

Table 4: Descriptive Comparison of Home/Family Related and Stress/Fatigue Outcomes by Type of Overtime Work
	
	Extra Hours:  MOT

n=342
	Extra Hours: Not MOT

n=733
	Extra Hours: All

n=1075
	No Extra Hours

n=677 
	All Employed

n=1787

	How often do demands of job interfere with family life? (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	Often 
	23.4††
	12.1
	15.7**
	8.0
	12.9

	Sometimes
	31.6
	31.1
	31.3**
	19.2
	26.3

	Rarely/Never
	45.0††
	56.8
	53.0**
	72.8
	59.9

	How hard is it to take time off during your work to take care of personal or family matters?
	
	
	
	
	

	Not at all hard
	33.3††
	49.4
	44.3**
	50.9
	46.5

	Not too hard
	27.5
	27.3
	27.4
	26.6
	26.8

	Somewhat hard
	21.9††
	13.9
	16.5
	13.6
	15.1

	Very hard
	17.3††
	9.4
	11.9*
	8.3
	10.5

	How often during past 30 days felt used up at end of day?
	
	
	
	
	

	Very often/often
	47.1
	45.3
	45.9**
	36.4
	41.8

	Sometimes 
	35.1
	34.7
	34.8
	32.1
	33.4

	Rarely/never 
	17.8
	19.7
	19.2**
	31.1
	23.7

	How often is work stressful?
	
	
	
	
	

	Always/often
	38.6†
	34.5
	35.8**
	22.8
	30.7

	Sometimes
	42.4
	45.6
	44.8**
	39.7
	42.1

	Hardly ever/never
	18.7
	19.7
	19.5**
	37.4
	26.1

	Come home from work too tired to do chores to be done (%)
	(n=154)
	(n=304)
	(n=458)
	(n=283)
	(n=755)

	Several times a week
	28.6
	30.9
	30.1*
	24.4
	28.1

	Several times a month
	30.5††
	21.7
	24.7
	23.7
	24.4

	Once or twice/never
	39.6†
	46.4
	44.1
	48.8
	45.4

	On an average work day, how many hours do you have to relax or pursue activities you enjoy?
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean number of hours (SD)
	3.5 (2.5)
	3.6 (2.4)
	3.5 (2.6)
	4.2 (3.5)
	3.8 (2.9)

	During the past 30 days, for how many days did your poor physical or mental health keep you from doing you usual activities such as work, self-care or recreation?
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean number of days (SD)
	1.7 (5.2)
	1.3 (4.0)
	1.6 (5.1)
	1.4 (4.4)
	1.5 (4.7)

	Zero days (%)
	75.4
	77.2
	76.6
	80.9
	78.3


Source: 2002 General Social Survey

*   Difference between All Extra Hours and No Extra Hours is significant at ρ < 0.10

** Difference between All Extra Hours and No Extra Hours is significant at ρ < 0.05

†   Difference between Extra Hours: MOT and Extra Hours: Not MOT is significant at ρ < 0.10

†† Difference between Extra Hours: MOT and Extra Hours: Not MOT is significant at ρ < 0.05

Table 5: Descriptive Analysis of Economic Satisfaction Outcomes by Type of Overtime

	
	Extra Hours:  MOT

n=342
	Extra Hours: Not MOT

n=733
	Extra Hours: All

n=1075
	No Extra Hours

n=677 
	All Employed

n=1787

	Satisfaction with present financial situation (%)
	(n=169)
	(n=376)
	(n=545)
	(n=335)
	(n=897)

	Pretty well satisfied
	30.2
	31.1
	30.8
	30.5
	30.6

	More of less satisfied
	42.6
	46.0
	45.0
	42.7
	43.9

	Not satisfied at all
	27.2†
	22.9
	24.2*
	26.6
	25.4

	During past few years, has financial situation changed? (%)
	(n=169)
	(n=376)
	(n=545)
	(n=335)
	(n=897)

	Getting better
	56.2
	56.4
	56.3**
	45.4
	52.2

	Getting worse
	18.9†
	14.1
	15.6
	17.9
	16.7

	Stayed the same
	24.9
	29.5
	28.1**
	36.7
	31.1

	How does your income compare to other American families? (%)
	(n=169)
	(n=376)
	(n=545)
	(n=335)
	(n=897)

	Far below/ below average
	26.7†
	20.8
	22.6**
	34.1
	26.8

	Average
	50.3
	52.4
	51.7*
	46.9
	49.7

	Above/far above average
	23.1
	26.8
	25.8**
	18.8
	23.2

	           Own your home? 
	(n=98)
	(n=244)
	(n=342)
	(n=225)
	(n=580)

	Yes
	57.1 
	59.0
	58.5
	62.7
	59.8

	Fringe benefits okay? (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	Very/somewhat true
	73.7†
	77.6
	76.4**
	61.5
	69.9

	Not too/not true at all 
	26.0†
	22.2
	23.4**
	38.0
	28.8

	If your job goes well are you likely to get a bonus or extra pay? (%)
	
	
	
	
	

	Yes 
	23.1†
	27.6
	26.1**
	21.7
	24.1

	Maybe 
	10.8††
	15.6
	14.1
	14.3
	13.9

	No
	65.5††
	55.9
	59.9**
	63.5
	60.3

	Standard of living compared to your parents at same age? (%)
	(n=124)
	(n=261)
	(n=385)
	(n=211)
	(n=606)

	Much/somewhat better
	70.2
	65.5
	67.0
	65.4
	66.2

	About the same
	16.9
	19.9
	19.0
	18.0
	18.7

	Somewhat/much worse
	12.9
	14.6
	13.3
	15.6
	14.2


Source: 2002 General Social Survey

*   Difference between All Extra Hours and No Extra Hours is significant at ρ < 0.10

** Difference between All Extra Hours and No Extra Hours is significant at ρ < 0.05

†   Difference between Extra Hours: MOT and Extra Hours: Not MOT is significant at ρ < 0.10

†† Difference between Extra Hours: MOT and Extra Hours: Not MOT is significant at ρ < 0.05

Table 6: Multinomial Estimation--WKVSFAM: 
How often do the demands of your job interfere with your family life?

	n=1769
	1-Often
	2-Sometimes
	4- Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	MOT
	1.04** (0.19)
	0.42* (0.16)
	-0.30 (0.19)

	MALE
	-0.14 (0.19)
	0.08 (0.15)
	0.17 (0.15)

	NONWHITE
	0.22 (.21)
	-0.09 (0.17)
	0.41 (0.16)

	STANDARD
	-0.46 (0.23)
	-0.20 (0.18)
	-0.13 (0.18)

	SALARY
	0.26 (0.20)
	-0.07 (0.16)
	-0.11 (0.16)


Category 3: Rarely is the comparison group.    ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 410.45, Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Pseudo R2 = 0.0866

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1769
	1-Often
	2-Sometimes
	4- Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NOT MOT
	-0.41* (0.17)
	0.01 (0.13)
	-0.40** (0.14)

	MALE
	-0.07 (0.19)
	0.10 (0.15)
	0.16 (0.15)

	NONWHITE
	0.24 (0.20)
	-0.08 (0.17)
	0.39* (0.16)

	STANDARD
	-0.43 (0.23)
	-0.20 (0.18)
	-0.10 (0.18)

	SALARY
	0.32 (0.20)
	-0.05 (0.16)
	-0.08 (0.16)


Category 3: Rarely is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 377.95, Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Pseudo R2 = 0.0797


Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1769
	1-Often
	2-Sometimes
	4- Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NO OT
	  -0.62** (0.19) 
	0.01 (0.13)
	-0.40** (0.14)

	MALE
	-0.13 (0.19)
	0.10 (0.15)
	0.16 (0.15)

	NONWHITE
	0.25 (0.20)
	-0.07 (0.17)
	0.39* (0.16)

	STANDARD
	-0.56* (0.23)
	-0.20 (0.18)
	-0.10 (0.18)

	SALARY
	0.27 (0.20)
	-0.05 (0.16)
	-0.08 (0.16)


Category 3: Rarely is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 413.52, Prob > chi2  =  0.0000,  Pseudo R2 = 0.0873


Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

Table 7:  Multinomial Estimation--FAMWKOFF: How hard is it to take time off during your work to take care of personal or family matters?

	n=1766
	2-Not too hard
	3-Somewhat hard
	4- Very hard

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	MOT
	0.47** (0.16)
	0.99**  (0.18)
	1.17** (0.20)

	MALE
	0.08 (0.14)
	-0.41* (0.17)
	-0.32 (0.20)

	NONWHITE
	0.03 (0.15)
	-0.08 (0.18)
	0.00 (0.21)

	STANDARD
	0.46** (0.17)
	0.34 (0.21)
	-0.17 (0.23)

	SALARY
	-0.11 (0.15)
	-0.24 (0.18)
	-0.17 (0.21)


Category 1: Not at all hard is the comparison group.    ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(135) =250.19, Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Pseudo R2 = 0.0574

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1766
	2-Not too hard
	3-Somewhat hard
	4- Very hard

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NOT MOT
	-0.20 (0.12)
	-0.35* (0.15)
	  -0.43* (0.1)

	MALE
	-0.06 (0.14)
	-0.35 (0.17)
	-0.24 (0.20)

	NONWHITE
	0.03 (0.15)
	  -0.07 (0.18)
	 0.01 (0.21)

	STANDARD
	0.47 (0.17)
	  0.36*  (0.21)
	-0.15 (0.22)

	SALARY
	  -0.09 (0.15)
	-0.17 (0.18)
	-0.10 (0.21)


Category 1: Not at all hard is the comparison group.      ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 210.22, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000, Pseudo R2 = 0.0482


Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1766
	2-Not too hard
	3-Somewhat hard
	4- Very hard

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NO OT
	-0.09 (0.13)
	-0.31* (0.16)
	-0.50** (0.19)

	MALE
	-0.07 (0.14)
	-0.39* (0.17)
	-0.30 (0.20)

	NONWHITE
	0.04 (0.15)
	-0.05 (0.18)
	0.04 (0.21)

	STANDARD
	0.44*  (0.17)
	0.30 (0.21)
	-0.25 (0.22)

	SALARY
	-0.10 (0.15)
	-0.22 (0.18)
	-0.14 (0.21)


Category 1: Not at all hard is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 210.39, Prob > chi2=0.0000, Pseudo R2 =0.0483


Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

Table 8: Multinomial Estimation--USEDUP: 
How often during the past month have you felt used up at the end of the day?

	n=1766
	1-Very Often
	2-Often
	4- Rarely
	5-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	MOT
	0.28* (0.17)
	-0.03 (0.17)
	-0.16 (0.19)
	-0.67* (0.33)

	MALE
	-0.40* (0.17)
	0.09 (0.15)
	0.33* (0.17)
	0.42* (0.24)

	NONWHITE
	-0.12 (0.17)
	-0.28* (0.17)
	-0.11 (0.19)
	0.50* (0.24)

	STANDARD
	0.02 (0.20)
	-0.45* (0.18)
	-0.20 (0.20)
	-0.45* (0.26)

	SALARY
	0.01 (0.17)
	0.07 (0.16)
	0.03 (0.18)
	-0.70* (0.29)


Category 3: Sometimes is the comparison group.    ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(172) = 301.90, Prob > chi2 =  0.0000, Pseudo R2  = 0.0567

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1766
	1-Very Often
	2-Often
	4- Rarely
	5-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NOT MOT
	-0.08 (0.15)
	0.17 (0.14)
	-0.04 (0.15)
	-0.66** (0.24)

	MALE
	-0.38* (0.17)
	0.08 (0.15)
	0.33* (0.17)
	0.41* (0.24)

	NONWHITE
	-0.12 (0.18)
	-0.27 (0.17)
	-0.12 (0.19)
	0.48* (0.24)

	STANDARD
	0.02 (0.21)
	-0.47** (0.18)
	-0.19 (0.20)
	-0.39 (0.26)

	SALARY
	0.02 (0.17)
	0.06 (0.16)
	0.03 (0.18)
	-0.66* (0.29)


Category 3: Sometimes is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(172)= 303.48, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000, Pseudo R2 =0.0570

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1769
	1-Very Often
	2-Often
	4- Rarely
	5-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NO OT
	-0.15 (0.16)    
	-0.16  (0.15)    
	0.18 (0 .16)     
	0.78** (0.22)     

	MALE
	-0.40* (0.17)
	0.08  (0.16)     
	0.34* (0.17)    
	0.44  (0.24)     

	NONWHITE
	0.11 (0.18)    
	-0.28* (0.17)    
	  -0.12  (0.19)    
	0.50* (0.24)     

	STANDARD
	0.01 (0.21)    
	 -0.46**  (0.18)    
	  -0.18 (0.20)   
	0.38 (0.26)

	SALARY
	0.01 (0.17)     
	   0.05 (0.16)     
	0.04 (0.18)     
	-0.64* (0.29)    


Category 3: Sometimes is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(172) = 301.90, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000, Pseudo R2 = 0.0567


Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.
Table 9 : STRESS: How often do you find your work stressful?

	n=1767
	1-Always
	2-Often
	4- Hardly ever
	5-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	MOT
	0.57** (0.20)
	0.14 (0.16)
	-0.21 (0.9)
	  -0.61* (0.31)

	MALE
	-0.05 (0.21)
	-0.09 (0.15)
	0.08 (0.16)
	-0.14 (0.23)

	NONWHITE
	-0.32 (0.23)
	  -0.32* (0.17)
	-0.38* (0.18)
	0.41* (0.22)

	STANDARD
	0.01  (0.25)
	-0.12 (0.18)
	-0.01 (0.19)
	-0.34 (0.24)

	SALARY
	-0.22 (0.22)
	0.20 (0.15)
	-0.42 (0.18)
	-0.29 (0.27)


Category 3: Sometimes is the comparison group.    ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(172) = 334.69, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000,  Pseudo R2 = 0.0665

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1767
	1-Always
	2-Often
	4- Hardly ever
	5-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NOT MOT
	-0.15 (0.19)
	0.05 (0.13)
	-0.31* (0.15)
	-0.59** (0.22)

	MALE
	-0.01 (0.21)
	-0.09 (0.15)
	0.08 (0.16)
	-0.13 (0.23)

	NONWHITE
	-0.31 (0.23)
	-0.31* (0.17)
	-0.39* (0.18)
	0.39* (0.22)

	STANDARD
	0.01 (0.25)
	-0.14 (0.18)
	0.03 (0.19)
	-0.28 (0.24)

	SALARY
	-0.18 (0.21)
	0.20 (0.15)
	-0.40* (0.18)
	-0.28 (0.27)


Category 3: Sometimes is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(172)=330.21, Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Pseudo R2 =0.0656

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=1767
	1-Always
	2-Often
	4- Hardly ever
	5-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NO OT
	-0.40* (0.21)
	-0.21 (0.14)
	0.44**  (0.14)
	0.81** (0.21)

	MALE
	-0.05 (0.22)
	-0.10 (0.15)
	0.10 (0.16)
	-0.09 (0.24)

	NONWHITE
	-0.29 (0.23)
	-0.31* (0.17)
	-0.39*  (0 .18)
	0.40* (0.22)

	STANDARD
	-0.05 (0.25)
	-0.14 (0.18)
	0.03 (0.19)
	-0.28 (0.25)

	SALARY
	-0.20 (0.22)
	0.19 (0.15)
	-0.38* (0.18)
	-0.24 (0.27)


Category 3: Sometimes is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(172)=354.62, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000, Pseudo R2 =0.0704

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

Table 10: TIREDHOME: (In the past month) I have come home from work too tired to do the chores which need to be done.

	n=739
	1-Several times a week
	2-Several times a month
	4-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	MOT
	0.23 (0.25)
	0.31 (0.25)
	-0.21 (0.37)

	MALE
	-0.57* (0.4)
	-0.19 (0.24)
	-0.01 (0.33)

	NONWHITE
	0.53* (0.24)
	-0.45 (0.29)
	0.71* (0.33)

	STANDARD
	0.01 (0.27)
	0.05 (0.27)
	-0.05 (0.35)

	SALARY
	-0.36 (0.25) 
	-0.32 (0.26)
	-0.47 (0.35)


Category 3: Once or twice is the comparison group.    ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 179.85, Prob > chi2 = 0.0021, Pseudo R2 =0.0925

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=739
	1-Several times a week
	2-Several times a month
	4-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NOT MOT
	0.09 (0.21)
	-0.23 (0.22)
	0.08 (0.29)

	MALE
	-0.57* (0.24)
	-0.15 (0.24)
	-0.03 (0.34)

	NONWHITE
	0.53* (0.24)
	-0.45 (0.29)
	0.72* (0.33)

	STANDARD
	-0.02 (0.27)
	0.08 (0.27)
	-0.05 (0.35)

	SALARY
	-0.35 (0.25)
	-0.29 (0.26)
	-0.49 (0.35)


Category 3: Once or twice is the comparison group.      ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129) = 179.11, Prob > chi2 = 0.0023, Pseudo R2 = 0.0921


Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

	n=739
	1-Several times a week
	2-Several times a month
	4-Never

	
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)
	Coefficient (SE)

	NO OT
	-0.29 (0.22)
	-0.06 (0.23)
	0.13 (0.29)

	MALE
	-0.59* (0.23)
	-0.17 (0.25)
	0.01 (0.34)

	NONWHITE
	0.54* (0.24)
	-0.45 (0.29)
	0.73* (033)

	STANDARD
	-0.01 (0.27)
	0.04 (0.27)
	-0.03 (0.35)

	SALARY
	-0.38 (0.25)
	-0.31 (0.26)
	-0.48 (0.35)


Category 3: Once or twice is the comparison group.  ** P< .01 *P< .10

LR chi2(129 = 179.49, Prob > chi2 =0.0022, Pseudo R2=0.0923

Multinomial logistic regressions include controls for respondent’s income, age, insmsa, marital status, job tenure, occupation and industry.

Appendix 1
 Relevant Variables and Measures in 2002 GSS 

OVERTIME WORK 

MOREDAYS
 How many days per month do you work extra hours beyond your usual schedule?

MUSTWORK
  When you work extra hours on your main job, is it mandatory (required by your employer)?

WKVSFAM
How often do the demands of your job interfere with your family life?

USEDUP 
How often during the past month have you felt used up at the end of the day?

FAMWKOFF
How hard is it to take time off during your work to take care of personal or family matters

TIREDHME
How often in the last three months have you come home from work too tired to do the chores that 

need to be done?

STRESS
 How often do you find your work stressful?

HRSRELAX
 After an average work day, about how many hours do you have to relax or pursue activities that 


you enjoy?

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS (Controls)
age

Age in years

age2

Age in years squared

male

Respondent is male

nonwhite
Respondent is nonwhite

married

Respondent is married

insmsa

Respondent within an SMSA and a large or medium size central city, a suburb or area .



DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

age

Age in years

age2

Age in years squared

male

Respondent is male

nonwhite
Respondent is nonwhite

married

Respondent is married

hsorless

Respondent has a high school degree or less

insmsa

Respondent within an SMSA and a large or medium size central city, a suburb of a large city. homeowner
Respondent owns or is buying place of residence

foreign

Respondent was born in a foreign country

childs

Number of children


FAMILY INCOME

faminc9999
Family income less than $10,000

faminc19999
Family income between $10,000-19,999

faminc39999
Family income between $20,000-39,999

faminc49999
Family income between $40,000-49,999

faminc59999
Family income between $50,000-59,999

faminc74999
Family income between $60,000-74,999

faminc89999
Family income between $75,000-89,999

faminc109999
Family income between $90,000-109,999

faminc110000
Family income equal to or greater than  $110,000.
WORK CHARACTERISTICS:

Industry and occupational variables based on the 1980 Census industrial and occupational classifications.


Occupations

occcat1

Executive, administrative, managerial

occcat2

Professional specialty

occcat3

Technicians and related support

occcat4 
Sales

occcat5

Administrative support

occcat6

Service

occcat7

Farming, fishing, forestry

occcat8 
Mechanics and repairers

occcat9

Construction trades

occcat10
Extractive

occcat11
Precision production

occcat12
Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors

occcat13
Transportation

occcat14
Laborers

Industries

indcat1

Agriculture, forestry, fisheries

indcat2

Mining

indcat3

Construction

indcat4

Manufacturing-nondurables

indcat5

Manufacturing-durables

indcat6

Transportation, communications, public utilities

indcat7

Wholesale trade

indcat8

Retail trade

indcat9

FIREA

indcat10
Business and repair services

indcat11
Personal services

indcat12
Entertainment, recreation services

indcat13
Professional services

indcat14
Public administration
Appendix 2: Individual Employed Beyond Preferred Hours and Consequent Suboptimal Welfare
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A worker may be no better off at 

U

2

, with shorter (e.g.,7) hours 

and an inflexible schedule, than 

at point U

1

, with longer (e.g., 10) 

but uncompensated hours that 

comes with a flexible schedule, 

even if the longer hours are 

greater than their preferred hours 

(see Schuetze, 2001). 
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If an individual is free to choose the number of hours of work, s/he chooses 	point U1, with 17 hours of leisure and 7 hours of work…
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If the individual is constrained to work a standard workday of 9 hours or not all, she will choose point U2, lower than optimal utility level, overemployed by 2 hours per day. 
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