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Abstract: Analysis of the 2002 General Social Survey (GSS) Quality of Work Life Module finds that 21 percent of full-time employees worked extra hours because it was mandatory and 28 percent face required overtime work as a working condition--a slight increase since 1977. Logistic regressions find that the likelihood of working mandatory overtime, relative to working overtime that is non-mandatory or working no overtime at all, is enhanced by having certain demographic, job and workplace characteristics. This includes being male, foreign-born and full-time, employed in nonprofits and certain industries and occupational classifications. It is further enhanced by several workplace and job characteristics. This includes having more inflexible work schedules, seniority, difficulty finding alternative jobs, bonus compensation structures, a poor relationship with and low trust of management.  Some characteristics of workers and workplaces increase the likelihood of working overtime that is non-mandatory. These include being single, satisfied with one’s job, a union member, employed in public sector and standard (rather than contingent) jobs and having say in one’s job. Potential implications are discussed for organizations, labor relations and employment law as well as for expected occupational health and safety outcomes measured in the GSS.
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Overview

While it is virtually impossible to observe directly workers’ preferences regarding their hours of labor supply, a recent survey offers a rare glimpse into a widely discussed phenomenon in the workplace and labor market that has not been adequately measured in any survey since the 1970s—the incidence of mandatory overtime work. Mandatory (also referred to as “required,” “compulsory” or “forced”) overtime generally connotes a situation where an employee who refuses assigned overtime work risks facing some kind of penalty, disciplinary action or other form of reprisal. Such responses may include suspension, demotion, assignments to unattractive tasks or shift times, reduced access to promotion or even discharge.  The existence of mandatory overtime is of concern not only because it may result in suboptimal welfare for a worker who does not prefer the additional hours, but because of its potential social spillover costs.  Required overtime hours have been shown empirically to often compound many of the detrimental effects of long hours generally, not only on workers’ own health, but the well being of other family members and the public, as well as on labor productivity and organizational performance.  

The purpose of this paper is to help fill the void of quantitative research regarding the extent and incidence of mandatory overtime work, by identifying the various workplace, job and worker characteristics associated with it and contrasting the features of mandatory to non-mandatory overtime hours of work. This research uses the 2002 General Social Survey (GSS), Quality of Working Life module.  This rich data set enables observation of many of the specific demographic, job, and establishment characteristics that are believed to be associated with overtime work that may not be purely voluntary in nature. To provide a context, the first section of the paper reviews relevant empirical research and economic models of constrained labor supply concerning involuntarily long hours of work. The second section of the paper presents descriptive statistics about the incidence and distribution of mandatory and non-mandatory overtime work by characteristics. The third section introduces a structural model and estimates using the GSS data and logistic regression, to predict whether or not a worker will be working mandatory overtime, non-mandatory overtime or no overtime. The significant personal, job and workplace features are identified.    The final section concludes with a discussion of the implications of the results for labor market analysis.
Theoretical Background

In the conventional microeconomic model of labor-leisure choice, it is assumed that workers form their preferences for the desired 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. In a hedonic labor market model it is assumed that in the long run, workers and firms either sort themselves to match desired and required hours of work or the wage rate adjusts to provide the equilibrating force that aligns desired and required hours, or else employers would not be able to retain labor indefinitely (Rottenberg, 1995). However, most applied models of the labor market recognize that hours mismatches can persist because workers may face binding constraints imposed by their employer, such as fixed shift lengths and minimum hours requirements, which requires them to supply more hours than their preferred, utility-maximizing hours (Altman and Golden 2004).  Fixed costs of labor, emphasizing either the cost of health insurance, training and screening or adverse-selection (see Cutler and Madrian 1998, Contensou and Vranceanu 2000, Feather and Shaw 2000, Böheim and Taylor  2004), or principal-agent and efficiency wage models (Dunn 1990, Kahn and Lang 2001) explain why the labor market under-provide short-hour jobs (Lowell and Rebitzer 1995, Sousa-Poza and Henneberger 2002). A theoretical justification for the persistence of mismatches, the creation of compensating wage differentials for inflexible, inconvenient or mandatory overtime hours, has received little support when tested empirically (Duncan and Holmlund, 1983, Ehrenberg and Schumann 1984, Altonji and Paxson 1988). Thus, workers settle for longer than preferred hours in part because other options such as absenteeism or tardiness carry a risk of discharge (Yaniv 1995, Landers, Rebitzer and Taylor 1996). Thus, most changes in workers’ hours take place mainly through their changing of jobs (Altonji and Paxson 1988), or moving to self-employment status (Lombard 2001) because adjustments of hours at their current job are rare and may even prove detrimental to workers’ earnings in the longer run (Drago and Wooden 2004). 

Review of Research Related to Mandatory Overtime Work 

There are well documented adverse effects of long work hours on organizational and worker performance , mainly because of the risks posed by worker fatigue and stress (Schuster, 1985; Rosa, 1995; Shephard and Clifton, 1999; Fenwick and Tausig 2001, van der Hulst 2003; Caruso, et al, 2004, Dembe, 2005). These effects are exacerbated by a worker’s lack of control over hours (Berg, Appelbaum and Kalleberg, 2004; Bliese and Halvorsen, 2001). The main adverse consequence of overtime work is on workers’ ability to balance their work and family responsibilities (Berg, Kalleberg and Appelbaum 2003; Institute for Workplace Studies, 1999). Similarly, a study of full-time Postal Service employees in the Netherlands found that employees who reported a combination of overtime hours, high external pressure to work overtime, and low rewards for their job not only had negative work-home interference, but significantly elevated risks of health complaints such as poor recovery and cynicism. Moreover, fatigue and sleep deprivation among police officers were caused by overtime hours worked, particularly when mandatory and on the night shift, but also when it involved volunteering for overtime work (Cochrane, 2001). In occupations such as nurses, particularly in hospitals, mandatory overtime is contributing to an occupational burnout rate of 40 percent, well above the norm for the whole health care industry (Aiken, et al 2002). 
The last nationally representative measurement of mandatory overtime was in 1977, the Quality of Employment Survey (QES). In this survey, about 44 percent (36 percent in 1973) of those employed responded that overtime work was "mostly up to their employer" . Queried if they “…could refuse to work overtime, if asked to work it, without being penalized in any way?” about 19 percent reported that they would suffer a penalty (Quinn and Staines, 1979). Workers whose overtime work was up to their employer and who would suffer a penalty if they refused amounted to 16 percent of workers in 1977 (Quinn and Staines, 1979; Ehrenberg and Schumann, 1984). Men and workers in blue collar positions had a greater likelihood of facing mandatory overtime, while unionized workers had a lower likelihood (Idson and Robbins 1991). One might reasonably expect that the extent of mandatory overtime has risen commensurately with overtime hours (Smith 1996; Glosser and Golden, 2005).

High performance work systems are considered “high road” management practices that are designed to foster greater worker commitment, attachment and effort, promoting individuals’ job performance through more formalized pay-for-performance incentives or merit pay (Wood, 1999; Osterman, 2000). This is often pursued by empowering workers, getting them to participate in decision making and to be willing to change and move between jobs, be quality conscious, and by linking compensation to organizational performance (Kalleberg 2003).  A survey of about 4000 production workers  showed, on a scale of 1-4, a mean of 2.34 answered affirmatively to the question that they were “…required to work overtime when you don’t want to” (Kalleberg and Berg, 2002). The nature of work practices in the organization in which a worker is employed may tend to influence the degree to which overtime work was required. Generally, workers that indicate more autonomy in their jobs and more extensive communication with other employees reported working less required overtime (Berg and Kalleberg 2002). However, job autonomy reduces required overtime in some industries, the apparel and medical electronics industries, but not significantly in others, such as the steel industry. Moreover, workers who are part of an offline, problem-solving team were more likely to work required overtime, at least in the apparel and medical electronics industries. Workers who reported that they are required to work overtime involuntarily and who perceive that they have too much work to do, were less likely to trust their managers (Kalleberg and Berg 2002). 

A survey of over 4000 unionized hourly workers mainly in the Northeast found that about 60 percent of respondents reported they worked some overtime in the previous month (Institute for Workplace Studies, 1999).  About a third of the workers with overtime reported the main reason to work overtime was “supervisory pressure.” Thus, about 18 percent of all workers in the sample worked more overtime hours than they would have otherwise preferred. Workers employed in the transportation and emergency health services faced more employer pressure than workers in construction, retail and auto manufacturing industry workers. The Work in America Institute (WIA) conducted a survey in 2002 of about 900 workers, ¾ of whom were union, including a question with three distinct responses, “currently,...do you have no overtime (work), voluntary overtime (opportunities that can be refused without penalties), or mandatory overtime?” (Friedman and Casner-Lotto, 2003). Among the union workers, 19 percent indicated working mandatory overtime, while among non-union workers it was 15 percent. In addition, those claiming mandatory overtime were asked if their “…mandatory overtime [is] usually scheduled far enough in advance that you are able to plan for it, or is it usually scheduled at the last minute and hard to plan for?” Over 55 percent indicated that mandatory overtime was scheduled at the last minute (53 percent of union and 56 percent of non-union workers). This is consistent with another survey that found 45 percent of workers reported having to work overtime on little or no notice (Heldrich Center for Workforce Development, 1999). 

In the health sector, nurses appear to be subject to much mandatory overtime work, staying for an additional (partial or full) shift, particularly in round-the-clock operations such as hospitals. They are not necessarily compensated for the inconvenience of the long working hours (Holmas, 2002). Various surveys gauge the extent and frequency of mandatory overtime. As many as 67 percent of nurses stated they work some type of unplanned overtime every month (Steinbrook 2002). Another found 75 percent of nurses regularly worked overtime and nearly half of those hours were mandatory (American Federation of Teachers, 2001). Another survey found that about one quarter of nurses worked mandatory overtime once or twice a month, another quarter worked it once or twice a week and 14 percent worked it every day (Nursing 2000). About 43 percent of hospitals continue a policy of mandatory overtime practices (American Association of Critical Care Nurses, 2000). A survey of registered nurses renewing their state licenses showed that about 13 percent of nurses reported working mandatory overtime in the two weeks prior (Pennsylvania Department of Health Nurse Survey, 2003 and 2004). Interestingly, another third of respondents indicated they worked overtime “involuntarily,” in the sense that they felt they had no choice but to stay even though it was not strictly mandated. In addition, almost 10 percent of the nurses reported working full-time workweeks despite being classified as part-time. No more than 58 percent of nurses have “ever refused overtime.” About 28 percent of those that have refused overtime have been threatened with or suffered disciplinary action. Among those who have refused it, 35 percent had been threatened with or accused of “patient abandonment.”  In sum, it appears that mandatory overtime is no less prevalent than in years past, and, at least among unionized workers and some industries such as health care, perhaps even slightly more common. 

Analysis of the GSS QWL Data
What do we currently know about the personal, job and establishment characteristics of those working mandatory overtime? How do these characteristics compare to workers who do not face mandatory overtime or work no overtime at all? The 2002 General Social Survey (GSS) Quality of Working Life (QWL) module is applied to answer these questions. The GSS is conducted biennially by the National Opinion Research Center, a nationally representative interview survey of US households, using full probability sample design which gives each household an equal probability of inclusion in the survey (see Appendix for details).  The GSS sample in 2002  included 2765 individuals, and the relevant question in the QWL module regarding mandatory overtime 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.  Of the 1,796 employed people in the survey, 461 people answered “yes,” overtime is mandatory, and 1,293 people answered “no.” That means 28 percent of full-timers (25.7 percent of all employed) regard their overtime work 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. Among those employed full-time, over 21 percent report that overtime was mandatory and that they worked beyond their usual schedules in the last month (See Table 1).  They work over two hours per week longer and over two days per month more than those without required overtime.

Table 2 compares the demographic characteristics of workers who worked extra hours and whose overtime is mandatory, workers with extra hours and overtime is not mandatory, workers with no extra hours and all employed people as a point of reference. There are some statistically significant differences between workers with mandatory extra hours and workers with no extra hours. For example, among workers with mandatory extra hours 57 percent are male. 
Looking next at the employment characteristics, the overall distribution of industry classifications by the type of overtime show that workers with extra hours that they considered mandatory overtime were in professional services (25 percent), retail trade (13 percent), transportation and communications (10 percent) and public administration (10 percent). The highest incidence of mandatory overtime occurs in mining and agriculture, but this may be due to the small numbers of workers employed in these industries. In public administration, 27 percent of employees worked mandatory extra hours, 25 percent in nondurable manufacturing, and 23 percent of workers in transportation and wholesale trade worked mandatory extra hours (see Table 3). 


Turning next to the distribution of  occupational categories by the type of overtime, the largest number of workers with mandatory extra hours are in executive and administrative occupations (17 percent), service occupations (16 percent), and in professional specialties (15 percent) (see Table 4). The occupations with the highest incidence of mandatory extra hours include farming and fishing at 31 percent of workers, precision production and mechanics and repairers with 27 percent and 25 percent of workers respectively, and laborers at 24 percent of workers. 

Key practices associated with the high commitment model designed to foster greater employee attachment, commitment and effort, appear in several questions in the GSS. These include flexible work hours, say about what happens on the job, working as part of a team, and participating with others in setting the way things are done on the job. Measures of merit pay and incentives include eligibility for performance based pay, owning stock in the company, and chance for promotion. Finally, there is a question that asks about the relationship between management and employees. 


Tables 5 and 6 presents some of the other selected job and employment characteristics that are associated with mandatory overtime workers as compared to non-mandatory overtime or non-overtime workers. It is statistically significant that an inflexible schedule and having less say about one’s job is associated with overtime working that is required compared to voluntary overtime. There is a statistically significant difference in both mandatory and non-mandatory overtime between workers with more participation with others in setting the way a job is done.  Furthermore, performance based pay and stock ownership is associated with more overtime work, both mandatory and non-mandatory. There are indications, although not statistically significant, that those who work required overtime feel less secure about their job, are more optimistic about promotion, normally work as part of a team and characterize their relationship with management as poor.


Relative to those who are do not work extra hours, those who are required appear to be more senior workers as opposed to new hires and this is a statistically significant difference. The ranks of those who report being required to work extra hours are disproportionately paid by salary rather than wages, relative to those who work no overtime at all and this is also statistically significant. Belonging to a labor union is associated with a higher incidence of required overtime working relative to non-overtime workers, although the difference is not statistically significant. In addition, those who work required rather than non-mandatory overtime seem to indicate greater difficulty finding a comparable, alternative job, but this also is not a significant difference. Finally, there is a hint that job satisfaction is highest among those workers with non-required overtime, relative to all others, but again the difference here is not significant.

Based on the above findings, it is expected that mandatory overtime work is disproportionately concentrated among certain workers by personal and job characteristics.  Not only might it burden certain occupations or industries by their nature, but certain workers who may feel they lack the bargaining power to refuse, formally or informally, to work overtime when their employer wishes it.  Thus, junior, non-unionized, foreign-born, childless, less educated, and/or lower income workers may be more vulnerable and thus more likely to work mandatory overtime, all else constant. 

Regression analysis
Given the constraints of the data, whether an individual in the sample reports working mandatory overtime and beyond normal hours at least once in the last month, is presumed to be dependent on three vectors based on sets of factors observable in the GSS:

1) Demographic: age, gender, race, marital and parental status or foreign born, family income level and education. These variables represent available supply side information.
2) Employment characteristics such as occupation, union membership, hourly vs. salaried status, job tenure and various features of their compensation package and job. These variables represent a combination of supply and demand side factors (assuming no endogeneity bias). 
3) Employer or workplace organization characteristics that are proxies for types of workplace management systems and represents available demand side information.

An indicator variable is created representing the type of overtime (t) and whether it is mandatory extra hours (1 = worked extra hours and mandatory overtime), voluntary extra hours (1= worked extra hours and not mandatory overtime), of no extra hours (1 = did not work beyond their usual schedule in the last year). The likelihood of an individual (i) responds affirmatively to working mandatory (or not mandatory) overtime is influenced by a worker’s personal characteristics including income level as well as job and workplace characteristics .
Type of Overtimeti = f(demographicsti , employmentti work organizationti)

The model is estimated using logistic regression analysis.  Each of the three dependent variables—working mandatory overtime, working non-mandatory overtime, working no overtime—are then run on identical sets of independent variables. The most basic models are those estimated first with demographic characteristics only, including family income, in Table  . Then the three dependent variables are run on job characteristics, including occupations and respondent’s own income, and employer characteristics in Table . They are then run on employer characteristics in Table  . This allows us to compare the impact of personal, job and employer characteristics. Finally, all the independent variables are then included in each model, which appear in Table . This allows us to observe the effect of each demographic variable controlling for all other job characteristics, and vice versa. The estimated coefficients from the logistic regression results are presented as odds ratios with corresponding standard error terms.  

The coefficients of the independent variables (β) are reported as odds ratios. Hosmer and Lemeshow (1989) define the odds ratio as the ratio of probabilities for a discrete independent variable   x =1 to x = 0.  For example, if the dependent variable denotes whether or not the individual is working mandatory overtime, and x =1 denotes the respondent is male, an odds ratio that equals 2 indicates that a male is twice as likely to be working mandatory overtime than a female.  For a continuous independent variable, the coefficient gives a change in the log odds for a “1” unit increase in x.  The odds ratio for each independent variable is calculated controlling for the other independent variables (at the mean of the other variables).

Estimation results from analysis of the GSS appear in Tables.  There are several caveats to the interpretation of the regression results. First, all data is reported by employees and their perception and interpretation of management practices may differ from the intended employer policies. Secondly, the data does not include wage rates or specific salaries only income levels.
Summary and Implications of the Findings
This paper used the 2002 General Social Survey Quality of Working Life module to examine the incidence and characteristics of required overtime work. Among the full-time employed, over 21 percent perform, and 28 percent face the prospect, of extra work that is required by their employer. Thus, it appears that mandatory overtime work is slightly more present than it was 25 years ago, the last time it was comprehensively measured by a survey. The findings regarding its level and incidence are fairly consistent with other recent surveys that disproportionately sample unionized workers.  Mandatory overtime workers are disproportionately male, although this appears to be due more to their occupations and other work conditions. As found in previous surveys, it is also concentrated in certain industries and blue-collar occupations. Occupations such as professional and sales jobs protect incumbents from having required overtime work However,  required overtime work is nearly as frequent among salaried as much as an hourly wage earners, and is somewhat higher at higher income levels than lower income levels.  There is a higher incidence of mandatory overtime when there are employment incentives present such as promotion possibilities, stock ownership and performance based pay. Mandatory overtime work is clearly associated with poorer working conditions. However, interestingly, mandatory overtime is not measurably associated with job dissatisfaction and is associated with the feeling that work is central to one’s life. The results demonstrate that mandatory overtime work yields workers greater monetary rewards as indicated by individual wage categories, but this does not carry over more than only slightly to greater family income than other workers. 
A nuanced view of the effects of mandatory overtime work emerges. Workers may be coerced into such work but also appear to be induced by its rewards. Thus, on balance, the reward that workers perceive they receive from complying with mandatory overtime work might serve to mitigate some of its potentially egregious consequences on workers’ satisfaction with both their job and their life generally. Thus, models of preferred and constrained hours of labor supply should be modified to consider the existence, distribution and multi-layered consequences of employers requiring overtime work in many jobs.  
References
Aiken, L. H., S. P., Clarke, D. M., Sloane, J ., Sochalski, & J. H.Silber. “Hospital Nurse Staffing and Patient Mortality, Nurse Burnout, and Job Dissatisfaction.” Journal of American Medical Association, 288, 16 (1987-1993). 
Altman, Morris and Lonnie Golden, “Alternative Approaches of Regulating Hours” in M. Oppenheimer and N. Mercuro (eds.), Alternative Approaches in Law & Economics, 2004, M.E. Sharpe. 

Altonji, Joseph and Christina Paxson. 1988. Labor Supply Preferences, Hours Constraints, and Hours-Wage Trade-Offs, Journal of Labor Economics 6(2), April, 254-76. 
American Association of Critical Care Nurses, May-June 2000.
Berg, Peter and Arne Kalleberg. “The Effect of High Performance Work Practices on Job Stress: Evidence From A Survey Of U.S. Workers.” Paper presented at Conference on Work Intensification, Paris, France, November, 2002.

Berg, Peter, Eileen Appelbaum, Tom Bailey and Arne Kalleberg, “Contesting Time: International Comparisons of Employee Control of Working Time,” Industrial and Labor Relations Review 5, 3 (April 2004): 331-49. 

Peter Berg and Eileen Appelbaum, Balancing Work and Family: The Role of High-Commitment Environments, Industrial Relations, 42,  2 (April 2003): 168-188.

Bliese, P.D. and R.R. Halverson . “Individual and Nomothetic Models Of Job Stress: An Examination Of Work Hours, Cohesion and Well-Being. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 26, 13 (1996): 1171-1189. 

Böheim, R. and Taylor, M. Actual and preferred working hours. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 42, 1, March 2004, 149-66. 
Bronfenbrenner, K. and Juravich, T., 2004, "Significant Victories: An Analysis of First Contracts in the Private and Public Sectors" in R. Block, S. Friedman, M. Kaminski, A. Levin (eds).Worker Rights, ILR/Cornell Press, forthcoming.

Caruso, Claire, E. Hitchcock, R. Dick, J. Russo, J. Schmit. 2004. Overtime and Extended Work Shifts: Recent Findings on Illnesses, Injuries, and Health Behaviors, U. S. National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, April.

Cochrane, Glory, The Effects of Sleep Deprivation. The FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, 70, 7, July, 22-25.  
Contensou, François and Radu Vranceanu. 2000. Working Time: Theory and Policy Implications. Cheltenham UK and Northampton, Mass.: Edward Elgar; American International Distribution Williston, VT.
Cutler, D. and B. Madrian. 1998. Labor Market Responses to Rising Health Insurance Costs: Evidence on Hours Worked.  RAND Journal of Economics 29(3): 509-30. 

Dembe, Allard, "The Scientific Basis for Concerns about the Dangers of Long Working Hours."   Perspectives on Work, Winter 2005 (8.2).

Drago, Robert, David Black and Mark Wooden, Gender and Work Hours Transitions in Australia: Drop Ceilings and Trap-Door Floors, IZA Discussion Paper No. 1210, July 2004. 

Duncan, G. and Holmlund, B. 1983. Was Adam Smith Right After All? Another Test of the Theory of Compensating Wage Differentials, Journal of Labor Economics, 1, 4, 366-79.

Dunn, L.F.  1990.  An Empirical Study of Labor Market Disequilibrium Under Working Hours Constraints, Review of Economics and Statistics, v.72, no.2, May, 250-258.
Ehrenberg, R. and P. Schumann “Compensating Wage Differentials for Mandatory Overtime,” Economic Inquiry 22, 4 (October 1984): 460‑478. 

Federation of Nurses and Health Professionals/AFT Mandatory Overtime Survey March-April, 2001.
Feather, Peter and Douglass Shaw. 2000. The Demand for Leisure Time in the Presence of Constrained Work Hours, Economic Inquiry, 38, 4: pp. 651-662. 

Friedman, Will and Casner-Lotto, Jill. 2003. Time is of the Essence: New Scheduling Options for Unionized Employees Work in America Institute and Labor Project for Working Families.  
Fenwick, R. and M. Tausig, “Scheduling Stress: Family and Health Outcomes of Shift Work and Schedule Control, The American Behavioral Scientist, 44, 7 (March 2001): 1179-1198. 
Glosser, Stuart and Lonnie Golden, “Is Labour Becoming More or Less Flexible? Changing Dynamic Behaviour and Asymmetries of Labour Input in US Manufacturing,” Cambridge Journal of Economics, 29, 2, 2005, 1-23. 
Heldrich Center for Workforce Development. 1999. Work Trends: America’s Attitudes About Work, Employers and Government  Rutgers University  

Holmas, H. “Keeping Nurses at Work: A Duration Analysis.” Health Economics, 11 (2002): 493-503. 

Idson T. and P.K. Robbins.  “Determinants of Voluntary Overtime Decisions,” Economic Inquiry 29, 1 (January 1991): 79-91.

Institute for Workplace Studies, Overtime and the American Worker, Cornell University, New York State School of Industrial and Labor Relations, 1999.
Kalleberg, Arne. "Flexible Firms and Labor Market Segmentation: Effects of Workplace Restructuring on Jobs and Workers." Work and Occupations, 30:2, May 2003:154-175.
Kalleberg, Arne and Peter Berg. “Trust and High Performance Work Organizations.” Paper presented at Conference on Work Intensification, Paris, France, November, 2002.  
Lang, K. and Kahn, S. 2001. Hours Constraints: Theory, Evidence and Policy Implications, in Wong, G. and Picot, G, eds., Working Time in a Comparative Perspective, Vol. 1, Kalamazoo, MI: Upjohn Institute for Employment Research.

Landers, R., Rebitzer, J. and Taylor, L. 1996. Rat Race Redux:  Adverse Selection in the Determination of Work Hours in Law Firms, American Economic Review 86 (June):  3229-48. 

Lombard, K.V. 2001. Female Self-Employment and Demand for Flexible, Nonstandard Work Schedules, Economic-Inquiry; 39(2), April, 214-37.
Osterman, P., 2000."Work organization in an age of restructuring: Trends in diffusion and effects on employee welfare." Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 53, 2000:179-196.

Quinn, R. and G. Staines, The 1977 Quality of Employment Survey, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI, 1979.

Rosa, R.R., “Extended Workshifts and Excessive Fatigue.” Journal of Sleep Research Vol. 4, Suppl. 2 (1995): 51-56. 
Rottenberg, S. 1995.  The Regulation of Work Hours and Its Externalities Defenses, Journal of Labor Research, January, 98-109.  

Schuster M., The Impact of Overtime Work on Industrial Accident Rates. Industrial Relations, 24, 2 (Spring 1985):234-246.

Shepard, E. and T. Clifton., “Are Longer Hours Reducing Productivity in Manufacturing?” International Journal of Manpower, 21, 7 (2000): 540-53. 

Smith, M.  “Mandatory Overtime and Quality of Life in the 1990s,” Journal of Corporation Law 21, 3 (1996): 599-622.

Snir, R. and  I. Harpaz,. “Work-leisure relations: Leisure Orientation and the Meaning of Work. Journal of Leisure Research 34 (2002): 178-202.

Sousa-Poza, Alfonso and Fred Henneberger.  2002. An Empirical Analysis of Working Hours Constraints in Twenty-One Countries, Review of Social Economy, 60(2), 1470-1162. 

Steinbrook, Robert. “Nursing in the Crossfire” New England Journal of Medicine, 346, 22, (May 30 2002): 1757-1766. 

Van Der Hulst M., “Long Work Hours and Health,” Scandanavian Journal of Work Environment Health 29, 3 (2003): 171 -88.

__________and S. Geurts, “Associations between Overtime and Psychological Health in High and Low Reward Jobs. Work Stress 15, 3 (2001): 227-240. 

White, Michael, Stephen Hill, Patrick McGovern, Colin Mills and Deborah Smeaton, 'High-performance' Management Practices, Working Hours and Work-Life Balance, British Journal of Industrial Relations 41, 2 (June 2003) 175-95. 
Wood, Stephen. "Getting the Measure of the Transformed High Performance Organization." British Journal of Industrial Relations, 37:3, September 1999:391-417.
Yaniv, Gideon, Burnout, Absenteeism, and the Overtime Decision, Journal of Economic Psychology, 16(2), July, 297-309, 1995.  
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
	1796
	461
	25.7
	342
	19.4

	Full-time
	1744
	396
	27.7
	301
	21.1

	Part-time
	312
	50
	16.0
	41
	9.1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of hours worked last week (mean)
	Mandatory Overtime

(n=461)
	No Mandatory Overtime

(n=1293)
	Difference
	All Employed Workers

(n=1796)
	

	Full-time
	47.6
	45.3
	+2.3 hours
	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
	+2.2 days/mo.
	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
	All Extra Hours

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

Table 3: Incidence and Distribution of Industry and Occupational Classifications by Type of Overtime
	Extractive

	Extractive


Note:  Extractive occupations were omitted due to small sample size. 
	
	Incidence
	
	Distribution
	
	

	Industry 
	Extra Hours: MOT (%)
	Extra Hours: MOT 
	Extra Hours: Not MOT
	No extra hours
	All Employed

	Agriculture, forestry, fisheries
	32.0
	2.3
	0.7
	1.6
	1.4

	Mining
	60.0
	0.9
	0.2
	0.2
	0.3

	Construction
	21.1
	7.0
	7.4
	5.2
	6.4

	Manufacturing-nondurables
	24.8
	9.1
	6.1
	6.9
	7.0

	Manufacturing-durables
	16.2
	5.0
	6.6
	5.5
	5.9

	Transportation, communications, public utilities
	23.1
	9.9
	8.1
	7.8
	8.2

	Wholesale trade
	21.0
	3.8
	3.6
	3.3
	3.5

	Retail trade
	16.7
	12.6
	13.6
	16.4
	14.4

	FIREA
	13.3
	4.1
	6.8
	5.6
	5.9

	Business and repair services
	19.4
	7.0
	6.7
	6.8
	6.9

	Personal services
	11.3
	2.3
	3.4
	5.6
	3.9

	Entertainment, recreation services
	14.6
	1.8
	2.3
	2.5
	2.3

	Professional services
	17.3
	24.3
	29.5
	25.3
	26.9

	Public Administration
	27.0
	9.9
	5.2
	7.4
	7.1

	OCCUPATION 
	
	
	
	
	

	Executive, administrative, managerial
	20.6
	17.0
	17.7
	12.6
	15.7

	Professional specialty
	16.8
	15.5
	21.2
	14.6
	17.6

	Technicians and related support
	21.1
	4.7
	5.6
	2.7
	4.3

	Sales
	12.2
	7.0
	12.4
	11.1
	11.0

	Administrative support
	16.4
	10.8
	10.0
	16.7
	12.7

	Service
	20.0
	15.8
	12.8
	17.3
	15.1

	Farming, fishing, forestry
	31.0
	2.6
	1.0
	1.9
	1.6

	Mechanics and repairers
	25.0
	4.1
	4.0
	1.9
	3.1

	Construction trades
	20.3
	4.1
	4.2
	3.6
	3.9

	Precision production
	27.1
	3.8
	2.5
	2.4
	2.7

	Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors
	22.5
	5.3
	3.7
	5.0
	4.5

	Transportation
	21.3
	4.7
	2.5
	5.9
	4.2

	Laborers
	24.2
	4.7
	2.6
	4.4
	3.7


Table 4: Employment Characteristics by Type of Overtime

	Characteristics
	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

	Flexible Daily Work Schedules
	
	
	
	
	

	Often/sometimes
	46.5††
	61.4
	56.7**
	50.4
	53.8

	Say about what happens on my job 
	
	
	
	
	

	Strongly agree/agree
	70.2††
	80.6
	77.3**
	64.7
	71.9

	Normally works as part of a team 
	60.5
	58.4
	59.1**
	54.2
	56.6

	Take part in decisions that affect me 
	
	
	
	
	

	Often/sometimes
	81.0†
	84.3
	83.3**
	70.8
	77.6

	Participate with others to set way job done
	
	
	
	
	

	Often/sometimes
	84.5
	86.6
	86.0**
	72.8
	80.2

	Relationship with management
	
	
	
	
	

	Very good/quite good
	64.4††
	73.4
	70.6
	70.0
	69.3

	Eligible for performance based pay
	38.3
	39.6
	
	24.8
	33.2

	Own stock in company
	(n=248)
	(n=557)
	(n=805)
	(n=537)
	(n=1369)

	Yes
	29.4
	28.2
	28.6
	15.3
	22.9

	Chances for promotion good
	
	
	
	
	

	Very true/somewhat true
	57.3
	59.2
	58.6**
	47.7
	54.0

	Job security good 
	
	
	
	
	

	Very true/somewhat true
	82.2†
	87.6
	85.9**
	82.1
	83.6

	Threatened or harassed at work in any other way (other than sex, race, gender, age) (%)
	
	
	
	 
	

	Yes
	16.4††
	10.8
	9.3*
	12.6
	11.2

	Conditions on job allow me to be as productive as I could be
	
	
	
	
	

	Strongly agree/agree
	81.9
	83.5
	83.0
	83.3
	82.4

	Belong to labor union 
	
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	13.6
	13.3
	13.4*
	10.8
	12.3

	Tenure more than 1 year 
	82.8†
	78.4
	79.9**
	71.8
	76.1

	Not easy to find job with same pay/benefits 
	44.7††
	36.6
	39.2
	40.5
	39.2

	Day shift
	67.3†
	73.5
	71.5
	69.7
	70.0

	Way paid 
	
	
	
	
	

	Salaried
	38.6
	41.9
	40.8**
	23.6
	33.8

	Hourly
	49.1
	47.9
	48.3**
	63.1
	53.3

	Other
	12.3
	10.2
	10.9
	13.2
	11.9

	Respondent’s income category
	$25,000-29,000
	$25,000-29,000
	$25,000-29,000
	$20,000-22,000
	$22,500-24,999

	How satisfied with job 
	
	
	
	
	

	Very-Somewhat
	86.8††
	92.0
	90.3**
	86.9
	88.2

	Not too/not at all
	13.2††
	7.9
	9.6**
	12.9
	10.8


*   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 : Logistic Regression Results-Demographic Characteristics
	
	Extra Hours:

Mandatory1 (SE)
	Extra Hours:

Not Mandatory2 (SE)
	No Extra Hours3 (SE)



	age
	1.06** (0.03)
	1.07** (0.03)
	0.91** (0.02)

	age2
	1.00** (0.00)
	1.00** (0.00)
	1.00** (0.00)

	male
	1.53** (0.19)
	1.16 (0.12)
	0.66** (0.07)

	nonwhite
	1.10 (0.17)
	0.81 (0.11)
	1.12 (0.15)

	married
	0.97 (0.14)
	0.74** (0.09)
	1.38** (0.17)

	hsorless
	1.00 (0.13)
	0.71** (0.08)
	1.47** (0.17)

	insmsa
	0.85 (0.12)
	1.17 (0.14)
	0.91 (0.11)

	foreign
	1.19 (0.24)
	0.52** (0.09)
	1.71** (0.29)

	homeowner
	0.76* (0.12)
	0.92 (0.12)
	1.33** (0.18)

	childs
	0.99 (0.05)
	1.03 (0.04)
	0.98 (0.04)

	faminc9999
	0.82 (0.25)
	0.42* (0.12)
	2.70** (0.66)

	faminc19999
	0.49** (0.13)
	0.91 (0.17)
	1.70** (0.31)

	faminc49999
	1.00 (0.22)
	0.97 (0.18)
	1.14 (0.21)

	faminc59999
	0.96 (0.21)
	1.26 (0.23)
	0.89 (0.17)

	faminc74999
	1.09 (0.24)
	1.33 (0.24)
	0.69* (0.14)

	faminc89999
	1.02 (0.26)
	1.50** (0.31)
	0.67* (0.15)

	faminc109999
	1.10 (0.31)
	1.84** (0.43)
	0.47** (0.13)

	faminc110000
	0.93 (0.22)
	1.59** (0.30)
	0.64** 0.13)


Logistic regression results reported as odds ratios. 

Omitted faminc variable is faminc39999= Family income between $20,000-39,999.

1 LR chi2(18) = 32.61,  Prob > chi2 = 0.0186,  Log likelihood = -856.14,  Pseudo R2  = 0.0187

2 LR chi2(18) = 105.65, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000, Log likelihood = -1156.84, Pseudo R2  = 0.0437


3 LR chi2(18) =159.55, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000,  Log likelihood = -1105.89, Pseudo R2  =0.0673

Table : Logistic Regression Results-Work Organization Characteristics
	
	Extra Hours: Mandatory1 (SE)
	Extra Hours:

Not Mandatory2 (SE)
	No Extra Hours3 (SE)

	govt
	1.31 (0.28)
	1.68** (0.29)
	0.55** (0.10)

	nonprofit
	1.70* (0.46)
	0.87 (0.20)
	0.81 (0.19)

	flexf
	0.66** (0.09)
	1.57** (0.17)
	0.86 (0.09)

	safef
	1.03 (0.22)
	0.90 (0.17)
	1.56** (0.29)

	teamf
	1.06 (0.14)
	1.00 (0.11)
	1.01 (0.11)

	decidef
	1.35* (0.22)
	1.58** (0.21)
	0.61** (0.08)

	promgoodf
	1.14 (0.15)
	1.21* (0.13)
	0.76** (0.08)

	relation
	0.74* (0.10)
	1.21 (0.14)
	1.06(0.12)

	ownstockf
	1.39** (0.23)
	1.35** (0.19)
	0.59** (0.09)

	bonus
	1.28* (0.18)
	1.44** (0.16)
	0.59** (0.07)

	indcat1
	2.81** (1.32)
	0.36* (0.19)
	0.97 (0.42)

	indcat2
	8.40** (7.99)
	0.44 (0.50)
	0.25 (0.14)

	indcat3
	1.40 (0.40)
	1.35 (0.32)
	0.57** (0.14)

	indcat4
	1.45 (0.39)
	0.87 (0.20)
	0.86 (0.20)

	indcat5
	0.88 (0.27)
	1.19 (0.29)
	0.85 (0.23)

	indcat6
	1.31 (0.35)
	0.94 (0.21)
	0.90 (0.20)

	indcat7
	1.31 (0.47)
	1.08 (0.32)
	0.75 (0.23)

	indcat9
	0.73 (0.25)
	1.15 (0.28)
	0.92 (0.23)

	indcat10
	1.24 (0.36)
	0.96 (0.22)
	0.79 (0.18)

	indcat11
	0.74 (0.31)
	0.87 (0.25)
	1.34 (0.37)

	indcat12
	0.80 (0.38)
	0.89 (0.31)
	1.15 (0.40)

	indcat13
	0.91 (0.21)
	1.25 0.23)
	0.78 (0.14)

	indcat14
	1.43 (0.45)
	0.48** (0.13)
	1.39 (0.37)



Logistic regression results reported as odds ratios.


Omitted indcat category is occcat8, Retail Trade.

1LR chi2(23) = 55.77, Prob > chi2  = 0.0002 Log likelihood= -844.56,  Pseudo R2 =  0.0320


2LR chi2(23) = 111.64, Prob > chi2 =0.0000 Log likelihood= -1153.84,  Pseudo R2 = 0.0461


3LR chi2(23) = 110.41, Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Log likelihood= -1130.46, Pseudo R2 =0.0466.
Table 6: Logistic Regression Results-Employment Characteristics
	
	Extra Hours: Mandatory1 (SE)
	Extra Hours:

Not Mandatory2 (SE)
	No Extra Hours3 (SE)

	fulltime
	1.74** (0.34)
	1.66** (0.24)
	0.45** (0.06)

	salary
	1.26 (0.19)
	1.18 (0.14)
	0.76** (0.10)

	standard
	0.96 (0.16)
	1.60** (0.22)
	0.79* (0.11)

	tenureo
	0.81 (0.14)
	1.20 (0.16)
	1.09 (0.14)

	noteasy
	1.26* (0.16)
	0.82* (0.09)
	1.17 (0.13)

	jobsat
	0.82 (0.16)
	1.53** (0.27)
	1.04 (0.17)

	unionyes
	1.04 (0.22)
	1.01 (0.19)
	0.87 (0.17)

	jobsecyes
	0.88 (0.15)
	1.32* (0.20)
	0.99 (0.15)

	rincom9999
	0.73 (0.16)
	0.84 (0.14)
	1.40** (0.23)

	rincom19999
	0.73 (0.15)
	1.04 (0.17)
	1.19 (0.19)

	rincom49999
	0.91 (0.20)
	1.63** (0.30)
	0.65** (0.13)

	rincom59999
	0.94 (0.23)
	2.15** (0.44)
	0.41** (0.10)

	rincom74999
	1.17 (0.32)
	1.33 (0.31)
	0.62* (0.17)

	rincom89999 
	1.84* (0.68)
	1.31 (0.46)
	0.26** (0.14)

	rincom109999
	1.09 (0.58)
	3.16** (1.53)
	0.09** (0.09)

	rincom110000
	0.90 (0.31)
	1.79** (0.50)
	0.53** (0.17)

	occcat1
	0.73 (0.17)
	1.11 (0.22)
	1.03 (0.21)

	occcat2
	0.62** (0.14)
	1.33 (0.25)
	0.97 (0.18)

	occcat3
	0.82 (0.27)
	1.71* (0.47)
	0.60 (0.19)

	occcat4 
	0.47** (0.13)
	1.42* (0.28)
	1.03 (0.21)

	occcat5
	0.67* (0.16)
	0.78 (0.16)
	1.63** (0.31)

	occcat7
	1.63 (0.73)
	0.70 (0.33)
	1.03(0.43)

	occcat8
	1.01 (0.36)
	1.62 (0.51)
	0.62 (0.22)

	occcat9 
	0.89 (0.31)
	1.29 (0.37)
	0.94 (0.28)

	occcat11 
	1.09 (0.40)
	0.90 (0.31)
	1.03 (0.36)

	occcat12 
	0.96 (0.30)
	0.84 (0.23)
	1.24 (0.33)

	occcat13 
	0.93 (0.310)
	0.54** (0.17)
	1.95** (0.55)

	occcat14
	1.13 (0.38)
	0.80 (0.25)
	1.17 (0.34)


Logistic regression results reported as odds ratios. 
Omitted occcat category is occcat6, Service.  
Omitted rincom is rincom39999, 
Respondent’s income between $20,000-39,999.

1 LR chi2(28) = 57.33, Prob > chi2 = 0.0009,  Log likelihood=  -843.7862, Pseudo R2 =0.0329

2 LR chi2(28) =160.14, Prob > chi2  =0.0000, Log likelihood= -1129.597,  Pseudo R2 =0.0662

3 LR chi2(28) =213.30, Prob > chi2 = 0.0000, Log likelihood= -1079.0215, Pseudo R2 = 0.0899
Table 7: Logistic Regression Results-All Characteristics Together
	
	Extra Hours: Mandatory1 (SE)
	Extra Hours:

Not Mandatory2 (SE)
	No Extra Hours3 (SE)

	age    
	1.03 (0.03)
	1.07** (0.03)
	0.94** (0.03)

	age2    
	1.00 (0.00)
	1.00** (0.00)
	1.00** (0.00)

	male    
	1.32* (0.19)
	1.13 (0.14)
	0.75** (0.10)

	nonwhite  
	1.04 (0.17)
	0.92 (0.13)
	1.05 (0.14)

	hsorless   
	0.88 (0.14)
	0.93 (0.12)
	1.19 (0.16)

	married  
	1.00 (0.15)
	0.79* (0.10)
	1.23 (0.16)

	insmsa 
	0.90 (0.13)
	1.22 (0.15)
	0.85 (0.11)

	foreign   
	1.33 (0.28)
	0.52** (0.10)
	1.65** (0.30)

	homeowner   
	0.77 (0.13)
	0.95 (0.13)
	1.26* (0.17)

	childs  
	0.99 (0.05)
	1.02 (0.04)
	0.99 (0.04)

	fulltime    
	1.62** (0.33)
	1.71** (0.26)
	0.45** (0.06)

	salary    
	1.24 (0.19)
	1.11 (0.14)
	0.77* (0.11)

	standard  
	0.80 (0.14)
	1.69** (0.26)
	0.90 (0.14)

	tenureo   
	0.73* (0.13)
	1.09 (0.15)
	1.29* (0.18)

	noteasy  
	1.26* (0.17)
	0.92 (0.10)
	1.03 (0.12)

	jobsat     
	0.82 (0.18)
	1.25 (0.24)
	1.15 (0.22)

	unionyes    
	0.99 (0.23)
	1.06 (0.21)
	0.85 (0.18)

	jobsecyes   
	0.87 (0.16)
	1.21 (0.19)
	1.10 (0.17)

	govt   
	1.33 (0.31)
	1.49** (0.29)
	0.59** (0.12)

	nonprofit  
	1.80** (0.50)
	0.78 (0.18)
	0.84 (0.21)

	flexf  
	0.67** (0.09)
	1.57** (0.18)
	0.90 (0.11)

	safef   
	1.07 (0.24)
	0.83 (0.16)
	1.55** (0.32)

	teamf   
	0.99 (0.13)
	0.92 (0.10)
	1.13 (0.13)

	decidef   
	1.31 (0.23)
	1.40** (0.20)
	0.68** (0.09)

	promgoodf    
	1.20 (0.17)
	0.96 (0.11)
	0.87 (0.10)

	relation  
	0.79 (0.12)
	1.34** (0.17)
	0.87 (0.11)

	ownstockf   
	1.26 (0.22)
	1.17 (0.18)
	0.77 (0.13)

	bonus   
	1.31* (0.19)
	1.19 (0.15)
	0.69** (0.09)


Logistic regression results reported as odds ratios. Results controlled for industry, occupation family income level.
1LR chi2(61) =
107.46, Prob > chi2 =0.0002, Log likelihood = -818.72, Pseudo R2=0.0616

2 LR chi2(61)=
249.74, Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Log likelihood= -1084.79, Pseudo R2 =0.1032

3 LR chi2(61)=
293.24,
Prob > chi2 =0.0000, Log likelihood = -1039.04, Pseudo R2 =0.1237

Table 7 continued: Logistic Regression Results-All
(Controls for Industry, Occupation and Family Income Level)

	
	Extra Hours: Mandatory1 (SE)
	Extra Hours:

Not Mandatory2 (SE)
	No Extra Hours3 (SE)

	indcat1    
	1.57 (1.19)
	0.41 (0.32)
	0.99 (0.68)

	indcat2   
	4.33 (4.22)
	0.40 (0.48)
	0.42 (0.49)

	indcat3   
	0.90 (0.33)
	1.46 (0.46)
	0.68 (0.23)

	indcat4  
	1.04 (0.34)
	0.80 (0.23)
	1.11 (0.32)

	indcat5   
	0.51 (0.18)
	1.21 (0.35)
	1.18 (0.35)

	indcat6
	0.98 (0.29)
	0.99 (0.26)
	0.99 (0.26)

	indcat7 
	1.16 (0.44)
	0.88 (0.28)
	1.00 (0.33)

	indcat9    
	0.63 (0.22)
	1.11 (0.30)
	1.10 (0.31)

	indcat10 
	0.89 (0.28)
	0.83 (0.22)
	1.15 (0.31)

	indcat11 
	0.54 (0.240
	1.13 (0.37)
	1.36 (0.43)

	indcat12    
	0.58 (0.29)
	1.04 (0.39)
	1.31 (0.51)

	indcat13 
	0.76 (0.20)
	1.12 (0.24)
	1.00 (0.22)

	indcat14 
	0.90 (0.31)
	0.38** (0.12)
	2.43* (0.74)

	occcat1    
	0.72 (0.18)
	0.87 (0.19)
	1.36 (0.30)

	occcat2    
	0.56 (0.15)
	1.16 (0.25)
	1.26 (0.28)

	occcat3   
	0.68 (0.24)
	1.50 (0.44)
	0.82 (0.27)

	occcat4    
	0.44** (0.13)
	1.26 (0.30)
	1.19 (0.29)

	occcat5   
	0.66 (0.17)
	0.68* (0.15)
	2.00* (0.43)

	occcat7  
	1.00 (0.71)
	1.04 (0.73)
	1.33 (0.86)

	occcat8  
	0.91 (0.35)
	1.59 (0.54)
	0.68 (0.26)

	occcat9   
	0.77 (0.34
	0.81 (0.30)
	1.77 (0.70)

	occcat11 
	0.89 (0.37)
	0.85 (0.32)
	1.27 (0.49)

	occcat12 
	0.90 (0.34)
	0.82 (0.27)
	1.40 (0.46)

	occcat13    
	0.68 (0.25)
	0.50* (0.17)
	2.62* (0.84)

	occcat14  
	0.94 (0.34
	0.72 (0.25)
	1.57 (0.51)

	faminc9999   
	1.17 (0.39)
	0.50** (0.15)
	1.98** (0.53)

	faminc19999    
	0.56 (0.16)
	0.92 (0.19)
	1.56** (0.31)

	faminc49999     
	0.92 (0.21)
	0.89 (0.17)
	1.28 (0.25)

	faminc59999  
	0.90 (0.21)
	1.17 (0.22)
	0.97 (0.19)

	faminc74999 
	0.97 (0.22)
	1.16 (0.23)
	0.81 (0.17)

	faminc89999  
	0.90 (0.24)
	1.28 (0.29)
	0.84 (0.20)

	faminc109999 
	0.98 (0.30)
	1.66** (0.42)
	0.53** (0.15)

	faminc110000    
	0.85 (0.22)
	1.35 (0.28)
	0.77 (0.17)


Appendix

Variables Defined

Dependent variables
Extra hours beyond usual schedule are mandatory (MOT)
Extra hours but not mandatory (nonMOT)
No extra hours (NoOT)
Independent variables


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 or medium 



size central city, or an unincorporated area of a large or medium central city.



homeowner

Respondent owns or is buying place of residence

foreign


Respondent was born in a foreign country

childs


Number of children



Job characteristics

fulltime


Respondent said worked fulltime at their job

salary


Paid by salary at main job

standard


Respondent is a regular, permanent employee

tenureo


Less than 1 year at current job

noteasy


Respondent says it would not be easy to find a job with similar pay and benefits


jobsat


Respondent says very/somewhat satisfied with job

unionyes

Respondent belongs to a union

jobsecyes

Respondent says it is very true/somewhat true that their job 







security is good.


Firm characteristics

govt


Respondent works for the government or government agency

nonprofit

Respondent works for nonprofit organization

flexf


Often/sometimes is able to alter daily starting or quitting times

safef


Respondent strongly agrees/agrees that safety and health conditions at work are good

teamf


Normally works as part of a team on the job

decidef


Respondent strongly agrees/agrees that he/she takes part in decisions that affect them

promgoodf 

Respondent says it is very true/somewhat true that their chances for promotion are good relation 



Relations between management and employees are very good/quite good
ownstockf

Respondent owns shares of stock in company they work for

bonus

Eligible for performance based pay such as individual or group bonuses or type of profit sharing

Industry and occupational variables are 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

Income Categories

Family income and Respondent’s 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

rincom9999

Respondent’s income less than $10,000

rincom19999

Respondent’s income between $10,000-19,999

rincom39999

Respondent’s income between $20,000-39,999

rincom49999

Respondent’s income between $40,000-49,999

rincom59999

Respondent’s income between $50,000-59,999

rincom74999

Respondent’s income between $60,000-74,999

rincom89999

Respondent’s income between $75,000-89,999

rincom109999

Respondent’s income between $90,000-109,999

rincom110000

Respondent’s income equal to or greater than  $110,000
Topical modules designed to investigate new issues or to expand the coverage of an existing subject have been part of the GSS since 1977, and the areas covered in the GSS survey include socioeconomic status, social mobility, social control, the family, race relations, sex relations, civil liberties, and morality. (http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edu/cocoon/ICPSR-SERIES/00028.xml).[image: image1.png]
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