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ABSTRACT
We investigate the relationship between overwork, job satisfaction and job change. We find that while overworkers might be dissatisfied with their hours they are otherwise pleased with their jobs. We use panel data to follow overworkers who are dissatisfied with both their hours and their jobs overall. The few overworkers who get trapped in unsatisfying jobs are typically low-educated and work in jobs characterised by rigid hour requirements. Such workers may require experience to command high wages, which may increase their opportunity cost of job change and limit their outside options and job mobility. 
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Introduction and Background
Long work hours have become an increasingly ubiquitous feature of the academic and popular discourse since the publication of Juliet Schor’s The Overworked American in 1992. Much of the early literature in this area was concerned with mapping trends in work hours over the course of the 20th century (Bond et al. 1997; Green 2001; Mishal et al. 1999; Jacobs and Gerson, 1998; Robinson & Godbey 1997; Rones et al. 1997). More recently, the focus has diverted to work-hour mismatches, where workers desire more or less hours than they currently work (Angrave & Charlwood 2015; Green & Tsitsianis 2005; Wooden et al 2009). This literature has documented a negative effect of mismatched work hours on job and life satisfaction. Scholars have also investigated the deleterious effect of overwork on life satisfaction, work-life balance and psychological health (Callister 2007; Iwazaki et al. 2006; Renolds & Aletraris 2006, Strazdins et al. 2006). Throughout this literature there is typically an implicit assumption that overworked individuals must dislike their jobs. In the popular literature there is even a suggestion that individuals are ‘trapped’ in jobs that they don’t like, presumably by an overly rigid labour market or the social conventions of capitalistic competition and materialism (Bunting 2004). 
This paper extends these inquiries by answering two questions. First, are overworked individuals actually dissatisfied with their jobs? And second, do they become trapped overworking in jobs they don’t like or can they either change jobs or negotiate different conditions? If some overworkers do become trapped, what is the source of their immobility? If overworkers are dissatisfied with their hours but nonetheless satisfied with their jobs, then we can reasonably say that individuals are compensated for those long hours in some way. The most obvious form of compensation is money, which is observable. But there may also be some largely unobservable forms of compensation, such as agency, responsibility or enjoyment of the type of tasks performed, for example, in management roles. 
In The Overworked American, Schor argued that the average hours worked per week by American households had been climbing for several decades leading into the nineties and showed no signs of abating. Part of this phenomenon could be explained by the increasing workforce participation of women, with only a relatively small commensurate reduction in the labour force participation of men. As a consequence, more and more couples were experiencing what Hochschild latter called a ‘time bind’ where dual, full-time income-earner status meant little time left over for anything but chores (Hochschild 1997). This phenomenon lies behind the ‘care deficit’ observed by several scholars who note the declining amount of time spent with elderly relatives and children in contemporary, developed, Anglophone and East Asian economies (Nock & Kingston 1988; ; O’Brien & Schemilt 2003; Pitt-Catsouphes & Googins 1999).
Schor’s thesis contradicted the predictions of some early 20th century economists, notably Keynes, who hypothesised that increases in productivity would mean that by the close of the last century everyone would only be working 15 hours or so per week (Keynes 1931). In subsequent work, notably The Overspent American, Schor argued that alongside feminism and its impact on female labour force participation, the rise of materialism over the course of the 20th century and the consequent explosion in wants made a substantial contribution to the rise in work hours (Schor 2010, 1999). As materialism and consumerism replaced traditional religious and communitarian sources of meaning and self-esteem, more and more people opted for increased income over large allocations of leisure. The desired increased income was readily available for the most part as increases in productivity led to higher wages. Schor describes this phenomenon as a ‘work and spend cycle’ where individuals work long hours to earn wages to spend in brief but intense bursts of consumption. This thesis is in line with literature in psychology, sociology and philosophy which has noted the rise of ‘status anxiety’ and materialistic values in recent decades (De Botton 2004; Ishiyama 1994; Kasser 2002; Layte 2012). It also matches up with research investigating the decline of community (Putnam 2000; Leigh 2011)
In a related line of inquiry, Warren and Warren-Tyagi (2003) have argued that the culture of competition that materialism and consumerism encourage has led to large numbers of individuals, predominantly in the middle class, opting for long work hours to avoid falling behind the peloton, as it were (Kanai 2009). The popularity of free market policies and the rolling back of the government’s redistributive functions in the later part of the 20th century under the Reagan, Thatcher and Hawke/Keating governments in the Anglosphere intensified this effect. In recent years, a third driver has come into play—globalisation has accelerated the bifurcation of labour markets between low-skilled/low-paid workers and high-skilled/high-paid ones (Fernandez 2001; Goldin & Katz 2008; Lindert & Williamson 2003; Ukpere & Slabbert 2009). Scholars suggest that as the combined weight of these forces drives an increasing polarisation of the income distribution, households increasingly opt to work longer to ensure they remain above the median. Such behaviour would be unsurprising given the wealth of evidence suggesting that subjective reports of life satisfaction depend significantly on the individual’s reference group (Boyce et al. 2010; Kahneman et al. 2006). Another relevant dimension of trends in work time is the distribution of hours across the American population (Jacobs & Green 1998). While average hours per week remained stable over the 20th century, both long and short weeks became increasingly common. 
One explanation for why households are increasingly dissatisfied with hours even when they aren’t long by historic standards is the fact that when both adults in a household work there is very little time left over for leisure after chores (Parcel & Cornfield 2000). As Jacobs and Gerson (1998) explain, in traditional and neo-traditional households, while the father may have been at the office working long hours, he had a full time housewife who took care of household tasks and the children.[endnoteRef:1] As a result, when he got home from work he and his wife, who had completed her tasks, could engage in pure leisure. Nowadays, with both parties employed full time, there is nobody clearly responsible for household and caring tasks, though women continue to shoulder most of the burden (Bittman et al. 2003). As such, when both parents return home in the evenings they are required to undertake chores such as cooking, cleaning and assisting the kids with their homework, rather than being able to engage in leisure. Without any opportunity to relax and recharge the batteries, a feeling of overwork is almost inevitable, even if both parties merely engage in regular full time hours of 35–40 per week and thus are not, by definition, working ‘long hours’.  [1:  Neo-traditional households are those where the two parties express ‘modern’ attitudes to gender norms but nonetheless fall into traditional gender roles.] 

The emergence of this time squeeze has led to a raft of popular and academic literature concerned with such themes as work-life balance, downshifting and time management (Bunting 2004; de Graaf 2003; Skidelsky & Skidelsky 2012; Schor 2010). On the policy front, there have recently been calls to introduce a four day working week or six hour working day, compulsory flexitime and mandated flexible work hours to improve people’s ability to manage their workplace, home and life responsibilities (Coote & Franklin 2013; Golden 2009). These policies are often marketed using arguments about the improvements to productivity such reforms would bring about, but more frequently the key argument is a call for a more family and leisure friendly approach to work. 
There is also an increasing discussion of the social, psychological and ecological unsustainability of long work hours. The time squeeze has promulgated the aforementioned ‘care deficit’ in developed countries and the decline of leisure (Guest 2002; Fleetwood 2007; Lewis 2003; Weston et. al. 2004). Long work hours are a risk factor for a range of psychological and psycho-somatic conditions, including stress, anxiety, depression and hypertension. Long work hours have also been found to reduce productivity and workplace competence, notably among medical professionals (Caruso 2006; Rogers et al. 2004). There is a vast literature in Japan on how to treat patients presenting with overwork symptoms, and the legal system recognises ‘death by overwork’ (Karojisatsu) as legitimate grounds for compensation claims (Amagasa et. al. 2005). Finally, Schor and colleagues have recently turned to investigating the environmental impacts of overwork and have completed preliminary studies suggesting that work hours increase economic throughput and thus exacerbate environmental strain. Moreover, overworked, time-poor individuals tend to make use of services like childcare and take-away food that increase the amount of transit in an economy, a major contributor to greenhouse gas emissions (Anders & Shandra 2009; Knight et al. 2005; Rosnick 2013; Schor 2005, 2010)
Motivation
One question that emerges naturally from this research is why the overworked don’t simply change jobs or reduce their hours. In economics, we typically assume people are rational actors who will move to satisfy their preferences. Barring a large degree of mismatch between jobs available and worker preferences, rational behaviour should ensure that phenomena like overwork, where people work long hours but would prefer to work less, do not emerge. Given that Australia has a flexible labour market with a high degree of churn, it is unclear why dissatisfied workers could not change jobs (Breunig et al. 2014). Firms should be competing to attract talent by offering contracts that align with work-hour preferences. Yet Wooden (2009) find that substantial work-hour mismatch exists in Australia with both under and overworkers present, and that this mismatch has meaningfully negative effects on the subjective well-being of the workers in question. 
The most immediate explanation is that while these workers are dissatisfied with their hours they are compensated with higher wages and so their overall job satisfaction remains high. There is some circumstantial evidence that such dynamics are playing out, with working hours declining in recent decades for low income earners (Williams & Boushey 2010). 
In a 2009 study using the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics of Australia Survey (HILDA) data set, Drago et al. investigate these issues. The question they focus on in HILDA is the following: 
‘If you could choose the number of hours you work each week, and taking into account how that would affect your income, would you prefer to work…fewer hours than you do now?...About the same hours as you do now?...or more hours than you do now.’
Taking as a sub-sample individuals who work 50 or more hours per week, the authors use the question above to differentiate between long work hour conscripts, who would rather work fewer hours, and volunteers, who are happy as they are. The authors report findings from investigations upon two waves: 2002 and 2004. They find that 23% of all employees worked long hours (50+) in 2002, with 12% identifying as volunteers and 10.6% as conscripts. They note the implications for the basic labour market model:
“the existence of these ‘long hour conscripts’ is consistent with the notion of overwork, and challenges the traditional economic theories of labour markets, where employees are either freely choosing their work hours or at least achieve their preferred hours over time”. (pg. 1) 
Using the 2004 data, Drago et al. are able to track the dynamic labour market decisions of individuals over time and they find that only around 40% of those who were initially long hour volunteers or conscripts were in the same state in 2004. Of the remaining 60%, the main transition between waves was to shorter working weeks. Only a fifth or so of conscripts became ‘trapped’ in that state. This fifth however, is odd, as the authors note: 
 “A final puzzle concerns the question of why ideal workers tend to become trapped as long hours conscripts, both at a point in time and over time…we cannot argue that the potential loss of immediate income is involved. Nor is the cost of job loss particularly high among ideal workers.” Pg. 589
One suggestion posed by the authors is wage increases. They speculate that perhaps long work hour employees are making ‘heavy work investments’ now in order to benefit from higher wages in the future. They say ‘it seems likely that career advancement opportunities linked to labour market mobility are driving long hours for many [conscripts]’. Such behaviour has been noted by other studies (Burke & Cooper, 2008). The authors find some evidence to support this hypothesis, with an increase in average wages over time for such ‘ideal workers’ of $2.80 and $2.94 within two years for volunteers and conscripts, respectively. They also find that conscripts who do not change jobs tend to switch to volunteer status over time for unobserved reasons. Furthermore, the authors speculate that ‘they might hold relatively senior positions where they are at least partially responsible for enforcing long hours’ (Drago et al. 2009. Pg. 591). 
This paper extends the analysis of Drago et al. in two ways in an attempt to further explain the behaviour of overworkers. First, it explores in greater detail the relationship between overwork and job satisfaction. It does this by examining the relationship between the propensity to overwork and job satisfaction, and by using the detailed questions about job satisfaction available in the HILDA questionnaire to analyse the different components of job satisfaction for overworkers. Second, it identifies the job satisfaction indicators and demographic characteristics of conscripts and trapped conscripts over time to see if they provide any clues as to why some conscripts become trapped while others do not. The analysis herein is somewhat similar to that of Angrave and Charlwood (2015), who track the adaptation of workers’ subjective wellbeing to work-hour mismatch over time. Our analysis differs in two important respects. First, we look at trends in job satisfaction rather than subjective wellbeing. And second, we are able to unpack the component parts of job satisfaction and see whether changes in job satisfaction mirror changes in hour satisfaction or whether they are driven by other aspects of the job. In addition, we closely examine those few overworkers who do not adapt at all to their work time mismatch to try and understand why. 
Data and modelling
As with Drago et al. (2009) and Wooden et al. (2009), this paper uses the HILDA data set, specifically the first fifteen waves (2001 to 2015). HILDA is an annual longitudinal panel study that began in 2001 (Weston and Wooden 2002). After a top up in in wave 11 (Watson and Wooden 2010), the panel holds 29,685 unique respondents in the first fifteen waves. 
The first part of our study is to compare the propensity of individuals to overwork against their job satisfaction. For this, we estimate a probit model for the propensity of individuals to overwork. To this end, we first define overworkers as individuals who report working 50 or more hours per week and who say they would be willing to forgo income in order to work less. This definition is identical to that of Drago et al.’s definition of conscripts. Overworker thus takes the value 1 if an individual is an overworker and 0 otherwise. 
50 hours a week is an appropriate cut-off because psychologists and sociologists have identified such workloads as contributing to mental health problems (Ishiyama & Kitayama 1994) and difficulties work-life balancing, respectively (Jacobs & Gerson 2001, Hout & Hanley 2002). In addition, including individuals working less than 50 hours per week but reporting wanting to work less would remove us somewhat from the ‘overwork’ literature and focus the study instead on the ‘time bind’ stream of research. While related, these issues are different and should be investigated separately. Notably, the time bind research revolves considerably around household dynamics whereas overwork can be investigated at the individual level. 
We further define individuals who are overworkers and reporting less than or equal to 5/10 job satisfaction as ‘dissatisfied overworkers’. This is done on the basis of the wording of the HILDA question pertaining to job satisfaction, which reads as follows:
I am going to read out a list of different aspects of your job and, using the scale on SHOWCARD E36, I want you to pick a number between 0 and 10 to indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with the following aspects of your job. The more satisfied you are, the higher the number you should pick. The less satisfied you are, the lower the number. 
Respondents are presented with a show card with a depiction of a scale that reads ‘0: totally dissatisfied’ at one end and ‘10: totally satisfied’ at the other. This would seem to imply that the tipping point between satisfied and dissatisfied is at 5/10. The mean value of job satisfaction across all overworkers is 7.15 with a standard deviation of 1.8, as compared to 7.7 for the entire sample with a standard deviation of 1.7.
We estimate our model in the cross section. For comparison, we do this in three different ways. We estimate year-specific models for waves 10 and 14 and we estimate a pooled model across all 15 waves. The choice of waves 10 and 14 is based upon two factors. First, an appropriate trade union membership variable appears only from wave 10 onwards. Secondly, waves 2, 6, 10 and 14 include a wealth supplement that includes questions on credit card and household debt. 
Before wave 10 a variable capturing membership of industrial groups is present from wave one, but this original variable includes both employer associations and worker associations (Wooden 2009). This is inappropriate because we would expect membership in trade unions and employer organisations to push overwork in different directions. Union membership might increase bargaining power and thereby reduce the propensity to overwork while membership in an employer organisation might mean the individual is self-employed, which we find to have a strong positive effect on the propensity to overwork. We use only the union variable from wave 10 onwards. 
We restrict our analysis to individuals aged 25 to 59 inclusive to remove most of the effect of educational and retirement decisions. We further restrict our analysis to individuals who report positive work hours and non-zero wages. (We construct the wage variable by dividing weekly earnings in all jobs by usual weekly hours worked in all jobs.) We drop two individuals who report working more than 144 hours per week and four individuals who report a desire to work fewer hours but who simultaneously report desired hours as greater than current hours worked. 
With our definitions and these sample restrictions, we have 750 overworkers in Wave 10; 872 overworkers in Wave 14 and 13,131 overworkers across all 15 waves.[endnoteRef:2]  [2:  Breunig et al. (2014) show that the patterns of over- and underwork are relatively constant across waves. Our results are very similar if we use other waves. ] 

The probit model we utilise is as follows:

As already discussed, Overwork is a dummy variable that equals 1 if an individual works more than 50 hours per week and says they want to work less. X is a vector of independent variables that we might reasonably expect to influence the propensity to overwork. We follow Drago et al. (2009) for most of its contents with a few changes. We include: gender, age, partnered status (married or in a de facto relationship), wage, education, employment type (casual, contract, full time, part time etc.), being employed as a manger, being employed as a professional, credit card debt, household debt (in levels and as a ratio of disposable income), partner’s wage, total other household income (not including the individual’s wage and salary earnings), children, union membership, employment in the public service, the cost of job loss, self-perceived job security and self-employment status. 
Gender, partnered status and self-employment are captured using dummy variables. Age is a continuous variable and we include a quadratic term. Education is controlled for using four dummy variables for tertiary, university, postgraduate educated or failure to complete year 12, which leaves high school educated (completed year 12) as the omitted category. Contract type is similarly controlled for using several dummy variables. We also include dummies for number of children: 1 child; 2 children; 3 children; and 4 or more children. That is to say, the variable for 2 children will only equal 1 if the individual has exactly 2 children.
The manager dummy takes a value of 1 if the individual’s job code falls into any of the categories: ‘Manager’, ‘Chief Executives, General Managers’, ‘Farmers and Farm Managers’, ‘Specialist Manager’ and ‘Hospitality, Retail and Service Manager’. The Professional dummy takes a value of 1 if the individual’s job code falls into any of the categories: ‘Professionals’, ‘Arts and Media Professionals’, ‘Business, Human Resources and Marketing’, ‘Design, Engineering, Science and Technology’, ‘Education Professionals’, ‘Health Professionals’, ‘ICT Professionals’ and ‘Legal, Social and Welfare Professionals’. 
Studies in personnel economics suggest that managers and professionals are more likely than other groups to be overworked for two reasons (Landers et al. 1996). First, the screening methods employed by firms to identify managerial-quality employees, especially in professional services firms, such as the partner-associate model, tournament systems and probationary periods, all create a rat-race effect which leads to long work hours (Lazaer 1979). Second, managerial tasks are typically very hard to job share (Greef & Nel 2003). With regards to self-employment, a 2003 Australian Bureau of Statistics report noted that ‘very long hours are more common among workers who are self-employed’ (ABS 2003). The self-employed have fewer incentives to shirk than their employed peers, have a strong relationship between their work effort and rewards, and may be existentially invested in their jobs. We would thus expect them to be more prone to overwork on average.
Public service employment and union membership are captured using dummy variables. We would expect these to be negatively correlated with overwork. Union membership should in theory improve employee’s bargaining power, which should help them attain their optimal work hours. The Australia public service has a very strong union and attracts staff by offering better work-life balance arrangements than the private sector (Skinner and Chapman 2013). 
To capture debt levels, Drago et al. use the ratio of total household debt to annual disposable income. Higher ratios imply greater difficulty in servicing debt, so we would expect them to be correlated with a propensity to overwork arising out of what Schor (1999) describes as a ‘work and spend cycle’. Individuals constantly purchasing the latest ‘must-haves’ may resort to debt financing. We include this ratio but also include the level of household debt as well a second continuous variable for household credit card debt. (These are only available in waves 2, 6, 10 and 14.) Credit card debt may capture a consumerist ‘work and spend’ cycle more effectively than the household debt ratio, which could reasonably be expected to include things like health care debts and mortgages, that is, goods not typically associated with consumerism. 
Job security is captured by a variable indicating the respondent’s own belief regarding the percentage chance of losing his/her job in the next 12 months. The cost of job loss is captured by a variable indicating the respondent’s own belief regarding the percentage chance of finding a similar job if laid off. Green and Tsitsianis (2005) note that job insecurity reduces workers’ bargaining power and may encourage them to accept the work intensification and reduced task discretion that is common among overworked employees. 
We cannot use the wage variable from HILDA to control for wage because it is derived from annual salary and is thus a function of hours, as is our dependent variable, overwork. This leads to endogeneity. To overcome this, we estimate a wage equation and use its predictions as the independent variable. For the contents of our wage equation we follow Breunig and Mercante (2010). We include age, poor English ability, residence in New South Wales, residence in a capital city, educational attainment, years of work experience, partner’s wage, unearned income, children and non-resident children and outright home ownership. We estimate the wage equation for individuals aged 25 through 59, inclusive. We trim the top and bottom 1% of wages which appear to be driven by unrealistic reports of hours worked. We estimate the wage equation separately on waves 10 and 14 and on the pooled sample across all 15 waves. Full details of the estimation and descriptive statistics can be found in the appendix in Tables A.1 and A.2. 
Finally, we deal with missing values in important independent variables by setting the value equal to zero and including a dummy variable for the cases where we have done this. We use this approach for education, occupation, credit card debt, household debt, public-servant status, the question about the chance of finding a similar job, job security, and partner’s wage. Thus, for an unpartnered individual, partner’s wage is set equal to zero and the dummy variable for missing partner’s wage is set equal to one. We also include a dummy variable if other household income is negative. In most cases, these dummy variables are insignificant. In cases where they are significant, we report them in the tables in Appendix A.
Using our estimates from the probit model we can plot the relationship between the propensity to overwork against job satisfaction to examine the relationship. If hours-satisfaction is merely one component of overall job satisfaction then we might see job satisfaction rise with the propensity to overwork. We could conclude that while individuals would prefer to work less they may be sufficiently compensated for their long work hours in some way. 
Results of the probit model
We present here a summary discussion of the results of the probit estimation. Descriptive statistics for the Wave 14 sample are provided in Appendix Table A.3 (descriptive statistics are similar for other waves). Marginal effects from the probit models for Waves 10 and 14 and the model estimated on the full 15 waves are presented in Appendix Table A.4. 
Age, partnered status, credit card debt, household debt as a fraction of disposable income, self-assessed job security, the dummy variable for negative household income and dummy variables for missing values in each of: education, occupation, public servant status, partner wage, self-assessed job security, credit card debt and household debt are never statistically significant. We do not report their values in Table A.4 although they are included in the model.
Having a postgraduate degree has a negative effect on the propensity to overwork, but it is only significant in wave 14. University training has a statistically significant negative effect on the propensity to overwork, with an average marginal effect of a 1.4% reduction in the propensity to overwork in the pooled model. Having less than year 12 education or holding only a post-school certificate are generally associated with a higher propensity to overwork relative to having a year 12 education only. The marginal effects are 2.1% and 1.5%, respectively. 
Positive contributors to a propensity to overwork are managerial status, self-employment, being on a fixed-term contract, predicted wage, household debt levels, other household income, self-assessed ability to find a job that is at least as good as the current job and being male. The average marginal effect of being a manager is to increase the propensity to overwork by 12%. The average marginal effect of self-employment is an 8% increase in the propensity to overwork. The average marginal effect of an increase in an individual’s wage of $10 is a 4.5% increase in their propensity to overwork. Finally, the average marginal effect of being a man is to increase the propensity to overwork by 6.5%. All of these effects were statistically significant in the pooled model at the 1% level. 
Surprisingly, we find a small but statistically significant positive effect of being a union member on overwork in the pooled model. In Wave 14, however, we find a negative effect of union membership. This variable always takes value zero before Wave 11, so it may be picking up some time effects common to later waves of the data as well as the effect of being in a union. We also find a positive effect of having non-resident children. While statistically significant, both effects are economically very small.
The self-assessed probability of finding a job just as good as one’s current job has a positive, but small, effect on the propensity to overwork.  Going from 0 to 100 would increase the probability of overworking by 0.037%.   This may seem counter-intuitive as a lower probability of finding a good job might be correlated with needing to overwork to try and maintain one’s job.  On the other hand, many over-workers love their work and are managers or professionals and these individuals may easily be able to find another job.
These results match up well with our discussion earlier. Managers’ tasks are typically substantial and difficult to share. Self-employed individuals are likely existentially invested in their work and have few incentives to shirk. There is also a direct relationship between their work and earnings, all of which incentivises long hours. And we would expect that those who are working long hours are doing so at least in part because of the incentive effects of high wages. The positive coefficient on total household income is most likely telling a similar story. 
Drago et al. (2009) thoroughly investigate the gender effect. Some of the effect is derived from traditional gender roles wherein men work long hours and are career focused while women keep house. The relative opportunity costs associated with education and career advancement viz. parenting faced by men also mean that neo-traditional families are increasingly prevalent in Australia (Drago et al. 2009; Moen 2003). 
The strongest negative determinants of overwork are public service membership and the presence of children in the household. Being a member of the public service marginally reduces the propensity to overwork by 6% on average. In addition to having a strong union, public service workers are often highly trained and thus have greater labour market mobility, which improves their bargaining position (ABS 1998). Finally, government jobs typically pay less than comparable private sector ones in Australia, and so may need to attract talent by offering better work hour conditions (ABS 2013). 
We find that casual workers are much less likely to report overwork than those in ongoing jobs with a marginal effect of about 9% across all models that we estimated. This corresponds to our a priori expectation as casual jobs are often paid by the hour and have no promise of future employment that might induce long work hours.
While the presence of three or more children in the household has no statistically significant effect on the propensity to overwork (relative to having no children), having one or two children are significant at the 1% level. Having one child marginally reduces the propensity to overwork by 1.1% on average and two by 0.9% (both relative to having no children.). Note that these are not cumulative. We hypothesise that while child-rearing might be costly, individuals who have children want to spend time with them and are thus discouraged from overworking. 
As a robustness check, we also estimate two fixed effects models of the propensity to overwork. We use the fixed effects logit specification. In the first model, we pool over all 15 waves. In the second model, we use only those waves (2, 6, 10 and 14) for which the debt and wealth variables are available. Marginal effects from these two models are reported in Appendix Table A.5.
These models are identified off of the changes in reported overwork. Since our main interest is on those who persistently overwork, not on those who change status, we prefer the cross-sectional specification in this instance. The fixed effects specification also forces us to drop important variables which do not vary over time such as gender and educational qualifications. However, the fixed effects specification offers a solution to time-invariant unobserved variable bias. 
The fixed effects models mostly confirm our previous results. Predicted wage, managerial status and other household income remain positively associated with overwork and statistically significant. The negative effects of children and partner’s wage are somewhat stronger in the fixed effects model than in the cross-section. We continue to find that casual workers are less likely to overwork. We find a positive effect of being in a married or de facto relationship. 
Some variables which were significant in the cross-sectional model become insignificant in the panel model. These include professional occupation status, public servant status and self-employment. Although they have the expected sign, the standard errors are larger as there is substantially less variation in these variables across time for specific individuals than variation across different individuals. 
We complete the first phase of our investigations by estimating a propensity to overwork score for all the individuals in the sample, and plotting this against job satisfaction. The results are presented in figure 1 for all individuals in our analysis sample of 102,058 individuals across the fifteen waves. The results are similar if we consider only Wave 10 or Wave 14.

Figure 1: Propensity to overwork against job satisfaction, all waves
[image: ] 
There appears to be a mild positive relationship. As the propensity to overwork rises, so too does the individual’s level of job satisfaction, at least until 8/10. However, the Spearman correlation coefficient is only 0.02 and is not statistically significant.[endnoteRef:3] Regardless, it turns out that job satisfaction is actually quite high among overworkers in general, as evident from figure 2, below, averaging 7.2 across the first fifteen waves of HILDA.[endnoteRef:4]  [3:  The correlation within waves is a little higher than this, but still no particularly strong.]  [4:  This is calculated over 13,126 observations as five overworking individuals have not responded to the job satisfaction question. We use sample weights to reflect population quantities.] 

Figure 2 also plots job satisfaction for the 58,520 individuals in our analysis sample who report being satisfied with their working hours and for whom overall job satisfaction data is not missing. Across this group, average job satisfaction is higher, at 7.9 across the first fifteen waves of HILDA. The overall distribution of job satisfaction levels among overworkers, however, is not dissimilar from those of non-overworkers.
These results conform to our hypothesis that work-hours and pay satisfaction are not the only components of job satisfaction, and that overworkers who would be willing to sacrifice wage to reduce their hours may nonetheless be quite happy in their jobs. This finding suggests that the notion of overwork does not necessarily challenge traditional economic theories of labour markets
Fig. 2: Job satisfaction among overworkers and satisfied workers, 2001–2015

In the next stage of our analysis, we try to get a more detailed understanding of the interplay between hours-satisfaction and job-satisfaction by making use of six questions in HILDA that track workers’ satisfaction with five subcomponents of job satisfaction. These subcomponents are pay satisfaction, satisfaction with hours, security satisfaction, flexibility satisfaction and satisfaction with the work itself. 
We examine the data across the first 15 waves of HILDA (2001–2015). We cluster on individuals and apply population weights. We use the analysis sample from the probit regressions of Table A.4. We remove observations with zero hours worked or missing values for any of the sub-categories of job satisfaction. This gives us consistent sample sizes, reported at the bottom of Table 1, across all questions. We have 13,069 observations of overwork in the sample. We compare results for these overworkers to the results for workers who hours match their preference and to underworkers—people who work 30 hours per week or fewer and say they want to work more.  We also present results for all non-overworkers pooled together for information.  The results are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Wages, hours and job satisfaction of workers by hours matches and mismatches
	
	Overworkers
	Satisfied Workers
	Underworkers
	All non-overworkers

	Wage
	23.6
(0.50)
	26.3
(0.31)
	23.7
(0.56)
	26.2
(0.28)

	Hours worked
	57.9
(0.21)
	37.9
(0.11)
	16.4
(0.18)
	36.6
(0.10)

	Overall job satisfaction
	7.1
(0.035)
	7.9
(0.017)
	7.3
(0.043)
	7.6
(0.016)

	Pay satisfaction 
	6.8
(0.049)
	7.1
(0.022)
	6.2
(0.043)
	6.9
(0.019)

	Hours satisfaction
	5.3
(0.036)
	7.9
(0.018)
	6.1
(0.052)
	7.4
(0.018)

	Job security satisfaction
	7.8
(0.050)
	7.9
(0.023)
	6.9
(0.056)
	7.8
(0.024)

	Job flexibility satisfaction
	6.1
(0.048)
	7.8
(0.024)
	7.8
(0.050)
	7.6
(0.023)

	Work-itself satisfaction
	7.5
(0.032)
	7.8
(0.020)
	7.4
(0.044)
	7.6
(0.017)

	Sample size
	13,069
	58,328
	6,862
	88,444

	Standard errors in parentheses
Estimates use sample weights and are clustered at the individual respondent level



As expected, among overworkers, hours-satisfaction and flexibility-satisfaction border on dissatisfaction, but they seem to be offset by satisfaction with other factors, which are at times quite good, such as satisfaction with security and the work itself. This leads to overall job satisfaction, on average, with overworkers averaging 7.1. However, there is a clear penalty associated with overwork. Matched employees who say they would not like to work more or fewer hours than they currently do, have an average job satisfaction of 7.9/10. Hours satisfaction among matched workers is 7.9/10 compared to a mere 5.1/10 for overworkers. And their flexibility satisfaction is 7.8 compared to only 6.1 for overworkers.  These numbers suggest that the satisfaction penalty associated with overwork is higher than that associated with underwork, where individuals work less than or equal to 30 hours a week and would prefer to work more. This is in line with the results of Wooden et al (2009). 
In an effort to obtain more information we split the sample into satisfied and dissatisfied overworkers. We define satisfied overworkers as those reporting greater than 5/10 job satisfaction, while we define dissatisfied overworkers as those reporting less than or equal to 5/10 satisfaction. This allows us to get a clearer picture of what factors drive job-dissatisfaction among overworkers and which factors off-set it. 
Table 2: Wages, hours and job satisfaction of overworkers split by overall job satisfaction
	
	Overworkers

	
	Overall job satisfaction greater than 5
	Overall job satisfaction less than or equal to 5

	Wage
	24.3
(0.55)
	19.9
(0.84)

	Hours worked
	57.6
(0.22)
	59.2
(0.50)

	Overall job satisfaction
	7.7
(0.019)
	4.0
(0.039)

	Pay satisfaction 
	7.1
(0.041)
	5.0
(0.10)

	Hours satisfaction
	5.7
(0.029)
	3.3
(0.074)

	Job security satisfaction
	8.1
(0.038)
	6.2
(0.15)

	Job flexibility satisfaction
	6.6
(0.041)
	3.7
(0.077)

	Work-itself satisfaction
	7.9
(0.025)
	5.6
(0.075)

	Sample size
	11,140
	1,929


Standard errors in parentheses
Estimates use sample weights and are clustered at the individual respondent level
[bookmark: _Hlk482389222]Examining table 2, we can see that for the more satisfied overworkers, satisfaction with all aspects of work approaches that for workers who are satisfied with their working hours. Satisfaction with security and the work itself have increased to 8.1 and 7.9 out of ten. This makes intuitive sense. Our regression analysis noted managers and the self-employed are likely to be overworkers. We would expect highly educated, senior individuals like managers who often have supervisory roles to have good job security and be engaged in challenging and satisfying work. The self-employed are also more likely to be engaged in tasks they find personally fulfilling. 
Among dissatisfied workers we see the opposite, with very low satisfaction scores across all sub-components of satisfaction with work. Satisfaction with hours, pay and job flexibility are particularly poor but all categories are much lower than those for satisfied overworkers or any other category of worker that we have considered. This group also has lower hourly wages—below $20/hour—than more satisfied overworkers. In this sub-sample, earnings would not appear to offset the poor hours and lack of flexibility.
Transition dynamics among dissatisfied overworkers
This paper seeks to explain why some conscripts seemingly become trapped overworking in jobs they don’t like. Thus far we have observed that part of the explanation is that overworkers often actually report being quite satisfied with their jobs despite being unsatisfied with their hours. They would not want to change jobs in this case. We noted above, however, that there are a substantial number of overworkers who are dissatisfied with their jobs and that hours dissatisfaction seems to be a major part of their overall job dissatisfaction. This leads us to two further questions. First, do those individuals who are overworked and dissatisfied with their jobs change jobs over time to ones wherein they are satisfied? And second, do those dissatisfied workers who remain in their jobs experience an increase in job satisfaction over time? 
If the answer is yes to both questions then the labour market is functioning to allow adjustment. We don’t have to be too concerned with the overwork phenomenon, at least from a policy point of view. On the other hand, if people seem to be hanging around in jobs they don’t like then there is evidence that people are getting ‘trapped’, and we may need some action. 
Because HILDA is a panel data set we can investigate these issues. We again consider the first 15 waves of data. HILDA includes a question asking respondents about job changes in the last 12 months. We can combine this with lagged values of the overwork indicator and job satisfaction variables to track the behaviour of dissatisfied overworkers. 
Across the first 15 waves of HILDA, we have 380 observations of a dissatisfied overworker changing jobs. This amounts to 28% of dissatisfied overworkers for whom we can observe job changes or lack of job changes in the next 12 months. There are 1,346 such workers. This compares to a job change rate of 12.8% among satisfied overworkers and 16.1% among all non-overworkers. Column two of Table 3 shows the average scores of this group on the components of job satisfaction in their first survey after changing jobs.
The job change seems associated with many improvements relative (see column three of Table 2) to average dissatisfied overworkers. Hourly wage is $6 higher and average hours are almost 11 fewer. Job satisfaction improves massively from 4.0 to 6.8. We see similar dramatic improvements in every component of job satisfaction. Work-itself satisfaction and satisfaction with job security were relatively high for this group and even these two have gone up from 5.6 and 6.2 to 7.0 on both scores. Overall, it seems that things typically work out well for those dissatisfied overworkers who are able to change jobs.
Table 3: Wages, hours and job satisfaction (at time t) of overworkers (at time t-1) split by those who changed jobs between time t-1 and t and those who did not
	
	Dissatisfied overworkers (at time t-1)

	
	
	Did not change jobs between t-1 and t

	Averages
at time t:
	Changed jobs 
between t-1 and t
	All
	Dissatisfied overworkers (at time t)

	Wage
	26.1
(1.14)
	21.9
(0.92)
	17.8
(1.5)

	Hours worked
	48.5
(1.02)
	53.6
(0.68)
	59.7
(1.07)

	Overall job satisfaction
	6.8
(0.12)
	5.7
(0.075)
	4.0
(0.11)

	Pay satisfaction 
	6.4
(0.14)
	5.5
(0.12)
	4.5
(0.19)

	Hours satisfaction
	6.1
(0.16)
	4.5
(0.12)
	2.8
(0.16)

	Job security satisfaction
	7.0
(0.17)
	7.0
(0.15)
	6.0
(0.26)

	Job flexibility satisfaction
	6.5
(0.17)
	5.0
(0.12)
	3.4
(0.16)

	Work-itself satisfaction
	7.0
(0.12)
	6.2
(0.086)
	5.2
(0.16)

	Sample size
	380
	966
	289


Standard errors in parentheses
Estimates use sample weights and are clustered at the individual respondent level
 
Next we examine dissatisfied overworkers who do not change jobs from one year to the next. Column three of Table 3 shows that, on average, their conditions also improve. Perhaps they are able to negotiate fewer hours or better conditions in their job over time and get closer to their preferred levels, supporting the basic labour market model. Or, perhaps they simple change their assessment of their own conditions. Hours and flexibility satisfaction remain low for this group of non-movers. And as is clearly visible in a comparison between columns two and three, non-movers are substantially worse off than movers. 
This third column combines workers who are happy with their hours at time t along with those who are still unhappy with their hours at time t. In the last column of Table 3, we look at only those workers who are still classified as dissatisfied overworkers at time t (working 50 hours or more and dissatisfied with their hours and overall job satisfaction less than or equal to 5). For this group, things look quite bad. Wages are poor; hours are high and overall job satisfaction and all of its components are much lower than either the movers or non-movers. 
Is this evidence of ‘trapped’ overworkers? We examine this question next.
To look at the persistently  dissatisfied who do not move, we turn to dissatisfied overworkers who do not change jobs in the 12 months between surveys and then do not change jobs again over the next 12 months despite remaining dissatisfied and overworked. Table 4 summarises wages, hours and self-assessed job satisfaction of these individuals. The last column is the subset who remain dissatisfied workers for three consecutive waves with no job changes between the three time periods.
Table 4: Wages, hours and job satisfaction of overworkers at time t-2 and t-1 who do not change jobs between waves t-2 and t-1 nor between t-1 and t
	
	Dissatisfied overworkers

	
	All
	Dissatisfied overworkers at time t

	Wage
	19.4
(3.3)
	11.3
(2.9)

	Hours worked
	56.8
(1.8)
	63.9
(2.2)

	Overall job satisfaction
	5.1
(0.23)
	3.7
(0.27)

	Pay satisfaction 
	4.7
(0.29)
	3.7
(0.37)

	Hours satisfaction
	3.5
(0.32)
	2.1
(0.33)

	Job security satisfaction
	6.5
(0.42)
	5.6
(0.72)

	Job flexibility satisfaction
	4.2
(0.29)
	2.8
(0.31)

	Work-itself satisfaction
	5.7
(0.25)
	4.8
(0.42)

	Sample size
	139
	64


Standard errors in parentheses
Estimates use sample weights and are clustered at the individual respondent level

Here we start to see strong evidence of some people becoming ‘trapped’ overworking in jobs they are dissatisfied with. These workers have spent two consecutive periods overworking in jobs they dislike without changing jobs and without seeing much improvement in job satisfaction or its components. Hours, job satisfaction and all the components of job satisfaction are lower than those for the average dissatisfied overworker in the cross-section. If we focus on dissatisfied overworkers at time t (these workers have been dissatisfied overworkers for three consecutive periods and have not changed jobs), the story is even worse. 
Before undertaking an analysis of these ‘trapped’ overworkers, it is critical to note the precipitous drop in sample size when we focus on this ‘trapped’ group. We have 1,929 observations of dissatisfied overworkers in the panel and 966 observations of dissatisfied overworkers who do not change jobs for 12 months, but only 139 observations for dissatisfied overworkers who do not change jobs for 24 months. Of these, only 64 remain dissatisfied overworkers for three consecutive waves. Of these 139, only 86 appear to be unique individuals. This suggests that some individuals are trapped overworking for a long time, thereby contributing several observations. More importantly though, it suggests that being ‘trapped’ is a very rare phenomenon. 
To get an insight into why these 86 individuals have such poor job mobility we undertook an in-depth analysis of each of them examining a range of statistics.[endnoteRef:5] Several issues stand out. These 86 ‘trapped’ dissatisfied overworkers are predominantly male (80%) and have no children (50%). 37% of them are self-employed (34% report being managers). They have low education: 21% less than year 12; 14% year 12; 42% certificate only. There are very few with university education. They seem to be concentrated in a handful of industries: 14% hospitality, retail or service managers; 10.5% are farmers or agricultural workers; 8% are road and rail drivers.  [5:  Full details available upon request from the authors] 

These job categories are characterised by strict work hours dictated by operating hours or sunlight, so it makes sense that they might contain a cluster of people dissatisfied with their long hours. Farmers are also commonly heavily invested in their land, making a job change difficult. 
Low levels of education could make these individuals reliant on experience to command wages, increasing the marginal cost of job change and limiting their mobility. It would also reduce the number of jobs for which they are qualified. Interestingly, none of the farmers had completed university and only 3 had tertiary training, and only 1 of the hospitality, retail or service managers had a university degree. The combination of a rigid work hour job and limited job mobility could understandably lead to a job trap.
Notably, we do not find a role for household debt or the ratio of debt to disposable income. Nor do we find a relationship for credit card debt.
We view these results as suggestive of a pattern that requires further investigation. The small sample size makes it difficult to draw strong conclusions.
Conclusions
Based on the results of our inquiry, we make the following tentative conclusions. First, we find evidence that job satisfaction involves more than an optimisation across only hours and income. We have found that people reporting that they would forgo income in order to work less nonetheless often report job satisfaction. Past studies have found people to care about the level of responsibility they have in their workplace, the capacity their job gives them for agency, the amiability of co-workers and the location of their job, among other things (Dunette et al. 1967, Gormley 2003; Kalleburg 1977). We found high satisfaction among overworkers on job-security satisfaction and ‘work-itself’, suggesting these factors may also play an important role in job satisfaction. 
Second, individuals becoming ‘trapped’ overworking in jobs they dislike for several years is a rare phenomenon. Dissatisfied overworkers tend to change jobs or negotiate an adjustment of their work conditions so as to work fewer hours. 
[bookmark: _Hlk482386394][bookmark: _Hlk482434475]Third, we note two characteristics of trapped overworkers that stand out. The first is that they tend to have low-levels of education. The second is that they are relatively frequently employed in industries like farming, retail and hospitality that are characterised by rigid work hour requirements. We speculate that this might explain how these individuals get trapped overworking in the following way. Limited education may make such individuals dependent on experience to command high wages. This would increase their marginal cost of job change because they would necessarily have less experience in any new job and thus lower wages. Expertise in retail, hospitality, road and rail driving, and farming would also limit the number of attractive alternative jobs because most such jobs would be characterised by the same hours requirements as the present occupations of these individuals. Together, these two factors would discourage job change and limit the job mobility of these individuals. 
The principle policy implication of our findings is that the labour market in Australia appears to be working where overwork is concerned. Overwork is not a threat to people’s ability to find jobs that they like. Given the other costs it would entail, State intervention to address long work hours is not necessary. When the preference of individuals for shorter hours becomes strong they change jobs or request shorter hours.
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APPENDIX 
All STATA .do files for this project are available by request from the authors. 

Table A1:  Summary statistics for variables used in wage regression (wave 14 only)
	
	Wave 14

	Wage
	33.2
(28.5)

	Age
	41.0
(10.0)

	Experience
	19.8
(12.7)

	Male
	0.53

	=1 if experience missing
	0.0076

	=1 if poor or no English ability
	.013

	= 1 if lives in New South Wales
	0.32

	=1 if lives in a capitol city
	0.69

	=1 if postgraduate degree
	0.17

	=1 if university degree
	0.21

	=1 if post-school certificate holder
	0.36

	=1 if year 12 education
	0.13

	=1 if less than year 12 education
	0.14

	=1 if education unknown
	0.00032

	Sample size
	7,140


Sample:  25-59 year olds (inclusive) with positive working hours and non-zero wages
We trim the top 1% and bottom 1% of wages that appear to be driven by unrealistic reports of hours worked.
Standard deviations in parentheses for continuous variables
Descriptive statistics are similar for other waves and available upon request from the authors
For descriptive statistics, here and in Table A3, we use HILDA-provided population weights for the cross-section




Table A2:  Wage regression coefficients
	
	Wave 10
	Wave 14
	Waves 1 - 15

	Age/100
	64.1***
(22.9)
	95.6***
(21.6)
	59.1***
(5.5)

	(Age/100)2
	-92.6***
(27.5)
	-139.3***
(25.8)
	-80.6***
(6.6)

	Male
	3.86***
(0.37)
	4.16***
(0.34)
	3.52***
(0.086)

	Experience/100
	54.7***
(10.8)
	70.4***
(10.4)
	49.2***
(2.6)

	(Experience/100)2
	-60.4***
(23.5)
	-72.6***
(22.3)
	-59.4***
(5.5)

	=1 if experience missing
	6.81***
(1.62)
	5.64***
(2.20)
	4.89***
(0.45)

	=1 if poor or no English ability
	-4.85*
(2.59)
	-7.91***
(2.35)
	-5.91***
(0.53)

	=1 if no information on English ability
	2.32***
(0.63)
	2.48***
(0.54)
	2.18***
(0.14)

	= 1 if lives in New South Wales
	1.20***
(0.38)
	1.14***
(0.36)
	1.32***
(0.089)

	=1 if lives in a capitol city
	2.33***
(0.36)
	2.26***
(0.35)
	2.39***
(0.086)

	Omitted category:  year 12 education only

	=1 if postgraduate degree
	10.90***
(0.68)
	11.47***
(0.62)
	9.97***
(0.16)

	=1 if university degree
	7.87***
(0.63)
	9.07***
(0.58)
	7.31***
(0.15)

	=1 if post-school certificate holder
	-0.21
(0.57)
	-0.41
(0.53)
	-0.26*
(0.13)

	=1 if less than year 12 education
	-4.35***
(0.64)
	-4.09***
(0.63)
	-3.40***
(0.15)

	=1 if education unknown
	-8.49
(12.85)
	-7.61
(9.67)
	-6.67**
(2.73)

	Wave dummies included
	No
	No
	Yes

	Sample size
	5,570
	7,140
	90,903

	R2
	18.8%
	19.1%
	26.2%


Sample:  25-59 year olds (inclusive) with positive working hours and non-zero wages
We trim the top 1% and bottom 1% of wages that appear to be driven by unrealistic reports of hours worked.
Standard errors in parentheses.
***Significant at 1% level
**Significant at 5% level
*Significant at 10% level




Table A3:  Summary statistics for variables used in overwork probit model (wave 14 only)
	
	Wave 14

	Overwork
	0.11

	Predicted wage
	33.5
(16.3)

	Age
	41.4
(9.3)

	Credit card debt (in 1000s)
	1.02
(6.6)

	Household debt (in millions)
	0.23
(0.94)

	Household debt ratio
	2.0
(6.9)

	Percentage chance of finding a job just as good as current job if laid off
	52.1
(49.1)

	Self-assessed percentage chance of losing job in next 12 months
	10.4
(28.1)

	Partner’s wage
	18.0
(34.6)

	Other Household Income (in millions)
	0.15
(0.26)

	Male
	0.54

	Partnered
	0.74

	=1 if partner wage missing
	0.0043

	=1 if postgraduate degree
	0.17

	=1 if university degree
	0.20

	=1 if post-school certificate holder
	0.37

	=1 if year 12 education
	0.13

	=1 if less than year 12 education
	0.13

	=1 if fixed contract worker
	0.084

	=1 if casual worker
	0.13

	=1 if professional
	0.27

	=1 if manager
	0.15

	=1 if occupation missing
	0.0012

	=1 if credit card debt missing
	0.0091

	=1 if household debt missing or disposable income zero
	0.16

	=1 if Household has one child
	0.19

	=1 if Household has two children
	0.21

	=1 if Household has three children
	0.077

	=1 if Household has four or more children
	0.017

	=1 if Individual has non-resident children
	0.24

	=1 if union member
	0.20

	=1 if federal public servant
	0.038

	=1 if self-employed
	0.15

	Sample size
	7,961


Sample:  see notes to Table 4
Standard deviations in parentheses for continuous variables
Descriptive statistics are similar for other waves and available upon request from the author


Table A4:  Marginal effects from probit regression of probability of reporting overwork
	
	Wave 10
	Wave 14
	Waves 1 - 15

	Male
	0.040***
(0.014)
	0.040***
(0.011)
	0.065***
(0.0033)

	Predicted wage
	0.0061***
(0.0025)
	0.0059***
(0.0019)
	0.0046***
(0.00063)

	Omitted category:  employed on an on-going basis

	=1 if fixed term contract
	0.0083
(0.014)
	0.019
(0.012)
	0.013***
(0.0037)

	=1 if casual 
	-0.089***
(0.020)
	-0.092***
(0.016)
	-0.092***
(0.0047)

	=1 if professional occupation
	0.053***
(0.011)
	0.038***
(0.0096)
	0.038***
(0.0028)

	=1 if managerial occupation
	0.14***
(0.010)
	0.11***
(0.0090)
	0.12***
(0.0026)

	Household debt (in millions)
	0.019*
(0.011)
	0.028*
(0.015)
	0.016***
(0.0060)

	Omitted category:  no children

	=1 if has one child
	-0.0088
(0.011)
	-0.013
(0.0098)
	-0.011***
(0.0029)

	=1 if has two children
	-0.011
(0.011)
	-0.011
(0.0097)
	-0.0090***
(0.0029)

	=1 if has three children
	-0.030*
(0.016)
	-0.0035
(0.014)
	-0.0022
(0.0040)

	=1 if has four or more children
	0.027
(0.029)
	-0.026
(0.028)
	-0.012
(0.0074)

	= 1 if has non-resident children
	0.015
(0.011)
	-0.00027
(0.0094)
	0.0087***
(0.00028)

	=1 if union member
	0.0051
(0.010)
	-0.0018
(0.0090)
	0.0079**
(0.0036)

	=1 if public servant
	-0.046***
(0.021)
	-0.039**
(0.019)
	-0.057***
(0.011)

	=1 if self-employed

	0.13**
(0.060)
	0.015
(0.046)
	0.075***
(0.013)

	Chance of finding job just as good as current job if laid off
	0.00030**
(0.00014)
	0.00039***
(0.00013)
	0.00037***
(0.0094)

	Partner’s wage
	-0.00030
(0.00021)
	-0.00028
(0.00019)
	-0.00051***
(0.000062)

	Other household income (millions)
	0.11***
(0.042)
	0.086***
(0.031)
	0.16***
(0.011)

	Table continued on next page




	






Table A4 (continued): 
Marginal effects from probit regression of probability of reporting overwork
	
	Wave 10
	Wave 14
	Waves 1 - 15


Omitted category:  year 12 education only

	=1 if postgraduate degree
	-0.033
(0.032)
	-0.043*
(0.025)
	-0.0055
(0.0076)

	=1 if university degree
	-0.051**
(0.024)
	-0.030
(0.020)
	-0.014**
(0.0059)

	=1 if post-school certificate holder
	-0.0076
(0.013)
	0.025**
(0.012)
	0.015***
(0.0035)

	=1 if less than year 12 education
	0.026***
(0.019)
	0.036**
(0.016)
	0.021***
(0.0045)

	Wave dummies included
	No
	No
	Yes

	Sample size
	6,250
	7,961
	102,058

	Pseudo R2
	11.8%
	10.2%
	11.1%


Sample:  25-59 year olds (inclusive) who respond to the question about working hour preferences
Overwork = 1 if individual works 50 hours or more and reports wanting to work fewer hours
We drop two individuals who report over 144 hours worked per week.
We drop four individuals who report wanting to work fewer hours but also report preferred hours to be greater than or equal to current hours
Standard errors in parentheses.
We do not report marginal effects for coefficients which were insignificant in all regressions.  This includes:
	Age/100, (Age/100)2, partnered status, credit card debt, household debt as a fraction of disposable income, 	self-assessed job security, dummy variable for negative household income and dummy variables for 	missing values in each of:  education, occupation, public servant status, partner wage, self-assessed job 	security, credit card debt and household debt.
***Significant at 1% level
**Significant at 5% level
*Significant at 10% level












Table A5:  Marginal effects from fixed effects logit regression of probability of reporting overwork
	
	Waves 1-15 
	Waves 2, 4, 6 and 14

	Partnered
	0.030*
(0.016)
	0.028
(0.039)

	Predicted Wage
	0.0094***
(0.0016)
	0.0068*
(0.0039)

	Omitted category: employed on an on-going basis  

	=1 if fixed term contract
	-0.020
(0.013)
	-0.017
(0.028)

	=1 if casual 
	-0.19***
(0.069)
	-0.18
(0.19)

	=1 if professional occupation
	0.011
(0.011)
	0.061
(0.069)

	=1 if managerial occupation
	0.11***
(0.042)
	0.15
(0.16)

	Omitted category:  no children
	
	

	=1 if has one child
	-0.042**
(0.019)
	-0.038
(0.048)

	=1 if has two children
	-0.049**
(0.023)
	-0.073
(0.085)

	=1 if has three children
	-0.071**
(0.032)
	-0.041
(0.058)

	=1 if has four or more children
	0.060*
(0.036)
	-0.094
(0.12)

	= 1 if has non-resident children
	-0.026*
(0.016)
	-0.041
(0.050)

	=1 if union member
	0.039**
(0.018)
	0.057
(0.066)

	=1 if public servant
	-0.027
(0.031)
	-0.027
(0.052)

	=1 if self-employed

	0.017
(0.014)
	0.027
(0.041)

	Chance of finding job just as good as current job
	-0.00013
(0.00012)
	-0.00029
(0.00040)

	Partner’s wage
	-0.00063**
(0.00029)
	-0.00041
(0.00057)

	Other household income (millions)
	0.11***
(0.052)
	0.11
(0.13)

	Household debt (in millions)
	
	-0.11
(0.15)

	Credit card debt (in 1000s)
	
	-0.011
(0.0086)

	Household debt as a ratio of household disposable income
	
	0.0031
(0.011)

	Wave dummies included
	Yes
	Yes

	Sample Size
	37,628
	5,155


Notes to Table A5:
See notes to Table A4.
As above, we do not report marginal effects for coefficients which were insignificant in all regressions.  This includes:  (Age/100)2 and self-assessed job security.

Overworkers	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	0.35810999999999998	0.65485000000000004	1.1436999999999999	2.2224499999999998	3.0051899999999998	8.5379300000000011	10.59652	24.716339999999999	30.529849999999989	14.040469999999999	4.1945799999999966	Satisfied workers	0	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	0.18321000000000001	0.27406999999999998	0.53171000000000002	0.78327999999999998	1.27986	4.2233100000000006	6.3822599999999996	18.409839999999999	32.907140000000012	22.938490000000002	12.08684	Job Satisfaction
Percentage
image1.jpg
.6

Propensity4to overwork

Propensity to overwork against job satisfaction [all waves]

'.
e o
[ J
.z!!
.||l
8

10

S OGS O ¢ °




