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Abstract

Prior empirical studies have found that American workers report longer hours than workers
in other highly industrialized countries, and that the highly educated report the longest hours
relative to other educational levels. This paper analyzes disparities in working hours by gender
and education levels in 17 high- and middle-income countries in order to assess whether this
finding holds cross-nationally. In contrast to many prior studies of working time, we use a
measure of weekly rather than annual hours worked, which we argue provides a better window
on the discretionary time available to individuals and households. We find that: 1) average
weekly male hours in the United States do not appear exceptional, with averages exceeding
40 hours per week in both the U.S. and most western European countries; 2) U.S. women
work longer hours than women in most other rich countries; 3) the within-country difference in
average hours by education is not uniform, with higher-income countries more likely to show the
U.S. pattern, and middle-income countries showing the reverse pattern, with the less educated
reporting longer hours. We conclude by assessing some possible macro-level explanations for

this variation, including per capita GDP, tax rates, unionization, and earnings inequality.

1 Introduction

The optimal length of the work week is an ongoing subject of academic and political debate. Some

interpret low or reduced hours as a sign of a stagnant economy operating below its productive
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capacity. Some argue that the main problem with respect to working time is one of maldistribution,
with some working too much and others too little. Still others regard excessive time spent in
waged work as socially destructive, the symptom of a culture of overwork and overproduction.
Two important issues in these debates concern who is working especially long hours, and how
the characteristics of labor markets and regulatory regimes shape the length of the working week.
The findings presented here address these questions by disaggregating the average work week by
gender and educational attainment, and comparing these demographic patterns across 17 high- and
middle-income countries.

The data are taken from a single cross-section, so the focus is on variation across countries, rather
than change over time. Within countries, we analyze differentials in working hours according to two
main demographic axes: gender and education. This reflects prior findings about the variation in
working hours in the U.S. and elsewhere. In all countries, women’s labor market outcomes are very
different than men’s with respect to both employment rates and hours. And at least in the U.S., it
has been argued that it is the upper stratum of more educated, professional workers who report the
longest hours. We also relate cross-national variation in the hours distribution to several national-
level explanations that have been proposed for differences in hours worked: national income, wage
inequality, unionization and regulation, and tax rates.

In the next section, we review prior findings about the hours distribution in the United States
and elsewhere, along with the explanations for this distribution that have been proposed by soci-
ologists and economists. We then describe our empirical analysis using data from the Luxembourg
Income Study (LIS). The analysis begins with a simple descriptive comparison of weekly hours
across countries, by gender and by education. We next estimate country-specific regressions in
order to control for cross-national variation in the demographic composition of the working-age
population. Finally, we estimate regressions using country-level variables in order to assess the
relative impact of macro-level factors on the cross-country variations we observe. Given the limita-
tions of our data (i.e., the small macro-level N), these latter models are necessarily tentative, but

they do provide suggestive directions for future research.
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2 Background

The amount of time spent in paid work has been studied extensively by sociologists and labor
economists. Previous work has addressed the historical trends in working hours, the possible
negative social effects of very long work hours, and the social, cultural and political factors that

shape differences in working time both within and across countries.

2.1 Trends in working time

With the rise of capitalist forms of production, there arose a sharp distinction between time in waged
work, which is controlled by employers, and a worker’s “free” time outside of paid work (Thompson
1967). For much of the subsequent history of capitalism, labor movements in the U.S. and abroad
demanded and won progressively shorter hours of work (Roediger and Foner 1989). Demands
for shorter hours diminished after World War II, however, as workers (or their representatives)
increasingly took a share of increases in labor productivity in the form of higher wages rather than
reduced hours (Hunnicutt 1988; Cutler 2004). Since the 1970’s, the average work week has remained
relatively steady or even increased in the United States and most other rich countries, although
annual hours worked have continued to decline somewhat in many countries due to expansions of
annual leave (Rones et al. 2001; Lee et al. 2007; Maddison 1995; Ramey and Francis 2006). Recently,
there has been a growing focus on hours as a distinct aspect not only of labor market outcomes
but of inequality more generally, with its own implications for social behavior and public policy.
Moreover, sociologists have argued that the intrinsic value of non-working time should be better
integrated into measures of social well-being, because statistics like the Gross Domestic Product
can over-emphasize the value of money income relative to the value of time (Epstein and Kalleberg
2001; Verbakel and DiPrete 2008).

It is now often said that Americans work longer hours than do their counterparts in most other
rich nations. Americans’ longer hours are especially evident with respect to annual hours, because
Americans receive much less paid annual leave—whether granted by statute, collective bargaining
agreement, or both—than workers in other developed countries (Altonji and Oldham 2003; Gornick
and Meyers 2003; OECD 2004). When the analysis is restricted to the usual weekly hours of work,

however, U.S. hours appear less out of line with those of workers elsewhere (Lee et al. 2007).
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Schor (1991) argued that Americans were working increasingly long hours at the expense of other
activities, and portrayed this primarily as an involuntary response to the demands of employers,
who have not offered workers the chance to trade greater income for greater leisure time. In this
and later work, Schor and others argued that this equilibrium was also partly sustained by workers’
desire for more income due to the pressures of marketing and the consumer society (George 1997;
Schor 1999). Critics have said that the overwork thesis is an over-simplification, however, arguing
that Americans had actually experienced an increase in leisure (Robinson and Godbey 1997; Aguiar
and Hurst 2007). Jacobs and Gerson (2001) rejected this claim, largely on methodological grounds,
but they too argue that the average work week of individual workers has not increased much in
recent decades. To the extent that working hours have increased, the increase has been among
well-educated and highly-paid workers. Kuhn and Lozano (2006) confirmed this finding in a study
which also showed increases in the proportion of U.S. men who work very long hours (more than
48 per week). However, it is not clear that this pattern is particularly unique to the United States,
because large numbers of workers in Western European countries also report very long weekly hours
(Lee et al. 2007).

Whether or not overall working hours have increased, there are clearly differences in hours
among different demographic groups. By far the largest is that between men and women: in all
countries in recent times, women have been less likely to be in the labor force, and they work fewer
hours when they are employed (Lee et al. 2007). (Although the recession which begin in the United
States in 2007 disproportionately affected employment among men, which has had the effect of at
least temporarily lowering male labor force participation to parity with that of women.) However,
the size of these gaps vary widely by country: in general, female employment rates and average
female working hours are inversely correlated (Osberg 2002), although the relationship is a fairly
weak one.

In most of the industrialized world, however, women’s employment has increased substantially
in the last several decades, even as women continue to perform the bulk of unpaid household
labor (Coleman and Pencavel 1993b; Fagan 2004). Thus, if the household is used as the unit of
analysis then working hours have increased dramatically (Jacobs and Gerson 2001, 2004). This
is particularly the case in the United States, due to a combination of factors: a rising proportion

of dual-earner couples; increasing employment among single heads of households; longer average
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work weeks, especially for women; and an increased proportion of people working very long hours
(Bluestone and Rose 2000; Jacobs and Gornick 2002). However, women with young children are still
much less likely to work for pay, and those who are employed work relatively few hours (Anxo 2004).
Jacobs and Gerson (2004) and Hochschild (1997) have therefore argued that there is an increasing
tension between the demands of child-rearing and waged work. Regulations that reduce annual
and/or weekly working hours across the board have been proposed as a key step to facilitating
work /family reconciliation (Gornick and Meyers 2003; Gornick and Heron 2006).

In addition to the differences by gender, there is evidence that working hours are stratified
by education and occupation. Since 1940, average weekly hours in the United States have fallen
among the less educated and risen among the more educated, particularly at the upper tail of the
hours distribution (Coleman and Pencavel 1993a,b). Jacobs and Gerson (2004) argued that at the
household level, the longest hours are found among highly educated professionals; they also reported
that this pattern was evident in other industrialized nations. Indeed, in certain countries—Canada,
the Netherlands, France, and Sweden—the disparities were even wider than in the United States.
Some have interpreted this finding as a reason to be less concerned about long hours, since they

are disproportionately concentrated among the more privileged social strata.

2.2 Implications of long hours

Discussions of the work week, particularly among economists, often place a neutral or positive value
on long hours. In the most common neoclassical model of labor supply, workers are assumed to
work a number of hours that is consistent with their relative preference for consuming goods or
consuming leisure time. Over short periods of time, fluctuations in the length of the work week
are a business cycle indicator: employers will often reduce hours as an alternative to layoffs, so
short-term reductions in the average work week are associated with recessionary periods. Over
the long run, longer work weeks are often interpreted as reflecting a more productive economy;
conversely, shorter work weeks are read as a symptom of an inefficient or overly rigid labor market
(e.g. Rogerson (2008)).

However, others have argued that even in narrow economic terms, very long hours are undesir-
able. Karl Marx, discussing British industrialization in the mid-19*" century, argued that without

legal restrictions on the length of the working day, capitalists would over-exploit workers to the
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point of physically degrading their capacities and undermining productivity (Marx 1990; Bourdieu
and Reynaud 2006). Sydney Chapman (1909), working within the neoclassical tradition, made a
similar argument: he proposed that in a free market, both employers and workers would choose
a level of working hours that was greater than was optimal in terms of total output. This is
due to the same tendency to degrade the productive power of labor that was observed by Marx:
above a certain threshold, an increase in hours actually decreases the long-run level of output,
because worker fatigue decreases productivity over the entire working day. However, because this
new, lower-productivity equilibrium is only reached after a long period of over-work, employers
and workers will tend to maximize their short-term profits and wages by agreeing to a working
day which is above the long-run optimum. Moreover, a single firm will not have an incentive to
restrain hours, if its competitors can hire away its well-rested workers at any time. This analysis
implies that the work week could be reduced through collective bargaining or state policy without
reducing the overall productivity of the economy. Over the 20" century, this perspective became
marginalized within economics, but some have revived it more recently (Nyland 1989; Burkett 2000;
Walker 2000, 2007). It is a line of argument that feeds into calls for “work-sharing” as a response
to economic downturns, as well as debates over whether reductions in hours decrease or increase
unemployment (Calmfors 1985; Booth and Schiantarelli 1987; Roche et al. 1996; Hunt and Katz
1998; Hunt 1999; Bosch and Lehndorff 2001; Kapteyn et al. 2004).

Even when economically efficient, long hours may have other negative individual or social ef-
fects. Golden and Altman (2008) distinguish among three separate concepts: long hours, over-
employment, and overwork. Long hours means simply hours that are longer than average. Over-
employment refers to the situation in which workers are supplying more hours than they would like
to, because employers do not offer work at the desired number of hours (conversely, workers who
are offered work at a lower number of hours than they desire are under-employed). Overwork refers
to an intensity or duration of labor that harms a worker’s physical or mental health due to fatigue
or stress. By this definition, it is possible to be overemployed or overworked even if one is not
working “long hours”, depending on preferences and job intensity; conversely, very long hours may
be both voluntary and non-harmful to the worker. However, there is good reason to believe that
long hours are associated with overwork and overemployment. Moreover, hours that are desirable

and salutary for individuals may have negative social effects.
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According to Galinsky et al. (2001), 28% of Americans are overworked, in the sense that they
feel “overwhelmed” by their work responsibilities. Many prior studies using survey data have found
that a substantial number of workers are “overemployed” as well, in the sense that would like to
to sacrifice some income in order to work fewer hours than they do (Golden 2006; Friedman and
Casner-Lotto 2003; Clarkberg and Moen 2001; Schor 1994; Feather and Shaw 2000; Berg et al.
2004; Stier and Lewin-Epstein 2003; Reynolds 2003, 2004). However, these estimates vary widely,
depending on the data source and the exact definition of overemployment, from as low as 5 percent
to as high as 50 percent (Lang and Kahn 2001; Golden 2006). Reports of overemployment also vary
according to demographic and occupational characteristics. Berg et al. (2004) argued that workers
are more satisfied with their work hours in more unionized countries, while Stier and Lewin-Epstein
(2003) found that workers are more likely to report a desire for reduced hours if they are more
educated or live in a higher-income country (presumably because both education and national
income confer economic security and make shorter hours more economically feasible). Reynolds
(2003, 2004) investigated mismatches between actual and preferred hours and hypothesized that
tensions between work and family responsibilities might drive the desire for shorter hours. However,
he found little evidence for this in most countries (Sweden is an exception); in the United States,
he found that the workers most likely to desire reduced work hours were women in dual-earner
couples with no children and childless men whose wives do not work for pay.

Overwork, even if voluntarily chosen, can have negative effects on the individual. Long hours
have been associated with reduced mental and physical health, and increased mortality (Buell and
Breslow 1960; Ala-Mursula et al. 2006; Liu and Tanaka 2002; Spurgeon et al. 1997; Sparks et al.
1997; Yang et al. 2006; Lamberg 2004). Long hours also increase on-the-job injuries (Hanecke et al.
1998; Caruso et al. 2004). As female employment and the prevalence of dual-earner couples has
increased, the difficulty of balancing long hours with family responsibilities has increased (Jacobs
and Gerson 2001; Jacobs and Gornick 2002; Gornick and Heron 2006). Long hours have also been
proposed as a contributing factor in the decline in civic and community participation (Schor 1991,

1999; Putnam 2000).
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2.3 Explaining variation in working hours

A number of general explanations have been advanced to explain variation in hours worked, both
within and across countries. In this study, we empirically test four of these explanations: national
income, short-term tax incentives, long-term career incentives, and the impact of union coverage.
Prior arguments for the salience of these factors (which of course are not mutually exclusive) are
discussed in this section, and the variables that operationalize the concepts are described in the
following section. This account does not exhaust the mechanisms that have been proposed in the
literature, which include the social context (whether a worker’s peers have long or short hours)
(Glaeser et al. 2003; Alesina et al. 2005), cultural differences in the relative preference for income
or leisure (Blanchard 2004), the individual psychology of “workaholics” (Burke and Cooper 2008),
and direct state regulation of the labor market (McCann 2004, 2005). However, these are beyond

the scope of what we are able to test in this analysis.

2.3.1 National income

It is commonly assumed that there is a negative association between a country’s level of income
(captured by per capita income) and the average level of hours worked. In part, this inference
derives from an historical correlation: in the early-industrializing countries, economic growth has
coincided with reduced hours (Maddison 1995; Huberman 2005). It can also be derived from the
micro-economic theory of a “backward-bending” supply curve for labor: in this model, leisure is
treated as a good like any other, and high-income workers are predicted to consume more of it
(Hamermesh and Rees 1984; Prasch 2000). However, the evidence for this relationship at a macro-
level is inconclusive: Lee et al. (2007) show that among high-income countries (those with a per
capita Gross National Income of over 20,000 U.S. dollars), there is not a clear relationship between

aggregate income and average working hours.

2.3.2 Short-term incentives: taxes on labor income

In the neo-classical labor supply model, workers are assumed to supply hours of labor at a level
consistent with their preferences for income over leisure. Thus, among economists, debates over

working hours often turn on the distinction between labor market outcomes that result from the
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exercise of individual preferences and those which are the consequence of “distortions” in the market
caused by regulations or onerous taxes. Prescott (2004), in a comparison of the United States,
France, and Germany, estimated a labor-supply model and concluded that differences in hours
worked could be explained entirely by differences in tax rates: where the marginal tax rate was
higher, people worked correspondingly less. Davis and Henrekson (2004), using a different set of
cross-national data and different variable definitions, came to similar conclusions, although they
emphasize that reductions in market work can translate into increases in household labor or work
in the underground economy, rather than increases in leisure as in Prescott’s model. However,
Alesina et al. (2005) criticize both of these findings, arguing that the effect of taxation disappears
when differences in unionization and regulation are properly controlled. In addition, they criticize
the assumptions underpinning Prescott’s model of labor supply: in an empirical test, they find that
in order to explain differences in hours entirely in terms of tax rates, it is necessary to assume an
unreasonably high elasticity of labor supply. That is, such a model implies that small changes in
tax rates will produce much larger changes in individual labor supply than previous research would

suggest is plausible.

2.3.3 Long-term incentives: career advancement

Another incentives-based argument is that people work long hours, not because of the immediate
monetary return they receive, but because of the long-term career advantages that accrue to those
who put in more “face time” than their co-workers. People may work longer hours out of a fear
of losing their job; Bell and Freeman (1995) advanced this as one explanation for long hours in
the United States, where the safety net is weaker. They may also put in long hours in order to
win promotion. Bell and Freeman (2001) argued that the level of earnings inequality within an
occupational category could be taken to represent the amount of additional income that workers
in that occupation could expect to receive as they advanced up the career ladder. Using data from
the U.S. and Germany, they concluded that, as expected, workers in occupations with higher levels
of inequality had a higher propensity to work long hours.

In this study, we will use the inequality in full-time wages within a country to operationalize the
above argument. If it is true that higher inequality leads to longer hours—whether through offering

the “carrot” of promotion, the “stick” of potential unemployment, or both—we would expect to find
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that wage inequality is positively associated with average weekly hours. However, a single measure
of inequality may not be sufficient to capture these effects, particularly since we are dis-aggregating
workers into educational groups, which are concentrated in different parts of the wage distribution
(see table in Appendix A). For this reason, we will use two separate measures of wage inequality

below.

2.3.4 Unionization

Another explanation for differences in hours worked appeals to the power of unions. Unions are
thought to influence the work week in three principal ways. Most directly, individual unions can
reduce the work week through the collective bargaining process, by including hours restrictions
in contracts (Bosch and Lehndorff 2001). In their capacity as political actors, unions and union
federations can also influence the degree to which working hours are regulated by the state. Finally,
high levels of unionization are associated with lower earnings inequality (Boeri et al. 2001; Card
2001): by compressing the wage structure, they may disincentivize long work weeks by decreasing
the long-term return to long hours (as argued by Bell and Freeman, see above). For all of these
reasons, the work week is expected to be shorter in countries where more workers are either members
of unions or covered by collective bargaining agreements. Prior research has found that higher union
coverage, lower overtime thresholds, and tighter restrictions on maximum hours are all associated
with shorter work weeks (Alesina et al. 2005; Gornick and Meyers 2003; Gornick and Heron 2006).

The country-level variables described below are chosen to operationalize the four explanations
given above. We have chosen not to include a variable that directly measures labor market regula-
tions, such as limits on weekly hours, despite the obvious relevance of such interventions. We made
this choice for both methodological and substantive reasons. Empirically, there is relatively little
variation among the countries in this study with respect to the limitations they place on hours, so
adding this variable would have added additional noise to our estimates without promising much
additional understanding.! To the extent that regulations do vary, different countries use different
combinations of overtime and maximum hours rules, making it difficult to create a fully comparable

variable across countries. Finally, on a substantive level it is not clear how relevant hours limits

!This is particularly the case for the countries that are part of the European Union, which imposes harmonized
labor regulations on its members, including, e.g., minimum annual days off and maximum weekly work hours.
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are, given that—as we show below—Ilarge segments of the labor force in all of these countries report
average work weeks that are above the overtime threshold. However, we do anticipate that influence
on labor market regulation is one possible mechanism by which a strong labor movement is able
to affect the length of the work week. Hence, our union coverage variable may indirectly capture
some of the influence of state regulation.

We now turn to our empirical analysis. We seek, first, to describe the U.S. work week in relation
to the work week in other countries. After this overview, disaggregated by gender and education,

we turn to an assessment of the explanatory arguments just discussed.

3 Data and Methods

Data for the analysis were obtained from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS), an archive of
comparable micro-datasets, mostly based on national household income surveys, currently for 36
high- and middle-income countries (Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) Database Luxembourg Income
Study (LIS) Database). Microdata on income, household demography, and employment outcomes,
including weekly work hours, are harmonized by the LIS staff in order to make these variables
comparable across countries. The LIS data are available in waves that are spaced approximately
five years apart, with Wave V, centered on 2000, being the most recent one that has been completed
for all countries.?

This analysis uses only data from Wave V of the LIS data. Although the use of earlier waves
would allow an analysis of trends, the data on working hours are much less consistent for earlier
periods. Thus, this analysis focuses on drawing comparisons across countries rather than making
inferences about changes over time. Of the countries available in LIS, we include only the 17 that
contain data on the “usual weekly working hours” variable that is the key dependent measure in the
analysis; other LIS datasets include “actual weekly working hours” but we have omitted those to
maximize cross-country comparability.> The countries included in this study (with their two-letter
abbreviations) are: Austria (AT), Belgium (BE), Switzerland (CH), Germany (DE), Spain (ES),
France (FR), Greece (GR), Hungary (HU), Ireland (IE), Israel (IL), Italy (IT), Luxembourg (LU),

2For details on all LIS datasets (including the names and exact years of the original surveys, response rates,
sampling frames and sample sizes) see www.lisproject.org.

3We also omitted two countries that contained “usual hours” information, Canada and Australia, due to concerns
about data reliability.

11
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Mexico (MX), the Netherlands (NL), Russia (RU), the United Kingdom (UK), and the United
States (US).

The universe for the study is restricted to the non-military and non-agricultural population aged
25-54. Military and agricultural populations are excluded because of the difficulty of accurately
measuring their hours. The age range is chosen to allow us to study the hours of prime-age workers,
net of cross-national variation in the duration of education or the timing of retirement.

The LIS datasets, like most microdatasets based on household or worker surveys, provide data
only on weekly hours—mnot on annual hours, which are generally based on enterprise data. (Note
that rough estimates of annual hours can be constructed in the LIS data in datasets that include
estimates of weeks worked per year). Ideally, we would have access to microdata on both annual and
weekly hours; at the same time, we believe that the weekly hours measure has advantages. Annual
hours measures conflate two separate dimensions with regard to the availability of non-working
time to individuals. The first is what we might call “episodic” time, which is available in occasional
blocks, such as vacation time or parental leave. The availability of these blocks of time off varies
widely across countries, and contributes to observed differences in annual hours. The other relates
to working (and non-working) time on a weekly basis. In this study, we are mainly concerned with
time that is available on a regular, week-to-week basis. This kind of time is of particular sociological
interest because it is the necessary for participating in ongoing unpaid activities, such as child care

or civic participation.

3.1 Individual level analysis

In the first stage of our analysis, we describe the employment rates and average work week in each
of the 17 countries, disaggregated by gender and education. We then control for various other
individual-level characteristics that my explain different patterns of hours in different countries.

The key variables of interest are:

e Employment. Employed is coded according to the International Labor Organization defini-
tion; persons are coded as employed if they worked for pay at least one hour in the reference
week. Data limitations make it impossible to consistently distinguish between those who are

unemployed and those who are out of the labor force. Thus, these two groups are combined

12
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into a single residual category (the not employed).

e Hours worked. Hours are captured by usual number of hours worked per week in all jobs
currently held. In one LIS dataset, weekly hours were topcoded at 97, so we imposed that

topcode on the other countries for consistency.
e Gender.

e Education. In order to make levels of education attainment comparable across countries,
education was recoded into three broad categories: high (university/college or specialized
vocational training); medium (secondary education or basic vocational training); and low
(less than secondary education). These educational categories are defined by the highest level
completed. Recoding was carried out using a standard international classification system

provided by LIS.

For the multivariate analysis, we estimate 34 separate models predicting weekly hours: separate
models for men and women, and separate models in each country. In the main text, we use graphs
to show the key results from these models. The coefficients, standard errors, and sample sizes of
the regressions are provided in Appendix B.

Men and women are modeled separately because it is known that they report distinct pat-
terns with regard to both employment and working hours (Gornick 1999). (The same substantive
results would be achieved by including interaction terms between gender and the independent vari-
ables.) Separate regressions by country allow the education gradient in hours to be compared
cross-nationally while allowing the effect of all of the other predictors to vary across countries. In

addition to the education variable described above, the following predictors are included as controls:

e Age. Age is available, and used in the analysis, as a continuous variable.
e Children. The presence of children is operationalized in two variables: the number of children
in the household, and dummy variables for whether the youngest child is an infant (age 0-2),

a toddler (3-5), or an older child (6-17). These variables account for the well-known fact that

number and age of children strongly affect employment and hours, especially for women.

e Other household income. A combination of spouse’s earnings (if applicable) and any cash

income from property owned. Unlike many sources of household income, these two are,

13
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arguably, largely independent of each worker’s own work hours. The sum of the two is intended
to approximate a workers’ “endowed” income, the income s/he would have regardless of own

hours worked.

e Homeownership. This captures whether the respondent owns a home (with or without an
outstanding mortgage). This serves as another indicator of household wealth (along with the

cash property income variable)

e Number of older persons in the household (persons over age 64). The presence of older persons
is operationalized as two dummy variables, one for persons aged 65-74 and one for those aged
75 and older. We constructed these two age groups to account for the possibility that the
presence of the “younger old” may facilitate labor force participation among the prime-aged
household members by providing household labor (e.g., child care), while the “older old” may

reduce participation because they require care themselves.

Although it would be desirable for the hours model to include job characteristics such as self-
employment and occupational sector, these variables are not available for all of the countries. They
were excluded so that the model could be specified identically in each country. However, adding
these variables for the countries in which they are available does not change the main conclusions
(results not shown).

Note that all of these models include only persons who are employed. In some ways, it would be
desirable for employment and hours to both be modeled, because differences in hours are known to
be correlated with differential probabilities of employment. For example, in certain groups (women,
for example), employment rates may be low, but hours may be long among those who are employed.
A dual employment and hours model allows us to capture both dimension of employment.

However, there is no straightforward way to do this. In cases where an outcome of interest
may be affected by differential selection into employment, it is typical to use a selection-correction
method such as that developed by Heckman (1979). However, in the study of working hours this is
problematic for two reasons. First, the relation between education/occupation and hours worked
among the employed only is of substantive interest, and adding a correction term to this model
would make it more difficult to interpret. Second, the Heckman correction is most powerful when

the first-stage selection model contains a strong exclusion restriction: one or more variables that
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predict employment, but do not predict the ultimate outcome of interest. In the case of hours
worked, it is difficult to identify a variable that can plausibly be claimed to predict employment
but not hours worked; at the very least, no such variable exists in the LIS data. Although the
selection model can be identified without an exclusion restriction, this merely exploits the non-
linear functional form of the selection equation, and is not recommended (Sartori 2003).

For this reason, the multivariate analysis is restricted to hours worked among the employed
(without a selection correction). However, in order to account for the possibility that the observed
distribution of hours is conditioned by selection into employment, we do examine employment rates

and hours together in the descriptive analysis.

3.2 Country-level analysis

The final analysis assesses a set of country-level factors that may help to shape both average hours
and the hours distribution. The variables below operationalize the concepts described in section
2.3 above. Where the data are taken from a source other than LIS, we tried to ensure that the
macro-level data for each country were from the same year as the LIS microdata (1999, 2000, or
2001, depending on the country.) In a few cases, it was not possible to match the years exactly,
but the temporal discrepancy between the micro- and macro-data is no more than three years for
any country.

We used the following five variables :

e Real GDP per capita, from OECD data, normalized with 100 as the OECD average. Prior

research suggests that this should correlate negatively with hours worked.

e Average tax rate on wages. The variable measures the estimated marginal tax rate on a worker
earning the national average wage, combining income taxes and social security contributions.
If high taxes disincentivize paid work, levels of taxation should correlate with lower average
hours. This variable therefore allows us to us to test Prescott’s contention that differences in
hours are explained by cross-country differences in tax rates. While Prescott’s specification
derived tax rates from national accounts data, we have chosen instead to use existing data
that directly estimates marginal tax rates on labor. The data comes from the OECD (2008),

with the exception of the figure for Israel (Israeli Ministry of Finance 1997).
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e Inequality between the top and middle of the earnings distribution, measured by the ratio
between the 901 and 50th percentile of full-time workers’ earnings. If people work longer
in response to higher (anticipated) rewards to career advancement or fear of job loss, this
should correlate positively with average hours. This effect is expected to be strongest among
highly educated workers, who are concentrated in this part of the wage distribution. Since
men and women can face quite different labor markets, we calculate the wage inequality
variables separately for male and female workers. This and the following inequality measure

are calculated from the LIS microdata.

e Inequality between the middle and bottom of the earnings distribution, measured by the ratio
between the 500 and 10th percentile of full-time workers’ earnings. This variable is expected
to correlate positively with higher hours for the same reasons described above. Such an effect
would likely be stronger among the less educated, however, since they disproportionately work

in lower-wage jobs.

e Union coverage. The percentage of workers covered by wage bargaining agreements is taken
from the database compiled by Visser (2009). (Union coverage measures the share of the
workforce covered by collective bargaining agreements, whether or not they are union mem-
bers; it is a better indicator of working conditions than union membership, which in some
countries can be much lower than the coverage rate.) If unions are successful at reducing the

work week, this should correlate negatively with hours worked.

Not all of these variables are available for the full set of countries, so a reduced set of 15 or 16

countries was used for the models in this section.

4 Results

This section reports the distribution of employment and working hours across the countries in the
study. We begin with the United States, before introducing comparisons with other countries and

relating these comparisons to variation in country-level factors.
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Figure 1: Left: Employment and average weekly hours, by gender and country (Women in italics).
Right: annual and weekly hours, by country. (Annual hours for Russia were not available.)

4.1 Descriptive Overview

The plots in Figure 1 show the overall levels of employment and average hours for all 17 countries
in the study. In the plot on the left, both average weekly hours and employment rates are given for
men and women. The plot on the right compares our estimates of weekly hours to annual hours
figures from the International Labor Organization.

In every country, women have lower employment rates and lower average hours among the
employed, relative to men. Among both men and women, however, employment rates and weekly
hours are negatively correlated: where employment rates are higher, average work hours among the
employed are lower. Thus we can distinguish between countries in which the gender employment
gap is high but the gender hours gap is fairly low (such as Mexico and Greece), and those where
the gender employment gap is relatively low but the gender hours gap is high (such as Israel and
the Netherlands).

As noted above, our study focuses on weekly hours, while some cross-national studies assess
annual hours. The second plot in Figure 1 shows the relationship between average weekly hours
(calculated from LIS data) and average annual hours (taken from other sources). While the two
measures are highly correlated, the differences are large enough to suggest that the distribution of

weekly hours is determined by a somewhat different set of factors than annual hours.
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From these graphs, we see that average weekly hours in the United States are not the highest in
this set of countries. One surprising finding that emerges here is that men’s hours are uniformly high.
While U.S. men’s hours are, on average, higher than in most of the European countries, average male
hours are remarkably similar across countries. This suggests that it would be a mistake to regard
Europeans as uniformly working shorter hours than Americans, as is often reported. European men,
at least, report spending nearly as much time working each week as do their American counterparts.
(In general, the countries that rank above the U.S. are all substantially lower-income; we return to
this point later.)

At the same time, there is much more dispersion among employment and average hours among
women. Figure 1 shows that, in keeping with earlier findings, the United States has an unusual
combination of high female employment and long working hours among the employed; only the
post-Communist economies of Russia and Hungary show a similar combination.

Figure 2 represents the distribution of working hours in discrete intervals, in order to show
the prevalence of long hours (defined as more than 40) and very long hours (defined as 51 hours
or more). Here we see again that the U.S. does not stand out as particularly unusual: when the
countries are ordered according to the proportion of men working very long hours, the U.S. falls
in the middle of the group of countries. Even in many western European countries, the percentage
of men and women reporting work weeks above 40 hours is higher than in the U.S. The U.S. is
somewhat unusual, however, in that relatively few employed women work 30 or fewer hours per
week.

We now turn to the question of disparities by educational level. Figure 3 reports the difference
in average hours between high and low educated workers, or the “education hours gap”, for each
country, overall and by gender. There is a large differential in all of the countries, one which is
generally larger among women than among men. But in contrast to the homogeneity in average
hours, here the gap between different categories of worker takes two markedly different forms. One
group of countries mirrors the United States: the highly educated work longer hours. In addition
to the U.S., that pattern is seen in the U.K. and in seven continental European countries: Austria,
Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and Switzerland. The reverse pattern is
found in Mexico, in two former Eastern bloc countries (Hungary and Russia) and in two southern

European countries (Greece and Italy). In three other countries—Ireland, Spain, and Israel—the
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Figure 2: Hours distribution among employed adults (1-15, 15-30, 31-40, 41-50, 514 hours).

pattern is mixed, with women resembling the former group of countries and men the latter. This
diversity complicates the earlier finding of Jacobs and Gerson; it is clear that while the U.S. pattern
holds true for some countries, it does not hold true for others.

One possible factor underlying these patterns is different levels of employment at the different
levels of education. Recall that, as Figure 1 shows, higher overall employment rates are associated
with lower average hours, for both men and women. The reasons for this correlation are not
entirely clear; it may be that where the work week is more restricted (by state regulation or union
contracts, for example), some people are willing or able to enter the labor force, who would otherwise
be non-employed. (Or, it might be that where work hours are shorter, there are more jobs to go
around, and thus a higher employment rate, consistent with one of the often-invoked reasons for
reducing working hours). The same factors—including education—that make persons less likely to
be employed may also make them likely to prefer or be offered lower hours. It may also be that
in countries with less generous policies in support of reconciling work and family, the population

of women becomes bifurcated between those who take up careers and delay or forgo child-rearing,
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Figure 3: Differential in average working hours between high and low educated workers. When
the bar points to the right, highly educated workers have longer hours. When it points to the left,
low educated workers have longer hours. (The countries are ordered according to the size of the
education hours gap for both genders combined.)
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and those who stay out of the labor force entirely in order to raise children. We would expect the
former group to be made up disproportionately of those with more human capital.

It is therefore important to examine whether the education gap in hours is associated with a
corresponding gap in employment. While the more educated are almost always employed at higher
rates than the less-educated, the size of this differential varies substantially by country. Thus, to the
extent that less educated workers are employed at lower rates than more educated workers within
a given country, we would also expect that those who are employed would report relatively longer
hours. That is, there should be a negative correlation between the education gap in employment
(the difference in employment rates between high and low education workers) and the education
gap in hours.

Figure 4 plots both employment and hours by country, disaggregated by education and gender.
With respect to the United States, these figures seem to confirm the story told by Jacobs and
Gerson and others: the more highly educated report more hours than the less educated. Note
also that the difference is substantively quite large. The gap in average hours between a high-
and low-educated man is 3.7 hours, or nearly 9%. This is nearly as large as the gap between a
highly educated man and a highly educated woman. At least in basic descriptive terms, then, the
education gap in hours is comparable in magnitude to the gender gap. On the other hand, relatively
long hours are reported by men at all educational levels; in each educational group, American men
report working, on average, more than 40 hours per week—that is, above the 40-hour overtime
threshold set by the U.S. Fair Labor Standards Act). Why U.S. men’s average hours exceed the
statutory overtime threshold cannot be discerned in these data. Clearly, some work overtime at
their primary jobs, some are multiple job holders, and some (including many professionals) work
in jobs that are exempt from coverage.

The generally high hours among men can be seen in the plot on the upper right. The disparities
in hours by education are once again evident. However, we can see here that the varied country
patterns seen in Figure 3 are mostly driven by differences in the hours worked by the less educated.
The highly educated work fairly similar hours in all of these countries, but in many of the richer
countries, the less educated work considerably fewer hours. Moreover, it does not appear that the
differences in hours levels among countries are directly correlated with differences in employment

rates. So, for example, low-educated men in France and Italy are employed at roughly the same
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Figure 4: Hours by Education and Gender. (As in the previous graph, the countries are ordered
according the the overall size of the gap between high- and low-education workers, from highest to

lowest.)
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rates, but have quite different work weeks—both relative to each other, and to more highly educated

men in their own countries.

4.2 Multivariate models: Regression models of employment and hours

This section elaborates the patterns described previously. We use multivariate methods to analyze
the within-country associations between gender, education and hours, net of a set of controls.
These models employ only control variables that are available for all of the countries in the study.
This results in a fairly limited set of covariates, but it is the only way to produce coefficients for
the effect of education that are truly comparable across all of the countries. (See Section 3.1 for
an explanation of the other predictors, and Appendix B for the complete set of coefficients and
standard errors for these models.)

In order to examine the effect of education on hours, we can compare the coefficient for the
“high education” dummy variable across models. (Because low education is the reference group,
this amounts to comparing the education gap across countries, net of all the other controls.) Below
we describe a regression using the hours worked among the employed only. Those coefficients are
reported in Figure 5.4

Here we see that the pattern described in the prior section appears to hold. It is not as
consistent as it was in the bivariate descriptive context—some of the confidence intervals cross the
zero line—but the general clustering of countries persists.

One clear exception, Ireland, bears some further discussion. At the time these data were col-
lected, Ireland had just experienced a period of extremely rapid growth. So while it now has
national income levels close to those of the United States and other western European countries, it
was a substantially poorer country in the recent past. This may explain the persistence of higher
hours among low-educated women, which could be a holdover from the recent past. The recent
economic crisis was particularly severe in Ireland, and future studies will have to determine how
working time patterns have developed in that country in recent years.

The other noteworthy finding from these models is that controlling for demographics has dif-

“In an analysis not shown here, we also estimated models of employment, using the same predictors. When
comparing the models for each country, the low-educated have a lower probability of employment, but there is no
consistent pattern beyond that. This is further evidence against the explanation of hours gaps in terms of differential
probabilities of employment.
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Figure 5: Coefficient of high education (vs. low education) on predicted weekly hours, among the
employed, with 95% confidence intervals. As in the previous figures, the countries are ordered
according to the overall size of the education hours gap.
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ferent implications for men than for women. Note that in Figure 4, the difference in weekly hours
between the more and less educated workers is generally greater among women than among men.
In Figure 5, however, the gap in hours is as large or larger for men than for women in many of the
countries. This implies that the education gradient in hours among women has more to do with the
differences between high- and low-educated workers with respect to family structure and alternative
sources of income. For men, these demographic factors actually conceal the full independent effect
of education on hours.

For both genders, however, the results of the multivariate analysis indicate that the observed
variation among countries with respect to the education gradient in hours cannot be attributed
entirely to the demographic composition of the workforce in these countries. This suggests that

country-level differences explain at least some of the pattern.

4.3 Country-level analysis

Previously, we discussed country-level factors that have been hypothesized to affect working hours,
including national income, taxation of earnings, inequality, and unionization. Given the small
number of countries in this study, any attempt to analyze relationships at the country level will
have a limited capacity to detect relationships. However, we offer the following as a preliminary
analysis.

The dependent variable for this analysis is mean weekly hours, at the country level. However,
we will use eight different measures, reflecting the demographic distinctions we have identified so
far: mean weekly hours for all men, for all women, and for men and women of high, medium, and
low education.

Figures 6, 7 and 8 show the bivariate associations between these predictors and mean weekly
hours, with separate plots for men and women. Due to data limitations, in three cases the country-
level variable on the x-axis is the same for men and women (GDP per capita, taxes, unionization),
while in one it differs (earnings inequality, which is calculated separately for male and female full-
time workers). Countries are plotted according to the mean weekly hours for all workers of the
relevant gender. In each graph, regression lines are drawn corresponding to the relationship for all
workers, as well as the relationship for each of the three education subgroups. So, in the left graph

of Figure 6, the solid line represents the relationship between GDP per capita and average hours
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Figure 6: Real GDP per capita and average weekly hours, by gender and education category. GDP
is normalized, with 100 set to the OECD average.

for all men, while the other lines represent the relationship between GDP and the average hours of
each education group.

From these figures, we see that for all groups, higher GDP per capita is associated with lower
average hours, and that this relationship is stronger for the highly educated. The cross-national
variation in the education gap in hours is evident here again: on the left side of these graphs, the
line for the low-educated is above the line for the high-educated, indicating that the less educated
work longer hours. On the right side of the graph, the relationship is reversed.

Moving on to taxation, we see that income taxes, as a share of GDP, are positively associated
with hours among men. Among women, the result is mixed, with essentially no relationship among
the highly educated and a negative relationship among the less educated. This result is generally at
variance with the argument of those, like Prescott, who argue that taxes reduce hours by disincen-
tivizing work: if that account were correct, we would expect to see the lines slope downward. The
discrepancy between our findings and Prescott’s may relate to the way in which taxes are measured:
we prefer our variable because it uses a direct estimate the marginal tax on wages, whereas Prescott
uses strong modeling assumptions to derive marginal tax rates from national accounts.

Inequality at the top end of the wage distribution is associated with longer hours, for both
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men and women; surprisingly, this relationship is slightly stronger for the less educated workers.
In general, the direction of the effect is consistent with Bell and Freeman’s argument that in the
presence of higher earnings inequality, there will be greater returns to moving up the career ladder,
and hence a greater incentive to spend more time at work.

The effect of inequality at the bottom of the distribution is different, however: reversed for
men, and nearly flat for women. In countries where there is a larger gap between the middle of the
wage distribution and the bottom, men work fewer hours on average. It is possible that low-wage
male workers face fewer opportunities for advancement, and that their hours are therefore less
responsive to the distribution of earnings. However, note that the labor supply of low-education
workers—both male and female—does rise where top-half wage inequality is higher, despite the
fact that few low-education workers ever earn wages in this part of the distribution. This raises
the possibility that the perceived rewards to long hours may be more important than the actual
promotion prospects of these workers.

Finally, we see that higher union coverage is associated with lower hours (see Figure 8), for both
genders and across all education categories. This is consistent with the argument that unions in
many countries both seek to restrain working hours and succeed in doing so. Note that this effect
appears stronger among men than women, which may reflect the fact that men are more likely to
be in unionized occupations or sectors.

Our final step is to estimate a regression which estimates the effect of all of the explanatory
variables simultaneously. This allows us to account for the fact that the variables are all correlated:
for example, the countries with high 90/50 wage inequality also tend to be lower-income countries.
Table 1 and Table 2 show each of the eight hours variables regressed on the five country-level
predictors. The variables have been standardized, so that the coefficients represent the effect of
a one standard-deviation change in the predictor variable. This exercise is intended to estimate
the independent effects of these different macro-level factors; however, the limited number of data
points (N=15) makes this a tentative analysis. (Two of the countries had to be dropped from the
full models because one of the predictors was unavailable, leaving only 15 countries). Thus, the
absence of a statistically significant effect for a given variable should not be taken as an indication
that the variable has no effect in actuality; many effects will be undetectable with so few degrees

of freedom.
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Figure 7: Earnings inequality and hours. Points represent the average overall hours in each country.
The plotted regression lines represent the association the variable on the x-axis and overall hours
(solid line), hours for the highly educated (dashed line), hours for the medium educated (dotted
line) and the for the low-educated (dot-dash line). The uncertainty in both the x and y variables
was used to simulate possible values of the main regression line (of overall mean hours on x), shown

in gray.
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Even given these limitations, however, some illuminating patterns emerge. First, we see that
the effect of GDP per capita is negative, statistically significant and large in the models without
the inequality variables. The effect of GDP per capita decreases and becomes non-significant in
the presence of the inequality controls, however, suggesting that it may in fact be inequality, rather
than overall national income, which is the important factor influencing hours.

Second, the counterintuitive finding that higher tax rates are associated with longer hours of
work is only evident among highly educated men. However, the coefficient for taxes is small and
not statistically significant in the other models, so we do not see any evidence in favor of the
Prescott argument. It is not immediately evident why the tax coefficient would be positive for
highly educated men: assuming it is not a statistical fluke, this finding may reflect other attributes
of the high-tax countries in this study which are not captured by the other variables in the model.

Third, the positive association between high-end inequality and hours appears to be robust
even when controlling for other factors. However, it seems to primarily affect the hours of the more
highly educated workers, in contrast to the pattern we observed in the simple bivariate comparisons.
As noted above, this is consistent with Bell and Freeman’s hypothesis. These findings suggests that
their story is more applicable to highly educated workers, who are also disproportionately high-
wage workers. However, in light of the discussion above, note that the effect of 90/50 inequality
for low-education workers, while not statistically significant, is much larger than the coefficient for
50/10 inequality.

Finally, while there is no clear effect from union coverage in the full model, unionization does
appear to correlate with reduced hours when the inequality variables are removed, at least for
men. This suggests that the effect of unions may operate, at least in part, through their effect on

inequality, rather than through direct attempts to reduce hours.

5 Discussion

In this comparison of the work week, we have found that:

e Men report surprisingly long weekly hours in all the countries in our study, and (contrary to
expectation) average weekly hours in the United States are not much higher than in other

countries.
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All men All men High Ed. Med. Ed. Low Ed.

(Intercept) 34.84%**  51.18%**  20.63** 31.6%** 40.24%**
(102)  (327)  (873)  (10.64)  (13.56)
Avg. marginal tax on wages 0.01 0.05 0.87* -0.09 -0.06
0.62)  (0.71)  (0.53)  (0.64) (0.82)
Union coverage -0.62 -1.39%*  -0.81 -0.27 -0.38
0.69)  (0.67)  (0.59)  (0.72) (0.92)
Inequality (90/50) 2.27* 3.T2FHFE 2.65%* 1.71
(1.22) (1.04)  (1.27) (1.62)
Inequality (50/10) 0.14 1.42%* 0.34 -0.03
(0.93) 0.79) (097 (1.23)
GDP per capita -0.19 -1.39%%* 0.23 -0.28 -1.15
0.76)  (0.68)  (0.65)  (0.8) (1.01)
R? 0.66 0.38 0.76 0.65 0.56
N 15 16 15 15 15

Table 1: Regressions of men’s mean weekly hours at a national level, regressed on country-level
predictors (Sig.: *=0.90, **=0.95, ***=0.99)

e Women in the United States report a combination of both long hours and high employment

rates that is not seen in other comparably rich countries.

e Confirming prior research, in the United States highly educated workers report longer hours

than the less-educated.

e The education gradient in hours is not uniform across countries. In general, the U.S. pattern
holds only in the richer countries in our study, with countries farther down the income rankings

showing a reverse pattern, with the less-educated reporting longer hours.

e There is evidence that the micro-level patterns that we find are influenced by macro-level
factors. Some of the cross-country variation in hours worked is explained by variation in
levels of inequality at the top of the wage distribution, with at least the highly educated
working longer hours where inequality is greater. This inequality may, in turn, be influenced
by union coverage rates. The association of high GDP per capita with lower average hours
also seems to be at least partly explained by lower levels of inequality in the richer countries.
We find no evidence that high tax rates on earnings are associated with lower hoursaATin

some cases, the effect of taxes appears to be the opposite of the predicted one.
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All women All women High Ed. Med. Ed. Low Ed.

(Intercept) 29.97%* 46.26%** 20.22%#%  33.09***  30.93*
(11.84) (4.81) (7.41) (12.43)  (18.21)
Avg. marginal tax on wages 0.01 -0.15 0.23 -0.39 -0.16
(1.04) (1.05) (0.65) (1.1) (1.61)
Union coverage -0.65 -1.26 -0.97 -0.66 -0.87
(1.02) (0.98) (0.64) (1.07) (1.57)
Inequality (90/50) 2.46* 2.07** 2.3 2.73
(1.42) (0.89) (1.49) (2.18)
Inequality (50/10) 0.43 0.71 0.54 0.61
(0.9) (0.57) (0.95) (1.39)
GDP per capita -1.41 -2 THRHE -0.26 -1.9 -2.42
(1.12) (1) (0.7) (1.17) (1.72)
R? 0.6 0.41 0.68 0.63 0.53
N 15 16 15 15 15

Table 2: Regressions of women’s mean weekly hours at a national level, regressed on country-level
predictors (Sig.: *=0.90, **=0.95, ***=0.99)

These findings suggest a number of avenues for future research.

The finding of such long average work hours among men in several countries is particularly
surprising. According to our results, in most of these countries, male prime-age workers, on average,
are working hours that are longer than the standard work week, which is generally defined by the
overtime threshold as set by statute or collective agreement. It may indeed be the case that such
long hours are more common than previously understood. If this is so, further research is needed
to determine the degree to which employers are actually utilizing overtime hours on a routine
basis, the extent to which observed patterns reflect low levels of coverage or widespread exemptions
from overtime regulations; and/or the extent to which standard or maximum hour thresholds are
unenforced. Multiple job-holding is another possible explanation, because our measure of hours
combines the hours worked at all jobs. It is also possible that substantial numbers of workers are
over-reporting their hours. It has been shown that surveys often turn up estimates of hours worked
that are higher than those from administrative sources and establishment surveys (Fleck 2009),
although it is still unclear which source produces estimates closest to the usual hours worked.

More research is needed to explain these new findings on the education gradient in hours across
countries. Our preliminary analysis suggests the potential importance of inequality and perhaps

unions, but this is based on few countries and fairly crude macro-level measures. The inclusion of
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more countries would be crucial, particularly more middle- and low-income countries.

More work should be done to investigate the effect of inequality within occupations and ed-
ucational categories, thus updating and extending Bell and Freeman’s earlier analyses. Likewise,
rather than looking at aggregated tax rates on earnings, it would be useful to estimate the actual
tax rates faced by workers given their occupation, education, and hours, in order to better assess
the argument that higher taxes reduce working hours. In addition, more needs to be done to oper-
ationalize the claim that the value of non-working time is dependent on its context, and that there
is a “social multiplier” associated with generalized reductions in hours.

Finally, a major limitation of this study is its strictly cross-sectional design. Many of the key
macro-level variables we have identified change siginficantly over time; if this change is associated
with changes in the relative hours of more and less educated workers, this would provide a stronger
explanatory framework for the phenomenon. A stylized fact produced by the present inquiry is
that in the highest-income countries, the most highly educated work the longest hours, while in
lower-income countries, the less educated do. The question is whether, as countries move up (or
down) the global income ladder, their distributions of working hours change to conform with this
pattern. And if so, what are the mechanisms through which this occurs?

The analysis presented here underscores the importance of understanding the ways in which
the distribution of working time is stratified and unequal, both within national labor markets and
across countries. At the same time, we have emphasized the degree to which long work weeks, often
extending beyond the legal definition of full-time work, are common in all segments of the labor
market. Of course, these facts are open to a wide variety of normative and policy interpretations,
of which we introduce only a few. The prevalence of very long hours raises the possibility of
widespread over-work or over-employment associated with it, topics that call for future research.
The long weekly work hours among men, in particular, pose a potential obstacle to equalizing the
distribution of household labor and unpaid care work between men and women. And in light of
the economic and political arguments in favor of reducing hours, those concerned with designing
and implementing policy should attend to the relation between long hours and inequality, as well
as the seemingly weak responsiveness of labor supply to tax rates on earnings. But regardless of
whether societies want to increase, redistribute, or decrease hours, it is vitally important that we

understand who works how many hours, and what motivates them to do so.
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