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Abstract:

In Germany, overtime work is a well-established instrument for varying working hours of
employees and is of great importance for establishments as a measure of internal flexibility.
However, not all employees are affected to the same degree by a variation of the work effort
through overtime work. Besides socio-demographic factors, workplace-specific factors that
provide information about the position of employees in the establishment play an important
role, too. So far, we do not know enough how these workplace-specific factors are
associated with overtime work. This question is at the center of this study. In the analysis,
women and part-time employees are taken into account, while previous studies mostly
focused on full-time employees and/or male workers. On the basis of the data of the German
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), the results show a significant negative correlation between
women and paid overtime and between part-time employees and unpaid overtime. If the
employees performance is regularly assessed by a superior, paid overtime is less likely,
while unpaid overtime becomes more likely. In executive positions, there is a significant
positive correlation with paid and unpaid overtime work. Unpaid overtime is more likely with a
growing autonomy in the employees’ workplace, whereas paid overtime becomes less likely.
However, the length of the training period on the job as well as job related burdens due to a
job at risk and a limited employment contract seem to have no association with paid or

unpaid overtime.



1. Introduction

In Germany, overtime work is a well-established instrument for varying working hours of
employees in an establishment and is of great importance as a measure of internal flexibility
(Bellmann/Gewiese 2003). In general, overtime hours are defined as working hours
exceeding the contractually agreed regular working hours of employees (Gold 2002;
Bellmann/Gewiese 2003; Anger 2006a). According to overtime work two types can be
distinguished: definitive and transitory overtime work.

Definitive overtime work comprises paid and unpaid overtime. For paid overtime, employees
receive a monetary, i.e. financial, compensation for the additional work (Bundesmann-
Jansen/Grof3/Munz 2000; Bauer et al. 2004). In addition to the contractually defined hourly
rates, this compensation can also include a premium; many collective agreements contain
overtime pay provisions from the very first hour of overtime work (Bispinck 2005). Usually,
there is a premium of 25 per cent on normal working days and 50 per cent on Sundays and
public holidays (Anger 2006a). For unpaid overtime, however, there is no financial
compensation.

Transitory overtime hours are additional hours worked that can be used up later, i.e.
employees can take time off in lieu of overtime. As compared to definitive overtime hours,
transitory overtime hours only change the distribution of the working hours over a certain
period of time, while the number of working hours remains the same over the reference
period (Bundesmann-Jansen/Grof3/Munz 2000; Bauer et al. 2002, 2004; Koch 2001).

Establishments use definitive and transitory overtime work to adjust the working time of
employees, especially in case of demand fluctuations. The adjustment of the amount of
labour input is used without recourse to the external labour market. Therefore, the variation
of working hours is also called an instrument of internal numerical flexibility and can be
distinguished from external numerical flexibility by varying the number of employees.
External numerical flexibility is defined as adjusting an establishments use of labour through
hiring and firing, temporary employment or fixed-term contracts. Internal numerical flexibility
is an alternative to measures of external numerical flexibility and is quite common among
German establishments (Keller/Seifert 2006).

During the Great Recession, the global economic and financial crisis of the years 2008/09
working time flexibility played an important role to overcome the negative effects on the
German labour market. According to the calculations of the Institute for Employment
Research (IAB), the average annual working hours per employee was reduced by 44.5 hours
in 2009 (- 3.3%) in comparison to 2008. The reduction of paid overtime contributed 8.6 hours
to this reduction, and the reduction of formerly accumulated hours on working time accounts,
which can be called transitory overtime hours, contributed 8.0 hours (Fuchs et al. 2013).

However, not all establishments use overtime work to cope with economic and
daily/seasonal demand fluctuations, and not every employee is affected by overtime work.
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Besides the establishments decision using overtime work, socio-demographic factors of
employees determine whether employees do work overtime or not. In general, empirical
studies show an increase of the share of employees working overtime and during the last
years transitory overtime hours with a compensation with time-off got more important. In
contrast, the importance of paid overtime declined, whereas it slightly increased for unpaid
overtime (see e.g. Anger 2006b; Brautzsch/Drechsel/Schultz 2012; Hunt 2012).
Brautzsch/Drechsel/Schultz (2012) show that in 2005, employees worked on average 11.7
overtime hours every month, and five years later even 12.3 hours. The amount of overtime
compensated with time-off increased from 4.7 to 5.1 hours, and unpaid overtime rose from
2.9 to 3.2 hours, whereas paid overtime was only 1.5 and 1.8 hours, respectively.

So far, several studies on overtime work exist using multivariate analysis methods. It can be
differentiated between studies that analyse the individual and structural determinants of
overtime (cf. Bauer/Zimmermann 1999; Pannenberg/Wagner 2000; Schank/Schnabel 2004;
Gold 2004) and those which deal with the socio-economic consequences of overtime work
(cf. Pannenberg/Wagner 2001; Anger 2005a, 2006a; Pannenberg 2005). The results show
that individual factors, such as the employee's age or level of qualification, are correlated
with overtime work. The industry and the size of the establishment in which the employee
works are also correlated with overtime work. As far as socio-economic consequences are
concerned, it can be shown that especially unpaid overtime work has a positive influence on
income mobility and the probability of a promotion. In this context, the argument has been
put forward that investments in human capital are rather worthwhile in the form of overtime
work which leads to positive returns in the future. But, studies also show that overtime work
has a negative effect on health behaviour as well as the health of employees (cf. Van der
Hulst/Geurts 2001; Taris et al. 2011).

Previous studies on the determinants of overtime work mainly refer to certain subgroups in
the labour market, mostly full-time employees and/or male employees. Many studies do not
take into account women and part-time employees, with a different labour market behaviour
thus failing to perform a comprehensive analysis on overtime work. Furthermore, there is
almost no evidence on recent trends on working overtime and the existing studies mainly
concentrate on “classical” individual and establishment-specific factors, including age and
qualification, the establishment size and industry. In contrast, workplace-specific factors,
drawing conclusions from the employees' position in an establishment, such as leadership
and responsibility, the level of autonomy and job related burdens, have so far not been
considered enough. However, these aspects can constitute an important contribution for
explaining overtime work.

This paper seeks to analyse these workplace-specific factors in order to gain major results
for the determining factors of overtime work. In addition to information about gender and
employment status, especially information about the extent of introduction on the job raising
with the complexity of tasks, information about performance assessments by a superior,
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leadership position and responsibility, autonomy and job related burdens are integrated into
the analysis. So far the existing studies only include some of these factors, leading to a
limited understanding of the importance of workplace-specific factors. However, a common
analysis is necessary to gain major insights on how those factors are associated with
overtime work. We use the 2011 wave of the German Socio Economic Panel Study (SOEP)
taking men and women in full-time and part-time employment into account. This wave
provides unique information about workplace specific factors for which an association with
paid and unpaid overtime work is concerned. Other waves of the SOEP do not include all
relevant information for which an important contribution for explaining overtime work is
expected. However, a panel data analysis is not possible.

This paper is subdivided into six chapters and concentrates on the explanation of paid and
unpaid overtime work. Chapter 2 first points out theoretical considerations for explaining paid
and unpaid overtime work. In the third chapter the hypotheses are presented, which will
subsequently be reviewed empirically on the basis of the SOEP data. In chapter 4 follows a
short description of the dataset and a documentation of the variables used. The
methodological approach is also explained. In the fifth chapter, descriptive findings about the
incidence of overtime work are presented. The results are shown for overtime that was
compensated by time-off, overtime partly paid and partly compensated with time-off, paid
overtime and unpaid overtime work. The determinants of paid and unpaid overtime work are
identified by using probit models. Finally, in the sixth chapter, the results are summarised
and their implications are also discussed in view of possible future developments.

2. Theoretical Considerations

In the following various theoretical approaches for explaining paid and unpaid overtime work
are presented. These are the basis for the hypotheses presented in chapter 3.

Neoclassical Theory of Labour Supply

According to the neoclassical theory of labour supply, employees generally decide between a
certain level of income and the length of their leisure versus working time. Employees
choose the working hours which maximise their benefits taking budget and household
restrictions into account (Gerlach/Hubler 1987). In so far as the contractual working hours
are lower than the working hours desired by the employee, the benefit is maximised by
offering overtime work. In addition, remuneration in the form of an overtime premium can
lead to a maximisation of benefits (Anger 2006a). Another motive why employees offer paid
and unpaid overtime is to secure their jobs. The higher the risk of unemployment, the more
are employees willing to work overtime in order to improve their position in the establishment
and to reduce the probability of a job loss (Anger 2006a). (Un-)paid overtime is also worked if
the length of the time required to complete job tasks is uncertain and a mismatch between
the contractual hours and the hours actually worked arises. Unpaid overtime is also provided
by employees with low productivity to complete assigned tasks or to catch up with the



productivity of others. Team leaders may compensate occasionally absent or less productive
employees by working additional unpaid hours (Bell/Hart 1999a; Bell et al. 2000).

Neoclassical Theory of Labour Demand

The neoclassical theory of labour demand emphasizes the cost advantage of paid and
unpaid overtime as compared to an adjustment of the number of employees in case of
demand fluctuations. The number of working hours is varied as compared to the number of
persons if the marginal revenue product of labour of an additional hour worked is higher than
if one more employee were hired (Gerlach/Hubler 1987). However, establishments only
demand overtime work as long as the marginal gain exceeds the marginal costs of overtime
work and these marginal costs are not higher than those of an adjustment of the number of
employees (Gold 2004). In general, paid and unpaid overtime work is an important
instrument for dealing with short-term and temporary demand changes and for keeping
delivery deadlines. Overtime is also demanded when there are temporary staff shortages
due to holidays or illness of employees (Bauer/Zimmermann 1999; Gold 2002,
Bellmann/Gewiese 2003).

Human Capital Theory

According to the human capital theory, paid and unpaid overtime work can be considered as
an (additional) investment in establishment-specific human capital. The latter is procured by
obtaining or improving new capacities or capacities that already exist during the (extended)
working hours (Becker 1962). Thus, paid and unpaid overtime contributes to an increase in
human capital, which can lead to an increase of individual productivity and to obtain positive
returns in the future, for example pay rises or promotions (Bell/Freeman 2001; Anger 2005a,
2008). Since establishments also invest in establishment-specific human capital of their
employees, they are also interested in an extension of working hours to amortise investment
costs (Becker 1962).

Theory of Incentive Regulation and Theory of Deferred Compensation

The theory of incentive regulation and the theory of deferred compensation assume a
seniority remuneration of employees. According to these theories, younger employees are
systematically underpaid at the beginning of their working life and older employees are
systematically overpaid at the end of their employment relationship. It is assumed that
especially younger employees have an incentive to work more by providing paid and unpaid
overtime with the aim of remaining in the establishment. Thus they obtain positive returns in
the future such as a higher salary through seniority remuneration systems (Lazear 1979;
Anger 2005a).

Tournament Theory

According to the tournament theory, employees are remunerated on the basis of a ranking
order in an establishment. Employees enter into a competition among each other, thus
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getting an incentive to increase their performance in order to achieve higher bonuses or
rewards as e.g. future promotions to better paid positions. Establishments make use of this
tournament model if an observation of the rank order is less costly than measuring individual
performance (Lazear/Rosen 1981; Prendergast 1999; Anger 2005a). Therefore, as according
to the theory of incentive regulation and the theory of deferred compensation, employees
offer paid and unpaid overtime work to increase performance in order to obtain a better
salary by promotion.

Efficiency Wage Theory

The efficiency wage theory explains an employees' productivity as a function of the wages
paid. According to this theory, employers face incomplete information on the employees'
productivity and are therefore willing to pay higher wages to avoid a decrease of productivity
(Shapiro/Stiglitz 1984). In this context, overtime work can be interpreted as an expression of
a higher productivity, so that employees receive remuneration above the market-clearing
wage. A variant of the efficiency wage theory is the exchange approach. The relationship
between employer and employee is characterised by gift exchanges which are not
necessarily stipulated in the employment contract. Employers pay higher wages and in return
employees work additional hours in the form of unpaid overtime exceeding the contractual
working hours (Akerlof 1982, 1984; Bell/Hart 1999a; Bell et al. 2000; Anger 2006a).

Signaling Theory

The signaling theory assumes that employers do not have complete information about the
performance and productivity of employees when they hire them. Hiring employees becomes
an investment decision under uncertainty. However, the capacities of the applicant can be
assessed on the basis of observed characteristics. These characteristics are either
unalterable, such as gender (indices), or alterable, such as qualification (signals). During the
recruitment process, the applicant with individual indices and signals faces the company's
wage offer. However, signals on the applicant's side also cause costs, and one form of signal
costs are working hours (Spence 1973). With longer working hours due to overtime work,
employees signal a high value of their work, which can be expressed by effort, commitment,
loyalty or motivation without additional remuneration (Anger 2006a, 2008). According to the
signaling theory, the extent of unpaid overtime is also used by establishments in order to
decide about promotions, pay rises and lay-offs. Since unpaid overtime can be monitored
more easily than the employees' productivity, it is an important basis for decisions on career
advancements.

3. Hypotheses and Previous Findings

In the context of the theoretical considerations, the following hypotheses concerning the
influencing factors of overtime work are set forth.



Gender

In spite of the fact that more and more women are gainfully employed, they still bear the
greater part of family and household duties. Women mostly care for children and household,
even if both partners are in employment (Behnke/Meuser 2005). Therefore, women often
reduce their working hours also offering less paid or unpaid overtime. The human capital
theory (Becker 1962) also provides an explanation for possible gender differences. On the
one hand, women could be less interested and/or have poorer incentives to invest in
establishment-specific human capital. Women often have shorter working hours and longer
career interruptions, and therefore the chances of promotions or pay rises are estimated
poorer. On the other hand, employers could be less interested in investing in human capital
of women because of the reduced presence of female employees. Investment costs which
would have to amortize occur less frequently then, which in turn reduces the incentive for
women to provide overtime.

Hypothesis 1: For women, it is less likely to work paid and unpaid overtime hours.
Employment Status

Part-time employees perform less working hours, and in comparison to full-time employees,
they are less available for the establishment. In case the employee works part-time
voluntarily, benefit-maximising working hours are attained with a lower amount of working
hours and therefore the supply of paid or unpaid overtime is limited. But even for employees
who work part-time involuntarily, a negative impact on overtime work can be expected.
Involuntary part-time employees can be less inclined to invest in human capital as
investments are not worthwhile, for example due to a lack of demand for full-time jobs in an
establishment.

Hypotheses 2: Part-time employees work paid and unpaid overtime less frequently than full-
time employees.

Extent of introduction on the job

Besides the qualification of employees, the extent of introduction on the job for new
employees can be considered as a measure of the extent of the acquired establishment-
specific human capital. In case of a short introduction on the job, it can be assumed that only
little (specific) knowledge and capacities are necessary to fulfil the required tasks. Therefore,
no additional investments in establishment-specific human capital in the form of longer
working hours are necessary. In case of a longer training period in the establishment or
participation in special training programmes or courses to fulfil the required tasks, more
establishment-specific human capital is procured. As a consequence it can be assumed that
employees who only had a short introduction only make little further investments in human
capital during the rest of their employment within the establishment. In contrast, employees
who had a longer training period or attended special training programmes or courses will
probably make human capital investments even after the initial training period in order to fulfil
8



their job. In this group of employees, the working hours are extended by paid or unpaid
overtime work to procure human capital. It can also be assumed that due to the higher time
expenditure for training and/or for attending courses, there is less time for the actual job
duties, which must be caught up by paid or unpaid overtime work. Furthermore, the more
complex the tasks the more difficult it is for employees to plan the required time. In order to
fulfil the tasks employees perform paid and unpaid overtime.

Hypothesis 3: Employees with a longer training period and employees with special training
programmes or courses work paid or unpaid overtime more frequently than employees who
had a short introduction on the job.

Performance and Responsibility

If the employees’ performance is regularly assessed by their superiors, they have an
incentive to offer unpaid overtime in order to get a better evaluation. In addition, paid
overtime can be interpreted as a form of the employee's loyalty and motivation. This is even
more true as paid overtime can be ordered by the employer, but employees - or their
representatives - need not agree with it.' According to the neoclassical theory of labour
supply, employees in executive positions work overtime to compensate absent or less
productive employees in order not to suffer a reputation loss. It also can be assumed that the
time employees in executive positions need for a certain job cannot be assessed
beforehand, and they often work unpaid overtime to cope with their workload. This
argumentation can also be applied to employees with a higher level of autonomy in their
workplace. Employees with a medium or a higher level of autonomy can decide more
independently on the procedures and on how to carry out their tasks; the employer's control
is mainly limited to the result. However, this also incurs the risk of working unpaid overtime,
particularly, since the time that will be needed for a job can often not be predicted, but the
employer is not interested in supervising the working hours.

Hypothesis 4: Employees with performance assessments by their superiors are more likely to
work paid and unpaid overtime as compared to employees without performance
assessments. Employees in executive positions or employees with a medium or higher level
of autonomy have a higher probability of working unpaid overtime than employees in no
executive positions or with a lower level of autonomy.

Job Related Burdens

Employees also face burdens in their job that they have to cope with. These burdens include
the risk of losing their job, which might be caused by layoffs in the establishment or by limited
employment contracts. According to the neoclassical theory of labour supply, a job at risk is
associated with overtime work. Given a higher risk of unemployment, employees are more
willing to work unpaid overtime in order to improve their own position in the establishment

! Paid overtime is regulated in collective agreements and company agreements, signed by employers
and employees or their representatives.
9



and thus to reduce the probability of a dissolution of their employment contract (Anger
2006b). Employees under limited employment contracts can supply paid or unpaid overtime
work to signal their motivation and high willingness to work. Employers can appreciate this
motivation and willingness and convert the limited contract into an unlimited employment
contract.

Hypothesis 5: Employees with job related burdens due to a job at risk or a limited
employment contract perform unpaid overtime work more often than employees without job
related burdens or with an unlimited employment contract.

Empirical Findings from Literature

In the literature, there are already empirical findings about influencing factors of overtime
work. Empirical results show that overtime first rises with the age of the employee, but then
declines again (Gerlach/Hubler 1987; Bauer/Zimmermann 1999; Bell/Hart 1999b; Anger
2006b). Studies also find that blue-collar workers mainly do paid overtime, while white-collar
workers mainly work unpaid overtime (Pannenberg/Wagner 2000, 2001; Anger 2005a). The
qualification level, which can be operationalised by the school-leaving certificate, is positively
correlated with the probability (and the amount) of (unpaid) overtime (Bauer/Zimmermann
1999; Pannenberg/Wagner 1999; Anger 2005b). Finally, the establishment size and the
sector of industry also influence overtime work. The bigger the establishment is, the more
decreases the probability for paid and unpaid overtime, although the coefficients are partly
insignificant (Gerlach/Hlbler 1987; Bell et al. 2000; Pannenberg/Wagner 2000) and also the
public service is significantly correlated (Anger 2005b).

4. Data, Variables and Methods

Data

The data used in this study were made available by the German Socio Economic Panel
Study (SOEP)% The SOEP is an annual representative survey in private households and
their members and started in West Germany in 1984 and in East Germany in 1990. The
current life situation, employment, income, health and illness issues, as well as the family
situation are central topics in the SOEP. Moreover, there are key issues that change every
year, for example data on further education and qualification (Wagner/Frick/Schupp 2007;
Gobel et al. 2008).

We use SOEP data from 2011 for male and female full-time and part-time employees aged
between 18 and 65 in East and West Germany. Self-employed persons and family workers
were dropped as well as all employees who were in an employment relationship, but who
were not working at the time of the survey (e.g. employees on parental leave). Furthermore
apprentices, persons in marginal employment (so called Minijobs) or Midijobs, conscripts,

2 Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), data for years 1984-2012, version 29, SOEP, 2013, doi:

10.5684/soep.v29
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persons doing community service or voluntary social service were excluded. In total, the sub-
sample consists of 5,168 people in the multivariate analyses (cf. Table 2).

The SOEP data from 2011 provide unique information about workplace specific factors,
which were either not provided at all in other waves or only few factors were considered. Due
to this, unfortunately a panel data set cannot be used in this study. However, it is presumed
that these workplace-specific factors make an important contribution to the explanation of
overtime work beyond the occupation and qualification level of employees, and so they will
be in the focus of the further analyses.

Dependent Variables

As the basis for the dependent variables, two questions providing information about the
incidence, amount and the compensation of overtime work were taken into consideration: (1)
“If you do work overtime, is the work paid, compensated with time-off, or not compensated at
all?” and (2) “How was your situation with regards to overtime last month? Did you work
overtime? If yes, how many hours?” For the first question, the possible answers were
“‘compensated with time-off”, “partly paid, partly compensated with time-off”, “paid” and “not
compensated at all”. The second question determines whether the survey respondents did
work overtime hours and if so, how many hours they worked in the month preceding the
survey. On this basis, the dependent variables Paid Overtime and Unpaid Overtime are
coded as dummy variables (1/0) and consider a specific compensation form, which is in the
focus of the following analyses. Paid Overtime takes the value of one if overtime work is
usually paid and if in the month preceding the survey, overtime work was actually done.
Unpaid Overtime takes the value of one if overtime work is usually not compensated at all
and if in the month preceding the survey, overtime work was actually done. The dependent
variables take the value of zero, if employees do not work overtime at all or did not work paid
or unpaid overtime hours during the last month.

Independent Variables

As independent variables individual and also workplace-specific characteristics are taken into
account. The individual factors include gender and employment status. For the workplace-
specific characteristics, information about the extent of introduction on the job (short
introduction on the job, longer training period in the establishment, special training or
courses), performance assessments by a superior (yes, no), leadership position in the
establishment (yes, no), occupational autonomy (low level, medium level, high level) and job
related burdens due to a job at risk (yes, no) and a limited employment contract (yes, no)
were included as explanatory variables.

Control Variables

The model also controls for variables for which empirical findings already exist in the

literature, like age (under 30 years, 30 to 49 years, 50 years and older), the qualification

(secondary general school, intermediate school, upper secondary school), occupational
11



status (blue-collar workers, white-collar workers, civil servant) and the years of employment
in the establishment. Moreover, the industrial relations are taken into account including
whether a works council exists in the establishment (yes, no), whether the person
interviewed is member of this works council (yes, no) and/or is a member of a trade union
(yes, no). The model also controls for establishment size (less than 20 employees, 20 to 199
employees, 200 to 1999 employees, more than 2000 employees), industry (manufacturing
industry incl. construction, commerce/transport and catering industry, other services, public
service/education/health) and region (West Germany, East Germany).

Method

In the multivariate analyses, the probability of employees working paid or unpaid overtime is
attributed to the individual and workplace-specific characteristics by using probit models.
However, it has to be said that with the present probit models it is not possible to make a
causal interpretation for overtime work. The estimations are based on two models. There is a
model covering only paid overtime and a model covering only unpaid overtime. As a
robustness test tobit models were estimated with the number of paid or unpaid overtime
hours.

5. Incidence and Determinants of Overtime Work

The long-term development concerning the compensation form of overtime work shows that
the compensation with time-off gained in importance between 1991 and 2011, while paid
overtime declined (Figure 1).> The percentage of employees that are usually paid for
overtime work declined from about 35 to 11 per cent, while the percentage of a
compensation with time-off has increased from 35 to 50 per cent. Every second employee
can take time off in lieu of overtime worked at a later point in time.* The number of persons
who do not receive any compensation for overtime increased slightly during the period under
review (15.2 % in 1991 and 18.3 % in 2011).

The importance of compensation with time-off can be explained by the increasing number of
working time accounts in establishments which can manage and control this transitory
overtime work (Ellguth/Gerner/Zapf 2013).

Although transitory overtime hours gained in importance the following analyses focus on paid
and unpaid overtime work. Paid and unpaid overtime hours extend the working time of
employees, whereas transitory overtime hours (normally) only distribute the working time of
employees over a certain period of time in another way.

% The results refer to both West and East Germany. There are hardly any differences in the year 1991
when taking only West Germany into account.
* However, transitory overtime can also become paid overtime hours when employees are not able to
take time-off and therefore establishments offer a financial compensation. Transitory overtime hours
can also become unpaid hours if they cannot be compensated by time-off in a specified period of time
and are therefore cut.
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Figure 1: Overtime Compensation, 1991-2011
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Source: SOEP 1991-2011, weighted results, illustration by the author.

5.1 Descriptive Findings

In 2011, more men than women worked overtime hours (59.4 % as compared to 54.6 %),
and among overtime workers the percentage of men who had worked paid or unpaid
overtime was higher than the corresponding share of women (cf. Table 1). The percentage of
employees who worked overtime is also higher in the group of full-time employees than in
the group of part-time employees (59.4 % as compared to 49.0 %), and full-time employees
with overtime hours do not receive any financial compensation at all more often than part-
time employees. Furthermore, the percentage of employees who work overtime increases
with the extent of introduction on the job in the establishment. Employees with a longer
training period and employees who attended special training programmes or courses work
overtime more frequently (59.4 % and 64.4 %, respectively) than employees with only a short
introduction on the job (44.0 %). With a longer introduction on the job, the importance of
unpaid overtime increases, while the share of paid overtime decreases. Among employees
with overtime and a short introduction on the job, around 22 per cent got paid for the
overtime hours worked, while only 8 per cent of the employees who attended training
programmes or courses got paid for the overtime work. Employees who are subject to
performance evaluations by their superiors work overtime more often than employees
without such an evaluation (66.0 % as opposed to 53.5 %). This is also true for employees
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with or without executive positions (70.9 % and 53.3 %). Among overtime workers, the
percentage of employees working unpaid overtime is higher in the group of employees who
are subject to performance evaluations or have an executive position than in the reference
group. For employees who work paid overtime, the relation is reversed. An increasing
autonomy also leads to an increase in overtime work, with paid overtime losing more and
more of its importance, while unpaid overtime gets more important. Employees who suffer
from job related burdens because their job is at risk do not work overtime as often as the
reference group (49.9 % as compared to 58.5 %). Here the percentage of paid overtime is
higher, while overtime not compensated at all is lower as compared to the reference group.
There are hardly any differences between employees under limited or unlimited employment
contracts. What is striking, however, is the fact that employees under a limited contract get
paid for their overtime work more often, and that employees with unlimited contracts do not
get any compensation more frequently. This might indicate a selection effect according to
which employees with an unlimited employment contract received such a contract because
they had worked more unpaid overtime hours in the past.

As far as age, occupational status and school education are concerned, the descriptive
findings confirm the empirical results in the literature. Concerning the sector of industry
overtime is still less common in the sector commerce, transport and catering industry than in
the sector public services, education and health. But the percentage of paid and unpaid
overtime is smallest in the sector of public service, education and health. With the
establishment size, the percentage of overtime first increases, but it is paid or not
compensated at all to a smaller extent. Overtime work is also done more frequently in
establishments with a works council (60.0 %), paid and unpaid overtime playing a minor role.
However, members of a trade union do not work as much overtime as employees without
membership (55.1 % as compared to 57.2 %), but paid and unpaid overtime also play a less
important role here.
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Table 1: Incidence of overtime, 2011

Of Whom Did...
Partly Paid, Partly
Overtime Work, total Paid Co_mp(_ensated Compensated With  Unpaid
With Time-Off -
Time-Off
Total 57,2 11,4 50,0 20,7 18,0
Individual Factors
Gender
Men 59,4 13,6 39,6 23,7 23,1
Women 54,6 7,6 58,5 17,1 16,9
Employment status
Full-time employees 59,4 10,9 45,7 20,9 22,6
Part-time employees 49,0 11,0 58,5 20,3 10,2
Age
Under 30 years of age 59,5 13,5 49,0 20,9 16,6
30 to 49 years of age 60,1 10,8 47,3 21,6 20,3
50 years and older 51,2 9,8 48,9 18,9 22,4
Occupational status
Blue-collar worker 48,5 23,7 38,7 31,8 5,8
White-collar worker 61,8 7,1 50,3 17,1 25,5
Civil servant 53,5 60,4 23,5
Qualification
Secondary general school 47,1 19,5 44.6 26,5 9,4
Intermediate school 59,6 10,3 50,5 20,4 18,8
Upper secondary school 65,9 4,8 48,6 17,7 29,0
Workplace-specific factors
Introduction or introductory training
Short introduction on the job 44,0 21,9 41,6 21,1 15,4
Longer training period in the establishment 59,4 8,7 48,7 21,4 21,2
Special training or courses 64,4 8,4 50,4 19,8 21,4
Performance and responsibility
No performance evaluation 53,5 12,4 44,7 235 19,4
Performance evaluation 66,0 6,0 52,3 19,7 22,0
No executive position 53,3 9,7 53,5 22,8 13,9
Executive position 70,9 9,1 38,3 19,8 32,8
Low level of autonomy 47,2 21,4 43,0 27,3 8,2
Medium autonomy 60,4 6,6 59,5 17,7 16,3
High level of autonomy 69,2 4,2 39,7 16,9 39,2
Job related burdens
No job related burdens due to job at risk 58,5 10,7 48,2 20,4 20,7,
Job related burdens due to job at risk 49,9 12,8 44,4 24,7 18,1
No limited employment contract 57,2 10,2 48,1 20,8 20,9
Limited employment contract 57,9 16,0 47,0 21,0 16,1
Industrial relations
No works council 53,2 15,6 38,3 18,9 27,3
Works council 60,0 8,1 53,5 22,0 16,5
No member of a trade union 57,2 11,6 46,7 18,8 22,9
Member of a trade union 55,1 10,1 52,1 30,3 7,5
No member of a works council 56,3 11,7 47,2 20,0 21,2
Member of a works council 61,5 64,5
Establishment size
Less than 20 employees 46,1 16,3 42,4 17,5 23,8
20-199 employees 56,9 12,3 44,0 19,7 24,0
200-1999 employees 61,9 8,3 51,4 23,2 17,1
More than 2000 employees 63,1 8,3 52,4 21,7 17,6
Sector of industry
Manufacturing industry, incl. construction 58,7 15,0 38,2 28,0 18,8
Commerce, transport and catering industry 53,1 17,9 34,8 22,3 25,1
Other services 62,6 6,6 50,4 14,6 28,5
Public service, education, health 56,6 3,7 67,8 15,1 13,5

Source: SOEP 2011, weighted results, calculations by the author. Sample includes all full-time and part-time employees
between 18 and 65 years.

Note: Some cells are not occupied if the numbers of cases were not sufficient. (n<50)
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5.2 Multivariate Analyses

Paid Overtime

For paid overtime the assumed negative association with gender can be shown (p<0.01) with
men working paid overtime more frequently than women (cf. Table 2). On average, the
probability of women to work paid overtime is around 4 percentage points less high than for
men. The multivariate analyses therefore confirm the descriptive findings that exist in the
literature concerning the gender-specific differences in overtime work (cf. Bell et al. 2000;
Anger 2006b; Brautzsch/Drechsel/Schultz 2012). The employment status shows a positive
association on the ten per cent level. Paid overtime work could be more attractive to part-
time workers in order to increase their regular wage. The extent of the introduction on the job
is not significant, whereas the results show a significant negative association for employees
being subject to performance evaluations. However, for employees in executive positions,
the probability of paid overtime increases (p<0.01), while it declines with an increasing
autonomy (p<0.01 each). If employees consider their job at risk, the probability of working
paid overtime also decreases, although it is not significant. In contrast, a limited employment
contract is positively correlated with paid overtime (p<0.1).

Unpaid Overtime

In contrast to paid overtime, the gender effect for unpaid overtime is also negative but no
longer significant (cf. Table 2). In the present estimation model, the descriptive findings from
the literature concerning unpaid overtime (cf. Bell et al. 2000; Brautzsch/Drechsel/Schultz
2012) cannot be confirmed. However, the employment status shows a significant negative
association (p<0.01). On average, the probability to work unpaid overtime is around 7
percentage points lower for part-time employees than for full-time employees. On the one
hand, this finding seems to indicate that part-time employees already attain the maximum
benefit with their regular working hours and therefore work less unpaid overtime. On the
other hand, part-time workers can also have time constraints due to family obligations and
work therefore less unpaid overtime hours. The results also support the thesis that less
investment in human capital is incurred for part-time employees. With an increasing
introduction on the job there is a negative impact on the probability of unpaid overtime work,
but it is not significant. On the basis of this result, the assumption that after a longer
introduction on the job, human capital is procured subsequently in the context of unpaid
overtime, cannot be confirmed. However, a positive correlation with unpaid overtime can be
observed for employees subject to performance evaluations or in executive positions (p<0.1
and p<0.01) and also employees with a higher autonomy have a higher probability for
working unpaid overtime (p<0.01 each). Employees with a high autonomy have on average
an about 13 percentage points higher probability of working unpaid overtime than employees
with a low level of autonomy. Job related burdens due to a job at risk increases the
probability of unpaid overtime work, but it is not significant. This is in line with Anger (2006a),
who states that a higher perceived risk of unemployment does not have any significant effect
on unpaid overtime work. For employees under limited employment contracts, there is a
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negative but not significant correlation - in contrast to paid overtime. This could be
interpreted in such a way that employees under limited contracts do not have a perspective
for an unlimited contract with their employer, and are therefore not willing to supply unpaid
overtime work.

Table 2: Individual and workplace-specific determinants of overtime work, 2011

Paid Overtime Unpaid Overtime
Average Average
Coef. Std. Error Marginal Coef. Std. Error  Marginal

Effects Effects
Gender
Female (1=yes) -0,383 *** 0,085 -0,035 -0,063 0,057 -0,010
Employment Status
Part-time (1=yes) 0,163 * 0,099 0,015 -0,390 *** 0,077 -0,065
Required introduction or introductory training:
Ref. cat. short introduction on the job
Longer training period in the estabslishment (1=yes) -0,052 0,084 -0,005 -0,112 0,075 -0,019
Special training or courses (1=yes) 0,008 0,098 0,001 -0,067 0,080 -0,011
Performance evaluation
Performance evaluation by a superior (1=yes) -0,285 *** 0,080 -0,026 0,099 * 0,058 0,017
Executive position
Executive position (1=yes) 0,297 *** 0,080 0,027 0,308 *** 0,058 0,051
Autonomy at the workplace: Ref. cat. low level of
autonomy
Medium autonomy (1=yes) -0,254 *** 0,097 -0,023 0,245 *** 0,089 0,041
High level of autonomy (1=yes) -0,364 *** 0,124 -0,033 0,779 *** 0,095 0,130
Job related burdens
Job related burdens due to job at risk (1=yes) -0,174 0,111 -0,016 0,065 0,080 0,011
Limited employment contract
Limited employment contract (1=yes) 0,206 * 0,116 0,019 -0,084 0,104 -0,014
Age: Ref. cat. under 30 years of age
30 to 49 years (1=yes) 0,118 0,108 0,011 -0,093 0,088 -0,016
50 years and older (1=yes) 0,164 0,124 0,015 0,139 0,094 0,023
Qualification: Ref. cat. secondary general school
Intermediate school (1=yes) 0,098 0,081 0,009 0,314 *** 0,082 0,052
Upper secondary school (1=yes) -0,055 0,103 -0,005] 0,417 *** 0,076 0,070
Occupational status: Ref. cat. blue-collar worker
White-collar worker (1=yes) -0,150 0,094 -0,014 0,496 *** 0,095 0,083
Civil servant (1=yes) -0,484 ** 0,238 -0,044 0,614 *** 0,145 0,103
Years of employment in the establishment
Years of employment in the establishment -0,011 *** 0,004 -0,001 -0,004 0,003 -0,001
Industrial relations
Existence of a works council (1=yes) -0,194 ** 0,092 -0,018 -0,416 *** 0,075 -0,069
Member of a trade union (1=yes) -0,001 0,099 0,000 -0,454 *** 0,095 -0,076
Member of a works council (1=yes) -0,111 0,215 -0,010 0,025 0,147 0,004
Establishment size: Ref. cat. less than 20
employees
20 to 199 employees (1=yes) 0,080 0,091 0,007 0,210 *** 0,076 0,035
200 to 1999 employees (1=yes) 0,123 0,118 0,011 -0,032 0,097 -0,005
More than 2000 employees (1=yes) 0,224 * 0,131 0,020 0,012 0,104 0,002
Sector of industry: Ref. cat. manufacturing
industry, incl. construction
Commerce, transport and catering industry (1=yes) 0,040 0,082 0,004 0,269 *** 0,080 0,045
Other services (1=yes) -0,229 ** 0,103 -0,021 0,074 0,071 0,012
Public service, education, health (1=yes) -0,156 0,109 -0,014 -0,352 *** 0,086 -0,059
Region
East Germany (1=yes) -0,123 0,080 -0,011 0,015 0,065 0,002
Constant -1,197 *** 0,140 -1,943 *** 0,138

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: SOEP 2011, calculations by the author. Sample includes all full-time and part-time employees between 18 and 65

years.
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In the appendix, the models were estimated separately for full-time and part-time employees.
There are hardly any differences between the model including all employees and the model
with only full-time employees.

6. Conclusion

The aim of the study was to analyse workplace-specific factors and their contribution to
explain the incidence of paid and unpaid overtime work. In other studies, these factors have
not been considered enough, mainly due to the limited data. However, the 2011 data of the
SOEP includes unique information about workplace-specific factors.

In the analyses women and part-time employees, who have a different labour market
behaviour than men and full-time employees, were integrated too, due to their growing
importance on the labour market. The estimations were made for the so-called definitive paid
and unpaid overtime work. It is true that transitory overtime hours have gained much in
importance, but they only lead to another distribution of working hours and not to longer
working hours. Employees might well be interested in transitory overtime work, for example
to combine work and family more easily, but it is mainly the establishments that decide
whether transitory overtime hours are worked or not.

The empirical results about the determinants of overtime work are ambivalent and therefore,
the hypotheses set forth in chapter 3 can be confirmed empirically only in part. As to gender,
the correlation shows the assumed negative direction, but it is only significant negative for
paid overtime. Therefore, women have a lower probability of increasing their income by paid
overtime, while this is more often the case for men. However, due to the non-significant
effect on unpaid overtime, the assumption of fewer human capital investments and fewer
chances of promotions or pay rises due to unpaid overtime among women is not confirmed
here. Hypotheses 1 can be confirmed only in part.

For the employment status, there is a significant positive association with paid overtime and
a negative association with unpaid overtime. It can be assumed that part-time employees
work paid overtime in order to increase their regular wage. However, due to the negative
association with unpaid overtime it can be assumed that part-time employees are less
inclined to invest in human capital by working longer. Thus, hypotheses 2 can also be
confirmed only in part.

The third hypothesis concerning the introduction on the job cannot be confirmed for paid and
unpaid overtime. The results cannot confirm that employees with a longer training period or
participating in special training or courses invest more in human capital or procure more
human capital than employees with a short introduction. The introduction on the job rather
seems to have no influence on future human capital investments by paid and unpaid
overtime.

Performance evaluations by superiors are negatively associated with paid overtime and

positively associated with unpaid overtime. By providing unpaid overtime employees can
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signal a high value of their work to their employer. The positive correlation between an
executive position and overtime is confirmed in the two estimations. The probability of unpaid
overtime work increases with an increasing autonomy, but it decreases for paid overtime. All
in all, the assumption that with an increasing autonomy, unpaid overtime is used more often
to cope with the workload was supported. But altogether, hypotheses 4 can be confirmed in
part.

Finally, overtime work is not associated with job related burdens due to a risk of losing the
job, and a limited employment contract seems to have only little effect on paid but not on
unpaid overtime. Hypotheses 5 can be confirmed only in part.

To summarise, it can be stated that paid overtime is done more often by part-time employees
and employees with a limited employment contract. Surprisingly, employees in executive
positions also have a higher probability to work paid overtime. In contrast, unpaid overtime is
done by employees subject to performance evaluations, in executive positions and with a
higher autonomy in their workplace. Therefore, the demands of reducing unpaid overtime
hours in order to improve the situation on the labour market and to create more jobs are
hardly feasible. Unpaid overtime work is mainly supplied by employees with a higher
gualification, which makes a redistribution of overtime hours on more employees difficult due
to the specific qualification profile required. On average, unemployed people have a lower
qualification level. Furthermore, transitory overtime has gained in importance, which is
considered as having a neutral effect on employment as opposed to unpaid overtime work
(Zapf 2012).
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Appendix

Table 3: Individual and workplace-specific determinants of paid overtime work, 2011

All Employees Full-Time Part-Time
Average Average Average
Coef. Std. Error Marginal | Coef. Std. Error Marginal | Coef. Std. Error Marginal
Effects Effects Effects
Gender
Female (1=yes) -0,383 *** 0,085 -0,035| -0,402 *** 0,095 -0,034| -0,188 0,247 -0,017|
Employment Status
Part-time (1=yes) 0,163 * 0,099 0,015
Required introduction or introductory training:
Ref. cat. short introduction on the job
Longer training period in the estabslishment (1=yes) -0,052 0,084 -0,005| -0,035 0,100 -0,003| -0,050 0,161 -0,005
Special training or courses (1=yes) 0,008 0,098 0,001] 0,056 0,111 0,005] -0,108 0,217 -0,010)
Performance evaluation
Performance evaluation by a superior (1=yes) -0,285 *** 0,080 -0,026| -0,305 *** 0,088 -0,026| -0,133 0,172 -0,012]
Executive position
Executive position (1=yes) 0,297 *** 0,080 0,027] 0,328 *** 0,084 0,028| 0,030 0,215 0,003
Autonomy at the workplace: Ref. cat. low level of
autonomy
Medium autonomy (1=yes) -0,254 **x 0,097 -0,023| -0,219 * 0,112 -0,019| -0,285 0,196 -0,026
High level of autonomy (1=yes) -0,364 *** 0,124 -0,033| -0,380 *** 0,134 -0,032| -0,320 0,329 -0,029
Job related burdens
Job related burdens due to job at risk (1=yes) -0,174 0,111 -0,016| -0,221 * 0,123 -0,019| -0,115 0,212 -0,011
Limited employment contract
Limited employment contract (1=yes) 0,206 * 0,116 0,019 0,300 ** 0,134 0,026( -0,133 0,224 -0,012
Age: Ref. cat. under 30 years of age
30 to 49 years (1=yes) 0,118 0,108 0,011 0,222 * 0,119 0,019| -0,420 0,263 -0,039
50 years and older (1=yes) 0,164 0,124 0,015 0,249 * 0,142 0,021{ -0,281 0,267 -0,026
Qualification: Ref. cat. secondary general school
Intermediate school (1=yes) 0,098 0,081 0,009 0,110 0,091 0,009| 0,061 0,182 0,006
Upper secondary school (1=yes) -0,055 0,103 -0,005| -0,086 0,118 -0,007| 0,086 0,207 0,008|
Occupational status: Ref. cat. blue-collar worker
White-collar worker (1=yes) -0,150 0,094 -0,014| -0,111 0,105 -0,009| -0,327 * 0,178 -0,030
Civil servant (1=yes) -0,484 ** 0,238 -0,044| -0,567 ** 0,276 -0,048| -0,466 0,506 -0,043
Years of employment in the establishment
Years of employment in the establishment -0,011 *** 0,004 -0,001| -0,009 ** 0,004 -0,001| -0,027 *** 0,009 -0,003|
Industrial relations
Existence of a works council (1=yes) -0,194 ** 0,092 -0,018| -0,221 ** 0,107 -0,019| -0,010 0,201 -0,001,
Member of a trade union (1=yes) -0,001 0,099 0,000( -0,012 0,113 -0,001| 0,222 0,208 0,020
Member of a works council (1=yes) -0,111 0,215 -0,010| -0,046 0,222 -0,004
Establishment size: Ref. cat. less than 20
employees
20 to 199 employees (1=yes) 0,080 0,091 0,007 0,062 0,104 0,005( 0,042 0,218 0,004
200 to 1999 employees (1=yes) 0,123 0,118 0,011] 0,057 0,134 0,005| 0,253 0,287 0,023
More than 2000 employees (1=yes) 0,224 * 0,131 0,020{ 0,049 0,156 0,004 0,581 ** 0,259 0,053
Sector of industry: Ref. cat. manufacturing
industry, incl. construction
Commerce, transport and catering industry (1=yes) 0,040 0,082 0,004] -0,064 0,097 -0,005| 0,412 * 0,213 0,038
Other services (1=yes) -0,229 ** 0,103 -0,021f -0,191 * 0,111 -0,016| -0,294 0,275 -0,027|
Public service, education, health (1=yes) -0,156 0,109 -0,014{ -0,162 0,127 -0,014| 0,054 0,224 0,005]
Region
East Germany (1=yes) -0,123 0,080 -0,011f -0,175 * 0,090 -0,015| 0,141 0,178 0,013
Constant -1,197 **x 0,140 1,252 **x 0,161 -0,912 ** 0,372

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; **p<0.01

Source: SOEP 2011, calculations by the author. Sample includes employees between 18 and 65 years.
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Table 4: Individual and workplace-specific determinants of unpaid overtime work, 2011

All Employees Full-Time Part-Time
Average Average Average
Coef. Std. Error Marginal | Coef. Std. Error Marginal | Coef. Std. Error Marginal

Effects Effects Effects
Gender
Female (1=yes) -0,063 0,057 -0,010| -0,085 0,060 -0,015| 0,414 0,319 0,037
Employment Status
Part-time (1=yes) -0,390 *** 0,077 -0,065
Required introduction or introductory training:
Ref. cat. short introduction on the job
Longer training period in the estabslishment (1=yes) -0,112 0,075 -0,019| -0,068 0,089 -0,012| -0,330 * 0,187 -0,029|
Special training or courses (1=yes) -0,067 0,080 -0,011] -0,022 0,096 -0,004] -0,282 0,198 -0,025
Performance evaluation
Performance evaluation by a superior (1=yes) 0,099 * 0,058 0,017] 0,125 ** 0,061 0,022] -0,036 0,164 -0,003
Executive position
Executive position (1=yes) 0,308 *** 0,058 0,051 0,328 *** 0,067 0,058| 0,298 * 0,179 0,026
Autonomy at the workplace: Ref. cat. low level of
autonomy
Medium autonomy (1=yes) 0,245 *** 0,089 0,041 0,183 * 0,099 0,032| 0,368 * 0,214 0,033]
High level of autonomy (1=yes) 0,779 *** 0,095 0,130| 0,728 *** 0,109 0,129 0,813 *** 0,273 0,072
Job related burdens
Job related burdens due to job at risk (1=yes) 0,065 0,080 0,011 0,101 0,090 0,018( -0,029 0,185 -0,003
Limited employment contract
Limited employment contract (1=yes) -0,084 0,104 -0,014| -0,013 0,115 -0,002| -0,544 * 0,285 -0,048
Age: Ref. cat. under 30 years of age
30 to 49 years (1=yes) -0,093 0,088 -0,016| -0,091 0,094 -0,016| -0,169 0,354 -0,015
50 years and older (1=yes) 0,139 0,094 0,023| 0,102 0,100 0,018( 0,232 0,373 0,021
Qualification: Ref. cat. secondary general school
Intermediate school (1=yes) 0,314 *** 0,082 0,052 0,321 *** 0,087 0,057 0,306 0,248 0,027
Upper secondary school (1=yes) 0,417 *** 0,076 0,070[ 0,432 *** 0,085 0,077 0,413 0,254 0,036
Occupational status: Ref. cat. blue-collar worker
White-collar worker (1=yes) 0,496 *** 0,095 0,083| 0,610 *** 0,100 0,108 0,070 0,270 0,006
Civil servant (1=yes) 0,614 *** 0,145 0,103| 0,692 *** 0,149 0,123| 0,453 0,421 0,040
Years of employment in the establishment
Years of employment in the establishment -0,004 0,003 -0,001{ -0,002 0,003 0,000( -0,008 0,007 -0,001
Industrial relations
Existence of a works council (1=yes) -0,416 *** 0,075 -0,069| -0,417 *** 0,076 -0,074] -0,390 ** 0,192 -0,034
Member of a trade union (1=yes) -0,454 *** 0,095 -0,076| -0,473 *** 0,107 -0,084| -0,403 0,272 -0,036
Member of a works council (1=yes) 0,025 0,147 0,004] 0,056 0,156 0,010} -0,111 0,494 -0,010
Establishment size: Ref. cat. less than 20
employees
20 to 199 employees (1=yes) 0,210 *** 0,076 0,035| 0,191 ** 0,084 0,034] 0,162 0,181 0,014
200 to 1999 employees (1=yes) -0,032 0,097 -0,005| -0,057 0,103 -0,010| -0,150 0,284 -0,013
More than 2000 employees (1=yes) 0,012 0,104 0,002| -0,082 0,111 -0,015| 0,384 0,247 0,034
Sector of industry: Ref. cat. manufacturing
industry, incl. construction
Commerce, transport and catering industry (1=yes) 0,269 *** 0,080 0,045( 0,362 *** 0,085 0,064| -0,492 * 0,259 -0,043
Other services (1=yes) 0,074 0,071 0,012| 0,018 0,077 0,003| 0,208 0,190 0,018
Public service, education, health (1=yes) -0,352 *** 0,086 -0,059| -0,405 *** 0,097 -0,072| -0,236 0,194 -0,021
Region
East Germany (1=yes) 0,015 0,065 0,002| 0,027 0,069 0,005 -0,063 0,171 -0,006
Constant -1,943 *** 0,138 -2,033 *** 0,152 -2,230 *** 0,558

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: SOEP 2011, calculations by the author. Sample includes employees between 18 and 65 years.
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English Questionnaire:

Do you work overtime?

Yes O No O Not applicable, because | am self-employed O

If you do not work overtime, is the work paid, compensated with time-off or not compensated
at all?

Compensated with time-off
Partly paid, partly compensated with time-off

Paid

o O O O

Not compensated at all

How was your situation with regards to overtime last month? Did you work overtime? If yes,
how many hours?

Yes O hours, of which: hours were paid No O

What type of introduction or introductory training is usually necessary for this type of work?
Only a short introduction on the job O
A longer training period in the company (O

Participation in special training or courseg))

Is your own performance regularly assessed by a superior as part of an agreed procedure?

Yes O No O
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Is your contract of employment for an unlimited or limited period?

Unlimited period O
Limited period O
Not applicable, do not have an employment contract O

In your position at work, do you supervise others? In other words, do people work under your
direction?

Yes O No O

I will now read you some statements about possible job-related burdens of your current job.
Please indicate whether each point applies to you and, if so, how much of a burden it is for
you.

Applicable?  And how much does it burden you?
No Yes Notatall Somewhat  Heavily Very heavily
Because of the high volume of work,

there is often high time pressure. O O O O O O

I am often interrupted and distracted

while working. O O O O O O

The amount of work has increased steadily

over the last two years. O O O O O o

The chances of promotion in my company

are bad. O O O O O O

I am undergoing — or | expect to undergo —

a worsening in my working situation. O O O O O O

My job is in jeopardy. O O O O O O
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