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THE DEMAND FOR HOURS OF LABOR: DIRECT EVIDENCE 
FROM CALIFORNIA 

Daniel S. Hamermesh and Stephen J. Trejo* 

Abstract-California's longstanding requirement that most women re- 
ceive time-and-a-half pay for workhours beyond eight in one day was 
extended to men in 1980. Analyzing Current Population Survey data from 
1973, 1985, and 1991, we find that this overtime penalty substantially 
reduced the amount of daily overtime worked by California men relative to 
men in other states. Comparisons that use women to control for California- 
specific shocks show even stronger effects. The estimates imply a price 
elasticity of demand for overtime hours of at least -0.5. 

I. Introduction 

For many years, California required that most women 
receive an overtime premium of time-and-a-half for 

hours of work beyond eight in a given day. In 1980, this 
daily overtime penalty was extended to men as well. This 
situation provides a unique opportunity to estimate the 
impact of an exogenous increase in the relative price of 
overtime work. Using Current Population Survey (CPS) data 
from 1973, 1985, and 1991 that provide information on daily 
hours of work, we estimate the impact on work schedules of 
California extending its overtime law to cover men. 

This analysis is important for at least two reasons. First, 
under conditions that are described below, statutory over- 
time penalties generate exogenous variation in the marginal 
cost of workhours that allow us to infer something about the 
elasticity of the demand for hours of labor. Indeed, our 
estimated effects of California's daily overtime law fit the 
profile of a labor-demand response. A large body of research 
attempts to estimate the parameters of various types of 
labor-demand functions (Hamermesh, 1993), but this litera- 
ture has been criticized for failing to address adequately the 
problem of endogeneity in the price of labor (Topel, 1998). 
The legislatively mandated wage increase that we study here 
is much less vulnerable to such criticism. 

Second, by analyzing California's daily overtime penalty, 
we can gain a better understanding of the labor market 
effects of overtime pay regulation. Restrictions on overtime 
work are often proposed as a policy tool for creating jobs 
and reducing unemployment, yet there is relatively little 
direct evidence on the efficacy of this instrument.' Because 
of data limitations and the absence of suitable policy 
variation, most studies attempt to infer the effects of hours 

regulations from estimated demand functions for employ- 
ment and hours, rather than by comparing outcomes before 
and after important policy changes.2 We are in the fortunate 
position, however, of being able to track shifts in the work 
schedules of California men as they first became subject to 
that state's overtime law. Moreover, virtually all previous 
research on overtime pay regulation has focused on weekly 
hours standards, whereas the California setting allows us to 
study the impact of a daily overtime penalty.3 

The study proceeds as follows. Section II describes 
relevant features of California's overtime law, and Section 
III discusses the implications of economic models of over- 
time pay regulation. Section IV describes the data that we 
analyze, Section V lays out our empirical strategy for 
identifying the impact of California's daily overtime penalty, 
and Section VI reports the basic results. In Section VII, we 
present estimates from alternative specifications that control 
in successively greater detail for observable variables. 
Section VIII discusses implications of our empirical find- 
ings, and Section IX concludes with a brief summary. 

II. California's Daily Overtime Law4 

The overtime pay provisions of the federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act require that covered workers be paid time-and- 
a-half for hours of work beyond forty in a given week. 
California has been one of the few U.S. states to impose any 
additional restrictions on overtime pay.5 Under California 
law, covered workers generally were entitled to receive 
time-and-a-half for hours worked beyond eight in a given 
day, even when weekly hours did not exceed forty. Amid 
considerable controversy, this requirement was recently 
repealed, so that, as of January 1, 1998, most California 
workers are covered only by the federal forty-hour weekly 
overtime standard. 

California's daily overtime penalty was instituted well 
before federal overtime regulation began in 1938, but for a 
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'Ehrenberg and Schumann (1982), Hart (1987), and Owen (1989) 
discuss in detail the relevant issues and survey available research. Recent 
examples of work on this topic include Trejo (1991, 1998) and Hunt 
(1999). 

2 See, for example, Hart and Wilson (1988) and Konig and Pohlmeier 
(1989). 

3 MaCurdy et al. (1997) also analyze California's daily overtime law, but 
their approach differs in important ways from ours. For example, they rely 
on cross-sectional comparisons between California workers and other 
workers, whereas we examine how the work schedules of California men 
responded to changes in overtime coverage. 

4 Much of the information in this section comes from California 
Industrial Welfare Commission (1994) and from discussions with Karla 
Yates of that Commission and Daniel Cornet of the California Department 
of Industrial Relations. In no way does this imply, however, that these 
agencies or individuals necessarily endorse or agree with any of the 
statements made here. 

S As of 1994, other states that imposed some type of a daily overtime 
penalty were Alaska, Colorado, Nevada, Oregon, and Wyoming. In most 
cases, however, these overtime laws cover only a few narrowly defined 
industries and lack the broad scope of California's law. 
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long time it applied only to women. In the wake of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, however, California's daily overtime 
standard was successfully challenged on the grounds that 
enforcing such a standard for women but not men is 
discriminatory. The ultimate response was to broaden Cali- 
fornia's overtime pay requirement so that it covered men as 
well. For our purposes, it is important to distinguish between 
three separate coverage regimes of overtime pay regulation 
in California: before 1974, only women were covered; 
beginning in 1980, both men and women were covered; and, 
during the intervening period, as a consequence of legal 
battles, to a large extent neither men nor women were 
covered. Because of the ambiguity and confusion about 
coverage status that existed during the 1974-1979 period, 
particularly for women, we avoid these years in our empiri- 
cal analysis. 

We exploit two useful features of these coverage changes. 
First, sometime between 1973 and 1985-two years for 
which relevant data are available-California introduced a 
daily overtime pay requirement for men, whereas no such 
requirement existed at any time in most of the rest of the 
nation. Consequently, comparing male outcome changes in 
California over this period with those occurring elsewhere 
may tell us something about the impact of a daily overtime 
standard. Second, because California's overtime law applied 
to women in both 1973 and 1985, changes in outcomes for 
California women relative to other women do not represent 
the direct effects of overtime pay regulation but may instead 
reveal trends that are specific to California. 

In California, state minimum wage and overtime pay 
standards are set through a series of fifteen "orders" issued 
by the Industrial Welfare Commission. Each order covers a 
different sector of California's workforce, with most of these 
sectors defined along industrial lines, but with a few defined 
according to occupation. In terms of required overtime pay, 
almost all of the orders specify time-and-a-half after eight 
hours of daily work; the orders for agricultural workers and 
live-in domestics are exceptions, in that they specify looser 
restrictions (for example, a ten-hour daily overtime standard 
for agricultural workers).6 Certain groups, however, are 
exempt from state overtime pay regulation. Coverage exclu- 
sions for the self-employed, outside salespeople, and execu- 
tive, administrative, and professional workers resemble the 
corresponding exclusions that appear in federal overtime 
law. Other groups exempt from California's daily overtime 
penalty are government workers, family workers, and work- 
ers involved in on-site activities such as construction, 
drilling, mining, milling, and logging. 

III. Theoretical Background 

Before turning to the empirical work, we briefly discuss 
what economic theory says should happen when California 
mandates a daily overtime penalty. Most analyses of over- 
time pay regulation have focused on labor demand, using 
models that distinguish between the number of workers 
hired and the hours that each worker puts in (Ehrenberg 
(1971), Hart (1987), Hamermesh (1993)). These models 
predict that California's overtime law will produce system- 
atic effects on the distribution of daily hours of work. In 
particular, an overtime penalty after eight hours of daily 
work raises the marginal cost to employers of assigning 
overtime. Firms should respond by lowering the incidence 
of long workdays and shortening the workdays of workers 
who continue to put in more than eight hours per day. 
Moreover, the overtime penalty should increase the preva- 
lence of eight-hour workdays, because some firms will find 
it optimal to avoid paying this penalty by limiting workdays 
to eight hours.7 Indeed, the simplest labor-demand models 
imply that the overtime penalty will not affect workdays 
under eight hours, so that the rise in the incidence of 
eight-hour workdays should be exactly the same magnitude 
as the decline in the incidence of overtime workdays (Trejo, 
1998). 

The analysis in the preceding paragraph ignores the fact 
that California's daily overtime law merely supplements the 
federal requirement for overtime pay after forty hours of 
weekly work. For workers already receiving time-and-a-half 
for weekly overtime because of the federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act, California's daily overtime penalty may not 
have any additional impact on the marginal wage. As a 
result, employers' responses to the California law may be 
muted by the overlap between state and federal overtime pay 
regulation. We will return to this issue in section VIII when 
we discuss the implications of our empirical findings. 

Labor supply behavior can also mute responses to over- 
time pay regulation. Often, analyses of hours policies stress 
only one side of the labor market, but hedonic models 
provide a simple way to equilibrate supply and demand in 
the market for work schedules. In these models, workhours 
are viewed as a job aspect over which both firms and 
workers have preferences, with compensating wage differen- 
tials arising in equilibrium for jobs with workdays of 
different lengths (Lewis (1969), Kinoshita (1987)). Under 
certain circumstances, straight-time hourly wages can adjust 
to mitigate or even completely neutralize the effects of a 
mandatory overtime penalty (Trejo, 1991). Consequently, if 
hourly wage rates are sufficiently flexible, California's 
overtime law does not necessarily restrict the ability of 
workers and firms to contract over packages of daily hours 

6 In order to facilitate alternative work schedules, changes made after 
1985 gave certain workers the option to relax overtime pay requirements. 
For example, by a two-thirds vote of the appropriate employment unit, 
manufacturing workers could adopt a ten-hour daily overtime standard and 
health care workers could adopt a twelve-hour daily standard. Employers 
complained that the conditions required to implement these alternative 
work schedules were very difficult to satisfy, however, and relatively few 
work groups opted to adopt such schedules. 

7 Put differently, the statutory overtime premium creates a kink in the 
cost function at eight hours of daily work, and this kink induces some firms 
that would otherwise assign overtime instead to adopt the corner solution 
of an eight-hour workday. 
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and earnings. Changes in the overtime premium or standard 
workday set by law could generate perfectly offsetting 
changes in straight-time hourly wages so as to leave daily 
hours and earnings unchanged. 

Existing models of the effects of overtime pay regulation 
are thus consistent with a wide range of outcomes. Califor- 
nia's daily overtime penalty could produce a substantial 
reduction in overtime work and a corresponding increase in 
the prevalence of eight-hour workdays, or it might have little 
or no effect on work schedules. This theoretical indetermi- 
nacy highlights the need for our empirical analysis. 

IV. Data 

We analyze data from the May 1973, May 1985, and May 
1991 Current Population Survey (CPS). In addition to the 
demographic and labor force information routinely collected 
in the CPS (including data on weekly hours of work), these 
particular surveys (as well as the May surveys from 1974- 
1978 and in 1997) provide information about daily work 
schedules that is not otherwise available in the CPS. All 
three surveys report the number of days per week usually 
worked by each individual, and the 1985 and 1991 surveys 
also ask about usual daily hours of work. Because direct 
information on daily work hours is absent in 1973, we 
impute this variable the same way in all three years by taking 
the ratio of usual weekly hours to usual days per week.8 

Our sample includes individuals aged sixteen and older 
who held jobs during the CPS survey week and for whom 
data are available on daily workhours. As discussed in 
section II, some workers are either exempt from California's 
overtime law or are subject to a less restrictive standard than 
the eight-hour workday. To the extent possible, we exclude 
such workers from the analysis so as to sharpen our 
estimates of the law's impact. In particular, we use the CPS 
codes for industry, occupation, and class of worker to 
exclude the following groups: self-employed workers, gov- 
ernment workers, managers and professionals, domestic 
workers, agricultural workers, and persons employed in 
on-site activities such as forestry, fishing, construction, and 
mining. One group of exempt workers that we cannot 
identify in CPS data is outside salespeople, but this group is 
relatively small and therefore its inclusion is unlikely to 
matter much. 

As described in greater detail below, our estimation 
strategy involves comparing California with states that have 

not regulated daily overtime. For this reason, our "control 
group" excludes workers living in states (listed in foot- 
note 5) that imposed any type of daily overtime pay 
requirement. As it turns out, these states are among those 
less-populated states not separately identified in the 1973 
CPS data, but note that all are located in the West. 
Accordingly, in all years we define the control group to 
include only workers from the three non-Western regions of 
the United States (Northeast, North Central, and South). Our 
estimates therefore compare outcome changes in California 
with the corresponding changes that occurred outside the 
Western region.9 

Table 1 displays the resulting sample sizes by year, sex, 
and region. In each year, we have samples of roughly 1,000 
California women and somewhat more California men, and 
the corresponding cells for non-Western states contain 
10,000 or more workers. The CPS sampling weights were 
used in all of the statistical calculations that we report here, 
but unweighted estimates are similar. 

V. Estimation Approach 

To estimate the effects of California extending its over- 
time law to male workers, our basic strategy is to track 
outcomes for California men before and after they were 
subject to a daily overtime penalty, and then compare these 
changes with the corresponding changes for men in non- 
Western states who were never subject to daily overtime pay 
regulation. This comparison generates the so-called "differ- 
ence-in-difference" estimator (Card and Sullivan (1988): 

M CA,M CA,M) (YNW, YNW,M) (1) 

where the subscript M denotes men and yt represents the 
outcome for men in region r (California or non-West) at time 
t (1973 or 1985). As described in section II, premium pay for 
daily overtime was mandatory for California men in 1985 
but not in 1973, whereas in neither year did such a 
requirement apply to men in non-Western states. 

The estimator in equation (1) assumes that, were it not for 
the expanded coverage of California's overtime law, out- 
come changes for men would have been similar across 

TABLE 1.-SAMPLE SIZES, MAY 1973, 1985, AND 1991 CPS 

Men Women 

Year California Non-West California Non-West 

1973 1,409 12,896 1,107 9,993 
1985 1,087 12,031 987 11,701 
1991 1,218 11,000 1,014 11,254 

The sample includes individuals aged sixteen and above who held jobs during the survey week and for 
whom data are available on usual daily hours of work. Excluded are self-employed workers, government 
workers, and other workers who are generally exempt from overtime pay regulation (managers and 
professionals, domestic workers, agricultural workers, and persons employed in on-site activities such as 
forestry, fishing, construction, and mining). 

8 The questionnaire asks, "How many days a week does ... usually work 
at this job?" and "How many hours per week does ... usually work at this 
job?" Imputing daily hours using these questions does not appear to 
influence our findings. For 1985 and 1991, when both direct and imputed 
measures of daily work hours are available, the two measures are highly 
correlated and produce similar estimation results. Nor does it matter 
whether we round off our imputed measure of daily hours to the nearest 
integer. We report here the estimates obtained without rounding. In other 
words, if imputed daily hours are 8.23, we treat the worker as having 0.23 
overtime hours per day and we categorize his workday as "longer than 
eight hours" rather than as "exactly eight hours." The results are similar, 
however, when we recalculate these variables after first rounding imputed 
daily hours to the nearest integer. 

9The results are similar, however, when Western states outside of 
California are included in the control group (which is not surprising 
because these states have relatively small populations and the daily 
overtime penalties that do exist are narrow in coverage). 
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regions. Because the daily overtime penalty applied to 
California women throughout the period we study, it is 
natural to use outcome changes for female workers to 
control for idiosyncratic shocks that may have affected the 
California labor market. The resulting "difference-in- 
difference-in-difference" estimator is 

A3 = A2 - A2 (2) M F' 

where A2 is the female analog to equation (1).1o In equation 
(2), changes for Califomia women (relative to other women) 
are presumed to reflect region-specific period effects, and 
the impact of extending California's overtime law to men is 
estimated by the extent to which outcome changes for 
California men (relative to other men) differed from the 
relative changes experienced by California women. Other 
groups not directly affected by the extension of California's 
daily overtime penalty might be used in computing equation 
(2) (for example, exempt male workers), but, for this 
purpose, female workers have the unique virtues of being 
numerous and easy to identify. 

For ease of exposition, we will refer to estimates based on 
equation (1) as double-difference estimates. Similarly, we 
will refer to estimates based on equation (2) as triple- 
difference estimates. It is convenient to compute the double- 
and triple-difference estimators within a regression frame- 
work. For double differences, we pool the 1973 and 1985 
CPS samples of male workers and estimate the following 
regression: 

Yi = Ot + YlTi + Y2Ci + Y3TiCi + Ei, (3) 

where Yi is the outcome observed for individual i, T is an 
indicator variable marking observations from the 1985 
survey, C is an indicator variable identifying people who live 
in California, and E is a random error term. The coefficient y3 
measures the double difference defined in equation (1). For 
triple differences, we add the data for women and estimate 

Yi = Ot + YlTi + y2Ci + Y3Mt + Y4TiCi + Y5TM 4 
+ Y6CiMi + Y7TiCiMi + E,( 

where M is an indicator variable identifying male workers. 
The coefficient Y7 represents the triple difference defined in 
equation (2). 

As a check on our results, we also report analogous 
estimates for the period 1985-1991. Because this period 
witnessed no major changes in California's overtime law- 
and the changes that did occur affected both men and 
women-our estimated effects for the 1973-1985 period are 
suspect if similar patterns emerge over 1985-1991. Finally, 
it is straightforward to add observable control variables to 

the regression specifications in equation (3) and (4), and we 
do this in section VII below.1' 

VI. Basic Results 

This section presents our basic empirical results. The 
outcome analyzed in table 2 is the percentage of workers 
with workdays longer than eight hours. The top half of the 
table shows changes over the 1973-1985 period during 
which California's daily overtime penalty was extended to 
cover men, and the bottom half shows changes over the 
1985-1991 period when no important changes occurred in 
California's overtime law. Standard errors of the estimated 
effects are displayed in parentheses. 

The top half of table 2 indicates that the extension of 
California's overtime law to male workers was accompanied 
by a substantial decline in the prevalence of daily overtime 
among California men as compared to men in non-Western 
states. In 1973, before California's daily overtime pay 
requirement applied to men, 18.5% of California men and 
21.6% of men in the non-West worked more than eight hours 
per day. By 1985, after California extended overtime 
coverage to men, the incidence of daily overtime among 
male workers had fallen to 16.0% in California at the same 
time that it had risen to 23.6% in the non-West. The 
double-difference estimate, shown in row 4 of the table, 
implies that the daily overtime penalty reduced the incidence 
of long workdays among California men by 4.5 percentage 
points. This drop represents a 24% decline when measured 
against the proportion of California men working daily 
overtime in 1973.12 

TABLE 2.-PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WITH WORKDAYS LONGER THAN 
EIGHT HOURS 

Men Women 

Non- Non- 
California West California West 

1973-1985 Change 
(1) 1973 18.5 21.6 4.6 6.7 
(2) 1985 16.0 23.6 8.5 9.2 
(3) Row (2) - Row (1) -2.5 2.0 3.9 2.5 
(4) Calif. (3) - Non-West (3) -4.5 1.4 

(1.7) (1.2) 
(5) Men (4) - Women (4) -5.9 

(2.1) 
1985-1991 Change 
(6) 1991 20.0 24.6 11.1 10.9 
(7) Row (6) - Row (2) 4.0 1.0 2.6 1.7 
(8) Calif. (7) - Non-West (7) 3.0 0.9 

(1.8) (1.4) 
(9) Men (8) - Women (8) 2.0 

(2.3) 

Here and in the succeeding tables, standard errors are in parentheses, sampling weights are used in the 
calculations, and all numbers have been rounded inidependently. 

10 See Gruber (1994), Gruber and Poterba (1994), and Yelowitz (1995) 
for other recent applications of the "difference-in-difference" and "differ- 
ence-in-difference-in-difference" estimators. 

11 Throughout we report least-squares estimates, but probit estimates of 
overtime incidence and tobit estimates of overtime hours imply similar 
effects of California's overtime law. 

12 Notice that even in 1973, before the daily overtime penalty became 
mandatory for them, California men worked long hours less frequently 
than did men in other states. If the sources of this initial difference are 
difficult to observe and control for, then cross-sectional comparisons of 
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Whereas for men the prevalence of daily overtime rose 
between 1973 and 1985 in the control states but not in 
California, a different pattern exists for women. Specifically, 
overtime incidence increased substantially (from 4.6% to 
8.5%) for female workers in California but grew somewhat 
more modestly (from 6.7% to 9.2%) for women in non- 
Western states. Because California's overtime law applied to 
women in both 1973 and 1985, the triple-difference esti- 
mate, shown in row 5, assumes that this excess growth of 1.4 
percentage points for California women measures the impact 
of California-specific shocks that had the same effect on the 
overtime hours of male workers. Accounting for these 
shocks yields an even larger estimate of the response to 
California's daily overtime pay requirement-namely, that 
extending overtime coverage to California men reduced 
their incidence of overtime workdays by 5.9 percentage 
points, or 32%.13 

Row 3 of table 2 tells the story quite clearly. Of the four 
sex/region groups, three show an increased prevalence of 
long workdays between 1973 and 1985. The one group that 
experienced a decline in the incidence of daily overtime- 
California men-is also the only group directly affected by 
the expansion of California's overtime law that took place 
during this period. In other words, the work schedules of 
California men moved opposite the direction observed for 
other workers over this period. We think it reasonable to 
attribute this divergent trend for California men to their 
becoming subject to that state's daily overtime penalty. 

Between 1973 and 1985, the California economy im- 
proved relative to the rest of the nation.'4 Overtime is 
procylical, which may explain why the incidence of daily 
overtime rose more over this period for California women 
than for other women. Thus, overtime work by California 

men fell in spite of business conditions favoring increased 
overtime. As a result, the estimated impact of California's 
daily hours standard is larger when we use the triple- 
difference approach that attempts to control for region- 
specific changes in business conditions than it is when we 
use the double-difference approach that does not control for 
such changes. The relative strength of California's economy 
over this period suggests that, in this particular case, the 
double-difference estimate will understate the true effect of 
the daily overtime penalty. 

There is reason to suspect, however, that the triple- 
difference estimate may overstate the true effect of the daily 
overtime penalty. Suppose that overtime work by men and 
overtime work by women are substitute inputs. Because the 
daily overtime penalty already applied to California women, 
extending coverage to California men raised the marginal 
cost of male overtime relative to female overtime. California 
employers might respond by increasing female overtime to 
replace some of the reduction in male overtime. This 
substitution argument provides an alternative explanation 
for why the incidence of daily overtime rose more between 
1973 and 1985 for California women than it did for women 
in other states. To the extent that the observed changes in 
female overtime are due to male-female hours substitution 
within California (rather than to the relative improvement of 
California's economy) the triple-difference estimate over- 
states the reduction in male overtime generated by the daily 
overtime penalty. Consequently, the discussion in this para- 
graph and the preceding paragraph indicates that the double- 
and triple-difference estimates may provide bounds on the 
true effect. 

The bottom half of table 2 presents analogous calculations 
for the 1985-1991 period when no major changes were 
made to California's overtime law. Consider the possibility 
that the double- and triple-difference estimates for the 
1973-1985 period reflect ongoing trends that are unique to 
California men, rather than the effects of that state's daily 
overtime penalty being extended to male workers. We might 
then expect to find similar estimates for 1985-1991, and 
such a finding would raise concerns that the earlier estimates 
could be spurious. The data in the bottom half of table 2 do 
not fit this scenario. The double and triple differences are 
positive for the 1985-1991 period, whereas these differences 
are negative for the 1973-1985 period. Although not statisti- 
cally significant, the 1985-1991 differences suggest that the 
initially large impact that California's daily overtime penalty 
had on male workers may have been partially undone over 
time.15 Nominal wage rigidities could explain this pattern, 
because, in that case, the wage adjustments predicted by 

California men and other men in 1985-after California's law was 
extended to male workers-will not identify the effects of the daily 
overtimne penalty. It is for this reason that we adopt the strategy of 
comparing the changes that California men and other men experienced 
between 1973 and 1985. As for why the incidence of daily overtime was 
relatively low for California men even before they were subject to the state 
overtime law, two explanations come to mind. First, in 1973, California's 
economy was depressed compared to the rest of the country. (See the 
relevant data on unemployment rates provided in footnote 14.) Second, to 
maintain internal equity, some California firms in 1973 may have offered 
male employees the same daily overtime premium that these firms were 
legally required to pay their female employees. 

13 In using changes for women to account for California-specific shocks, 
our specification assumes that such shocks produce the same percentage- 
point change in the overtime incidence of men and women. This 
assumption results in conservative estimates of the effects of California's 
daily overtime penalty. An alternative assumption is that the region- 
specific shocks produce the same proportional change in the overtime 
incidence of men and women. Triple-difference estimates using this 
alternative assumption imply even larger estimated effects of California's 
overtime law, because women work long hours much less frequently than 
men do, and, therefore, the rise in the overtime incidence of California 
women (relative to other women) between 1973 and 1985 is bigger when 
measured in proportional rather than in absolute terms. 

14 The overall U.S. unemployment rate climbed from 4.9% in May 1973, 
to 7.2% in May 1985, whereas the California unemployment rate rose only 
slightly over the same period, from 7.0% to 7.3%. Between 1985 and 1991, 
neither unemployment rate changed much, with 1991 rates of 7.7% for 
California and 6.9% for the nation as a whole. 

15The double- and triple-differences for 1985-1991 are sizeable in 
economic terms, despite our inability to rule out at conventional levels of 
statistical significance that these effects are zero. This issue reappears 
throughout the study, because the precision of our estimates will allow us 
to detect only relatively large effects. Even for a state as populous as 
California, monthly CPS data on labor market outcomes contain consider- 
able sampling error. Card (1992) encountered the same problem in his 
analysis of California's 1988 minimum-wage hike. 
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TABLE 3.-PERCENTAGE OF WORKERS WITH WORKDAYS OF EXACTLY 
EIGHT HOURS 

Men Women 

Non- Non- 
California West California West 

1973-1985 Change 
(1) 1973 62.7 61.2 63.8 54.6 
(2) 1985 64.0 57.1 58.1 50.5 
(3) Row (2)-Row (1) 1.3 -4.1 -5.7 -4.1 
(4) Calif. (3) - Non-West (3) 5.5 -1.5 

(2.1) (2.3) 
(5) Men (4) - Women (4) 7.0 

(3.1) 
1985-1991 Change 
(6) 1991 60.1 54.9 56.9 49.9 
(7) Row (6) - Row (2) -3.9 -2.2 -1.2 -0.6 
(8) Calif. (7) - Non-West (7) -1.6 -0.7 

(2.2) (2.4) 
(9) Men (8)-Women (8) -1.0 

(3.3) 

TABLE 4.-AVERAGE DAILY OVERTIME HouRs WORKED BY 
OVERTIME WORKERS 

Men Women 

Non- Non- 
California West California West 

1973-1985 Change 
(1) 1973 1.76 1.70 1.61 1.58 
(2) 1985 1.84 2.02 2.05 1.88 
(3) Row (2) - Row (1) 0.08 0.32 0.44 0.30 
(4) Calif. (3) - Non-West (3) -0.25 0.15 

(0.15) (0.37) 
(5) Men (4) - Women (4) -0.40 

(0.40) 
1985-1991 Change 
(6) 1991 1.75 1.94 1.98 1.70 
(7) Row (6) - Row (2) -0.09 -0.08 -0.07 -0.18 
(8) Calif. (7) - Non-West (7) -0.01 0.11 

(0.14) (0.37) 
(9) Men (8) - Women (8) -0.12 

(0.39) 

hedonic models of overtime pay regulation would occur 
gradually as inflation facilitates reductions in the real 
straight-time hourly wage. 

Table 3 has the same format as table 2, but the outcome 
examined in table 3 is the percentage of workers who work 
exactly eight hours per day. Once again, the 1973-1985 
change for California men differs markedly from the corre- 
sponding change for every other group. Whereas eight-hour 
workdays became somewhat more widespread among Cali- 
fornia men over this period, California women and workers 
of either sex in non-Western states experienced a substantial 
reduction in the incidence of eight-hour days. The double- 
difference estimate in row 4 of table 3 implies that Califor- 
nia's daily overtime penalty increased the prevalence of 
eight-hour workdays among California men by 5.5 percent- 
age points, and the triple-difference estimate in row 5 
implies an even larger effect of 7.0 percentage points. The 
analogous estimates for 1985-1991 are relatively small and 
of the opposite sign as the 1973-1985 estimates, which 
provides some assurance that the estimates for the earlier 
period do not merely reflect spurious trends that are unique 
to California men. 

The double- and triple-difference estimates compare the 
intertemporal changes experienced by different groups of 
workers, but the cross-section comparisons in table 3 tell a 
similar story. In 1973, before the daily overtime penalty was 
mandatory for California men, eight-hour workdays were 
about equally prevalent among male workers in California 
and non-Western states. After California's overtime law was 
extended to men, however, the 1985 and 1991 data show that 
eight-hour days became noticeably more common for Cali- 
fornia men than for other men. California women, by 
contrast, were subject to the daily overtime penalty in all 
three years, and in all three years the incidence of eight-hour 
workdays is much higher for California women than for 
other women. 

California's overtime law thus appears to have induced 
greater bunching at eight-hour workdays, just as labor- 

demand theory predicts. Also in line with the theory is the 
fact that the double and triple differences for 1973-1985 
reported in table 3 imply effects that are opposite in sign and 
roughly similar in magnitude to the effects on the incidence 
of daily overtime reported in table 2. Taken together, the 
results in table 2 and 3 indicate that California's daily 
overtime penalty caused some long workdays to be short- 
ened to eight hours, without much impact on workdays of 
less than eight hours. 

In table 4, the sample is limited to those who work more 
than eight hours per day, and the outcome studied is the 
average number of daily overtime hours worked by these 
overtime workers. In 1973, men working overtime averaged 
about an hour and three-quarters of overtime per day, 
regardless of whether they lived in California or elsewhere. 
By 1985, however, the conditional mean of male overtime 
hours was distinctly lower in California than it was else- 
where. The resulting double-difference estimate implies that 
California's overtime law reduced by one-quarter of an hour 
(14%) the amount of daily overtime worked by men who 
continued to put in overtime after they became subject to the 
law. This estimate just barely achieves statistical signifi- 
cance at the 10% level. Among female overtime workers, 
average daily overtime hours increased more in California 
than elsewhere between 1973 and 1985, and, as a result, the 
triple-difference estimate is larger (in absolute value) than 
the double-difference estimate. The triple difference is 
estimated imprecisely, however, because our sample in- 
cludes relatively few California women who work overtime. 
Finally, the double and triple differences for 1985-1991 are 
small and swamped by their standard errors. 

The theory of labor demand suggests two avenues through 
which an overtime penalty may reduce overtime hours. First, 
to the extent that expanded use of other inputs can replace 
overtime hours and produce the same output at only slightly 
higher cost, firms will take advantage of these substitution 
possibilities. Second, when good substitutes for overtime 
hours are not available, marginal costs rise sharply, inducing 
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firms to scale back production. In the first case, firms' costs 
and profits need not be greatly affected by overtime pay 
regulation, whereas, in the second case, firms will likely 
suffer declines in output and profits. Ultimately, the impact 
that California's overtime law had on businesses in the state 
depends on the relative importance of substitution effects 
versus scale effects in generating the large reduction in daily 
overtime that the law appears to have caused. 

Increasing the number of days worked per week is one 
obvious way to compensate for shorter workdays. To 
investigate this possibility, we calculated double- and triple- 
difference estimates of the impact of California's overtime 
law on the number of days that employees usually work each 
week. These estimates (not reported here) give no indication 
that California men worked more days per week after they 
became subject to the daily overtime penalty. In a search for 
inputs that are close substitutes for daily hours, workdays 
would be high on the list of candidates. Consequently, the 
failure to find an effect on workdays may indicate that 
employers cannot easily avoid daily overtime by substitut- 
ing other inputs. But there is little variation across years in 
the average number of days worked per week, which 
suggests that this input is not very sensitive to economic 
conditions and perhaps not a promising candidate for 
substitution, after all. (See also Hamermesh (1996, 
Chapter 5).) 

In addition, we looked for evidence that California's daily 
overtime law caused firms to expand employment as a 
substitute for assigning long workdays. Double-difference 
estimates reveal that the employment rate of California 
men increased relative to the employment rate of men in 
non-Western states over the 1973-1985 period. California 
women experienced very similar gains in their relative 
employment rate, however, so triple-difference estimates 
show no impact on employment. Consequently, these data 
do not provide compelling evidence that the daily overtime 
penalty raised the employment rate of California men 
beyond what would have been expected from business-cycle 
movements. 

VII. Results with Control Variables 

We next present double- and triple-difference estimates 
that control for observable variables available in the CPS. 
By adding controls, we hope to net out the influence of 
factors other than the daily overtime penalty that may have 
altered the work schedules of California men over the 
relevant period. For double differences (which include only 
men in the sample), equation (3) is extended as follows: 

yi = Ot + Xil + XT2 + 'YlTi + 'Y2Ct (5) 

+ y3TiCi + Ei, 

where X is a vector of control variables. Notice that the 
coefficients on these control variables are allowed to differ 
across survey years. For triple differences, which add 

women to the sample, equation (4) is changed to 

Yi = a + X3l + XiTi2 + XAMPf3 + XiTAMiN4 
+ 'YlTi + "Y2Ci + 'Y3M + Y4 TiCi + 'Y5TAMi (6) 

+ Y6 CiMi + 'Y7T CiMi + Ei. 

Here, the coefficients on the control variables can vary by 
both survey year and sex. 

We employ two different specifications of the control 
vector X. The first includes the following demographic 
characteristics of each worker: age, age squared, completed 
years of schooling, marital status (an indicator variable 
identifying those who are married with spouse present), and 
race/ethnicity (indicators identifying Hispanics, non-His- 
panic blacks, and non-Hispanics whose race is neither white 
nor black).16 In the second specification, we also include 
indicators that classify workers into ten industry categories 
and six occupation categories.17 

Table 5 reports double- and triple-difference estimates 
from alternate specifications that successively add control 
variables. For comparison purposes, the columns labeled (1) 
reproduce the estimates from tables 2 through 4 that do not 
control for demographic characteristics (other than region of 
residence and sex) or industry and occupation. Specification 
(2) adds the controls for demographic characteristics, and 
specification (3) includes controls for both demographic 
characteristics and major industry and occupation catego- 
ries. The estimates for the 1973-1985 period measure the 
impact of extending California's overtime law to men, and 
adding the control variables tends to shrink these estimates 
somewhat, particularly for the double differences. The triple 
differences are much more stable across specifications than 
are the double differences, which may indicate that the 
triple-difference approach does a good job of accounting for 
California-specific shocks that are correlated with changes 
in the demographic, industrial, and occupational composi- 
tion of the work force. In any case, the overall pattern of the 
results reported in the previous section does not change 
dramatically when we add detailed controls for observable 
characteristics. 

16 We do not control for union membership, because this information is 
collected for only a quarter of the observations in the 1985 and 1991 CPS 
data (so including a union indicator in the regressions would drastically 
reduce our sample sizes). This omission is unlikely to affect our results, 
however, because rates of unionization and the decline in these rates over 
time were very similar in California and the control states. Between 1973 
and 1985, for example, unionization rates for the male workers in our 
samples fell from 37.8% to 23.3% in California and from 38.0% to 23.5% 
in the other regions. 

17 The industry categories are durable goods manufacturing; nondurable 
goods manufacturing; transportation, communication, and other public 
utilities; wholesale trade; retail trade; finance, insurance, and real estate; 
business and repair services; personal services; entertainment and recre- 
ation services; and professional and related services. The occupation 
categories are sales workers; clerical workers; service workers; crafts 
workers; operators, including transportation workers; and laborers. Recall 
that workers from certain industries (such as agriculture and construction) 
and occupations (such as managers and professionals) have already been 
excluded from the sample because these sectors are exempt from the 
overtime pay regulation. 
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TABLE 5.-IMPACT OF CALIFORNIA'S OVERTIME LAW ON DAILY WORK 

SCHEDULES, DOUBLE AND TRIPLE DIFFERENCES, WITH SUCCESSIVELY 

MORE-DETAILED CONmOLS 

Double Differences Triple Differences 
Dependent Variable/ __________ 

Time Period (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) 

Percent with work- 
days >8 Hours: 

1973-1985 change -4.5 -3.3 -2.9 -5.9 -4.8 -4.5 
(1.7) (1.7) (1.7) (2.1) (2.1) (2.1) 

1985-1991 change 3.0 4.9 4.3 2.0 4.8 3.9 
(1.8) (1.9) (1.9) (2.3) (2.4) (2.4) 

Percent with work- 
days = 8 hours: 

1973-1985 change 5.5 4.4 2.2 7.0 7.2 7.4 
(2.1) (2.2) (2.1) (3.1) (3.2) (3.0) 

1985-1991 change -1.6 -2.1 - 1.1 - 1.0 -1.5 -0.1 
(2.2) (2.3) (2.3) (3.3) (3.4) (3.3) 

Average daily OT 
hours of OT 
workers: 

1973-1985 change -.25 -.23 -.13 -.40 -.33 -.24 
(.15) (.16) (.15) (.40) (.43) (.42) 

1985-1991 change -.01 .03 -.05 -.12 -.07 -.24 
(.14) (.15) (.15) (.39) (.43) (.42) 

Control Variables: 
Demographic char- 

acteristics No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Major industry and 

occupation No No Yes No No Yes 

Here and in table 7 the demographic characteristics controlled for in specifications (2) and (3) are age, 
education, marital status, and race/ethnicity. The industry and occupation controls used in specification (3) 
identify ten industry categories and six occupation categories. For the double-difference estimates, the 
effects of the control variables are allowed to vary by survey year. For the triple-difference estimates, the 
effects of the control variables are allowed to vary by survey year and sex. 

VIII. Implications 

Our estimates of the impact of California's daily overtime 
penalty are consistent with labor-demand models of over- 
time pay regulation. For illustrative purposes, we can 
compute rough measures of the price elasticity of demand 
for daily overtime hours implied by these estimates. Start 
with the identity 

E(OT) = Pr (OT > O)E(OT|OT > 0), (7) 

where OT represents daily overtime hours. Overtime hours 
per worker is the product of overtime incidence and the 
average amount of overtime worked by overtime workers. 
Note that the average E(OT) is taken over all workers, 
including those who work zero hours of overtime. To a 
first-order approximation, the percentage change in the 
average overtime hours of California men induced by that 
state's overtime law is 

%AE(OT) = %APr (OT > 0) + %AE(OT |OT > 0). (8) 

The 1973-1985 double and triple differences in table 5 
provide estimates of the components of equation (8). For 
example, consider the double-difference estimates that do 
not control for demographic characteristics or industry/ 
occupation. According to these estimates, extension of the 
daily overtime penalty to California men reduced their 
incidence of long workdays by 4.5 percentage points and 

lowered their conditional overtime hours by one-quarter of 
an hour. When compared to the initial levels observed for 
California men in 1973, the estimated effects represent a 
24.3% decline in overtime incidence and a 14.2% fall in 
conditional overtime hours. Summing these percentage 
changes yields a 38.5% reduction in average daily overtime 
hours, which is the numerator of the labor-demand elasticity 
that we seek. As for the denominator, assume for the 
moment that California's overtime law produced a 50% 
increase in the price of male overtime hours. Taking the ratio 
of these numbers yields an elasticity of demand for daily 
overtime of -0.77. 

Table 6 shows what happens when we repeat this calcula- 
tion for each of the various specifications in table 5. All of 
the elasticities imply a sizeable demand response, although 
the estimated magnitude of this response shrinks somewhat 
as more-detailed controls for observables are included in the 
regressions. The elasticities range from -0.46 to -0.77 for 
the double-difference estimates and from -0.76 to -1.09 
for the triple-difference estimates. 

There are reasons to be skeptical, however, of these 
estimates of the price elasticity of demand for daily overtime 
hours. For one thing, although the daily overtime premium 
discourages firms from assigning overtime, it simulta- 
neously makes overtime hours more attractive to workers. 
To the extent that the labor-market changes generated by 
California's overtime law reflect both demand and supply 
responses, the observed reduction in overtime will be 
smaller than if offsetting supply effects were absent. More- 
over, as noted in section II, standard characterizations of 
labor-market equilibrium imply that compensating differen- 
tials in straight-time hourly wages can arise to mitigate the 
effects of a mandatory overtime penalty. 

Even more problematic is our assumption that Califor- 
nia's overtime law produced a 50% rise in the price of male 
overtime hours. For this to occur, it would have to be the 
case that no California men received an overtime premium 
before the law was imposed, and that afterward compliance 
was perfect. Because both of these conditions fail, the actual 
increase in the average overtime wage was less than 50%, 
and therefore the preceding calculations understate the 
implied demand elasticity (in absolute value). 

What makes this issue particularly important is the 
considerable overlap between state and federal overtime pay 
regulation. In fact, the federal requirement for time-and-a- 
half after forty hours of weekly work seems to render 

TABLE 6.-ESTIMATES OF THE PRICE ELASTICITY OF DEMAND FOR DAILY 

OVERTIME HOURS 

(1) (2) (3) 

Double-difference estimates -0.77 -0.62 -0.46 
(0.25) (0.26) (0.25) 

Triple-difference estimates -1.09 -0.89 -0.76 
(0.51) (0.54) (0.53) 

Control Variables: 
Demographic characteristics No Yes Yes 
Major industry and occupation No No Yes 
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California's daily overtime standard redundant for most 
workers.18 By this argument, the California law raises the 
marginal wage only for workers whose schedules satisfy the 
following two conditions: daily hours exceed eight and 
weekly hours are no greater than forty. The CPS data 
indicate that relatively few people work this combination of 
long daily hours but short weekly hours. In 1973, for 
example, only about 1% of male workers in California, or 
6% of men with workdays longer than eight hours, were 
apparently in a position to gain overtime protection from 
state law that they did not already receive from federal law.19 

Given the paucity of work schedules with long daily but 
not weekly hours, the effects that we attribute to California's 
overtime law must be driven by the responses of workers 
with workweeks exceeding forty hours. Table 7 provides 
direct confirmation of this point. It presents estimated effects 
of the California law on weekly work schedules that are 
analogous to the estimated effects on daily work schedules 
reported in table 5.20 The estimates in the two tables are 
similar. In other words, the impact of California's daily 
overtime penalty shows up even when overtime is defined 
on the weekly basis specified by the federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act, and the estimated effects of the California 
law on both daily and weekly work schedules seem to fit the 
predictions of labor-demand theory. 

The results in table 7 raise a puzzle: Why should 
California's daily overtime penalty affect employees who 
work more than forty hours per week and therefore presum- 
ably already receive overtime pay because of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act? We offer two possible explanations. First, 
when hours of work vary from day to day within a week, the 
California law can increase required overtime payments 
even to workers whose long workweeks make them subject 
to the federal overtime premium. For example, consider 
someone who works three ten-hour days and two six-hour 
days each week. According to the federal forty-hour weekly 
standard, this worker is due two hours of overtime pay, 
whereas under California's eight-hour daily standard the 
worker should receive six hours of overtime pay. Unfortu- 
nately, we do not know of any data that allow us to measure 
the intraweek variability of daily workhours. 

A second possibility is that California's daily overtime 
law increased compliance with the overtime pay provisions 

of the Fair Labor Standards Act.21 When the daily overtime 
penalty was first extended to California men, the state 
mounted a publicity campaign to inform employers of the 
change, and additional inspectors were hired to search for 
violations among newly covered workers. In California, 
then, overtime laws were policed by both state and federal 
regulators. A related point is that California's eight-hour 
workday may be more visible and easier for firms to monitor 
than the federal forty-hour workweek. Typically, a supervi- 
sor can observe with little effort whether the workers on his 
shift put in daily overtime, whereas detecting weekly 
overtime may require coordination between two or more 
supervisors (for example, a weekday supervisor and a 
weekend supervisor). 

Setting aside the difficulties just discussed, the elasticities 
reported in table 6 measure the price responsiveness of the 
demand for daily overtime hours. If we accept the evidence 
that increases in the overtime penalty induce little substitu- 
tion toward additional days per week, then these elasticities 
also indicate how the demand for weekly hours responds to a 
change in the marginal wage. As the literature on substitu- 
tion between workers and hours makes clear, however, 
demand elasticities for employment and hours will generally 
differ (Hamermesh (1993, chapter 3)). Because our esti- 
mates provide no information about the price elasticity of 
demand for employment, they cannot be used to infer the 

TABLE 7.-IMPACT OF CALIFORNIA'S OVERTIME LAW ON WEEKLY WORK 

SCHEDULES, DOUBLE AND TRIPLE DIFFERENCES, WITH SUCCESSIVELY 

MORE-DETAILED CONTROLS 

Double Differences Triple Differences 
Dependent Variable/ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Time Period (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) 

Percent with work- 
weeks >40 
hours: 

1973-1985 change -3.3 -2.7 -2.3 -6.2 -4.9 -4.4 
(1.7) (1.8) (1.8) (2.0) (2.1) (2.1) 

1985-1991 change 2.5 3.9 3.4 1.5 3.9 3.2 
(1.7) (1.9) (1.9) (2.1) (2.3) (2.3) 

Percent with work- 
weeks = 40 
hours: 

1973-1985 change 6.1 4.7 2.5 5.5 4.9 5.0 
(2.1) (2.1) (2.1) (3.1) (3.1) (3.0) 

1985-1991 change -1.8 -1.8 -0.9 1.0 1.5 2.7 
(2.2) (2.3) (2.2) (3.2) (3.3) (3.2) 

Average weekly OT 
hours of OT 
workers: 

1973-1985 change -2.40 -2.18 -1.61 -2.92 -3.18 -3.00 
(0.94) (0.88) (0.79) (2.35) (2.01) (2.03) 

1985-1991 change 1.73 1.67 1.13 1.48 1.25 0.55 
(0.75) (0.77) (0.77) (1.98) (2.20) (2.17) 

Control Variables: 
Demographic char- 

acteristics No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Major industry and 

occupation No No Yes No No Yes 

18 Indeed, for employees working five days per week and an unchanging 
number of hours each day, overtime hours are the same whether defined 
according to an eight-hour daily standard or a forty-hour weekly standard. 
Of the California men in our 1973 sample who worked more than eight 
hours per day (which is the group directly affected by the expansion of 
state overtime law that occurred in 1980), 51% worked exactly five days 
per week. 

19 The propensity for California men to work long workdays without 
exceeding a forty-hour workweek grew from 1% in 1973 to 3% in 1985 
and 1991, and, in all three years, this propensity is similar for men in 
non-Western states as for men in California. The propensity is slightly 
higher for women than it is for men, but the important point is that such 
work schedules are uncommon for all groups in all years. 

20 The CPS information on daily schedules pertains to "usual" daily 
hours of work. So, in table 7, we employ the corresponding data on usual 
weekly hours of work. 

21 Compliance with federal overtime law is far from perfect, with one 
estimate suggesting that it is as low as 80% (Ehrenberg and Schumann 
(1982)). 
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demand elasticity for "total" hours of work (that is, the 
product of employment and hours per worker). Instead, our 
estimates pertain only to the daily and (possibly) weekly 
hours dimensions of labor demand, but our evidence on 
these dimensions of labor demand is unique in that it 
originates from an exogenous shift in the marginal wage. 

IX. Conclusion 

We find strong evidence that the distribution of daily 
workhours responded to the California overtime law exactly 
as the theory of labor demand predicts. After California's 
daily overtime penalty was extended to men, overtime hours 
and the incidence of overtime workdays declined substan- 
tially for male workers in California relative to men in other 
states, and the prevalence of eight-hour workdays rose by 
roughly the same amount that overtime incidence fell. The 
implied price elasticity of demand for daily overtime hours 
is at least -0.5. Unlike most prior studies of labor demand, 
our estimates represent the response to an exogenous price 
change. Regarding substitution possibilities, the data give no 
indication that, after becoming subject to the daily overtime 
penalty, California men worked more days per week to 
compensate for their shorter workdays. These results persist 
when we use analogous comparisons for women to account 
for idiosyncratic shocks that may have affected the Califor- 
nia labor market. 

Surprisingly, California's daily overtime law altered in 
important ways the work schedules of employees with 
workweeks exceeding forty hours, despite the fact that such 
workers were already entitled to overtime pay under the 
federal Fair Labor Standards Act. To the extent that work- 
hours vary from day to day within a week, however, a daily 
overtime penalty can increase required overtime payments 
even to workers whose long workweeks make them subject 
to a weekly overtime penalty. In addition, California's 
efforts to publicize and enforce its overtime law may have 
improved compliance with the federal overtime law. 

REFERENCES 

California Industrial Welfare Commission, "Chronological History of the 
8-Hour Day in California," Staff Report (December 1994). 

Card, David, "Do Minimum Wages Reduce Employment? A Case Study 
of California, 1987-1989," Industrial and Labor Relations Review 
46 (October 1992), 38-54. 

Card, David, and Daniel Sullivan, "Measuring the Effect of Subsidized 
Training Programs on Movements In and Out of Employment," 
Econometrica 56 (May 1988), 497-530. 

Ehrenberg, Ronald, Fringe Benefits and Overtime Behavior (Lexington, 
MA: D.C. Heath, 1971). 

Ehrenberg, Ronald, and Paul Schumann, Longer Hours or More Jobs? 
(Ithaca, NY: ILR Press, 1982). 

Gruber, Jonathan, "The Incidence of Mandated Maternity Benefits," 
American Economic Review 84 (June 1994), 622-641. 

Gruber, Jonathan, and James Poterba, "Tax Incentives and the Decision to 
Purchase Health Insurance: Evidence from the Self-Employed," 
Quarterly Journal of Economics 109 (August 1994), 701-733. 

Hamermesh, Daniel, Labor Demand (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1993). 
, Workdays, Workhours and Work Schedules: Evidence for the 
United States and Germany (Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. Upjohn Insti- 
tute, 1996). 

Hart, Robert, Working Time and Employment (Boston: Allen and Unwin, 
1987). 

Hart, Robert, and Nicholas Wilson, "The Demand for Workers and Hours: 
Micro Evidence from the U.K. Metal Working Industry," in Robert 
Hart (Ed.), Employment, Unemployment, and Labor Utilization 
(Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1988). 

Hunt, Jennifer, "Has Work-Sharing Worked in Germany?" Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 114 (February 1999), 117-148. 

Kinoshita, Tomio, "Working Hours and Hedonic Wages in the Market 
Equilibrium," Journal of Political Economy 95 (December 1987), 
1262-1277. 

Konig, Heinz, and Winfried Pohlmeier, "Worksharing and Factor Prices: A 
Comparison of Three Flexible Functional Forms for Nonlinear Cost 
Schemes," Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics 145 
(June 1989), 343-357. 

Lewis, H. Gregg, "Employer Interests in Employee Hours of Work" 
(Chicago: University of Chicago, 1969). 

MaCurdy, Thomas, Jayanta Bhattacharya, and Thomas DeLeire, "Over- 
time Compensation in California: Shifting from the 8-Hour Day to 
the 40-Hour Week" (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University, 1997). 

Owen, John, Reduced Working Hours: Cure for Unemployment or 
Economic Burden? (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1989). 

Topel, Robert, "Analytical and Empirical Knowledge in Labor Econom- 
ics," in John Haltiwanger, Marilyn Manser, and Robert Topel 
(Eds.), Labor Statistics Measurement Issues (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1998). 

Trejo, Stephen, "The Effects of Overtime Pay Regulation on Worker 
Compensation," American Economic Review 81 (September 1991), 
719-740. 
, "Does the Statutory Overtime Premium Discourage Long Work- 
weeks?" (Santa Barbara, CA: University of California, 1998). 

Yelowitz, Aaron, "The Medicaid Notch, Labor Supply, and Welfare 
Participation: Evidence from Eligibility Expansions," Quarterly 
Journal of Economics 110 (November 1995), 909-939. 


	Article Contents
	p. [38]
	p. 39
	p. 40
	p. 41
	p. 42
	p. 43
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 82, No. 1 (Feb., 2000), pp. 1-163
	Front Matter
	How Taxing is Corruption on International Investors? [pp. 1-11]
	How Relevant is Volatility Forecasting for Financial Risk Management? [pp. 12-22]
	Who Benefits from Obtaining a GED? Evidence from High School and beyond [pp. 23-37]
	The Demand for Hours of Labor: Direct Evidence from California [pp. 38-47]
	The Labor Supply Effects of the Social Security Earnings Test [pp. 48-63]
	Testing the Nairu Model for the United States [pp. 64-71]
	Applying the Generalized-Moments Estimation Approach to Spatial Problems Involving Microlevel Data [pp. 72-82]
	Estimation and Welfare Calculations in a Generalized Corner Solution Model with an Application to Recreation Demand [pp. 83-92]
	Empirical Matching Functions: Estimation and Interpretation Using State-Level Data [pp. 93-102]
	Alternative Estimates of the Effect of Schooling on Earnings [pp. 103-116]
	To Pool or Not to Pool: Homogeneous versus Heterogeneous Estimators Applied to Cigarette Demand [pp. 117-126]
	Why Do Banks Disappear? The Determinants of U.S. Bank Failures and Acquisitions [pp. 127-138]
	Is Protection for Sale? Evidence on the Grossman-Helpman Theory of Endogenous Protection [pp. 139-152]
	Notes
	Asymmetries in the Conditional Mean Dynamics of Real GNP: Robust Evidence [pp. 153-157]
	Inflation and Asymmetric Price Adjustment [pp. 157-160]
	Conglomerate Mergers as Defense against the Risk of Relative Price Variability [pp. 160-163]

	Back Matter



