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1. Introduction

In the last decade economists have started to pay more aedttention to the fact that
agents do not just care of the absolute value of their own @yntigun or income, but rather
evaluate what they have in comparison with what other peopée e present paper investigates
in particular how job satisfaction depends on comparison inctinmakes use of data for Germany
and adopts the same methodology already used by Clark, Oswald Wi®0BK data, so that a
direct comparison is possible. The present results are gfiéeedi from theirs. This might be
either due to differences between UK and Germany, or, prot®bly, it calls for a better
specification of the comparison income. Future researdtb&iheeded in order to reconcile the

conflicting evidence and understand it more deeply.

2. Relative position, comparison income and job satisfaction

The idea that relative income matters for individual utilithappiness is indeed an old idea
in many social sciences, especially in sociology and psycholdwpugh, if we look at standard
economics textbooks, we almost find no trace of it. Cole, Medad Postlewaite (1992) argue that
this "reluctance to include relative position in societg atatus in models stems in large part from
a belief that if one is 'allowed' to put status into agenilfty functions, then it is possible to
explain anything". Nevertheless, they also stress thagxipiansion of the scope of economic
analysis is necessary since many economically relevaiables are not allocated through markets,
but rather through different social mechanisms, which are wbittvestigation. In this spirit they
interpret "status as a ranking device that determines hdivamagent fares with respect to the
allocation of nonmarket goods".

The general point that relative position matters for econogeata has far reaching
consequences for both economic theory and economic policy. Torgigeanof this literature,
Hirsch (1976) argues that contemporary advanced societieshafiag widely satisfied primary
needs, are more and more facing positional and relational.ided=over, he observes that
positional competition brings about unavoidable aggregate disstibsiasince it is a zero sum
game, but it induces people to work inefficiently too much. @iy implication, drawn recently
by Corneo (2000), is then that progressive income taxation iméglet an efficient side, to the
extent that it corrects this distortion and reduces thecat On the other side, Corneo, Jeanne

(1999a) show that competition for status might have indirectipositelfare effects through the



fostering of private growth and Corneo, Jeanne (1999b) investigatedeeply the link between
pecuniary emulation, inequality and growth. The focus on grovghased by Cole, Mailath and
Postlewaite (1992), who argue that differences in sociah@agon, inducing different
preferences in terms of relative position, may leadfferént growth rates. Neumark, Postlewaite
(1998) apply a similar kind of reasoning to the job market, showingimoeme comparison with
the family of a woman's relatives may motivate her degigd work, through a mechanism that
potentially gives rise to chain effects, much better soetance with empirical findings than
traditional neoclassical models. From a slightly differenhipof view Akerlof, Kranton (2000)
provide a theoretical basis for models which focus on agdetsity as an engine for their
economic choices and it is apparent that in such settirags/esposition and interpersonal
comparison play a major role.

Another way of looking at how relative position and in particulkatiree income might
matter besides absolute income is that of focusing on thpar@un with an individual aspiration
level rather than on interpersonal comparison. Aspiratioms s@@lay a crucial role in
determining satisfaction, as argued by Sacco, Vanin (20008imwation model of network
interaction. Clark (1997) explains the empirical finding that emeport on average a higher job
satisfaction than men with the consideration that, maietabse of historical reason, they have
been used to having worse positions and therefore they havemage lower aspirations, which
are more easily satisfied. If this explanation is corieateans that the gender differential in
satisfaction is just temporary and will disappear as seamoanen's aspirations are adapted and
revised upwards.

These two ways how relative income could matter, i.e. throvghpersonal comparison
with a reference group and through psychological comparison withame'aspiration level, need
not, of course, be thought as alternative. Indeed, one of thempmstant ways of forming own
aspirations is through the comparison with others. Clark, Os{#8fb) investigate this link and
provide an empirical estimation of the relevance of commparnncome for job satisfaction. Using
data for UK for 1991, they find that:

. "Workers' reported level of satisfaction are at best weaddrelated with
absolute income alone”;

. "Measures of comparison income are significantly negatieetrelated
with reported levels of happiness at work";

. "The higher the level of education, the lower the reportasfaetion level"

The last result is explained with the idea that highecatiton brings about higher

aspirations, which are more difficult to be met satisfalgtor



The purpose of the present contribution is to check the valiflihese findings in the light
of data for Germany for 1993, coming from the sample release@ B $So0zio-oekonomisches
Panel) for students. The main findings are the following:

» Male workers' satisfaction depends to a high degree (pogitinel significantly)
upon absolute income and not upon comparison income, whereas theeopplolst
for female workers;

» The coefficient of absolute and comparison income are salwhgpposite sign, but
they appear reversed for men and women, a fact that beghterpreted through in
terms of a different attitude toward distributional issues;

» The level of education is not significantly correlated witharted satisfaction.

» Before proceeding to interpret them it is necessary toroaie in detail at how they

are derived.

3. Estimation procedure

The dataset contains observations on 3306 persons, of whom 13@#8dulNorkers. Table
1 shows some descriptive statistics of the sample ofifiudl workers. Each worker was asked,
among other questions, to report his or her degree of happirtegelwin a scale ranging from a
minimum of 0 to a maximum of 10. To assess the impacabus explanatory variables on this
reported satisfaction, one has to cope with a problem oftafinadi ordered choice, for which an
ordered probit regression is particularly suited [see \&k§2000) for a general introduction and
Hausman, Wise (1978) for a deeper analysis of the probit m&ietle the main purpose of the
present estimation is a comparative one, | consider a soralber of explanatory variables,
focusing attention just on those which appear most importanaitk @hd Oswald's work. In
particular, | analyse the effect on job satisfactionrobg monthly income, comparison income
(taken as a proxy of an individual aspiration level over incomenthly hours of work, reported
happiness with health, age, years of schooling, marriage, msmbe a trade-union an gender.
The expected coefficients, on the base of Clark and Oswatak, are as follows: absolute income
should be hardly significant; comparison income should have a sagmtifiegative effect, since it
represents higher aspirations, more difficult to be met; hdw®ii should have a negative impact
for seemingly obvious reasons; health conditions are very ligehfluence satisfaction even in
other spheres of life, hence they should be relevant andvpogib satisfaction seems to be

monotonically positively related to age; higher education séetnsng about lower satisfaction,



perhaps because it increases aspirations more than restuigd; marriage was included on the idea
that there might be different reactions to similar job coon#ifor married and for non married
workers, since they might have different needs and hadsigds the work, but it was not clear
what effect one should expect; trade-union membership coulssbeiated to a more conflicting or
critical way of seeing work relations, and hence might Be@ated with a lower satisfaction;
finally, as already mentioned, men seem to report on averlmyeer job satisfaction than women.
As we shall see, some of these intuitions are not supportée: lwata.

The main problem, for the scope of the present analysiswgo construct a good proxy of
the aspiration level. The strategy followed by Clark and&d, and followed here, consists in
running a simple OLS regression of income on a number of explanatgaple, and then to use
the fitted values as a proxy for aspirations. To a certdang it is difficult to doubt that this
approximation captures some relevant elements, since itisefisw much earns on average a
person of a certain age, with a certain education, who naa&esgain kind of job, and so on, and it
seems natural to think that aspirations and satisfacteom#iuenced by the average level around
an individual. Nevertheless, for two reasons this measugitroe inadequate. First, an individual's
aspirations depend crucially on the dynamics of his or her peafares, i.e., there is a temporal
element which is not captured by a simple static averagssathe population (or its subgroups);
second, as pointed out by Neumark and Postlewaite (1998), thenegfegroup for an individual
might be different from the population we are studying, for imestat might be constituted by his
or her relatives or friends. Clark and Oswald try to owere these problems using different
measures of the comparison income (whereas | estimagt ihjone way), but still they do not
apply any dynamic definition.

Specifically, | regress gross monthly income (in logarijtiem gender, age, age squared (a
proxy for experience), years of schooling, years of schooling egsince returns to education
may not be linear), seven dummies for job type and five dusfoidirm size (since it may be the
case that bigger firms pay more [as shown by Schmidtm&rmmann (1991)]). The results of this
OLS regression appear in Table 2.

In order to reduce multicollinearity problems, instead offitted values of this regression, |
use their exponential as a measure of comparison incomeondéned probit regressions, whereas
| keep measuring actual income in logs. This does not allownang to speculate about the
difference between actual and desired income. Neverthelbis,this interpretation would have
been somewhat problematic in any case, we should be stilicatiétect a monotonic negative
effect of higher comparison income on satisfaction, if preSdm results of the ordered probit

regressions are listed in Tables 3 to 8.



4. Empirical results

The most striking result from the present estimations istiade and female workers
exhibit sharp differences in the way they evaluate their josfaation, and not only in the sense
that women report on average a higher degree of happinessifartink - an element, indeed, that
does not appear to be very strong in our sample -, but rather semse that the determinants of
their satisfaction appear to be different. In order to goequate relevance to this aspect, the tables
show two series of three regressions. The first seriesmmudnclude comparative income and is
meant to assess the impact of absolute income taken #iersecond includes comparative
income. Each time, | show the basic regression for tidersample and then, disentangled, the
two regressions that hold for men and for women.

The first regressions show that absolute income, taken,dlas& positive and significant
impact for men, but not for women, for whom the coefficient iggmgicantly different from zero.
So it seems that women's job satisfaction is substanti@gpendent from their income. Rather, it
depends to a high degree (negatively) on the number of hours ofwock appear in turn to be
insignificant for men (even if the coefficient is sti#gative, as expected). Age is highly positively
correlated with job satisfaction for both, as well ase#ms to be general that older workers are
more content with their job than younger people. The negative effschooling on satisfaction
found by Clark and Oswald is here present only for men, wharesignificant effect is present for
women. Contrary to the possible expectation, both marriage andmeiobership are not
significant.

If we now introduce comparison income, the picture changeg®ifollowing way. First, as
anticipated, both for male and for female workers the sifjtteeccoefficients of absolute and
comparison income are opposite, but while men make their jisifiessibn largely depend
(positively) upon their absolute income (comparison income isigoificant), women do exactly
the opposite: for them only the comparison income appears tgrbgicsint, the absolute income
not. Although significant for women, the effect of comparisooine on satisfaction is very low
for them as well as for men, contrary to the findings tdriCand Oswald. Moreover, it is really
surprising that a woman's job satisfaction be negativetlyqagh not significantly) correlated with
her income! This point deserves some comments: a possible gipiac@uld be that in our
sample women care about distribution of income, and hence alaiivieréncome, in a way
opposite to men: while male workers tend to fight on the jaaio a position higher than the
average, female workers care more about distributive fairfidss is just a possible explanation,



but other ones could be more appropriate. A possible alternativiestance, would be to think

that the specification of the comparison income has tthhaged. What seems indeed clear is that,
to really understand these results, more research efferteeaded. Moreover, even the sharp
difference in the results form Clark and Oswald's ones coutihéeither to an insufficiently
accurate specification or to real differences betweeam&ey and the UK, which then would
require an explanation. Finally, as far as the other explanaogbles are concerned, the
introduction of comparative income changes a bit our previougsebldurs of work are still
significant for women but not for men, as well as healthaiesrelevant and significant in any
case, but now the significance of age turns out to be lowarltafore, while that of education,

with the sign predicted by Clark and Oswald, is now higklarriage and union participation
remain always statistically negligible. These changdhke results are relatively minor ones and do

not alter any of the basic previous findings.

5. Conclusion

This paper provides an estimation of job satisfaction focusipagriicular on the role of
comparison income and of aspirations. The methodology follows glG&@ik and Oswald (1996),
but while they use data for the UK, the present data for @®yriead to different results. In
particular, comparison income appears to be less relexanthby found and seems to have
opposite effects on job satisfaction for male and female warKée present investigation is not
sufficient to fully explain these differences. A possibkeipretation goes in the direction of the
difference between men and women's way of caring of distributisswgs; similarly, Germany
and the UK could differ in the way in which workers attributdue to positional issues. Another
possible interpretation is that the measure of comparison ingsetkis not sophisticated enough,
and hence brings just to partial results. In particulanadyic considerations would be necessary to
capture adequately the role of aspirations. Finally, whH#ekGnd Oswald find a strong negative
correlation between education and job satisfaction, this doegppetr from the present sample.
What instead appears quite clearly is that women pay muah attention than men to the number

of hours of work and, in general, much less to income (edhsolute or relative).
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Table 1 - Descriptive statistics of the variables employed

Vari abl e
heal t h
j obsat
j p0803

j p15

wage

j p10001

j p10002

j p101

jiscoh

betr93
schoo
jtatzeit

| ogwage
hour s
sex

age
agesq
school sq
marry

uni on

jobl

j ob2

j ob3

j ob4

j ob5

j ob6

j ob7

sizel

size2

size3

si ze4d

si ze5

1373
1373
1373
1373
1368
1369
1371
1362
1299
1373
1299
1373
1373
1373
1362
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373
1373

6. 98252
7.114766
1

1

4653. 945
1.29716
954. 185
1. 853801
4.34843
3. 695113
11.7232
43. 10092
8. 343903
186. 7707
. 7028405
38. 815
1633. 501
143. 5885
. 6081573
. 6416606
. 1806264
. 0386016
. 2425346
. 0772032
. 0844865
. 01748

. 3350328
. 0611799
. 1238165
. 2396213
. 2359796
. 3095412

jobsat: satisfation with job

heal t h:

2. 046753
1.986233
0

0

2824. 552
. 4571739
11.26894
1.131694
2.33001
1.272551
2.481844
8. 06755
. 4224449
34.95938
. 4571739
11. 26894
915. 6549
67.2385
. 4883397
. 4796873
. 3848485
. 1927137
. 428772
. 2670109
. 2782174
. 131099
. 4721739
. 2397473
. 3294921
. 4270079
. 4247642
. 4624729

satisfaction with health

wage: gross incone |ast nonth

| ogwage=
hours: a

I n(wage)
ctua

sex: dummy =1 when male, =0 wh

age: age
agesq=ag
school

school sg=school *schoo

e*age

hours per nmonth on the job

en fenale

nunmber of years of schooling

marry: dummy =1 when nmarried

=0 when sep

uni on: dummy =1 when trade uni on nmenber

jobl: dummy for scientist

job2: dummy for manager

7

9.5

6. 907755
41. 16667
0

19

361

I
©

O O O O O O O 0O O o o o o o

55000

974

18

80

10. 91509
346. 6667
1

71

5041

324

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

arated, single, divorced or w dowed

=0 when not



j ob3:
j ob4:
j ob5:
j ob6:
job7:

the
si ze
si ze
si ze
si ze
si ze
the

dummy for office

resi dual category is conposed by "ot her"

1: dumy for firns
2: dummy for firms
3: dummy for firns
4: dummy for firms
5: dummy for firns

wor ker

dummy for business job
dummy for service sector job
dummy for agriculture job
dummy for production job

wi th enpl oyees<5

wi th 5=<enpl oyees<20

wi th 10=<enpl oyees<200

wi th 200=<enpl oyees<2000
wi th 2000=<enpl oyees

or "does not apply"

residual category is conposed by the self-enployed with no enpl oyees

Table 2 - OL S estimation of comparison income (log gr oss monthly wage)

17 6.43865958
1344 . 099685525

Nunber of obs
F( 17, 1344)
Prob > F
R- squar ed
Adj R-squared
Root MSE

= 1362
= 64.59
= 0.0000
= 0.4496
= 0.4427
= .31573

Sour ce | SS
Model | 109.457213
Residual | 133.977345
Total | 243.434558

| ogwage | Coef
sex | . 3052877
age | . 0564367
agesq | -.0006037
school | . 0912537
schoolsq | -.0020803
jobl | . 1981751
job2 | . 4899409
job3 | . 1101745
job4 | . 1254755
job5 | -.1271335
job6 | -.3712945
job7 | -.0145506
sizel | . 1373937
size2 | . 0461239
si ze3 | . 0588796
si zed | . 0892771
si ze5 | . 1319475
cons | 5.994744

. 0205637
. 0058377
. 0000716
. 0338702
. 0012518
. 0609152
. 0712834
. 0582301
. 0637068
. 0629056
. 0908453

. 057774
. 0635373
. 0589932

. 056955
. 0570148
. 0566088
. 2567564

14

.
MNP PR ONMOARNDNPREPROWRENO®O

23.

694
662
253
873
892
970
021
087
252
162
782
034

[ 95% Conf .

. 2649473
. 0449847
-. 0007442
. 0248096
-. 0045359
. 0786759
. 3501022
-. 0040574
. 0005

-. 2505374
-. 5495084
-.1278877
. 0127507
-. 0696048
-. 0528507
-. 0225706
. 0208963
5. 491057

I nterval ]

. 3456282

. 0678887

-. 0004633
. 1576979

. 0003753

. 3176743

. 6297797

. 2244063

. 2504511

-. 0037296
-. 1930805
. 0987865

. 2620367

. 1618527

.17061

. 2011249

. 2429988

6.498431



Table 3 - Job satisfaction

Ordered probit estinates

Log likelihood = -2397.2482

Nunber of obs

1283
292.00
0. 0000
0. 0574

j obsat | Coef Std. Err
| ogwage . 2093266 . 0833945

hour s -.0016384 .0008493
heal th . 2518393 . 0152768

I
I
I
age | .0075992 .0029227
I
I
I

school -. 0153114 .0128347
marry -. 0062619 .0652687
uni on . 057172 . 0607086

cutl | . 4837883 . 6170849
cut2 | . 7461903 .6118313
cut3 | 1.075528 .6093578
cut4 | 1.590564 .6081934
cuts | 1. 910307 . 608018
cut6 | 2. 450857 . 6089828
cut?7 | 2.767978  .6099312
cut8 | 3.305526  .6119921
cut9 | 4.198008 .6142387
cut10 | 4.851777 . 6148018

LR chi 2(7) =

Prob > chi2 =

Pseudo R2 =
P>| z| [ 95% Conf .
0.012 . 0458763
0. 054 -. 0033029
0. 000 . 2218974
0. 009 . 0018707
0.233 -. 040467
0.924 -. 1341862
0. 346 -.0618146

(Ancillary paraneters)

I nterval ]

. 3727769
. 0000262
. 2817811
. 0133276
. 0098443
. 1216625
. 1761587

Table 4 - Job satisfaction for male wor kers

Ordered probit estimates

Log likelihood = -1659. 7945

Nunber of obs

902
227.97
0. 0000
0. 0643

j obsat | Coef Std. Err
| ogwage . 3660621 . 1035199

hour s -.0008766 .0009504
heal th . 2764512 . 0191292

-.0278341 . 0151036
-. 0194331 . 0826206
. 0672588 . 0714255

schoo

|
|
|
age | . 0074918 . 003568
|
marry
|

uni on

LR chi 2(7) =

Prob > chi2 =

Pseudo R2 =
P>| z| [ 95% Conf .
0. 000 . 1631668
0. 356 -. 0027394
0. 000 . 2389586
0. 036 . 0004987
0. 065 -. 0574365
0. 814 -. 1813665
0. 346 -. 0727326

I nterval ]

. 5689574
. 0009863
. 3139439
. 0144849
. 0017684
. 1425003
. 2072502



cutl | 1.97586
cut2 | 2. 155232
cut3 | 2. 453978
cut4 | 3. 059588
cuts | 3. 430661
cut6 | 3.942348
cut?7 | 4.282014
cut8 | 4.840842
cut9 | 5. 795856
cut10 | 6.431323

. 7771146
. 7722519
. 7683031

. 765985
. 7663896
. 7677102
. 7689561
. 7721052
. 7765569
. 7781327

(Ancillary paraneters)

Table 5 - Job satisfaction for female workers

O dered probit estimates

Log likelihood = -720.39359

Nunber of obs =

381
81.30
0. 0000
0. 0534

jobsat | Coef
| ogwage | . 086189
hours | -.0049353
heal th | . 2163822
age | . 0084892
school | . 0060489
marry | . 0636346
union | -.0092146
cutl | -1.089382
cut2 | -.6938251
cut3 | -.3305655
cuté | . 0228749
_cuts | . 2270929
cuté | . 851073
cut7 | 1.11894
cut8 | 1. 620217
cut9 | 2.413007

|

3. 127357

. 1725599
. 0020432
. 0258279
. 0051669
. 0252813
. 1095409
. 1176503

1.335318
1. 32563
. 323307
. 322062
. 320831
. 322414
. 324069
. 326498
. 327656
. 326692

P PP P PP PP

643
239
581

LR chi 2(7) =

Prob > chi 2 =

Pseudo R2 =
P>| z| [ 95% Conf .
0.617 -. 2520222
0.016 -. 0089399
0. 000 . 1657605
0. 100 -.0016378
0.811 -.0435014
0.561 -. 1510616
0.938 -. 239805

(Ancillary paraneters)

Interval]

. 4244001
. 0009308
. 2670039
. 0186162
. 0555993
. 2783307
. 2213758



Table 6 - Job satisfaction with compar ative income

Ordered probit estinates

Log likelihood = -2396. 6055

1283
293. 29
0. 0000
0. 0577

j obsat | Coef Std. Err
| ogwage . 264286 . 0964656
r ef wage -.0000436 .0000385

hour s -.0016305 .0008493

I
[
[
health |  .2515095 .0152805
I
I
[
I

age . 0086615 . 0030698
school -. 0045941 . 0159414
marry . 0013592 . 0656162
uni on . 056902 . 0607103
cutl | . 9225316 . 7283608
cut2 | 1.183853 .7234424
cut3 | 1.512191 . 7208919
cut4 | 2.026466  .7195582
cuts | 2. 346572 . 7195822
cut6 | 2.887894  .7207649
cut?7 | 3. 205205 . 721656
cut8 | 3. 742862 . 7234486
cut9 | 4.63575 . 7255663
cut 10 | 5.290291 .7264083

Nunber of obs =
LR chi 2(8) =
Prob > chi 2 =
Pseudo R2 =
P>| z| [ 95% Conf .
0. 006 . 075217
0. 257 -. 000119
0. 055 -. 0032952
0. 000 . 2215603
0. 005 . 0026447
0.773 -. 0358386
0.983 -. 1272463
0. 349 -. 062088

(Ancillary paraneters)

I nterval ]

. 453355

. 0000318
. 0000341
. 2814587
. 0146782
. 0266505
. 1299647
. 1758921

Table7 - Male job satisfaction with comparison income

Ordered probit estinates

Log likelihood = -1659.5825

902
228. 40
0. 0000
0. 0644

jobsat | Coef Std. Err
| ogwage . 3960823 . 1133228
r ef wage -. 000033 . 0000506

hour s -. 0009051 . 0009515

age . 0083292 . 0037929
school -. 0180344 . 0213205
marry -. 0160072 . 0827893

|
|
I
health |  .2760041 .0191418
|
|
I
I

uni on . 0702559 . 0715735

Nunber of obs =
LR chi 2(8) =
Prob > chi 2 =
Pseudo R2 =
P>| z| [ 95% Conf .
0. 000 . 1739736
0.515 -. 0001322
0. 341 -. 0027699
0. 000 . 2384868
0.028 . 0008953
0. 398 -.0598218
0. 847 -. 1782712
0. 326 -. 0700255

Interval]

. 618191

. 0000663
. 0009598
. 3135213
. 0157631

. 023753

. 1462567
. 2105373



2.215548
2.394346
2.692713
3.298124
3. 669597
4.181951
4.521821
5. 080537
6. 035477
6.671348

. 8598465
. 8551036
. 8512977
. 8490789
. 8497105
. 8513475
. 8526064
. 8553713
. 8593629
. 8610569

(Ancillary paraneters)

Table 8 - Female job satisfaction with comparison income

O dered probit estimates

Log likelihood = -716.28589

381
89.51
0. 0000
0. 0588

| ogwage
ref wage
hour s
heal t h
age
schoo
marry

uni on

. 2009864
. 0001199
. 0020505

-.2088151
. 0003437
-. 0044596
. 2225733
. 0020171
-. 0504674
. 0402011
. 0239708

. 025946

. 0056324
. 0320572
. 1098868
. 1182659

358

Nunber of obs =
LR chi 2(8) =
Prob > chi 2 =
Pseudo R2 =
P>| z| [ 95% Conf
0.299 -.6027412
0. 004 . 0001086
0. 030 -.0084786
0. 000 . 1717202
0.720 -. 0090222
0. 115 -. 1132984
0.714 -. 1751731
0. 839 -.2078262

. 185111

. 0005787
-. 0004406
. 2734265
. 0130565
. 0123636
. 2555753
. 2557677

-3. 093829
-2.69131
-2.324819
-1. 966678
-1.758848
-1.123935
-. 8515747
-. 3420153
. 4614128
1.177364

. 508817
. 498763
. 496171
. 494293
. 492583
. 492083
. 492871
. 493754
. 492956
. 491894

(Ancillary paraneters)



Appendix - Stata Do-File

set nmenory 32000
cl ear

| og using "H:\Paol o\ Stata\Rel ative I nconme\Jobsat.txt", replace

* Merging data

use "H: \Paol o\ St at a\ Dat a\ Jpgen. dta", cl ear

sort persnr

save "H: \ Paol o\ St at a\ Dat a\ Jpgen. dta", repl ace

use "H: \Paol o\ St at a\ Dat a\ Jp. dta", clear

sort persnr

nmerge persnr using "H\Paol o\ St at a\ Dat a\ Jpgen. dt a"
save "H:\ Paol o\ St at a\ Dat a\ Mer ged93. dta", repl ace

* Sel ect variabl es

keep betr93 jbilzeit jiscoh jp0101 jp0102 jp0803 jpl5 jp5401 jpl0001 jpl0002
j pl0l jtatzeit

* Keep just full tine workers (with a reasonabl e i ncone)

keep if jpl5==1
drop if jp5401<1000

* Recode -3 (Answer inprobable), -2 (Not applicable) and -1 (No answer) to ".

mvdecode _all, mv(-1)
mvdecode _all, mv(-2)
mvdecode _all, mv(-3)

* Generate variabl es

rename j p0102 j obsat

* satisfation with job
rename j p0101 health

* satisfaction with health

rename j p5401 wage
* wage = gross incone |last nonth



gen

| ogwage=Il n(wage)

gen hours=(jtatzeit*52)/12

* actual hours per nmonth on the job

gen sex=j p10001==

* sex=1 when nal e

gen
gen

age=(993-j p10002)
agesqg=age*age

rename jbilzeit schoo

* school

gen school sg=school *schoo

gen

* marry=1 when married

gen

mar ry=j p101==1

uni on=j p0803==1

sex=0 when fenal e

is the nunber of years of schooling

=0 when separated, single, divorced or w dowed

* uni on=1 when trade uni on nenber, =0 when not

gen jobl=jiscoh==

* dummy for scientist

gen job2=jiscoh==2

* dummy for manager

gen j ob3=jiscoh==3

* dummy for office worker

gen j ob4=ji scoh==4

* durmmy for

gen j ob5=jiscoh==5

busi ness job

* dummy for service sector job

gen j ob6=ji scoh==6

* dummy for agriculture job

gen job7=jiscoh==7

* dummy for production job

* the residua

gen
* sj
gen
* gi
gen
* gi
gen

* si

si zel=betr93==1
zel is a dumy for
si ze2=betr 93==2
ze2 is a dunmy for
si ze3=betr93==3
ze3 is a dunmy for
Si zed4=betr 93==4
zed4 is a dunmy for

firms

firns

firns

firns

category is conposed by "other" or "does not apply"

wi th enpl oyees<5

wi t h 5=<enpl oyees<20

wi th 10=<enpl oyees<200

wi th 200=<enpl oyees<2000



gen si zeb=betr93==5
* size5 is a dumy for firms with 2000=<enpl oyees
* the residual category is conposed by the self-enployed with no enpl oyees

sum

* Estimating expected wage

regress | ogwage sex age agesq school school sq jobl job2 job3 job4 job5 job6 job7
sizel size2 size3 size4 sizeb

predict reflwage

gen refwage=exp(reflwage)

* Estimating job satisfaction

oprobit jobsat |ogwage hours health age school marry union

oprobit jobsat |ogwage hours health age school marry union if sex==

oprobit jobsat |ogwage hours health age school marry union if sex==0
oprobit jobsat |ogwage refwage hours health age school marry union

oprobit jobsat |ogwage refwage hours health age school nmarry union if sex==

oprobit jobsat |ogwage refwage hours health age school marry union if sex==0

| og cl ose



