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This work is devoted to job satisfaction. In the study we use a new interpretation of utility: procedural utility. The goal of the work is direct application of the procedural utility to learn more about satisfaction an individual derives from a job. In our testing we used the dataset of the Ukrainian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey for 2003 and 2004.  The results of the computations showed that within the set of employed the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise and the number of subordinates an employee has, is important and influences their feeling of happiness they receive from the job. However, results of our estimation did not support other hypothesis: we did not find positive connection between level of autonomy and job satisfaction among self-employed and self-employed status has no significant effect on job satisfaction. We propose some new hypothesis to explain this insignificance and provide directions for future researches.
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Chapter 1

Introduction
This study is dedicated to the notion of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction describes how content an individual is with his or her job. It is a relative notion which links characteristics of a worker to a job. The concept of job satisfaction was first introduced by psychologists at the beginning of 20th century. Later it was used in business science within the framework of motivation theory. In the second half of the 20th century the concept of motivation drew attention of economists who tried to use it under fundamental principles of economic theory. 

Job satisfaction is regarded as important factor of influence on labor productivity (S. Gazioğlu, A. Tansel, 2002), absenteeism (A.E Clark., A.J. Oswald, 1996) and decision to quit a job (R.B Freeman, 1978). First studies on job satisfaction tried to determine how it influences decisions to change workplace, work more and perform work better. These studies applied theories of psychology with their results relevant to business. The goal was to describe and design a system of task-performance and motivation that could maximize employees’ job happiness and stimulate them to work as efficient as possible.

Typical assumptions of labor economics imply that factors that increase consumption (the amount of wage, bonuses for the job performed, social payments etc) have positive impact while factors that decrease leisure (time spent on job, working overtime and so on) have negative impact on the utility derived from job (George J. Borjas, 1996). However, these factors are closely connected to the job’s outcome. In reality, frequently people obtain pleasure from the following procedures: the: the way a job is done, the conditions their tasks are performed and so on (B.S. Frey, M.Benz, 2003; A. L. Kalleberg, 1977; D. Kawaguchi, 2002; S. J. Linz, 2002).

With the development of new technologies firms faced the need for highly educated personnel, which could perform tasks with new complex devices. Attention of the firms’ managers turned from capital to human factors of production, inspiring the work on job satisfaction with focus on the worker’s utility. These studies used different motivation theories. Maslow theory of hierarchical needs, theory X vs. theory Y by Douglas McGregor, Motivation-Hygiene theory by Herzberg are among the most famous in the field.

Precise and clear description of the processes of formation new working conditions is given in a study by T.K. Bauer (2004). The author claims that workplace organization changed from Tayloristic, which included “task specialization, a pyramidal hierarchical structure, and a centralization of responsibilities”, to a Holistic organization with “flat hierarchical structures, job rotation, self-responsible teams, multi-tasking, a greater involvement of lower-level employees in decision-making, and the replacement of vertical by horizontal communication channels” (T.K. Bauer, 2004). Hence, new production relations can be characterized by new role and structure of working places, where people are stimulated not only by the outcomes, but also by the procedures these outcomes are achieved. 
In this study, we use a new interpretation of utility, introduced by Bruno S. Frey, Matthias Benz and Alois Stutzer (2003) in their work “Introducing Procedural Utility: Not only What, but also How Matters”. Procedural utility is “the well-being people gain from living and acting under institutionalized processes as they contribute to a positive sense of self, addressing innate needs of autonomy, relatedness and competence” (B.S. Frey, M. Benz and A. Stutzer (2003)). It pays attention to the well-being of individuals, depends on non-instrumental aspects and is driven by the feeling of self. In other words, this new interpretation emphasizes the role of procedures (vs. results) and institutions (vs. outcomes) in the formation of individual’s level of satisfaction.

Therefore, the goal of this study is direct application of the procedural utility to learn more about satisfaction an individual derives from a job. In other words, we want to learn how hierarchy influences job satisfaction.

In doing so, we will test whether or not self-employed individuals derive higher procedural utility from the level of hierarchical freedom compared to employed workers. We will also test whether or not the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise and the number of subordinates an employee has, is important and whether or not it influences workers’ feeling of happiness they receive from the job. In our testing we will use the dataset of the Ukrainian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey for 2003 and 2004. Therefore we will test the hypotheses described above for the case of Ukraine.

According to B.S. Frey and A. Stutzer (2001,) research on happiness contributes to economic literature in three ways. Firstly, it provides policy makers with methods and tools to achieve Pareto optimum. Secondly, it shows the impact of institutions on public utility. Thirdly, it helps to understand the formation process of relative well-being (B.S. Frey, A. Stutzer, 2001). This study will provide a deeper view on the factors that influence job evaluation. 

The results can also contribute to the policy making decisions. If the above formulated hypotheses are true, we can apply the results of the study in several ways. First of all, this study can justify the need for incentives for employment as well as the need for effective preconditions for small and mid-sized enterprises. In addition, it can justify the need for large firms and organizations to increase the level of hierarchical freedom.
This study is organized as follows: Chapter 2 of the study provides overview of the literature on job satisfaction and puts it into theoretical context. Chapter 3 describes methodology. Chapter 4 presents data used in the study, while Chapter 5 provides the results of econometrical estimation. Finally,  chapter 6 presents major findings of the study.
Chapter 2

Literature review

We begin our literature review with the general overview of various theories, especially popular in  business, that have practical as well as theoretical value in further development of the field. Later on we present a theory of job satisfaction by Kallerberg, whose goal was to summarize the discussion on direct motivation and job satisfaction and to put it into more stylized theoretical framework. A number of contemporary studies on job satisfaction  lead to the concept of procedural utility, which allowed researchers to explain happiness not only by the outcomes of the work but also by the procedures and institutions individual is enrolled in during the production process. We provide general overview of this concept. Further, some empirical results that support theoretical discussion are presented. Finally we describe research on happiness in transition countries and make general conclusions.
In general, job satisfaction is the level of utility an individual derives from job. This notion is most widely used in different motivation theories. Many hypotheses of workers’ motivation were first introduced at the beginning of the 20th century by psychologists. Later economists tried to deepen them and to add some new dimensions. A simple model of job performance would be:

performance=ability×motivation.

It shows that motivation is one of the decisive factors in the production chain, and, unlike ability, can be varied and influenced by managers (W.E. Gallagher, H.J. Einhorn, 1976).

As literature review shows there are three basic motivation theories: Maslow theory of needs hierarchy, theory X/theory Y, and Motivation-Hygiene theory by Herzberg.

Maslow theory of hierarchical needs is perhaps the most popular and can be considered as the basic business theory of motivation. Maslow hypothesized that people’s needs are ranged from the basic physiological ones, such as hunger, sleep, sex; to psychological ones such as self-esteem, self-fulfillment, and self-recognition. (W.E. Gallagher, H.J. Einhorn, 1976).

Motivation-Hygiene theory by Herzberg states that there are two sets of factors influencing motivation: motivators, which give positive satisfaction from job; and hygiene factors, which do not have any positive influence on job satisfaction, but, when lacking, create high dissatisfaction. 
Theory X/theory Y was developed by Douglas McGregor using Maslow hierarchy of needs. McGregor grouped Maslow’s hierarchy into two levels, with the lower level of needs influenced by factors of theory X framework and higher level of needs influenced by determinants argued in theory Y. In general, such a vision provides two frameworks managers can work in. If managers assume their workers are lazy and will avoid work every time possible, theory X is used to solve the problem of motivation, stressing on the usage of authoritarian style with threat and punishment. If managers think employees can be self-motivated, self-controlled and self-directed, theory Y is used as a framework for motivating personnel. Clearly, in this case a more democratic style of management is preferred, and the whole system of motivation is aimed at providing such conditions that stimulate creativeness, ambitions, workers’ self-actualization 
These theories and their influence on job design are described in a paper by W.E. Gallagher and H.J. Einhorn (1976). In their work, the authors describe the main concepts of job-design and investigate motivation behind these job structures. They define job design as the “specification of the contents, methods, and relationship of job in order to satisfy technological as well as the social and personal requirements of the job holder”. Hence a great emphasis is put on the job satisfaction issue. They conclude that job enlargement and job enrichment can be good measures to improve the performance of organization through increasing the utility derived from work. 
Many studies by psychologists as well as by economists determine two sets of factors that influence motivation: (i) extrinsic, and (ii) intrinsic factors. Extrinsic factors have been traditionally used as basic in production process and job design. They include some tangible (wages, bonuses, promotions/punishments) and intangible reward (public praise, medals, and honor diplomas). Intrinsic factors are those that stimulate a person to enjoy the activity for its own sake. They become more important with the change of production process, when the measurement of productivity appears to be a difficult process and appointment of extrinsic reward is problematic. 
All motivation theories explicitly or implicitly use the notion of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, treating the first as more important. Intrinsic motivation is cheaper in terms of costs, as it reflects self-motivation of a person and does not have strict external influence. However, working on a job design or organizational structure, it can be problematic to satisfy such needs and therefore,  managers should find special approaches to deal with every person. A set of intrinsic factors for every employee is unique and is not directly available under given working conditions.

A.L. Kalleberg (1977) in his study on work values and job rewards proposes a theory of job satisfaction. He states that job satisfaction level depends on job characteristics (“the amount of satisfaction available from particular dimensions of work”) and work values (“the meanings that individuals attach to these perceived job characteristics”) (A. L. Kalleberg, 1977). According to the results of the study, the author concludes that the following three dimensions of work have special value for employees:  (i) intrinsic, (ii) extrinsic (convenience, financial, relationship with co-workers, career) and (iii) resource adequacy dimensions. 
Intrinsic dimension explains whether or not a job is interesting, allows one to develop oneself, whether or not it is possible to see the results of one’s work. Extrinsic dimension can be considered as opposite to the intrinsic since it represents evaluation of external conditions. 
Such a set of variables includes the subsets of:

· convenience measures  (distance to the place of work, hours of work, amount of work);

· financial factors (the amount of wage, bonuses, job security);

· relationship with co-workers (friendly conditions at the place of work);

· career (chances of promotion).
Resource adequacy reflects the extent of resources availability and correspondence to the tasks performed.

The results of the study showed that happiness derived from job depends on the values individuals attach to different dimensions of their working activities. That is why the author proposes two lines of possible research. First, different kinds of people treat work characteristics differently. Such a treatment can be explained by three sets of factors: socialization, non-work social roles, and work experience; their impact on the formation of such treatment is an open question. Second, mechanisms through which rewards are distributed must also be a topic of future research. However, in contemporary literature on happiness economists proposed a more generalized and profound explanation of the utility derived from working activity. Indeed, as Kalleberg mentions, his research was limited in the sense that he used conceptual tools mainly provided by sociologists.  

Bruno S. Frey, Matthias Benz and Alois Stutzer (2003) in their paper “Introducing Procedural Utility: Not only What, but also How Matters” propose a new notion to explain variation in job satisfaction namely procedural utility. They incorporate findings of social psychology into economics which allows them to present the concept in much more detail while making it relevant to the real life. Let us take a more detail look at this concept.

Procedural utility
Most economic models nowadays use a concept of utility with the assumption that the basic source of happiness is wealth and that preferences are defined over material payoffs. Although this view simplifies mathematical derivations, it takes into account only a narrow part of people’s preferences.

By definition procedural utility is “the well-being people gain from living and acting under institutionalized processes as they contribute to a positive sense of self, addressing innate needs of autonomy, relatedness and competence” (B.S. Frey, M. Benz, A. Stutzer, 2003). Procedural utility draws attention to the well-being of individuals and emphasizes individual’s positive and negative feelings about it. Procedural utility depends on non-instrumental aspects of human life. While instrumental utility is influenced by outcomes achieved through decision-making process, procedural utility is determined by the conditions an individual lives in as well as by institutions and relations people are involved in. Procedural utility emerges because “people have a sense of self” and actively react to situations when a feeling of pride, mastering or self-esteem arises (B.S. Frey, M. Benz, A. Stutzer, 2003). 

Therefore, procedural utility exists because people need a framework for self-evaluation and comparison. As discussed in a study by B.S. Frey, M. Benz, A. Stutzer (2003), psychologists identify the following three needs for self-determination to be of the highest importance: the need for autonomy, relatedness and competence. Hence different institutions, rules and processes can provide individuals with such conditions, when these psychological needs can be satisfied without using instrumental aspects and outcomes. It is obvious that application of the traditional approach associated with outcomes as the only stimuli for individuals is not sufficient to explain their actions.

All sources of the procedural utility are classified into two broad categories. On the one hand, individuals derive utility from institutions which give rights, create or restrict choices and illustrate judgments about individuals involved. On the other hand, individuals’ satisfaction is influenced by interactions with others within certain institutions and therefore, the emphasis is on communicational issues. For example, an individual can have positive value of freedom of speech as such but the individual derives negative utility from some information in the media.  One more issue is the influence of hierarchy existence on happiness and utility obtained from the place in this hierarchy (associated with functional roles, responsibilities, and rights within the system).
According to the overview by B.S. Frey, M. Benz, A. Stutzer (2003) studies on happiness showed procedural utility as an important and “fruitful” concept from empirical as well as theoretical standpoint in economical (consumption, income earners), political (democratic participation, public good allocation, treatment of taxpayers, redistribution and inequality), organizational, and legal spheres.

Although the concept of the procedural utility is different from traditional utility, it can be incorporated in economic theory through the role of institutions and their influence on the well-being of individuals. 

Some schools of economic thought (New Institutional Economics, Development Economics, Economics of Transition) do study the impact of institutions on economic performance. However, the main motivation of these approaches is to find such a scheme or framework of institution that maximizes total welfare of society (Eirik G. Furuboth and Rudolf Richter, 1998; Everett E. Hagen, Richard D., 1980; Marie Lavigne. 1999). 
Procedural utility is different in the sense that it assumes that individuals value institutions not for the outcomes they provide, but firstly, for the sake of their own and secondly, for the processes they guarantee. Ideally instrumental and procedural utilities should not be used solely and separately. Researchers should be interested in not only how to find the best outcomes or alternatives of outcomes, but also in finding the right processes, procedures, institutions individuals value according to their psychological needs. Different examples of coexistence of the concept of procedural and instrumental utility show that, for example, democracy not only provides pleasure to individuals from institutions it gives, but it is also an efficient legal environment which leads to better economic outcomes.  Therefore, ideally in any analysis one should track the influence of procedural on traditional utility since they can be substitute as well as complements, and there may be a trade-off.

 There are some studies that find that the concept of procedural utility is important and valuable for the analysis of economic interactions of individuals. Although most of them do not use the concept of this utility explicitly, nonetheless the assumptions authors make or the results they receive do support the concept. 

Empirical results found in literature

The effect of introducing High Performance Workplace Organizations (HWPOs) on the utility employees received from work is discussed in a study by T. K. Bauer (2004). It is assumed that HWPOs decrease hierarchy at enterprises, introduce horizontal communication and lead to higher level of self-determination. This assumption is the cornerstone of the study. The author analyzes how the existence of “flexible workplace systems” influences a worker’s utility. The data used in the work is taken from the European Survey on Working Conditions (ESWC) for the year 2000 which includes data on 15 countries of the EU. It is found that “being employed in small firms, as supervisor, manager, clerk, or service worker affects job satisfaction positively” (T.K. Bauer, 2004). It is also found that higher extent of vertical and horizontal communication increases employees’ satisfaction. Besides, a higher autonomy level has a positive effect on employees’ utility. These findings support the procedural utility hypothesis that autonomy as well as relatedness has an influence on happiness.

Another study by D. Kawaguchi (2002) on self-employed shows that they tend to be happier than just employed, which means that self-employed derive positive utility from their position (specifically, autonomy). At the same time self-employed on average earn less than employed and there exists a substitution effect between the status and the income earned. The author explains such a difference with wage differential theory implying that self-employed might have some non-earning reasons to stay in this position. Kawaguchi uses the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 79 (NLSY79) and tests whether or not “moves in and out of self-employment are associated with changes in recorded job satisfaction scores” (D. Kawaguchi, 2002). His findings show that even taking into account “the effect of unavoidable overestimation” the status of being self-employed is important: a dollar earned by self-employed is an equivalent to 2.5 dollars of the employed workers’ earnings. It again means that there are some non-instrumental aspects (hypothetically autonomy) that have a positive influence on individual’s happiness.

One of the basic studies for this study is the work by B.S. Frey and M. Benz in which the notion of procedural utility is used and the importance and validness of this concept is tested. In this work, the question of job independence is the centerpiece of study. Authors use the notion of “procedural utility” and apply theoretical concept to real-world data. Self-employment is considered to be a proxy for description conditions and actions people interact in. Influence of self-employment on job satisfaction can hypothetically mean that people put a higher value on independence. Indeed, the results of the study show higher level of job satisfaction among those people, who are self-employed. It also means that institutions play an important role with respect to procedural utility. Moreover, intrinsic value, attached to hierarchy, has a negative impact on happiness. Such conclusions are taken as supportive arguments for the hypothesis stated in this thesis. 

All the above mentioned studies show that procedural utility is a valuable concept which can significantly contribute to economic knowledge and extend the understanding of human behavior.  

However, as Bruno S. Frey and Alois Stutzer discuss in their paper “What Can Economists Earn from Happiness Research” (2001), comparison of different country studies on happiness does not allow generalization of results. Most of such studies are aimed at the determination of factors that influence utility. However, no assumptions of the utility comparability are made. That is why generalization of satisfaction studies is possible only within the set of results for similar countries which are close not only in well-being of their citizens, but also in institutions, culture, history, geography, similar sociologically, ecologically and demographically.

We are aware of only two happiness studies conducted for transition countries. One of them is devoted to happiness in Ukraine. The other one considers the relationship between job satisfaction and job performance in Russia. Although they have different objectives that are not topics of this study, nonetheless we analyze them for the purpose of general overview.

A study on happiness by Kramarska Olena “Analysis Of Life Satisfaction In Ukraine” (2001) was conducted to study life happiness in Ukraine. Using ULMS panel data for two consecutive years 2003 and 2004, she compared her result for Ukraine with international findings. She found that income does not have large effect on happiness. However, being unemployed decreases life satisfaction. These findings are in accord with other international studies. 

Transitional and transformation processes in Russian labor market raise several questions. Among them are questions about wage equilibrium in such a market, gender issues and the reason why Russian workers work without being paid (S.J. Linz, 2000). The goal of the paper was to test whether or not there existed a positive relationship “between job satisfaction and performance, as well as between job satisfaction and organizational commitment”. Another goal of the paper was to “determine whether job satisfaction among Russian workers is the cause or the effect of performance and/or organizational commitment” (S.J. Linz, 2000). The data used in this study was collected in three Russian cities: Moscow, Saratov, and Taganrog in Summer 2000. Results of the study show that job satisfaction is an important factor of performance, and this conclusion is supported by similar studies in other countries. The author suggests three reasons of unpaid work in Russia: non-monetary rewards, positive attitude to work and age reasons. 
Taking into account theoretical framework as well as empirical findings by different studies in different countries, including countries in transition, it is possible to formulate and test the following two hypotheses: 

· Self-employed individuals derive higher procedural utility from the level of hierarchical freedom compared to employed workers.
· Within the set of self-employed and employed the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise and the number of subordinates an employee has, is also important and influences their feeling of happiness they receive from the job.

Using the above discussed studies in this field, especially the one by B.S. Frey and M. Benz (2003), we now turn our attention to the research methodology proposed in this study.

Chapter 3

methodology

Subject matter of this research is utility and its formation, particularly the process of derivation of procedural utility. In general, individual utility can be described as U=U(Up,Uo), where Up is the procedural and Uo – outcome utility. As defined in the paper by B.S. Frey, M. Benz, A. Stutzer (2003), procedural utility is “the well-being people gain from living and acting under institutionalized processes as they contribute to a positive sense of self, addressing innate needs of autonomy, relatedness and competence”. 

Typically happiness is used as a proxy for the utility level individual derives from different activities and processes. In our case, the level of job satisfaction is a proxy for the utility, individual derives from job.

The job satisfaction variable is discrete and ordered, thus ordered response models must be used to determine the factors of job satisfaction in Ukraine and the impact of self-independence on job happiness. 
Generally speaking, there are two popular discrete choice methods which give us a possibility to work with this kind of variables: Ordered logit and ordered probit models. The main difference between the models lie in the assumptions they use. Logit model is empowered as well as restricted in three ways:

1. Using logit it is possible to represent “systematic taste variation”. However, it cannot deal with randomness of taste variation, that is with differences in tastes which cannot be connected with observed characteristics;

2. Logit allows to track the proportional substitution between alternatives, but it does not allow for more flexible forms of substitution;

3. Given independence of unobserved factors over time, logit capture “the dynamics of repeated choice”. However, when unobserved factors are correlated over time, logit is inappropriate (Kenneth E. Train, 2003). 

Probit model deals with all these problems and does not require any specific assumptions. One of the main assumptions of this model is a normal distribution of the unobserved utility factors.

Taking into account these limitations, we choose probit as the basic model for the regression analysis. Ordered probit regression models for panel data of 2003 and 2004 will be used.

The ordered probit model is:
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There can be omitted variables in the model: For example, some job characteristics as well as some personal characteristics including the set of extrinsic factors, thus estimates of probit regression can be biased and inconsistent.
Many works concerning happiness can have problems with causality. Another typical problem is correlation of measurement errors with individual characteristics: young people are less satisfied than old people  - two factors may explain this state of things  lower well-being of younger people and changing preferences over time. (Bruno S. Frey and Alois Stutzer, 2001).

One of the main problems of happiness studies is simultaneity problem, when job satisfaction can be influenced by the amount of wage received. At the same time, salary can be simultaneously determined by job happiness. One possible solution is to use an instrumental variable which must influence wage, but not job satisfaction. However, we could not identify such a variable in the existing data set. Another possible way of solving the problem or minimizing its consequences is to use different measures of hierarchy: Similar results for different hierarchy proxies will support our main hypotheses, and in this way the problem of simultaneity can be addressed. 

It is assumed that procedural utility substitutes the outcome utility: people may value freedom and substitute it for higher level of wages.
In order to provide deep and thorough analysis, our empirical part will consist of several steps.

Step 1.

Firstly, we will use self-employed dummy as a proxy for hierarchical freedom: We assume that self-employed have more hierarchical freedom and derive more utility from it. We will produce results of regression in the form of:

JSi=βXi+δSEi+ui, where JSi is job satisfaction, X is the vector of individual, job and employer’s characteristics, SE is the dummy for self-employed. In order to see whether or not self-employment influences of job satisfaction are irrelevant to  instrumental variables (wage, time spent on job) we will run the regression with some additional variables.

JSi=βXi+δSEi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)i+α3Hoursi+α4Hoursi2+α5Timei+ui, where Ln(wage) is the natural logarithm of wage, Hours depicts the number of hours worked per week, Time is the vector for dummies which show overtime/fulltime work. Such approach is used on the basis of research by Bruno S. Frey and A. Stutzer (2001); we assume that income as well as hours worked do not have a linear influence on satisfaction because it is not income or time worked that influence happiness, but rather relative well-being.
In order to support our hypotheses, self-employment dummy should be statistically significant and its marginal effects should be in accord with our theoretical assumptions.

Step 2.

We use different measures to compute the influence of hierarchy on satisfaction. At the second stage of computation, we exclude dummy for self-employed and introduce variable that describes the size of a firm (number of workers):
JSi=βXi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)+α3Hours+ α4Hoursi2 +α5Time+γNWorkers+ui, where NWorkers is the vector of dummy variables which correspond to different firm size. We assume that self-employed as well as employed should derive positive utility from smaller firms (individuals prefer less hierarchy).
Step 3.

At the third stage of computation, we want to see how the firm size and being self-employed together affect individual choice. Inclusion of the firm size will lead to a decrease in the value of self-employed coefficients obtained in step 2. The intuition is that self-employed are more job satisfied not only because of their state (position), but also because the firms they work in are small compared to employed. In this case the regression looks like:

JSi=βXi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)+α3Hours+α4Hoursi2+α5Timei+ γNWorkersi + δ1SEi+ δ2(NWorkers*SE)+ui  
Step 4.
Now we turn our interest to employed people and want to see what will be the effect of hierarchy for this group. The ULMS dataset has a number of variables that characterize working conditions of salaried individuals only. We use these additional variables limiting our sample to the set of employed workers. Yet another proxy for the level of hierarchy can be used within the sample - the number of subordinates.
JSi=βXi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)+α3Hours+α4Hoursi2+α5Timei+ γNWorkersi + θ1EKi+ θ2ESi+ui, where new variables are EKi which are additional job characteristics of employed and ES is the number of subordinates an individual has. We expect that lower level of firm size will give more satisfaction from job to an individual. We also expect that more subordinates will make an individual well-being higher: it not only gives a possibility to minimize negative consequences of the hierarchy, but also makes an individual better off relative to his colleagues, and speaks for a person’s professionalism and competence. Given three needs of self-determination to be of the highest importance namely the need for autonomy, relatedness and competence (B.S. Frey, M. Benz, A. Stutzer, 2003), the number of subordinates is a valuable proxy for investigating the driving force behind the procedural utility.
Chapter 4

data

The Ukrainian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey for 2003 and 2004 is used in this study. It includes a representative sample of 8641 (of 2003) and 7200 (of 2004) individuals of the working age between 15 and 72 years old. The individual questionnaire gives information about individual characteristics, such as sex, marital status, number of children; tenure and current job characteristics, unemployment cases, education and skills information, attitudes, health, migration characteristics etc. After sorting out the panel data from wide to long form and making the dataset balanced, the number of observations changed to 13918 with 6 959 observations for both 2003 and 2004.
In our methodology, we specified several sets of variables. This section will concentrate on their description and provide some important comments which will be taken into account further. The variables are:

· JSi is job satisfaction
· SE is the dummy for self-employed;
· X is the vector of individual, job and employer’s characteristics;
· Ln(wage) is the natural logarithm of wage;
· Hours depicts the number of hours worked per week;
· Time is the vector for dummies which show overtime/fulltime work;
· NWorkers is the set of dummies which correspond to different firm size;
· EKi is the vector of additional job characteristics of employed;
· ES is the number of subordinates an individual has.

The major variable of interest is “job satisfaction”. The question concerning this variable in the ULMS questionnaire is formulated in the following way:  
“Tell me, please, how satisfied are you with your current job?” 
Suggested answers are:
- fully satisfied with the value of 4;

- satisfied with the value of 3,

- rather satisfied with the value of 2,

- less than satisfied with the value of 1,

- not satisfied at all with the value of 0.

The number of job satisfaction observations is 6558, with the mean of 2.3 and standard deviation equal to 1.223.

Distribution of the job satisfaction index is presented in Graph 1. The number of individuals, who are more or less satisfied with the job is higher than the number of dissatisfied, and the dynamics of 2003-2004 shows that percentage of those, who are satisfied with job (answers: fully satisfied, satisfied, rather satisfied), increased in 2004 compared to 2003.
Graph1. Job satisfaction percentage.
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SE is the dummy for self-employed. Within 6626 observations there are only 585 self-employed dummies, with 248 in 2003 and 337 in 2005.

Graph 2. Job satisfaction among salaried and self-employed
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The average value of job satisfaction for self-employed is 2.043, which is lower than the average for salaried (2.325). It implies that the hypothesis of higher level of job satisfaction among self-employed can be wrong. Detailed summary statistics of job satisfaction averages can be found in Appendix, Table 1.
Hours variable reflects the number of hours worked per week. Its mean is 42.24 (which is close to the state legislation norm of 40 hours working-week) and the standard deviation is 12.84. We expect negative influence of this variable on job happiness.

Time is the vector of dummies that shows the overtime/fulltime work. In our regression, we use several dummies: “workhome” (whether or not an individual worked at home after normal working day), “workend” (whether or not an individual worked during weekends), “partfulltime” (whether or not an individual worked full-time only). According to the theory, these dummies should have a negative correlation with the level of job satisfaction. Summary statistics for these variables is given in the Appendix, Table 2.
Xi is the vector of individual, job and employer’s characteristics. These characteristics are presented in the Table 1, and summary statistics for these variables is given in Appendix, Tables 3a-3d.
Table 1. Description of individual, job and employer’s characteristics.

	Variable
	Meaning
	Comments  
	Influence on job satisfaction

	sex
	Sex of a person
	Value 1 if a person is male
	Ambiguous

	mar_stat
	Marital status
	Value 1 if a person is married
	Ambiguous

	Education
	Years of education
	
	Positive

	hlthprob
	Whether or not there were problems with health within last three months
	Value 1 if there were problems
	Negative 

	age, (age)2
	Age of a person (years)
	
	Positive

	smoke
	Whether or not a person has ever smoked
	Values 1 if a person smoked
	Negative



	drink
	Whether or not a person drinks alcoholic beverages
	Value 1 if drinks
	Negative



	rel
	Whether or not a person belongs to any religion or not
	Value 1 if belongs
	Positive



	jobsearch
	Whether or not a person was engaged in job seeking or planning to start own enterprise or farm during the past four weeks
	Value 1 if yes
	Negative



	jobcoreduc
	Whether or not the job corresponds education
	Value 1 if corresponds
	Positive

	facinvest
	Whether or not an enterprise invested in new facilities in last 12 months
	Value 1 if invested
	Positive

	shareowner
	Whether or not a person ever has been owner of enterprise’s shares
	Value 1 if a person has been an owner of shares
	Positive

	compuleave
	Whether or not a person was sent in compulsory leave
	Value 1 if a person was sent
	Negative

	trainin
	Whether or not a person undertook training at the job
	Value 1 if yes
	Positive

	mintwork
	Time, spent on average commuting to work
	In minutes
	Negative

	yeard2004
	Dummy for 2004
	1 if the answer is for 2004
	Ambiguous

	actcontent
	Set of dummies which describe occupation and the content your activity individual is involved in
	Set of dummies
	Ambiguous

	actenterp
	Dummies which describe the main activity of enterprise
	Set of dummies
	Ambiguous

	SettlType
	Type of a settlement a person lives in
	Set of dummies
	Ambiguous


We use natural logarithm of wage in our regression to control for inflation. The average value of Ln(wage) is 5.6244 with the standard deviation of 0.6898. This variable is expected to have positive relationship with the level of job satisfaction.

Wages of self-employed and salaried workers are different over two years. Self-employed had higher wages in two consecutive years, with the total average of 474.94. Employed had lower level of wages equal to 337.46 of the mean for 2003-2004. Detailed information about average wages is given in Table 4 in the Appendix.
NWorkers is the vector of dummy variables that represents a firm size. The total number of observations is 6054 with mean value of 5.9 and standard deviation equal to 2.742. This is an ordered dummy variable and its main characteristics are depicted at Table 2.

Table 2. Summary statistics for the number of workers
	Value
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	Number of workers
	1
	2 - 4
	5-9
	10-19
	20-49
	50-99
	100-249
	250-499
	500-999
	More 1000

	Number of observations
	336
	588
	389
	575
	860
	736
	764
	493
	375
	938


The distribution of self employed and employed with respect to the firm size is given in Tables 2a and 2b.

Table 2a. Number of employed at firms with different size

	Range of size
	1

	2 – 4
	5-9
	10-19
	20-49
	50-99
	100-249
	250-499
	500-999
	More 1000

	Number of employed
	50
	337
	350
	561
	852
	734
	759
	493
	375
	931


As we can see from the table, the lowest level of employed is at firms with the number of workers up to nine. 

Table 2b. Number of self-employed at firms with different size
	Range of size
	1
	2 - 4
	5-9
	10-19
	20-49
	50-99
	100-249
	250-499
	500-999
	More 1000

	Number of self-employed
	285
	221
	35
	12
	5
	1
	2
	
	
	6


We assume that self-employed prefer less hierarchy. However, one contradiction arises: If they are bosses of their firms, they would prefer more hierarchy because of the higher level of power. In our dataset we do not have a variable that describes the status of self employed. However, summary statistics shows that most of the self-employed work at small firms with the number of workers not higher than four. That is why the results of regression will give us information about the self-employed, who work at firms with low level of hierarchy. Due to the data constraints it is not possible to detect whether or not self-employed derive their utility from their autonomy or from power they can have at their enterprises.

According to our hypothesis, we expect higher job satisfaction within the firms of smaller size.
ES is the number of subordinates an individual has. This variable is given for employees only and it restricts not only our sample, but also limits the conclusions we make from regression analysis. The mean of the variable is 1.82 with the standard deviation of 10.196. Most of the employees do not have subordinates: 4956 out of 5966 observations have zero value, which is 83% of the sample. Only 13% have up to ten subordinates and even less employees, about 4% have the number of subordinates which is higher than ten.
EKi   is the vector of additional job characteristics of employed. The meaning of these job characteristics are given in Table 3. More detailed summary statistics is presented at the Appendix, Table 5. We expect all these job characteristics to have a positive impact on the level of job satisfaction.

Table 3. List of job characteristics for employed
	EMjobregist
	Whether or not a worker is officially registered 

	EMtradeun
	Whether or not a worker is a member of a trade union 

	EMcollcontr
	Whether or not the terms of employment are covered by a collective contract

	EMgoodcash
	Whether or not a enterprise gave good instead of a cash salary

	EMpromo
	Whether or not an individual has been promoted

	EM13wageBB
	Whether or not an individual was given 13th salary

	EMperformBB
	Whether or not an individual was given performance-based bonuses

	EMconditBB
	Whether or not there were compensations for non-normal work conditions

	EMprofBB
	Whether or not an individual was given profit-sharing

	EMvacationSB
	Whether or not an individual was given regular paid vacation

	EMsikleaveSB
	Whether or not an individual was given paid sick leave

	EMmaternitySB
	Whether or not an individual was given paid maternity leave and child care leave

	EMployclinicSB
	Whether or not an individual was given free treatment in enterprise polyclinic medical institutions

	EMsanatoriaSB
	Whether or not an individual was given payment for trips to sanatoria

	EMchildcareSB
	Whether or not an individual was given free child care in an enterprise kindergarten

	EMfreefoodSB
	Whether or not an individual was given free or discounted food or subsidies

	EMtransportSB
	Whether or not an individual was given transportation subsidies

	EMtrainSB
	Whether or not an individual was given training paid for by the organization

	EMloanSB
	Whether or not an individual was given loans and credit

	EMgardenSB
	Whether or not an individual was given possibilities to rent/purchase garden and land plot at below market prices

	EMequipSB
	Whether or not an individual was given equipment for additional earnings 

	EMsubsidySB
	Whether or not an individual was given housing subsidies


The main findings of this section can be summarized as follows:
· Job satisfaction variable increases over time on average, for the whole dataset and for two specific samples of self-employed and employed individuals.

· The average value of job satisfaction for self-employed is lower than the average for salaried. It means that the hypothesis of higher level of job satisfaction among self-employed can be wrong.

· Due to the data constraints it is not possible to detect whether or not self-employed derive their utility from their autonomy (less hierarchy) or from power they can have at their enterprises (high hierarchy) or from both.
Having these results in mind we describe our econometrical analysis in the next section.
Chapter 5

Results

This section presents the results of empirical part of the work. We conduct regression analysis according to the methodology section. 

At the first stage we will run ordered probit regression including vector of individual, job and employer’s characteristics and the dummy for self-employed as exogenous variables. Further on we control for the instrumental aspects of the job and include additional variables into regression, such as wage and time spent on job.

At the second step firm size is used as a proxy for the hierarchy level. We also exclude dummy for self-employed and check the effect of firm size for the whole sample.
At the third stage of computation, we want to see how the firm size and being self-employed together affect individual choice. 

The aim of the fourth step is to see what the effect of hierarchy will be for employed only. New variables are included into the model:  additional job characteristics of salaried and the number of subordinates an individual has as a proxy for the level of hierarchy.

Step 1.

According to the methodology section, we first run regression in the form of:

JSi=βXi+δSEi+ui, where JSi is job satisfaction, X is the vector of individual, job and employer’s characteristics, SE is the dummy for self-employed.

Results are given at Table 4. With the purpose of general overview we present results for ordered probit regression, marginal effects for the job satisfaction output values of 0 (dissatisfied) and 4 (fully satisfied). Marginal effects are computed at the mean values of the variables. In Table 6 of the Appendix we present marginal effects for a specific type of an individual. In general, in both cases marginal effects of the variables have the same pattern of influence on job satisfaction. 

As we can see from the estimation presented at Table 4, dummy for self-employed has no effect on the probability of being job satisfied. According to theory and our expectations, we also check whether individual, job and employer’s characteristics have the predicted pattern of influence (defined in the Table 1). 

The results are consistent with theoretical assumptions: statistically significant coefficients have predictable signs and impact on job satisfaction.

Correspondence of job to education, investment into enterprise facilities, training at the job, belonging to religion and years of education increase the probability of falling into job satisfied categories with the 10% level of statistical significance. At the same time, compulsory leave, health problems, engaging in job-seeking activity increase the probability of falling in job dissatisfied categories. For example, engaging into job seeking activity decreases the probability of falling into fully satisfied category by 12,4% and increases the probability of falling into dissatisfied category by 16,8%.

Age variable has a negative impact on job satisfaction, although age squared has a positive but very small influence. Coefficients for both variables are statistically significant and imply a U-shaped curve of age.

The activity of enterprise appeared to be important and statistically significant. The dummy for agriculture and forestry is not included in regression.  According to the results we can conclude that all other dummies have strong positive influence on job satisfaction, and working in agriculture should in this case have a negative impact on utility derived from job.

Table 4. First results.

	LR chi2(42)     =     630,98
	Pseudo R2       =     0,0563

	Prob > chi2     =     0,0000
	Log likelihood = -5284,0831
	 Number of obs   =       3657

	Ordered probit regression
	Marginal effect at dissat
	Marginal effect at fully sat

	Variable
	Coef
	StdErrr
	dy/dx
	StdErr
	dy/dx
	StdErr
	Hypothesis
	Result

	         sex 
	-0,025
	0,049
	0,004
	0,008
	-0,006
	0,012
	A
	N

	    mar_stat 
	-0,015
	0,044
	0,002
	0,007
	-0,004
	0,011
	A
	N

	Activity content: professionals
	0,099
	0,093
	-0,015
	0,013
	0,025
	0,024
	A
	N

	technicians
	-0,031
	0,093
	0,005
	0,015
	-0,007
	0,022
	A
	N

	clerks
	-0,034
	0,106
	0,005
	0,017
	-0,008
	0,025
	A
	N

	service
	-0,270***
	0,104
	0,049**
	0,022
	-0,058***
	0,020
	A
	-

	agriculture
	-0,150
	0,144
	0,026
	0,027
	-0,034
	0,030
	A
	N

	manual
	-0,225**
	0,094
	0,039**
	0,018
	-0,050***
	0,020
	A
	-

	plant operatore
	-0,155
	0,107
	0,027
	0,020
	-0,035
	0,023
	A
	N

	unskilled
	-0,327***
	0,093
	0,060***
	0,019
	-0,071***
	0,018
	A
	-

	armed forces
	-0,260
	0,200
	0,049
	0,043
	-0,055
	0,036
	A
	N

	  jobcoreduc 
	0,239***
	0,041
	-0,040***
	0,007
	0,056***
	0,009
	+
	+

	Firm activity:

industry
	0,406***
	0,076
	-0,055***
	0,009
	0,110***
	0,022
	A
	+

	electricity
	0,691***
	0,112
	-0,069***
	0,007
	0,217***
	0,042
	A
	+

	construction
	0,633***
	0,109
	-0,066***
	0,007
	0,195***
	0,040
	A
	+

	car service
	0,523***
	0,086
	-0,063***
	0,008
	0,151***
	0,028
	A
	+

	transport
	0,616***
	0,089
	-0,068***
	0,007
	0,186***
	0,031
	A
	+

	finance
	0,621***
	0,151
	-0,064***
	0,009
	0,193***
	0,056
	A
	+

	public admin
	0,649***
	0,116
	-0,067***
	0,008
	0,201***
	0,042
	A
	+

	education
	0,524***
	0,076
	-0,069***
	0,009
	0,144***
	0,023
	A
	+

	other services
	0,504***
	0,094
	-0,059***
	0,008
	0,148***
	0,032
	A
	+

	other
	0,730***
	0,206
	-0,069***
	0,010
	0,234***
	0,079
	A
	+

	   facinvest 
	0,261***
	0,037
	-0,042***
	0,006
	0,062***
	0,009
	+
	+

	  shareowner 
	-0,058
	0,055
	0,009
	0,009
	-0,014
	0,013
	+
	N

	compuleave 
	-0,272***
	0,072
	0,050***
	0,015
	-0,058***
	0,014
	-
	-

	     trainin 
	0,108*
	0,061
	-0,016*
	0,009
	0,027*
	0,016
	+
	+

	    mintwork 
	-0,001
	0,001
	0,000
	0,000
	0,000
	0,000
	-
	N

	    hlthprob 
	-0,133***
	0,037
	0,021***
	0,006
	-0,032***
	0,009
	- 
	-

	       smoke 
	-0,019
	0,045
	0,003
	0,007
	-0,005
	0,011
	-
	N

	     alcohol 
	0,026
	0,040
	-0,004
	0,006
	0,006
	0,010
	-
	N

	urban settlem.
	0,131**
	0,060
	-0,019**
	0,008
	0,033**
	0,016
	A
	+

	small town
	0,265*
	0,141
	-0,035**
	0,015
	0,072*
	0,043
	A
	+

	medium town
	-0,014
	0,062
	0,002
	0,010
	-0,003
	0,015
	A
	N

	city
	0,021
	0,054
	-0,003
	0,008
	0,005
	0,013
	A
	N

	large city
	0,127**
	0,058
	-0,019**
	0,008
	0,032**
	0,015
	A
	+

	   jobsearch 
	0,728*
	0,073
	0,168***
	0,023
	-0,124***
	0,009
	-
	-

	         age 
	-0,034***
	0,010
	0,005***
	0,002
	-0,008***
	0,002
	+
	-

	        age2 
	0,000***
	0,000
	0,000***
	0,000
	0,000***
	0,000
	+
	+

	         rel 
	0,109*
	0,041
	-0,018***
	0,007
	0,026***
	0,009
	+
	+

	   yeard2004 
	0,096**
	0,038
	-0,015**
	0,006
	0,023**
	0,009
	A
	+

	    educyear 
	0,016*
	0,009
	-0,003**
	0,001
	0,004*
	0,002
	+
	+

	         S_m 
	-0,008
	0,080
	0,001
	0,013
	-0,002
	0,019
	+
	N


A is ambiguous, N is no result, “+” indicates positive, and “-“  negative influence

We also can notice that the content of the job and the place of living are importance for the job satisfaction. Self-employed/managers dummy is excluded from the set of job content dummies. As the results show, falling into the category of service, skilled manual and unskilled workers will decrease job satisfaction. Living in an urban settlement, small town and large city increases job satisfaction.

The dummy for 2004 is statistically significant and has a positive influence on job satisfaction. It means some changes of unobserved factors in between 2003-2004 increased the level of the utility derived from job.

We add additional variables in order to control for instrumental aspects of job. According to the methodology we use the following regression form:

JSi=βXi+δSEi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)i+α3Hoursi+α4Hoursi2+α5Timei+ui,

where Ln(wage) is the natural logarithm of wage, Hours depicts the number of hours worked per week, Time is the vector for dummies which show overtime/fulltime work.

The results of regression at Table 5 show that among the added variables only squared logarithm of wage has a statistically significant coefficient. We can conclude that income does not have a linear influence on job happiness. To be more precise, it is not income that influences happiness, but rather relative well-being (Bruno S. Frey, A. Stutzer, 2001).

Here, the marginal effects are computed at the mean values. Marginal effects at specific values are given in Table 7 of the Appendix. Signs of coefficients of other variables have the same pattern as in the table with first results.

Table 5. Results for wage and time spent on job

	LR chi2(49)     =     697,91
	Pseudo R2       =     0,0693

	Prob > chi2     =     0,0000
	Log likelihood = -4689,4195
	Number of obs =  3309

	Orderd probit regression
	ME at not satisfied
	ME at fully satisfied

	       josat 
	Coef,
	Std Err
	dy/dx
	Std Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,

	         S_m 
	-0,061
	0,095
	0,009
	0,014
	-0,014
	0,022

	 hourperweek 
	-0,005
	0,005
	0,001
	0,001
	-0,001
	0,001

	hourperweek2 
	0,000
	0,000
	0,000
	0,000
	0,000
	0,000

	     workend 
	0,002
	0,042
	0,000
	0,006
	0,001
	0,010

	    workhome 
	-0,072
	0,066
	0,010
	0,010
	-0,017
	0,015

	partfulltime 
	0,071
	0,086
	-0,010
	0,013
	0,017
	0,019

	      lnwage 
	-0,116
	0,187
	0,016
	0,026
	-0,028
	0,045

	     lnwage2 
	0,055***
	0,017
	-0,008***
	0,002
	0,013***
	0,004


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %
Results of our estimation do not support our null hypothesis that self-employed individuals derive higher procedural utility from the level of hierarchical freedom compared to employed workers. This finding is different from results of Frey and Benz (2003) where they found that being self-employed increases the probability of being satisfied. 
One of the possible explanations is that in Ukraine self-employed individuals may be worse off than employees due to some unexplained factors. We assume that self-employed bear higher risks in terms of stable working conditions and social security. However, we are not aware of researches on Ukraine which can support our arguments.

Step 2.

We use different measures to compute the influence of hierarchy on satisfaction. At the second stage of computation we exclude dummy for self-employed and introduce variable, which describes the size of a firm (number of workers):
JSi=βXi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)+α3Hours+ α4Hoursi2 +α5Time+γNWorkers+ui, where NWorkers is the vector of dummy variables which correspond to different firm size. We assume that self-employed, as well as employed, should derive positive utility from smaller firms (individuals prefer less hierarchy).
Results for the number of workers are given at Table 6. According to the statistical significance we provide marginal effects for the case of working at the enterprise with the number of individuals in the range from 2 to 4 (Table 6a) and from 100 to 250 (Table 6b). Regressions were run for dummies with other ranges of firm size as well, but coefficients of marginal effects for these variables did not prove to be statistically significant.
Table 6. Results for ordered probit regression with the set on firm size dummies.
	Ordered probit
	Number of obs   =       3154

	LR chi2(56)     =     671.60
	Pseudo R2       =     0.0701

	Prob > chi2     =     0.0000
	Log likelihood = -4456.9133                       

	       josat 
	Coef.
	Std. Err.

	          N1 
	-0,115
	0,117

	          N4 
	-0,189**
	0,087

	          N9 
	0,006
	0,091

	         N49 
	-0,050
	0,071

	         N99 
	-0,045
	0,072

	        N249 
	-0,146**
	0,072

	        N499 
	-0,089
	0,082

	       Nmore 
	-0,095
	0,075


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %, Omitted range is from 500 to 1000.

Table 6a. Marginal effects for firm with the size from 2 to 4 individuals

	ME at dissatisfied
	ME for fully satisfied

	variable 
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	X

	          N1 
	0,032
	0,035
	-0,012
	0,013
	0,000

	          N4 
	0,046*
	0,025
	-0,026*
	0,016
	1,000

	          N9 
	-0,002
	0,024
	0,001
	0,011
	0,000

	         N49 
	0,014
	0,020
	-0,006
	0,008
	0,000

	         N99 
	0,012
	0,020
	-0,005
	0,008
	0,000

	        N249 
	0,042*
	0,024
	-0,015*
	0,010
	0,000

	        N499 
	0,025
	0,024
	-0,010
	0,010
	0,000

	       Nmore 
	0,026
	0,023
	-0,010
	0,009
	0,000


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %, Omitted range is from 500 to 1000.

Table 6b. Marginal effects for firm with the size from 100 to 250.

	ME for dissatisfied
	ME for fully satisfied

	variable 
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	X

	          N1 
	0,031
	0,034
	-0,013
	0,014
	0,000

	          N4 
	0,053*
	0,029
	-0,021*
	0,013
	0,000

	          N9 
	-0,002
	0,023
	0,001
	0,012
	0,000

	         N49 
	0,013
	0,019
	-0,006
	0,009
	0,000

	         N99 
	0,012
	0,019
	-0,006
	0,009
	0,000

	        N249 
	0,035*
	0,020
	-0,021*
	0,013
	1,000

	        N499 
	0,024
	0,023
	-0,010
	0,010
	0,000

	       Nmore 
	0,025
	0,022
	-0,011
	0,009
	0,000


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %, Omitted range is from 500 to 1000.

For both ranges the firm sizes have a negative influence on job satisfaction (coefficients are statistically significant with the 10% level).
We explain it in the following way: workers of both very small and big organizations may derive negative utility from the size of a firm. Huge firms restrict the autonomy of individuals, and theoretical implications of this influence were already explained in previous sections.
Small size of a firm may also produce disutility. We assume that workers at small-sized organizations may be socially unprotected, work illegally or such firms may be more likely to go bankrupt. We believe employed as well as self-employed can bear higher risks at very small enterprises. Rudolf Winter-Ebmer in his article “Firm Size, Earnings, and Displacement Risk” (2001) shows that larger firms have more stable conditions. According to his findings, individuals at smaller firms bear higher risks of being fired, and it of course should have a negative influence on the utility level. Besides, the author proposes that there can be some other differences between small and big firms in terms of risks individuals bear. That is why we can hypothesize that very small firms are more risky for employees in terms of working conditions, and it can explain our findings.

Step 3.

At the third stage of computation we want to see what the effect of firm size and being self-employed together means for an individual. In this case the regression looks like:

JSi=βXi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)+α3Hours+α4Hoursi2+α5Timei+ γNWorkersi + δ1SEi+ δ2(NWorkers*SE)+ui  
We assumed that self-employed, as well as employed, should derive positive utility from smaller firms (individuals prefer less hierarchy). 
For this regression the range of firm size dummies is changed: we united ranges from 5 to 9 and from 10 to 19 into one dummy which represents the size from 5 to 19 numbers of workers. This change was made due to the limitation of self-employed distribution among firms with different sizes. Such a distribution is skewed towards smaller firms (Table 2b). Only 61 of 567 (or only about 10.8%) observed self-employed work within the firms with the size more than 5 individuals. There are 47 observations for self-employed which belong to the range of firms from 5 to 9 and from 10 to 19. We multiply self-employed dummy on the firm size in order to see the effect of firm size and being self-employed simultaneously. 
The given distribution of self-employed among firms with different sizes limits results: we should unite two ranges in order to get a representative. We also do not include other ranges because of their clear insignificance: firm size of more than 20 workers is not used in regression.

The ordered probit results for our variables of interest are given in Table 7. We also provide marginal effects for specific values of the variables. In tables 7a, 7b and 7c we present outcomes for marginal effects computed at different values of the dummy variables.

Table 7. The results of probit regression

	Ordered probit
	Number of obs   =       3145

	LR chi2(55)   =   667.68
	Pseudo R2       =     0.0699

	Prob > chi2   =  0.0000
	Log likelihood =  -4444.735                       

	       josat 
	Coef.
	Std. Err.

	          N1 
	-0,078
	0,224

	          N4 
	-0,213**
	0,103

	        N519 
	0,145**
	0,069

	         S_m 
	0,299
	0,279

	        Sm*N1 
	-0,260
	0,366

	        Sm*N4 
	-0,190
	0,491

	      Sm*N519 
	-0,274
	0,544


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %
Table 7a. ME for being self-employed and working at firms with size 1
	Marginal effect for dissatisfied
	Marginal effect for rather satisfied

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	Dummy value

	N1
	0,026
	0,074
	-0,018
	0,052
	1,000

	N4
	0,077*
	0,040
	-0,045**
	0,021
	0,000

	N519
	-0,048**
	0,022
	0,033**
	0,017
	0,000

	S_m
	-0,110
	0,108
	0,061
	0,051
	1,000

	Sm*N1
	0,083
	0,108
	-0,061
	0,088
	1,000

	Sm*N4
	0,068
	0,184
	-0,040
	0,097
	0,000

	Sm*N519
	0,101
	0,209
	-0,056
	0,101
	0,000


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %
Table 7b. ME for being self-employed and working at firms with size 4
	Marginal effect for dissatisfied
	Marginal effect for rather satisfied
	Marginal effect for fully satisfied

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	Dummy value

	N1
	0,028
	0,083
	-0,016
	0,046
	-0,004
	0,012
	0,000

	N4
	0,071*
	0,040
	-0,048*
	0,027
	-0,015
	0,018
	1,000

	N519
	-0,050*
	0,027
	0,033*
	0,019
	0,009
	0,012
	0,000

	S_m
	-0,113
	0,101
	0,058
	0,064
	0,012
	0,020
	1,000

	Sm*N1
	0,097
	0,137
	-0,051
	0,075
	-0,011
	0,021
	0,000

	Sm*N4
	0,064
	0,174
	-0,043
	0,106
	-0,013
	0,029
	1,000

	Sm*N519
	0,103
	0,194
	-0,054
	0,117
	-0,012
	0,031
	0,000


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %
Table 7c.  ME for being self-employed and working at firms with size 19
	Marginal effect for dissatisfied
	Marginal effect for rather satisfied
	Marginal effect for fully satisfied

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	Variable value

	N1
	0,024
	0,072
	-0,019
	0,053
	-0,007
	0,019
	0,000

	N4
	0,069*
	0,042
	-0,049**
	0,024
	-0,016
	0,016
	0,000

	N519
	-0,046*
	0,028
	0,034**
	0,017
	0,012
	0,012
	1,000

	S_m
	-0,099
	0,105
	0,068
	0,061
	0,021
	0,024
	1,000

	Sm*N1
	0,085
	0,132
	-0,060
	0,080
	-0,019
	0,027
	0,000

	Sm*N4
	0,061
	0,150
	-0,044
	0,117
	-0,015
	0,044
	0,000

	Sm*N519
	0,074
	0,155
	-0,066
	0,130
	-0,032
	0,059
	1,000


* indicates significance at 10%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %
The results did not change our previous inference. We still conclude that self-employed status has no significant effect on job satisfaction. Coefficients of the dummy for being self-employed and product of self-employed and firm size variables are statistically insignificant. We found that working at a firm with the range of workers from 2 to 4 has negative impact on job satisfaction. Such a negative influence of this firm size was shown for the whole sample at the second step of our computations. That is why even in the restricted version of the regression this variable has also a negative influence on job satisfaction. However, here we also find that working in a firm with the number of workers from 5 to 19 increases the probability of being job satisfied.

We cannot support our hypothesis that within the set of self-employed the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise is important and influences feeling of happiness they receive from the job.
Theory assumes that individuals derive positive utility from working at small firms due to the level of autonomy they enjoy. However, as it was already pointed out, work at smaller firms is connected with less stable conditions, and the layoff risk increases (R. Winter-Ebmer, 2001). Risks individual bear at small firms decrease their job utlity. Thus, small firms do not only provide autonomy, but also make working condition riskier. The significance and interconnection of these effects is an open question.

The sample of self-employed is skewed towards firms with low size, due to the restrictions of self-employed status. That is why self-employed may simultaneously suffer from risks and benefit from autonomy, with the first factor having stronger effect on job satisfaction. 
Step 4.
The aim of the fourth step is to see what the effect of hierarchy will be for employed only. New variables are included into the model:  additional job characteristics of salaried and the number of subordinates an individual has as a proxy for the level of hierarchy. The regression used is as follows:
JSi=βXi+α1Ln(wage)i+α2Ln2(wage)+α3Hours+α4Hoursi2+α5Timei+ γNWorkersi + θ1EKi+ θ2ESi+ui, where new variables are EKi which are additional job characteristics of employed and ES is the number of subordinates an individual has. 

The results of this regression are restricted: they explain and show the effects for employees only. The outcomes of ordered probit are given at tables 8a and 8b. We also provide marginal effects, computed at specific values of the dummies. We are both interested how the firms’ size and the number of subordinates influence job satisfaction.

Although computation of marginal effects was done for every firm size dummy, only values for the size of a firm from 5 to 9 and from 10 to 19 were found to be statistically significant and we include them in our resulting tables.
Table 8a. Effect of hierarchy for employed at firm with size 9
	LR chi2(80)     =634,11
	PseudoR2       =0,0763

	Prob >chi2     =0,0000
	Log likelihood= -3837,2426
	Number of obs   = 2762

	Ordered probit
	Marginal effect for being rather satisfied
	Marginal effect for being fully satisfied

	josat
	Coef,
	Std, Err,
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	Dummy value

	N1
	-0,009
	0,254
	0,001
	0,040
	-0,003
	0,089
	0,000

	N4
	0,072
	0,120
	-0,011
	0,019
	0,026
	0,045
	0,000

	N9
	0,182*
	0,114
	-0,028*
	0,018
	0,061
	0,043
	1,000

	N19
	0,225**
	0,100
	-0,035**
	0,015
	0,083*
	0,042
	0,000

	N49
	0,073
	0,089
	-0,012
	0,014
	0,026
	0,033
	0,000

	N99
	0,097
	0,088
	-0,015
	0,014
	0,035
	0,034
	0,000

	N249
	-0,053
	0,088
	0,008
	0,014
	-0,019
	0,031
	0,000

	N999
	0,006
	0,106
	-0,001
	0,017
	0,002
	0,037
	0,064

	Nmore
	-0,068
	0,088
	0,011
	0,014
	-0,023
	0,031
	0,000

	EMjobregist
	-0,065
	0,125
	0,010
	0,020
	-0,023
	0,046
	1,000

	EMtradeun
	0,033
	0,064
	-0,005
	0,010
	0,011
	0,023
	1,000

	EMcollcontr
	0,082
	0,077
	-0,013
	0,012
	0,028
	0,027
	1,000

	EM13wageBB
	0,150**
	0,075
	-0,023**
	0,012
	0,051***
	0,029
	1,000

	EMperformBB
	0,136***
	0,050
	-0,021***
	0,008
	0,046**
	0,021
	1,000

	EMconditBB
	0,168*
	0,095
	-0,026*
	0,015
	0,057
	0,036
	1,000

	EMprofBB
	0,204
	0,157
	-0,031
	0,025
	0,068
	0,058
	1,000

	EMvacationSB
	0,189*
	0,115
	-0,029*
	0,018
	0,063
	0,041
	1,000

	EMsikleaveSB
	-0,126
	0,111
	0,020
	0,017
	-0,046
	0,042
	1,000

	EMmaternitSB
	0,046
	0,060
	-0,007
	0,009
	0,016
	0,021
	1,000

	EMployclinSB
	-0,062
	0,061
	0,010
	0,010
	-0,022
	0,023
	1,000

	EMsanatoriSB
	0,024
	0,060
	-0,004
	0,009
	0,008
	0,021
	1,000

	EMchildcareB
	-0,127
	0,135
	0,020
	0,021
	-0,046
	0,051
	1,000

	EMfreefoodSB
	0,198
	0,136
	-0,031
	0,021
	0,066
	0,048
	1,000

	EMtransporSB
	0,149
	0,105
	-0,023
	0,016
	0,050
	0,037
	1,000

	EMtrainSB
	0,099*
	0,056
	-0,015*
	0,009
	0,034***
	0,020
	1,000

	EMloanSB
	0,145*
	0,088
	-0,023*
	0,014
	0,049
	0,032
	1,000

	EMgardenSB
	-0,012
	0,113
	0,002
	0,018
	-0,004
	0,040
	1,000

	EMequipSB
	0,672*
	0,423
	-0,087
	0,068
	0,189
	0,150
	1,000

	EMsubsidySB
	-0,035
	0,115
	0,006
	0,018
	-0,013
	0,041
	1,000

	EMlgoodcash
	-0,081
	0,111
	0,013
	0,017
	-0,029
	0,040
	1,000

	EMpromo
	-0,003
	0,072
	0,000
	0,011
	-0,001
	0,025
	1,000

	EMnumsubord
	0,004**
	0,002
	-0,001**
	0,000
	0,001***
	0,001
	2,501


* indicates significance at 12%, **- at 5 %, ***- 1 %
Table 8b. Effect of hierarchy for employed at firm with size 19
	LR chi2(80)     =634,11
	PseudoR2       =0,0763

	Prob >chi2     =0,0000
	Log likelihood= -3837,2426
	Number of obs   = 2762

	Ordered probit regression
	Marginal effect for being rather satisfied
	Marginal effect for being fully satisfied

	josat
	Coef,
	Std, Err,
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	Dummy value

	N1
	-0,009
	0,254
	0,001
	0,040
	-0,003
	0,091
	0,000

	N4
	0,072
	0,120
	-0,011
	0,019
	0,026
	0,045
	0,000

	N9
	0,182*
	0,114
	-0,028*
	0,017
	0,068
	0,046
	0,000

	N19
	0,225**
	0,100
	-0,035**
	0,016
	0,076**
	0,040
	1,000

	N49
	0,073
	0,089
	-0,011
	0,014
	0,027
	0,034
	0,000

	N99
	0,097
	0,088
	-0,015
	0,014
	0,036
	0,034
	0,000

	N249
	-0,053
	0,088
	0,008
	0,014
	-0,019
	0,031
	0,000

	N999
	0,006
	0,106
	-0,001
	0,017
	0,002
	0,038
	0,064

	Nmore
	-0,068
	0,088
	0,011
	0,014
	-0,024
	0,031
	0,000

	EMjobregist
	-0,065
	0,125
	0,010
	0,020
	-0,024
	0,047
	1,000

	EMtradeun
	0,033
	0,064
	-0,005
	0,010
	0,012
	0,023
	1,000

	EMcollcontr
	0,082
	0,077
	-0,013
	0,012
	0,029
	0,028
	1,000

	EM13wageBB
	0,150**
	0,075
	-0,023**
	0,012
	0,052*
	0,029
	1,000

	EMperformBB
	0,136***
	0,050
	-0,021***
	0,008
	0,047**
	0,021
	1,000

	EMconditBB
	0,168*
	0,095
	-0,026*
	0,015
	0,058*
	0,036
	1,000

	EMprofBB
	0,204
	0,157
	-0,032
	0,025
	0,070
	0,059
	1,000

	EMvacationSB
	0,189*
	0,115
	-0,029*
	0,018
	0,065*
	0,041
	1,000

	EMsikleaveSB
	-0,126
	0,111
	0,020
	0,017
	-0,047
	0,043
	1,000

	EMmaternit~B
	0,046
	0,060
	-0,007
	0,009
	0,016
	0,022
	1,000

	EMployclin~B
	-0,062
	0,061
	0,010
	0,010
	-0,023
	0,023
	1,000

	EMsanatori~B
	0,024
	0,060
	-0,004
	0,009
	0,009
	0,021
	1,000

	EMchildcar~B
	-0,127
	0,135
	0,020
	0,021
	-0,047
	0,052
	1,000

	EMfreefoodSB
	0,198
	0,136
	-0,031
	0,021
	0,068
	0,049
	1,000

	EMtranspor~B
	0,149
	0,105
	-0,023
	0,016
	0,052
	0,038
	1,000

	EMtrainSB
	0,099*
	0,056
	-0,015*
	0,009
	0,035*
	0,021
	1,000

	EMloanSB
	0,145*
	0,088
	-0,023*
	0,014
	0,050*
	0,032
	1,000

	EMgardenSB
	-0,012
	0,113
	0,002
	0,018
	-0,004
	0,041
	1,000

	EMequipSB
	0,672*
	0,423
	-0,091
	0,067
	0,195
	0,153
	1,000

	EMsubsidySB
	-0,035
	0,115
	0,006
	0,018
	-0,013
	0,042
	1,000

	EMlieu
	-0,081
	0,111
	0,013
	0,017
	-0,030
	0,041
	1,000

	EMpromo
	-0,003
	0,072
	0,000
	0,011
	-0,001
	0.028
	1,000

	EMnumsubord
	0,004**
	0,002
	-0,001**
	0,000
	0,002**
	0,001
	2,501


* indicates significance at 12%, **- at 6%, ***- 1 %

We found that working at firms with the size from 5 to 19 increases the probability of being job satisfied. At the second step of our computations we assumed larger firms provide lower risks for their workers. Result of the last regression show that firms with the size of more than 5 individuals can provide such working conditions, which minimize hypothesized risks. Besides, working at firms with the number of individuals from 5 to 19 does not restrict the level of autonomy (especially if we compare the autonomy of workers at enterprises with 250 and more number of individuals) and it explains why salaried derive positive utility from working at smaller firms.

We also found that our additional proxy for hierarchy level, the number of subordinates a worker has, influences positively on the utility derived from job. This influence is statistically significant but economically  is of little importance.

For example, having 2,5 number of subordinates (which is the mean value for this variable) decreases the probability of falling into dissatisfied category by 0.1% and increases the probability of falling into fully satisfied category by 0.2% only. (Table 8b). Whereas working at a firm with the number of workers from 10 to 19 decreases the probability of falling into dissatisfied category by 3.5% and increases the probability of falling into fully satisfied category by 7.6%.
The results of the computations showed that within the set of employed the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise and the number of subordinates an employee has, is important and influences their feeling of happiness they receive from the job. 
Chapter 6

Conclusions

This study is dedicated to the notion of job satisfaction. Job satisfaction describes how content an individual is with his or her job. In this study, we have used a new interpretation of utility, namely procedural utility, which was first introduced by Bruno S. Frey, Matthias Benz and Alois Stutzer (2003). Procedural utility is “the well-being people gain from living and acting under institutionalized processes as they contribute to a positive sense of self, addressing innate needs of autonomy, relatedness and competence” (B.S. Frey, M. Benz and A. Stutzer (2003)). It pays attention to the well-being of individuals, depends on non-instrumental aspects and is driven by the feeling of self. 

Hence, the goal of this study was to directly apply the procedural utility concept to learn more about satisfaction an individual derives from a job. In other words, we wanted to learn how hierarchy influences job satisfaction.

In doing so, we first tested whether or not self-employed individuals derive higher procedural utility from the level of hierarchical freedom compared to employed workers. We also tested whether or not the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise and the number of subordinates an employee has, is important, and whether or not it influences workers’ feeling of happiness they receive from the job. In our testing, we used the dataset of the Ukrainian Longitudinal Monitoring Survey for 2003 and 2004. 
Empirical part of our work consisted of four steps. At the first stage, we ran ordered probit regression including vector of individual, job and employer’s characteristics and the dummy for self-employed as exogenous variables. Then we controlled for the instrumental aspects of the job and included additional variables into regression such as wage and time spent on job. In step two, a firm size was used as a proxy for the hierarchy level. We also excluded dummy for self-employed and checked the effect of firm size for the whole sample. In step three, we tested how the firm size and being self-employed together affect individual choice. Our goal in the fourth step was to see the impact of hierarchy on employed only. 

The results of the computations showed that within the set of employed the level of freedom, measured as the number of people at the enterprise and the number of subordinates an employee has, is important and influences their feeling of happiness they receive from the job. 
However, results of our estimation did not support other null hypothesis.

Dummies for the firm size appeared to have negative influence on job satisfaction (coefficients are statistically significant at the 10% level), and our hypothesis of a positive influence of higher level of freedom (lower firm size) was not supported. It can be explain in the following way: Very small firms can be more risky for employees in terms of working conditions (see, for example,  Rudolf Winter-Ebmer,  2001).  

According to our results, we can conclude that self-employed status has no significant impact on job satisfaction. Moreover, we were not able to support the hypothesis that self-employed individuals derive higher procedural utility from the level of hierarchical freedom compared to employed workers.  In Ukraine self-employed individuals can be worse off than employees due to some unexplained factors. We assume that self-employed bear higher risks in terms of stable working conditions and social security. Our sample of self-employed is skewed towards firms with low size, which is due to the restrictions of self-employed status. That is why self-employed can simultaneously suffer from risks and benefit from autonomy, with the first factor having stronger effect on job satisfaction. 
However, this study can justify the need for broader autonomy for employed workers. The findings show that the status of self-employed in Ukraine is different compared to international standards. If the explanation about higher risks borne by self-employed is true, the state should decrease some of them for self-employed status.

Finally, this study opens new horizons for future research. We hypothesize that lower level of hierarchy does not only provide broader autonomy, but also can decrease efficiency of working conditions and increase the associated risks. Future research in this field can be concentrated on finding the optimal level of hierarchy. 
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Appendix

Table 1. Job satisfaction averages.

	Variable
	Observations
	Average (total)
	Average for 2003
	Average for 2004

	Total sample
	6558
	2.300854
	
	

	Self-employed
	574
	2.043554    
	2.08642    
	2.012085    

	Employed
	5943
	2.325425    
	2.245108    
	2.40264     


Table 2.Summary statistics for workhome, workend, partfulltime

	Variable 
	Observations
	Value 1
	Value 0
	Mean 

	workhome
	6570
	689
	5,881
	.1048706

	workend
	6609
	3,261
	3,348
	.4934181

	partfulltime
	6644
	6,136
	508
	.92354


Table 3a. Summary statistics for individual, job and employer’s characteristics.

	Variable
	Observations
	Value 1
	Value 0
	Mean 

	mar_stat
	13884
	4,886
	8,998
	.352

	sex
	13918
	5,797
	8,121
	.416511

	hlthprob
	13888
	6,622
	7,266
	.4768145

	smoke
	13909
	4,881
	9,028
	.3509239

	drink
	13874
	7,987
	5,887
	.5756811

	rel
	13376
	10,204
	3,172
	.7628589

	jobsearch
	13910
	1,778
	12,132
	.1278217

	jobcoreduc
	6174
	3,920
	2,254
	.6349206

	facinvest
	5251
	2,974
	2,277
	.5663683

	shareowner
	6645
	830
	5,815
	.1249059

	compuleave
	6659
	425
	6,234
	.0638234

	Trainin
	6670
	632
	6,038
	.0947526

	yeard2004
	13918
	6,959
	6,959
	0.5


Table 3b. Summary statistics for the set of dummies which describe the content of individuals activity

                              actcontent |      Freq.

-----------------------------------------+-----------

                 managers, self-employed |        443

                           professionals |        925

 technicians and associate professionals |        907

                                  clerks |        430

service workers and shop and market sale |        554

skilled agricultural, forestry, and fish |        173

                   skilled manual worker |      1,258

plant and machine operators and assemble |        444

                   unskilled occupations |      1,400

                            armed forces |         80

    Variable |       Obs        Mean    Std. Dev.       Min        Max

-------------+--------------------------------------------------------

  actcontent |      6614    5.488358    2.790497          1         10
Table 3c. Summary statistics for the set of dummies which describe the type of enterprise activity

                               actenterp |      Freq.

-----------------------------------------+-----------

                   agriculture, forestry |        903

                                industry |      1,518

      electricity, gas, and water supply |        237

                            construction |        327

sale, maintenance and repair of motor ve |        845

  transport, post and telecommunications |        526

financial intermediation, real estate ac |        118

       public administration and defense |        278

education, health, and social protection |      1,369

other service activities, municipal serv |        444

                                   other |         47
    Variable |       Obs        Mean    Std. Dev.       Min        Max

-------------+--------------------------------------------------------

   actenterp |      6612    5.091803    3.195947          1         11

Table 3d. Summary statistics for the set of dummies which describe the type of a settlement.

                       SetllType |      Freq.

---------------------------------+-----------

                         village |      4,969

                urban settlement |      1,682

     small town (up to 20 thds.) |        260

     medium town (20 - 99 thds.) |      1,663

    city (100 thds. - 499 thds.) |      2,765

large city (more than 500 thds.) |      2,579
    Variable |       Obs        Mean    Std. Dev.       Min        Max

-------------+--------------------------------------------------------

   SetllType |     13918    3.237822    2.018539          1          6
Table 4. Wages distribution between self-emplolyed and employed

	Variable
	Observations
	Average (total)
	Average for 2003
	Average for 2004

	Self-employed
	6151
	474.9352
	403.3408    
	476.0873     

	Employed
	6151
	337.4592
	287.4921    
	384.2657    


Table 5. Job characteristics of employed
	Variable 
	Observations
	Value 1
	Value 0
	Mean 

	EMjobregist
	6029
	5,555
	474
	.92138

	EMtradeun
	5845
	3,989
	1,856
	.6824636

	EMcollcontr
	5761
	4,795
	966
	.8323208

	EM13wageBB
	10055
	540
	9,515
	.0537046

	EMperformBB
	10055
	1,444
	8,611
	.1436101

	EMconditBB
	10055
	286
	9,769
	.0284436

	EMprofBB
	10055
	90
	9,965
	.0089508

	EMvacationSB
	10058
	4,897
	5,161
	.4868761

	EMsikleaveSB
	10058
	4,767
	5,291
	.4739511

	EMmaternitySB
	10058
	3,736
	6,322
	.3714456

	EMployclinicSB
	10058
	1,020
	9,038
	.1014118

	EMsanatoriaSB
	10058
	1,161
	8,897
	.1154305

	EMchildcareSB
	10058
	162
	9,896
	.0161066

	EMfreefoodSB
	10058
	163
	9,895
	.016206

	EMtransportSB
	10058
	278
	9,780
	.0276397

	EMtrainSB
	10058
	1,195
	8,863
	.1188109

	EMloanSB
	10058
	362
	9,696
	.0359913

	EMgardenSB
	10058
	183
	9,875
	.0181945

	EMequipSB
	10058
	16
	10,042
	.0015908

	EMsubsidySB
	10058
	191
	9,867
	.0189899

	EMgoodcash
	6047
	394
	5,653
	.0651563

	EMpromo
	6051
	582
	5,469
	.0961824


Table 6. First Results. Marginal effects at specific values

	      y  = Pr(josat==0) =  0,21888299
	
	      y  = Pr(josat==4) = 0 ,05666384

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,
	 P>|z| 
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,
	P>|z| 
	X

	         sex 
	0,007369
	0,01439
	0,609
	-0,00293
	0,00589
	0,619
	1

	    mar_stat 
	0,004509
	0,01297
	0,728
	-0,00177
	0,00506
	0,726
	1

	Activity content: professionals
	-0,02798
	0,0255
	0,273
	0,012133
	0,01357
	0,371
	0

	technicians
	0,009282
	0,02827
	0,743
	-0,00345
	0,00999
	0,73
	0

	clerks
	0,010159
	0,03234
	0,753
	-0,00377
	0,01137
	0,74
	0

	service
	0,087528
	0,04059
	0,031
	-0,02475
	0,01266
	0,051
	0

	agriculture
	0,046921
	0,04906
	0,339
	-0,01519
	0,01374
	0,269
	0

	manual
	0,071834
	0,03586
	0,045
	-0,02137
	0,01121
	0,057
	0

	plant operatore
	0,048347
	0,03724
	0,194
	-0,01557
	0,01101
	0,157
	0

	unskilled
	0,083895
	0,0317
	0,008
	-0,04785
	0,02136
	0,025
	1

	armed forces
	0,084166
	0,07183
	0,241
	-0,02405
	0,01758
	0,171
	0

	  jobcoreduc 
	-0,07691
	0,01798
	0
	0,022501
	0,01081
	0,037
	1

	Firm activity:

industry
	-0,10025
	0,02805
	0
	0,06283
	0,028
	0,025
	0

	electricity
	-0,14773
	0,04321
	0,001
	0,129508
	0,05155
	0,012
	0

	construction
	-0,13943
	0,0409
	0,001
	0,114233
	0,04671
	0,014
	0

	car service
	-0,12189
	0,03406
	0
	0,087796
	0,03679
	0,017
	0

	transport
	-0,13693
	0,03872
	0
	0,11002
	0,04319
	0,011
	0

	finance
	-0,13771
	0,04267
	0,001
	0,111324
	0,05371
	0,038
	0

	public admin
	-0,14178
	0,04091
	0,001
	0,118353
	0,05032
	0,019
	0

	education
	-0,12202
	0,03295
	0
	0,08796
	0,03623
	0,015
	0

	other services
	-0,11869
	0,03366
	0
	0,083645
	0,03693
	0,024
	0

	other
	-0,26276
	0,0643
	0
	0,046312
	0,02701
	0,086
	1

	   facinvest 
	-0,08449
	0,01795
	0
	0,02412
	0,01132
	0,033
	1

	  shareowner 
	0,016782
	0,01676
	0,317
	-0,00694
	0,00687
	0,313
	1

	compuleave 
	0,071561
	0,02633
	0,007
	-0,0382
	0,01642
	0,02
	1

	     trainin 
	-0,03322
	0,01899
	0,08
	0,011294
	0,00834
	0,176
	1

	    mintwork 
	0,000252
	0,00039
	0,516
	-9,7E-05
	0,00015
	0,523
	20,7093

	    hlthprob 
	0,037117
	0,01344
	0,006
	-0,01676
	0,00797
	0,035
	1

	       smoke 
	0,005655
	0,01329
	0,67
	-0,00223
	0,00538
	0,678
	1

	     alcohol 
	-0,00769
	0,01209
	0,525
	0,002879
	0,00455
	0,527
	1

	urban settlem.
	-0,04063
	0,01976
	0,04
	0,013449
	0,00852
	0,114
	1

	small town
	-0,06999
	0,03632
	0,054
	0,037058
	0,02751
	0,178
	0

	medium town
	0,004093
	0,01843
	0,824
	-0,00155
	0,00692
	0,823
	0

	city
	-0,00607
	0,01593
	0,703
	0,002399
	0,00642
	0,709
	0

	large city
	-0,03568
	0,01757
	0,042
	0,016013
	0,01011
	0,113
	0

	   jobsearch 
	0,152573
	0,04645
	0,001
	-0,13947
	0,04229
	0,001
	1

	         age 
	0,010166
	0,00363
	0,005
	-0,00392
	0,00199
	0,048
	41,6442

	        age2 
	-0,00013
	0,00004
	0,004
	4,88E-05
	0,00002
	0,045
	1873,38

	         rel 
	-0,03339
	0,01412
	0,018
	0,011343
	0,00639
	0,076
	1

	   yeard2004 
	-0,0294
	0,01247
	0,018
	0,010134
	0,00614
	0,099
	1

	    educyear 
	-0,00473
	0,00285
	0,097
	0,001825
	0,00134
	0,173
	13,5324

	         S_m 
	0,002249
	0,0236
	0,924
	-0,00088
	0,00911
	0,923
	1


Table 7. Marginal effects at specific values when controlling for instrumental aspects of job.
	      y  = Pr(josat==0)          =  ,18954682
	y  =Pr(josat==4)=0,057629
	

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,
	P>|z|
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,
	P>|z|
	X

	         sex 
	0,038
	0,017
	0,022
	-0,020
	0,011
	0,075
	1,000

	    mar_stat 
	0,005
	0,013
	0,666
	-0,002
	0,005
	0,665
	1,000

	Activity content: professionals
	-0,023
	0,026
	0,371
	0,011
	0,014
	0,454
	0,000

	technicians
	-0,016
	0,026
	0,529
	0,007
	0,014
	0,583
	0,000

	clerks
	-0,023
	0,029
	0,419
	0,011
	0,016
	0,504
	0,000

	service
	0,024
	0,035
	0,496
	-0,009
	0,012
	0,449
	0,000

	agriculture
	0,002
	0,044
	0,959
	-0,001
	0,018
	0,959
	0,000

	manual
	0,036
	0,033
	0,276
	-0,013
	0,011
	0,225
	0,000

	plant operatore
	-0,002
	0,032
	0,960
	0,001
	0,014
	0,961
	0,000

	unskilled
	0,037
	0,028
	0,199
	-0,019
	0,015
	0,225
	1,000

	armed forces
	0,142
	0,083
	0,088
	-0,036
	0,021
	0,084
	0,000

	  jobcoreduc 
	-0,077
	0,021
	0,000
	0,024
	0,012
	0,054
	1,000

	Firm activity:

industry
	-0,024
	0,021
	0,250
	0,012
	0,013
	0,361
	0,000

	electricity
	-0,081
	0,032
	0,010
	0,054
	0,032
	0,093
	0,000

	construction
	-0,071
	0,031
	0,021
	0,044
	0,029
	0,127
	0,000

	car service
	-0,070
	0,027
	0,008
	0,043
	0,025
	0,090
	0,000

	transport
	-0,064
	0,026
	0,013
	0,038
	0,024
	0,108
	0,000

	finance
	-0,091
	0,038
	0,017
	0,065
	0,043
	0,129
	0,000

	public admin
	-0,093
	0,034
	0,006
	0,067
	0,038
	0,078
	0,000

	education
	-0,093
	0,030
	0,002
	0,066
	0,032
	0,041
	0,000

	other services
	-0,082
	0,029
	0,005
	0,055
	0,031
	0,074
	0,000

	other
	-0,200
	0,066
	0,003
	0,043
	0,029
	0,142
	1,000

	   facinvest 
	-0,056
	0,017
	0,001
	0,019
	0,010
	0,056
	1,000

	  shareowner 
	0,014
	0,017
	0,384
	-0,007
	0,007
	0,376
	1,000

	compuleave 
	0,050
	0,024
	0,041
	-0,027
	0,015
	0,062
	1,000

	     trainin 
	-0,013
	0,017
	0,469
	0,005
	0,008
	0,504
	1,000

	    mintwork 
	0,001
	0,000
	0,167
	0,000
	0,000
	0,211
	20,911

	    hlthprob 
	0,034
	0,014
	0,013
	-0,017
	0,009
	0,052
	1,000

	       smoke 
	-0,001
	0,013
	0,951
	0,000
	0,006
	0,951
	1,000

	     alcohol 
	-0,005
	0,012
	0,684
	0,002
	0,005
	0,683
	1,000

	urban settlem.
	-0,039
	0,020
	0,053
	0,014
	0,009
	0,139
	1,000

	small town
	-0,034
	0,037
	0,362
	0,017
	0,023
	0,455
	0,000

	medium town
	0,017
	0,019
	0,365
	-0,007
	0,007
	0,369
	0,000

	city
	0,022
	0,017
	0,194
	-0,009
	0,007
	0,234
	0,000

	large city
	0,009
	0,018
	0,597
	-0,004
	0,007
	0,593
	0,000

	   jobsearch 
	0,129
	0,047
	0,005
	-0,126
	0,043
	0,004
	1,000

	         age 
	0,014
	0,005
	0,002
	-0,006
	0,003
	0,044
	41,734

	        age2 
	0,000
	0,000
	0,002
	0,000
	0,000
	0,041
	1881,050

	         rel 
	-0,035
	0,015
	0,018
	0,013
	0,008
	0,086
	1,000

	   yeard2004 
	0,015
	0,012
	0,223
	-0,007
	0,006
	0,232
	1,000

	    educyear 
	-0,002
	0,003
	0,529
	0,001
	0,001
	0,551
	13,560

	         S_m 
	0,016
	0,026
	0,535
	-0,007
	0,012
	0,525
	1,000

	 hourperweek 
	0,001
	0,001
	0,331
	-0,001
	0,001
	0,356
	41,725

	hourperweek2 
	0,000
	0,000
	0,844
	0,000
	0,000
	0,845
	1897,890

	     workend 
	-0,001
	0,011
	0,954
	0,000
	0,005
	0,954
	1,000

	    workhome 
	0,019
	0,018
	0,297
	-0,009
	0,009
	0,320
	1,000

	partfulltime 
	-0,020
	0,025
	0,426
	0,008
	0,010
	0,428
	1,000

	      lnwage 
	0,031
	0,052
	0,542
	-0,013
	0,022
	0,546
	5,656

	     lnwage2 
	-0,015
	0,006
	0,015
	0,006
	0,003
	0,065
	32,452


Table 8a. Regression results of the second step of computation.

	Ordered probit
	Numberof obs   =3154

	
	
	LR chi2(56)     =671.60

	
	
	Prob >chi2     =0.0000

	Log likelihood= -4456.9133
	PseudoR2       =0.0701

	josat
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	P>|z|

	         sex 
	-.1544577
	.0544347
	0.005

	    mar_stat 
	-.0080628
	.0474262
	0.865

	Activity content: professionals
	.1142129
	.0987644
	0.248

	technicians
	.0758404
	.0986733
	0.442

	clerks
	.0686734
	.1136237
	0.546

	service
	-.0698775
	.1128047
	0.536

	agriculture
	.0605187
	.1622863
	0.709

	manual
	-.1236942
	.1007943
	0.220

	plant operatore
	.0233774
	.117307
	0.842

	unskilled
	-.1472954
	.1030509
	0.153

	armed forces
	-.4131595
	.2279575
	0.070

	  jobcoreduc 
	.2635218
	.0450985
	0.000

	Firm activity:

industry
	.0759343
	.0872905
	0.384

	electricity
	.361522
	.1227389
	0.003

	construction
	.2789883
	.1245903
	0.025

	car service
	.2928459
	.1001908
	0.003

	transport
	.2639237
	.1002015
	0.008

	finance
	.483421
	.1700654
	0.004

	public admin
	.4004712
	.1288884
	0.002

	education
	.3894968
	.0850641
	0.000

	other services
	.3601276
	.1053267
	0.001

	other
	.6412358
	.2311779
	0.006

	   facinvest 
	.1822082
	.0408199
	0.000

	  shareowner 
	-.0375543
	.0609128
	0.538

	compuleave 
	-.2197899
	.0777477
	0.005

	     trainin 
	.0634324
	.0645237
	0.326

	    mintwork 
	-.002375
	.0014075
	0.092

	    hlthprob 
	-.1225852
	.0405937
	0.003

	       smoke 
	-.0028535
	.0496245
	0.954

	     alcohol 
	.0159685
	.0432917
	0.712

	urban settlem.
	.1553569
	.0652926
	0.017

	small town
	.2001843
	.1567031
	0.201

	medium town
	-.0733162
	.0665891
	0.271

	city
	-.0879783
	.0595929
	0.140

	large city
	-.03629
	.0654391
	0.579

	   jobsearch 
	-.6666714
	.0842206
	0.000

	         age 
	-.0531007
	.0110519
	0.000

	        age2 
	.000678
	.0001298
	0.000

	         rel 
	.1060981
	.044727
	0.018

	   yeard2004 
	-.0528846
	.0433193
	0.222

	    educyear 
	.002305
	.0103066
	0.823

	 hourperweek 
	-.0062954
	.0051676
	0.223

	hourperweek2 
	2.77e-06
	.0000467
	0.953

	     workend 
	.0111779
	.042881
	0.794

	    workhome 
	-.0934914
	.0656576
	0.154

	partfulltime 
	.0619014
	.0870748
	0.477

	      lnwage 
	-.1759125
	.1905932
	0.356

	     lnwage2 
	.0602975
	.0177909
	0.001

	          N1 
	-.1154004
	.1173288
	0.325

	          N4 
	-.1893977
	.0873017
	0.030

	          N9 
	.0061828
	.0909569
	0.946

	         N49 
	-.0501125
	.0708666
	0.479

	         N99 
	-.0453253
	.072041
	0.529

	        N249 
	-.1464787
	.0722593
	0.043

	        N499 
	-.0886061
	.0815462
	0.277

	       Nmore 
	-.0952848
	.0749865
	0.204

	/cut1
	-1.35032
	.599536
	

	/cut2
	-.6747554
	.5997989
	

	/cut3
	.0021575
	.5999377
	

	/cut4
	1.109087
	.5995654
	

	
	
	
	


Table 8b. Marginal effects at specific values for the firm size at 4
	ME for dissatisfied
	
	
	Marginal effect for fully satisfied

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,
	P>|z|
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	P>|z|
	X

	         sex 
	0,038223
	0,01711
	0,025
	-0,02057
	0,01141
	0,071
	1

	    mar_stat 
	0,002138
	0,01261
	0,865
	-0,00096
	0,00564
	0,865
	1

	Activity content: professionals
	-0,02882
	0,02491
	0,247
	0,014752
	0,01521
	0,332
	0

	technicians
	-0,01949
	0,02482
	0,432
	0,009512
	0,01388
	0,493
	0

	clerks
	-0,01771
	0,02854
	0,535
	0,008566
	0,01554
	0,582
	0

	service
	0,019175
	0,03232
	0,553
	-0,00782
	0,01241
	0,528
	0

	agriculture
	-0,01566
	0,04074
	0,701
	0,007501
	0,02154
	0,728
	0

	manual
	0,034724
	0,0312
	0,266
	-0,01327
	0,01136
	0,243
	0

	plant operatore
	-0,00615
	0,03053
	0,84
	0,002816
	0,01449
	0,846
	0

	unskilled
	0,036578
	0,02725
	0,18
	-0,01951
	0,01617
	0,228
	1

	armed forces
	0,129125
	0,08514
	0,129
	-0,03518
	0,02173
	0,105
	0

	  jobcoreduc 
	-0,07817
	0,02133
	0
	0,025293
	0,01308
	0,053
	1

	Firm activity:

industry
	-0,01951
	0,02192
	0,373
	0,009525
	0,01257
	0,449
	0

	electricity
	-0,0805
	0,03245
	0,013
	0,056032
	0,03317
	0,091
	0

	construction
	-0,06486
	0,03068
	0,035
	0,040749
	0,02806
	0,146
	0

	car service
	-0,06759
	0,02721
	0,013
	0,043207
	0,02582
	0,094
	0

	transport
	-0,06183
	0,02648
	0,02
	0,038127
	0,02393
	0,111
	0

	finance
	-0,10079
	0,04053
	0,013
	0,081518
	0,04988
	0,102
	0

	public admin
	-0,08734
	0,03367
	0,009
	0,063792
	0,03744
	0,088
	0

	education
	-0,08545
	0,02892
	0,003
	0,061569
	0,03089
	0,046
	0

	other services
	-0,08025
	0,0299
	0,007
	0,05576
	0,03114
	0,073
	0

	other
	-0,21385
	0,06782
	0,002
	0,04557
	0,03043
	0,134
	1

	   facinvest 
	-0,05238
	0,01664
	0,002
	0,018662
	0,00985
	0,058
	1

	  shareowner 
	0,009823
	0,01643
	0,55
	-0,00457
	0,00745
	0,539
	1

	compuleave 
	0,052658
	0,02489
	0,034
	-0,03074
	0,01583
	0,052
	1

	     trainin 
	-0,01736
	0,0178
	0,33
	0,007138
	0,0082
	0,384
	1

	    mintwork 
	0,000632
	0,00041
	0,126
	-0,00028
	0,00021
	0,172
	20,8091

	    hlthprob 
	0,030808
	0,01329
	0,02
	-0,01593
	0,00863
	0,065
	1

	       smoke 
	0,000758
	0,01318
	0,954
	-0,00034
	0,00589
	0,954
	1

	     alcohol 
	-0,00428
	0,01172
	0,715
	0,001865
	0,00507
	0,713
	1

	urban settlem.
	-0,04418
	0,02076
	0,033
	0,016256
	0,01046
	0,12
	1

	small town
	-0,04843
	0,0364
	0,183
	0,027588
	0,02774
	0,32
	0

	medium town
	0,020148
	0,01953
	0,302
	-0,00819
	0,00795
	0,303
	0

	city
	0,024329
	0,018
	0,176
	-0,00971
	0,00766
	0,205
	0

	large city
	0,009813
	0,01816
	0,589
	-0,00417
	0,00754
	0,58
	0

	   jobsearch 
	0,125463
	0,04626
	0,007
	-0,12655
	0,04355
	0,004
	1

	         age 
	0,014129
	0,0047
	0,003
	-0,00628
	0,0031
	0,043
	41,8928

	        age2 
	-0,00018
	0,00006
	0,002
	8,02E-05
	0,00004
	0,04
	1894,05

	         rel 
	-0,02957
	0,01437
	0,04
	0,011544
	0,00724
	0,111
	1

	   yeard2004 
	0,013736
	0,01213
	0,258
	-0,00652
	0,00582
	0,262
	1

	    educyear 
	-0,00061
	0,00274
	0,823
	0,000273
	0,00123
	0,825
	13,5983

	 hourperweek 
	0,001675
	0,00145
	0,248
	-0,00074
	0,00069
	0,282
	41,5958

	hourperweek2 
	-7,37E-07
	0,00001
	0,953
	3,27E-07
	0,00001
	0,953
	1886,73

	     workend 
	-0,00299
	0,01155
	0,796
	0,001311
	0,00502
	0,794
	1

	    workhome 
	0,023825
	0,01838
	0,195
	-0,01189
	0,00942
	0,207
	1

	partfulltime 
	-0,01693
	0,02451
	0,49
	0,006974
	0,01008
	0,489
	1

	      lnwage 
	0,046807
	0,0525
	0,373
	-0,0208
	0,02413
	0,389
	5,65024

	     lnwage2 
	-0,01604
	0,00639
	0,012
	0,007131
	0,00378
	0,059
	32,3876

	          N1 
	0,032284
	0,03546
	0,363
	-0,01246
	0,01277
	0,329
	0

	          N4 
	0,04607
	0,02536
	0,069
	-0,02589
	0,01567
	0,098
	1

	          N9 
	-0,00164
	0,02406
	0,946
	0,000735
	0,01087
	0,946
	0

	         N49 
	0,013634
	0,02003
	0,496
	-0,0057
	0,00815
	0,484
	0

	         N99 
	0,012305
	0,0201
	0,54
	-0,00517
	0,00834
	0,535
	0

	        N249 
	0,041508
	0,02372
	0,08
	-0,01544
	0,00995
	0,121
	0

	        N499 
	0,024509
	0,02412
	0,31
	-0,00978
	0,00954
	0,306
	0

	       Nmore 
	0,026432
	0,02265
	0,243
	-0,01046
	0,00898
	0,244
	0


Table 8c. Marginal effects at specific values for the firm size at 299

	ME for dissatified
	
	
	ME for fully satisfied
	

	variable |
	dy/dx
	Std, Err,
	P>|z|
	dy/dx
	Std, Err
	P>|z|
	X

	         sex 
	0,036622
	0,01647
	0,026
	-0,0219
	0,01196
	0,067
	1

	    mar_stat 
	0,002054
	0,01212
	0,865
	-0,00102
	0,00602
	0,865
	1

	Activity content: professionals
	-0,02764
	0,02425
	0,255
	0,015719
	0,01579
	0,319
	0

	technicians
	-0,0187
	0,02404
	0,437
	0,010144
	0,01454
	0,485
	0

	clerks
	-0,01699
	0,02755
	0,537
	0,009137
	0,01637
	0,577
	0

	service
	0,018459
	0,03117
	0,554
	-0,00837
	0,01327
	0,528
	0

	agriculture
	-0,01504
	0,03921
	0,701
	0,008003
	0,02279
	0,726
	0

	manual
	0,033468
	0,02994
	0,264
	-0,01421
	0,01228
	0,247
	0

	plant operatore
	-0,00591
	0,02939
	0,841
	0,003006
	0,0154
	0,845
	0

	unskilled
	0,035052
	0,0259
	0,176
	-0,02077
	0,01732
	0,23
	1

	armed forces
	0,125277
	0,08298
	0,131
	-0,03787
	0,02323
	0,103
	0

	  jobcoreduc 
	-0,07558
	0,02141
	0
	0,027161
	0,01352
	0,045
	1

	Firm activity:

industry
	-0,01872
	0,02102
	0,373
	0,010158
	0,01333
	0,446
	0

	electricity
	-0,07682
	0,03135
	0,014
	0,059355
	0,03431
	0,084
	0

	construction
	-0,06199
	0,02941
	0,035
	0,043253
	0,02933
	0,14
	0

	car service
	-0,06459
	0,02567
	0,012
	0,045846
	0,02732
	0,093
	0

	transport
	-0,05911
	0,02548
	0,02
	0,040485
	0,02494
	0,105
	0

	finance
	-0,09598
	0,03901
	0,014
	0,086089
	0,05151
	0,095
	0

	public admin
	-0,08329
	0,03274
	0,011
	0,06751
	0,03844
	0,079
	0

	education
	-0,0815
	0,02826
	0,004
	0,065176
	0,03157
	0,039
	0

	other services
	-0,07658
	0,02863
	0,007
	0,05907
	0,03247
	0,069
	0

	other
	-0,20858
	0,06517
	0,001
	0,049224
	0,03228
	0,127
	1

	   facinvest 
	-0,05055
	0,01653
	0,002
	0,02001
	0,01019
	0,05
	1

	  shareowner 
	0,009435
	0,01575
	0,549
	-0,00488
	0,00799
	0,541
	1

	compuleave 
	0,050387
	0,024
	0,036
	-0,03267
	0,01655
	0,048
	1

	     trainin 
	-0,01671
	0,01719
	0,331
	0,007636
	0,00868
	0,379
	1

	    mintwork 
	0,000607
	0,0004
	0,124
	-0,0003
	0,00022
	0,172
	20,8091

	    hlthprob 
	0,029537
	0,01292
	0,022
	-0,01698
	0,00896
	0,058
	1

	       smoke 
	0,000729
	0,01267
	0,954
	-0,00036
	0,00629
	0,954
	1

	     alcohol 
	-0,00411
	0,01127
	0,715
	0,001993
	0,00542
	0,713
	1

	urban settlem.
	-0,04261
	0,02042
	0,037
	0,017421
	0,01087
	0,109
	1

	small town
	-0,04636
	0,03499
	0,185
	0,029338
	0,02906
	0,313
	0

	medium town
	0,019397
	0,01873
	0,3
	-0,00876
	0,00855
	0,305
	0

	city
	0,023431
	0,01722
	0,174
	-0,01039
	0,00824
	0,207
	0

	large city
	0,00944
	0,0174
	0,588
	-0,00446
	0,00812
	0,583
	0

	   jobsearch 
	0,119116
	0,04486
	0,008
	-0,13302
	0,04364
	0,002
	1

	         age 
	0,013581
	0,00461
	0,003
	-0,00671
	0,00321
	0,037
	41,8928

	        age2 
	-0,00017
	0,00006
	0,002
	8,57E-05
	0,00004
	0,034
	1894,05

	         rel 
	-0,02849
	0,014
	0,042
	0,012359
	0,00758
	0,103
	1

	   yeard2004 
	0,013188
	0,0117
	0,26
	-0,00695
	0,00615
	0,258
	1

	    educyear 
	-0,00059
	0,00263
	0,823
	0,000291
	0,00131
	0,825
	13,5983

	 hourperweek 
	0,00161
	0,0014
	0,25
	-0,0008
	0,00073
	0,277
	41,5958

	hourperweek2 
	-7,08E-07
	0,00001
	0,953
	3,50E-07
	0,00001
	0,953
	1886,73

	     workend 
	-0,00287
	0,0111
	0,796
	0,0014
	0,00537
	0,794
	1

	    workhome 
	0,022856
	0,01785
	0,2
	-0,01267
	0,00983
	0,197
	1

	partfulltime 
	-0,01629
	0,02377
	0,493
	0,00746
	0,01065
	0,484
	1

	      lnwage 
	0,044992
	0,05067
	0,375
	-0,02222
	0,02557
	0,385
	5,65024

	     lnwage2 
	-0,01542
	0,00627
	0,014
	0,007618
	0,00391
	0,051
	32,3876

	          N1 
	0,03111
	0,03393
	0,359
	-0,01335
	0,01388
	0,336
	0

	          N4 
	0,052707
	0,02889
	0,068
	-0,02068
	0,0126
	0,101
	0

	          N9 
	-0,00158
	0,02313
	0,946
	0,000785
	0,0116
	0,946
	0

	         N49 
	0,013119
	0,01932
	0,497
	-0,00609
	0,00868
	0,483
	0

	         N99 
	0,01184
	0,01941
	0,542
	-0,00553
	0,00887
	0,533
	0

	        N249 
	0,034872
	0,01996
	0,081
	-0,02064
	0,01314
	0,116
	1

	        N499 
	0,023605
	0,02343
	0,314
	-0,01046
	0,01007
	0,299
	0

	       Nmore 
	0,02546
	0,02209
	0,249
	-0,01119
	0,0094
	0,234
	0


Table 9. Regression results of the third stage of computation.

	Ordered probit regression
	Numberof obs   =3145

	
	LR chi2(55)     =667.68

	
	Prob >chi2     =0.0000

	Log likelihood =  -4444.735
	PseudoR2       =0.0699

	josat
	Coef.
	Std. Err.
	P>|z|

	         sex 
	-.1548086
	.0544768
	0.004

	    mar_stat 
	-.0092402
	.0474511
	0.846

	Activity content: professionals
	.097587
	.1020756
	0.339

	technicians
	.0696578
	.1024526
	0.497

	clerks
	.0579928
	.116653
	0.619

	service
	-.0806901
	.1172353
	0.491

	agriculture
	.0267933
	.1658387
	0.872

	manual
	-.1361844
	.1042966
	0.192

	plant operatore
	.0068236
	.1202601
	0.955

	unskilled
	-.1533741
	.1060409
	0.148

	armed forces
	-.4213279
	.2293639
	0.066

	  jobcoreduc 
	.2608977
	.045276
	0.000

	Firm activity:

industry
	.0657939
	.0871222
	0.450

	electricity
	.3438705
	.1235952
	0.005

	construction
	.2770602
	.1255516
	0.027

	car service
	.2838987
	.1001818
	0.005

	transport
	.2450209
	.1016218
	0.016

	finance
	.4653057
	.1707348
	0.006

	public admin
	.3808566
	.1297848
	0.003

	education
	.3744936
	.0859399
	0.000

	other services
	.3440835
	.1063016
	0.001

	other
	.6103209
	.2322182
	0.009

	   facinvest 
	.1778164
	.0405329
	0.000

	  shareowner 
	-.0433942
	.0610269
	0.477

	compuleave 
	-.2194733
	.0777357
	0.005

	     trainin 
	.0614264
	.0644967
	0.341

	    mintwork 
	-.0023105
	.0014093
	0.101

	    hlthprob 
	-.1204024
	.040722
	0.003

	       smoke 
	-.0011551
	.0495959
	0.981

	     alcohol 
	.0157867
	.0433085
	0.715

	urban settlem.
	.1499281
	.0651861
	0.021

	small town
	.2009683
	.1582224
	0.204

	medium town
	-.0682496
	.0665127
	0.305

	city
	-.0897929
	.0592559
	0.130

	large city
	-.0403482
	.0649089
	0.534

	   jobsearch 
	-.6748479
	.0845753
	0.000

	         age 
	-.0542115
	.0110671
	0.000

	        age2 
	.0006904
	.00013
	0.000

	         rel 
	.1053994
	.0447904
	0.019

	   yeard2004 
	-.0494019
	.0433339
	0.254

	    educyear 
	.0024124
	.0103253
	0.815

	 hourperweek 
	-.0059806
	.0051932
	0.249

	hourperweek2 
	-9.73e-07
	.0000468
	0.983

	     workend 
	.0072922
	.0428736
	0.865

	    workhome 
	-.0820559
	.0669962
	0.221

	partfulltime 
	.0660102
	.0884401
	0.455

	      lnwage 
	-.1614669
	.190322
	0.396

	     lnwage2 
	.0589279
	.0177561
	0.001

	N1
	-.0779755
	.2237066
	0.727

	N4
	-.2125446
	.1026743
	0.038

	N519
	.1454312
	.0691348
	0.035

	S_m
	.2990698
	.278747
	0.283

	SmN1
	-.2598509
	.365538
	0.477

	SmN4
	-.1896831
	.4905527
	0.699

	SmN519
	-.2744128
	.5435149
	0.614

	/cut1
	-1.274425
	.6005464

	/cut2
	-.5957072
	.6008292

	/cut3
	.081529
	.6009906

	/cut4
	1.186531
	.6006548


Table 9. Regression results of the fourth stage of computation.

	Ordered probit regression
	Number of obs   =2762

	
	LR chi2 (80)     =634,11

	
	Prob > chi2     =0

	Log likelihood -3837,24
	Pseudo R2       =0,0763

	josat
	Coef,
	Std, Err,
	P>|z|

	         sex 
	-0,13568
	0,059886
	0,023

	    mar_stat 
	-0,00949
	0,050678
	0,851

	Activity content: professionals
	0,151711
	0,126324
	0,23

	technicians
	0,053789
	0,130449
	0,68

	clerks
	0,051596
	0,143773
	0,72

	service
	-0,09468
	0,156853
	0,546

	agriculture
	0,125371
	0,199439
	0,53

	manual
	-0,11137
	0,135734
	0,412

	plant operatore
	0,026443
	0,151159
	0,861

	unskilled
	-0,19836
	0,142905
	0,165

	armed forces
	-0,3857
	0,248285
	0,12

	  jobcoreduc 
	0,213774
	0,049367
	0

	Firm activity:

industry
	0,002001
	0,104402
	0,985

	electricity
	0,192356
	0,137122
	0,161

	construction
	0,310296
	0,144941
	0,032

	car service
	0,255389
	0,123512
	0,039

	transport
	0,139521
	0,119971
	0,245

	finance
	0,298375
	0,187509
	0,112

	public admin
	0,284748
	0,146303
	0,052

	education
	0,322085
	0,104116
	0,002

	other services
	0,235448
	0,125758
	0,061

	other
	0,595477
	0,257128
	0,021

	   facinvest 
	0,130582
	0,044957
	0,004

	  shareowner 
	-0,10261
	0,068011
	0,131

	compuleave 
	-0,18401
	0,081574
	0,024

	     trainin 
	-0,02249
	0,068615
	0,743

	    mintwork 
	-0,00192
	0,001513
	0,204

	    hlthprob 
	-0,14491
	0,043681
	0,001

	       smoke 
	-0,04565
	0,053722
	0,395

	     alcohol 
	-0,00735
	0,046752
	0,875

	urban settlem.
	0,149762
	0,070435
	0,033

	small town
	0,076678
	0,166197
	0,645

	medium town
	-0,06778
	0,071181
	0,341

	city
	-0,09217
	0,064725
	0,154

	large city
	-0,02804
	0,070569
	0,691

	   jobsearch 
	-0,70183
	0,094497
	0

	         age 
	-0,05533
	0,011984
	0

	        age2 
	0,000706
	0,000141
	0

	         rel 
	0,102628
	0,048416
	0,034

	   yeard2004 
	-0,04322
	0,048383
	0,372

	    educyear 
	-0,00847
	0,011314
	0,454

	 hourperweek 
	-0,00537
	0,006462
	0,406

	hourperweek2 
	3,50E-06
	6,17E-05
	0,955

	     workend 
	0,003504
	0,04582
	0,939

	    workhome 
	-0,20788
	0,07689
	0,007

	partfulltime 
	0,110241
	0,098048
	0,261

	      lnwage 
	-0,0066
	0,20981
	0,975

	     lnwage2 
	0,041424
	0,019904
	0,037

	N1
	-0,00941
	0,253839
	0,97

	N4
	0,072123
	0,119946
	0,548

	N9
	0,182286
	0,114167
	0,11

	N19
	0,224985
	0,099582
	0,024

	N49
	0,073361
	0,089007
	0,41

	N99
	0,096946
	0,088467
	0,273

	N249
	-0,05322
	0,08761
	0,544

	N999
	0,006001
	0,105798
	0,955

	Nmore
	-0,06753
	0,088186
	0,444

	EMjobregist
	-0,06541
	0,125057
	0,601

	EMtradeun
	0,032708
	0,064328
	0,611

	EMcollcontr
	0,081741
	0,077037
	0,289

	EM13wageBB
	0,149977
	0,074535
	0,044

	EMperformBB
	0,135516
	0,05017
	0,007

	EMconditBB
	0,168041
	0,094635
	0,076

	EMprofBB
	0,204344
	0,157116
	0,193

	EMvacationSB
	0,189115
	0,114515
	0,099

	EMsikleaveSB
	-0,12613
	0,111055
	0,256

	EMmaternitSB
	0,045944
	0,060349
	0,446

	EMployclinSB
	-0,06185
	0,06121
	0,312

	EMsanatoriSB
	0,023755
	0,060117
	0,693

	EMchildcareB
	-0,12711
	0,135094
	0,347

	EMfreefoodSB
	0,198212
	0,136258
	0,146

	EMtransporSB
	0,14877
	0,105454
	0,158

	EMtrainSB
	0,098586
	0,055586
	0,076

	EMloanSB
	0,144841
	0,088303
	0,101

	EMgardenSB
	-0,01238
	0,112944
	0,913

	EMequipSB
	0,672152
	0,423059
	0,112

	EMsubsidySB
	-0,03513
	0,11534
	0,761

	EMlgoodcash
	-0,0809
	0,110846
	0,466

	EMpromo
	-0,00279
	0,072168
	0,969

	EMnumsubord
	0,004228
	0,002053
	0,04

	/cut1 |
	-.9262787
	.6699156

	/cut2 |
	-.2269249
	.6703304

	/cut3 |
	.4466136
	.6705659

	/cut4 |
	1.602564
	.6702975
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