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Abstract

This paper investigates the determinants of jolsfeation in Italy with particular emphasis on
social relations. Our econometric analysis is bagetbur waves (1993, 1995, 1998 and 2000) of
the Multipurpose Household Survey conducted anpumflithe Italian Central Statistics Office.
The results of ordered probit regressions and taokgs tests show that volunteering and
meetings with friends are significantly and postyw correlated with job satisfaction, with
religious participation playing the biggest rolaur@indings also show that meetings with friends
increase job satisfaction through self-perceiveaithe
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1. Introduction

The economics literature has recently shown greatest in social interactions and how they
influence individual behavior. Amongst other thingscial relations play a prominent role in job-
market searches. A large and growing body of ewideamphasizes the positive role of friends
and relatives (so-called social or informal netvgrik helping people to find jobs (see loannides
and Loury 2004; Bentolila et al. 2010; Pellizza@1P; Ponzo and Scoppa 2010). Furthermore,
happiness studies underline the importance of kawtaractions for individual well-being.
Easterlin (1974) was one of the first economiststtaly statistics over time on the reported level
of happiness. His seminal paper, entitled “Doesienoc growth improve the human lot? Some
empirical evidence” (updated in 1995), opened ummtentious and continuing debate on the
happiness-income parad@iRhelps 2001; Bruni and Porta 2006). The Eastediradox suggests
that there is no link between a society’'s econoagwelopment and its average level of
happiness. A recent explanation of the happinessiie paradox has been provided by the
modernrelational theory of happinesdt explains the Easterlin paradox, arguing thighér
income levels are associated with a propensityvier-oonsume material goods and to under-
consume relational interactions which are an ingrartdeterminant of subjective life satisfaction
(see Becchetti et al. 2008; Bruni and Stanca 2B88chetti et al. 2009).

In relatively recent times, economists used workegported job satisfaction to study the
utility from work. According to Locke (1976), jobassfaction is an individual’s subjective
assessment of different aspects of his/her job laoslysis may provide a number of insights
into certain aspects of the labour market. Workedscisions about their labour force
participation, whether to stay in a job or to gaitd how much effort to devote to their job are all
likely to depend, in part, upon workers’ subjectexaluation of their work, in other words, on
their job satisfaction (Clark 1996). However, whiteeeman (1978, 140) states “that subjective
variables like job satisfaction ... contain useifufiormation for predicting and understanding
behaviour, but that they also lead to complexitiee to their dependency on psychological
states”, Hamermesh (2001) says that “studying ja@lisfaction is still important for
understanding labor-market behavior and perhapeoseic activity more generally”. The last
statement explains why several studies have atezinfi identify the determinants of job
satisfaction (see Borjas 1979; Miller 1990; Men@®Q9ldson 1990; Clark 1996, 1997; Clark and
Oswald 1996; Souza-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2000, B¥¥3pglu and Tansel 2006; Jones and
Sloane 2009).



The present paper seeks to link the above reséaeshby analyzing the determinants of job
satisfaction with particular emphasis on sociakrattions. Do social interactions at various
levels - with friends, within the family, among vokeers in non-profit associations and by
church attendance - influence job satisfaction? iAsd, what are the possible causes?

The contribution of the paper to the literaturav®fold. First, it complements the existing
literature on job satisfaction by analyzing thegmdtal relevance of social relations. Second, it
extends the country evidence on the determinantgolof satisfaction. To the best of our
knowledge, there are no studies which considerakadoteractions as determinants of job
satisfaction.

Our empirical analysis employs the Multipurpose B&hold Survey (hereafter indicated as
MHS) conducted annually by the Italian Central iStaial Office. This large dataset is one of the
best available to study job satisfaction in a cremdion framework as it investigates a wide
range of social behaviours and perceptions thrdagé-to-face interviews of a sample of 20,000
households, roughly corresponding to 60,000 indiais. However, MHS does not collect
information on household income. In order to overeahis limitation, the paper merges MHS
with the Bank of Italy’'s Survey on Household Incormed Wealth (hereafter abbreviated as
SHIW) for four waves (1993, 1995, 1998 and 200@)ng a statistical matching method. The
SHIW covers 8,000 households composed of approrigna0,000 individuals. Through the
statistical matching procedure, household incomanahdividual from the SHIW is imputed to a
similar individual from the MHS in a pooled crossegon sample comprising four waves (1993,
1995, 1998 and 2000) of the MHS. The final datasatains 70,000 observations.

In the empirical analysis, the dependent variablgob satisfaction, measured through the
guestion “How satisfied do you feel with your wotkPossible responses to the above question
are: very satisfied; quite satisfied; not very Sf&d; not at all satisfied. The dependent variable
has not been dichotomized to keep as much infoomads possible. As regards independent
variables, our econometric analysis focuses orouaraspects of social relations, including the
frequency of meetings with friends and visits tatiges, volunteering in non-profit associations
and church attendance. In addition, a number abstemographic and economic characteristics
are employed as control variables including imputedsehold income.

Ordered probit regressions and robustness tests #iat social interactions matter. While
visits to relatives are not statistically signiitavolunteer work and the frequency of meetings
with friends are significantly and positively cdated with job satisfaction, with church
attendance having the biggest impact on job satisfa Our findings also show that meetings

with friends increase job satisfaction through-pelfceived health.



At this stage, the analysis still has some linatagi such as the possibility of reverse causality.
However, as the effect of social relations on jaltistaction has received no attention, the
findings in this study are a starting point forthar research aimed at exploring the above matter.

The paper is related to two other strands of liteea First, it contributes to the growing
economic literature on happiness (for latest resiegf this literature see Di Tella and
MacCulloch, 2006; Frey and Stutzer, 2002; and Veam@ et al.2003). Within this literature
papers that use social interactions as determinaint§e satisfaction are Bjgrnskov (2006),
Helliwell (2003, 2006, 2010), Becchetti et al. (8p0Bruni and Stanca (2008), Powdthavee
(2008) and Becchetti et al. (2009). Second, thepapntributes to the literature on social capital
(for an exhaustive survey see Durlauf and Fafcha@@85). Meetings with friends and
volunteering are forms of social capital in thessenf Putnam (1993). Unlike Bjgrnskov (2006),
our results point out the robustness of such farfreocial capital.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 caoataishort review of the relevant literature
on the determinants of job satisfaction as wellsaggestions regarding potential channels
through which social interactions might influenod jsatisfaction. Section 3 describes the data
and presents descriptive analysis. Section 4 iilitest the main results from our econometric

analysis. The last section concludes.

2 Job satisfaction and social relations

This section provides a brief overview of previostsidies on the determinants of job
satisfaction. The channels through which sociarattions might influence job satisfaction will

be analyzed.

2.1 Determinants of job satisfaction: an overview @ titerature

Economists, who tend to avoid data on subjectivairfgs (Freeman 1998; Sloane and
Williams 2000), have long left the study of job istction to other disciplines. However,
investigating how people feel about their job pd®& useful information as regards some
individual behaviours such as job quits (Hamerm#8F7; Freeman 1978; McEvoy and Cascio
1985; Akerlofet al.1988; Shields and Price 2002), absenteeism swdtliptivity (Vroom 1964;
Mangione and Quinn 1975; Clegg 1983). Furthermjme,satisfaction has been considered a

component of the whole well-being of an individ(¢@lark and Oswald 1996).



Both workers’ personal characteristics (demographitables such as age, gender, education,
marital status), and characteristics of the joblfité&such as hours of work, income, professional
status, activity sector) are explanatory variabieke job satisfaction equation.

As regards gender, by and large, females experisigogficantly more job satisfaction than
males (Clark 1997; Sloane and Williams 2000; vaaaBret al. 2003; Gaziougly and Tansel
2006). Expectations play an important role in explainihg above result: “those who expect less
from working will be more satisfied with any givgsb” (Clark 1996). Empirical evidence shows
that within the labour market women hold poorerifpmss than men and therefore have lower
expectations. However, gender-job satisfactionediiices are expected to diminish when
employment opportunities for women and men convé@ark 1997; Sousa-Poza and Sousa-
Poza 2003).

As concerns the relationship between job satisiactind marital status, in some European
countried single people emerge among those most - if nomthst - satisfied with their jobs
(European Foundation for the Improvement of Livamgl Working Conditions, 2007). According
to Clark (1996, 1997) marriage has a strong pasgifect on women'’s job satisfaction.

The relationship between age and job satisfacialso controversial: some studies show it is
a U-shaped relationship (Clark 1996; Clark et 8B@; Sloane and Ward 2001; Blanchflower and
Oswald 2004; van Praag 2003; Ghinetti 2007). Otkig@edcastro and Koeske 1996; Billingsley
and Cross 1992; Cramer 1993; Jones Johnson andaioBA00; Larwood 1984; Loscocco 1990;
Saal and Knight 1988) reach the conclusion thasgiisfaction increases with age.

As regards education, by and large, it seems thatsptisfaction depends on how much
aspirations match with education. However, findirgs controversial (Camp 1994; Loscocco
1990; Ting 1997; Vorster 1992). A well-establishredult is the negative relationship between
education and job satisfaction (Clark 1996, 199&rkCand Oswald 1996; Sloane and Williams
2000; Souza-Poza and Sousa-Poza 2003; Jones amd 2009). By contrast, Battu et al. (1999),
Jones Johnson and Johnson (2000), and Vila andig@dmra (2005) show a positive
relationship between the two. Finally, Lambertle{2001) find no relationship.

Looking at the relationship between (self-percejMeehlth and job satisfaction, results (Clark
1996, 1997; Souza-Poza and Souza-Poza 2003; \dl&arcia-Mora 2005; Booth and van Ours
2008; Ghinetti 2007; Jones and Sloane 2009) shstnwoag positive correlation between the two.

! Results presented in Nguyen et al. (2003) do nggest any difference in overall satisfaction nmosatisfaction
with pay, fringe benefits, promotion prospects gimsecurity by gender.

2 This is the case in Austria, Bulgaria, Germany ®umitugal. The opposite happens in Italy, Denmartt the
Netherlands.



The relationship between income and job satisfactan be distinguished into on-the-job
earned income and household income. Since workmegme indicates how the worker is
evaluated by the employer, the larger is labouonme, the higher is job satisfaction (Clark 1996,
1997; Clark and Oswald 1996; Sloane and William®020van Praag et al. 2003; Vila and
Garcia-Mora 2005; Gaziougly and Tansel 2006; Gliir07; Jones and Sloane 2009). As
concerns household income, van Praag et al. (2808)Pedersen and Schmidt (2008) found a
positive relationship with job satisfaction as waslBooth and van Ours (2008) but only for men.

Working hours are also likely to influence job stdction. Findings are controversial since the
variable “hours worked” may cause econometric mold in the job satisfaction equation: for
some workers it is a choice variable and therefoay be endogenously determined. Negative
effects of workings hours on job satisfaction hbeen widely reported (Clark 1996, 1997; Clark
and Oswald 1996; Sloane and Williams 2000; vandPeaal. 2003; Souza-Poza and Souza-Poza
2003; Gaziouglu and Tansel 2006; Ghinetti 2007; dodes and Sloane 2009). By contrast,
Bartel (1981) and Schwochau (1987) found a posr@lationship between the two.

Surveys on employees’ opinions typically reveat trdon members’ reported job satisfaction
is lower than that of non-members (Bryson et all®0 Empirical evidence regards mostly
English-speaking countries. The negative effectsimdbn membership on job satisfaction are
documented by Freeman and Medoff (1984), GordornDerdsi (1995) and Borjas (1979) for the
US; Guest and Conway (2004), Bender and Sloane8j1&%d Bryson et al. (2004) for the UK;
Meng (1990) and Renaud (2002) for Canada; Millé39Q) for Australia; and Frenkel and
Kuruvilla (1997) for South Korea.

Finally, job satisfaction may also be explained thg working status and activity sector.
Previous results showed that managers and profedsiare more satisfied with their jobs than
clerical and sales staff (Clark 1996, 1997; GazZwugnd Tansel 2006; Ghinetti 2007).
Furthermore, as reported by Heywood et al. (2008) &hinetti (2007) the public sector

increases overall job satisfaction.

2.2 Social relations in job satisfaction: suggestions

Over the past 15 years, economists have been stutlye impact of relationships on the job
on job satisfaction. Relations at work, both withleagues and with management, seem to be an
important explanatory variable in job satisfacteguations (Clark 1996, 1997; Souza-Poza and
Sousa-Poza 2000). However, various aspects oktaganal sphere of individuals have not been

addressed. These aspects include relationshipsfawitly and friends as well as membership in



various kinds of non-profit associations. This pagp@ggests that such types of social relations
may have effects on job satisfaction through sérannels.

First, social interactions facilitate the transnuasof job information. Networks of relations
are a place both to share previous and current exyplkerience and to discuss important matters,
such as security, pay and duties. This privilegeahael of information lowers the costs of job
information and speeds up the diffusion of knowkdon work aspects (economic, legal,
technical), encouraging workers to adopt appropiiahaviour.

Second, social relations may favour mechanisms wtiah aid. In the event of employment
loss, family, friends and religious associationsyrpéay a role in supporting workers through
financial assistance, and may further help therodoé for a new job (Granovetter 1973, 1983,
2005; Cattell 2001; loannides and Loury 2004). &mample, members of religious communities
may enjoy larger and more reliable informal netvgoifom which to obtain economic support in
times of adversity (Ellison 1991; Snoep 2008).

Third, social ties, including friendships and netkg of relatives as well as active
associational memberships, may foster the developmiksocial norms, which, in turn, may
support job-promoting behaviour such as that comogr safety and health. For example,
religious communities may promote fundamental noregarding health behaviour, business
dealings and other dimensions of personal lifestyleevin and Vanderpool 1987) that may
support occupational well-being.

Fourth, social relations provide moral and affeetsupport which mitigates distress related to
employment. This “buffering effect” may have a keye in reducing occupational stress as well
as in modifying perceptions of distress associatill psychological suffering related to the job
itself (Cummings 1990; Lu 1999). Workers who fegbgorted by others may feel less stressed.
If you know your relatives, friends or religioussasiations will support you and there is
someone with whom you can talk things through,ssfté working situations may be more
tolerable. For example, volunteering contributesiéarease psychological distress and buffers
negative consequences of stressors (Rietschlin)1899&ddition, volunteering tends to decrease
depression (Thoits and Hewitt 2001; Borgonovi 20883 to increase self-esteem and self-
confidence (Harlow and Cantor 1996) with potenti@neficial effects on job satisfaction.
According to Soydemir et al. (2004), church atterogainvolves patterned engagements in ritual
events to which participants assign special sigaifce. Such ritualistic events may foster mental
health, thus promoting feeling of (occupational)lvkeing. Furthermore, church attendance may
improve (occupational) well-being by bolsteringfsdteem and self-efficacy (Harlow Lim and

Putnam 2010), as well as by moderating or medidtingharmful effects of stress (Ellison 1991).



Fifth, social relations provide good opportunities career prospectives. Meier and Stutzer
(2008) underline two reasons for which voluntarykvimay be extrinsically rewarding, whereas
behaviour motivated by extrinsic motivation “enéafloing an activity because it leads to some
outcome that is operationally separable from thivic itself. That is, extrinsic motivation
concerns activities enacted because they are memal rather than because one finds the
actions satisfying in their own right” (Deci et,a2008, 12)Firstly, volunteering is likely to be
undertaken as an investment in human capital. idd@als engage in volunteer activities to raise
future earnings on the labour market. Secondlypleeare likely to volunteer in order to invest in
social networking. For example, employees may ueleinbecause they wish to signal their good
traits and skills to employers that might be usé&ulheir career prospects (Wilson 2000).

3. Sample description and empirical strategy

The data set used in the present study is drawm fldHS, a cross-sectional survey
administered annually by ISTAT. The new MSH seness initiated in 1993. Every year a
representative sample of 20,000 Italian househptdgyhly corresponding to 60,000 individuals)
is surveyed on key aspects of daily life and befwaviThough MSH is annual, it is not panel
data. Among information provided, there are dataatial relations; on a wide range of domain
satisfactions as well as on socio-demographic cheriatics.

However, MSH does not collect information on howdéhncome. To fill this gap, the ISTAT
MSH was combined with the SHIW carried out by thenB of Italy. The SHIW covers 8,000
households (20,000 individuals) and contains dmdaihformation on income and wealth of
family members as well as socio-demographic charatics of the household. Both samples are
representative of the Italian population at natiara regional level. Basically, we imputed the
household income of an individual from the SHIWatsimilar individual from the MHS through
a statistical matching procedure (see Appendix iAfdaher details). After deleting observations
with missing data on any of the variables usednalysis, the final dataset is a pooled cross
section sample of 70,000 observations collectaternyears 1993, 1995, 1998 and 2000.

The dependent variable is job satisfaction, meastirough the question “How satisfied do
you feel with your work?”. Responses to the abowestjons are: “very satisfied”; “quite
satisfied”; “not very satisfied”; “not at all safiisd”. Answers were recoded on a scale from 1 to
4, with 1 being “not at all satisfied” and 4 beftwgry satisfied”.

Social relations are measured through the folloveieigof variables:



- The frequency of meetings with friends, codedlLas the interviewee meets friends every
day or at least twice a week.

- The frequency of meetings with relatives, coded af the interviewee meets relatives every
day or at least twice a week.

- Volunteering, coded as 1 if the individual didpard work for a volunteer association in the
12 months preceding the interview.

- Church attendance, measured by a binary vanabieh is equal to 1 if the interviewee goes
to church or other places of worship one or mare$ a week.

Table 1 presents the weighted sample distributidheodependent variabl&he median value
for job satisfaction is 3. Italian workers seem|vgatisfied with their job. The weighted trends of
job satisfaction and social relations are showhahle 2.

Although we focus chiefly on the role played by iabaelations, they are not the only
determinants of job satisfaction. Indeed, MSH pdesidetailed information on demographic and
social characteristics of all the individuals irhausehold. Many of these features have been
found to be associated with job satisfaction. Sdekerminants include: age, gender, marital
status, household size, presence and age of ahiléducational level, hours worked, health
status, reading newspapers, homeownership, unsengfua bus to go to work, professional status
and activity sector. These variables are used agatovariables in the empirical investigation.
Finally, we controlled for the natural logarithm tbie imputed household income (sum of labour
income, capital income and pensions) obtained tirdhe statistical matching procedure. All the
variables are described in detail in Table B1 inp&pdix B. Summary weighted statistics are
reported in Table 3. The correlation matrix betwpdnsatisfaction and social relational variables
is reported in Table 4.

Table 3 shows that 73 percent and 34 percent olcy@gs meet, respectively, friends and
relatives one or more times per week; 9 percentespondents supply unpaid labour for a
volunteer association; 26 percent of the sampénds churches or other places of worship one or
more times per week. Note that job satisfaction tese independent variables are positively
and statistically correlated in Table 4.

Regarding other individual attributes, over halftloé respondents are male and married. 41
percent of respondents have a high school educatioite only 11 percent are educated beyond
high school. The largest group of individuals (34&%)aged between 31 and 40, followed by
individuals aged from 41 to 50 (25%). Over halftbé sample comprises respondents with

children aged between 0 and



Table 1.Job satisfaction

Satisfaction level Number of individuals Percentage
4 (Very satisfied) 11262 16.04
3 (Quite satisfied) 43828 62.29
2 (Not very satisfied) 12144 17.64
1 (Not at all satisfied) 2766 4.03
Table 2. Job satisfaction and social relation Vdgisacross time (average)

1991 1993 1995 2000
Job satisfaction 2.87 2.89 2.89 2.96
Volunteering 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10
Meetings with friends 0.73 0.75 0.71 0.73
Meetings with relatives 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.33
Church attendance 0.29 0.26 0.24 0.24

12 and work between 31 and 40 hours per week.egsiiegly, 84 percent of respondents stated
they were in good health; 69 percent are homeowaes 32 percent habitually read a
newspaper.

The empirical strategy follows Blanchflower and @éiv(2004) and assumes that there exists

a reported well-being function associated withgakisfaction j:

ri=hiu(s, y, z, 1) + g (1)

wherer denotes some self-reported number or level celtbat the survey associated with job
satisfaction j. Theu(...) function is the respondent’s true well-beings@sated with job
satisfaction j and it is observable only to theividbal asked;h(...) is a non-differentiable
function relating actual to reported well-being jolb satisfaction jsrepresents social relations;
denotes income is a set of socio-demographic and personal cheniatits ance is an error that
subsumes the inability of human beings to commueiacurately their well-being levels
associated with job satisfaction j.

The empirical counterpart of Eq. (1) is

I =a+ 5 +AY, +Zkd+&, (@)
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics

Variable Mean S.D. Obs.
Job satisfaction 2.90 0.70 70000
Volunteering 0.09 0.29 70000
Meetings with friends 0.73 0.44 69839
Meetings with relatives 0.34 0.47 70000
Church attendance 0.26 0.44 69835
Male 0.63 0.48 70000
Single, with partner 0.01 0.10 70000
Married 0.67 0.47 70000
Divorced 0.05 0.22 70000
Widowed 0.01 0.12 70000
Age31-40 0.34 0.47 70000
Age41-50 0.25 0.43 70000
Age51-60 0.13 0.34 70000
Age>61 0.02 0.16 70000
Household size 3.24 1.20 70000
Children0_5 0.25 0.51 70000
Children6_12 0.28 0.56 70000
Children13_17 0.17 0.44 70000
Junior high school 0.34 0.47 70000
High school (diploma) 0.41 0.49 70000
Bachelor's degree 0.11 0.32 70000
<16 hours pw 0.03 0.18 69444
17-30 hours pw 0.11 0.31 69444
31-40 hours pw 0.52 0.50 69444
Household income (In) 10.77 0.43 70000
Bad health 0.03 0.18 69253
Good health 0.84 0.37 69253
Newspapers 0.32 0.47 69862
Homeowner 0.69 0.46 70000
Union 0.16 0.37 69938
Bus 0.05 0.22 70000
Entrepreneur 0.10 0.30 70000
Self-employed 0.16 0.36 70000
Manager 0.01 0.11 70000
Middle manager 0.03 0.17 70000
Staff 0.22 0.41 70000
Skilled worker 0.21 0.41 70000
Apprentice 0.01 0.08 70000
Agriculture 0.04 0.19 70000
Manufacturing 0.19 0.39 70000
Public Administration 0.14 0.34 70000
Commerce 0.11 0.32 70000
Finance 0.03 0.17 70000
Transport 0.03 0.17 70000
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Table 4. Correlation matrix: Job satisfaction aodia relation variables

Job Volunteerin Meetings with Meetings with Church
satisfaction 9 friends relatives attendance
Job satisfaction 1.00
Volunteering 0.05*** 1.00
Meetings with friends 0.04*** 0.06*** 1.00
Meetings with relatives 0.01*** 0.01 0.00 1.00
Church attendance 0.03*** 0.12%** -0.01 -0.0 1.00

Note: Asterisk *** denotes that the coefficientsigtistically significant at the 1 % level.

where job satisfaction (JS) is the reported weihdpdor individuali at timet; S are vectors of

social relationsy is the annual household income; ve@aonsists of the other variables that are
supposed to influence occupational well-being,udilg age, gender, marital status, household
size, presence and age of children, educational, léours worked, health status, reading the
newspaper, homeownership, union membership, tdkisgo go to work, professional status and

activity sector, as well as region and year dumpaade is a random-error term.
We do not observdS in the data. Rather, we obsed@as an ordinal variable, measured on

a scale from 1 to 4. Thus, the structure of Eq.nfakes it suitable for estimation as an ordered

probit model:
P('JSI =J '1) = q)(:uj -a-,BS,t 'AYit 'Zilté) 'cb(luj-l'a'ﬁSt '/]Yit -Zi'td) (3)
where J takes a value from 1 to4,is defined as}S=J-1 when y ;< JS< p; andd(.) is the

cumulative normal distributich

4. Econometric results

In this section, we analyse the impact of individaad socio-economic features as well as

social relations on job satisfaction. Section sdves results for baseline models.

4.1 Baseline findings

In Table 5, Columns (I) — (Ill) present the ordeprdbit estimations of Eq. (3), coefficients

and standard errors, using job satisfaction as rakpe variable. Marginal effects of the

® Following the existing literature, we interpreetheported level of job satisfaction as an ordinabsure, that is,
higher levels reflect higher utility, but we do rastsume that, for example, level 4 represents tihieaitility of level
2.
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covariates of Column (lll) of Table 5 express imes of a change in the independent variables
the probability of being not at all satisfied wibime’s job, not very satisfied, quite satisfied and
very satisfied with one’s job, as shown in Table 6.

Before discussing the results associated withrtbasurement of social relations, we consider
findings regarding individual and socio-economiareltteristics as control variables to compare
them to those of previous studies using crossaeaitiand longitudinal data.

4.1.1 Individual and socio-economic characteristics

In line with the literature (Clark 1997; Sloane awdlliams 2000; van Praag et al. 2003;
Graziougly and Tansel 2006), females are morefeatigith their job than males. The estimated
coefficient of the male dummy variable is negatwel statistically significant at a conventional
level throughout (Table 5). Being male is assodiatgth a 0.8 percent lower probability of
declaring oneself very satisfied with one’s job lfTEa6).

The above result can be explained since the typgsbs that men and women do are
different, as are their qualifications (Clark 19%aziougly and Tansel 2006). Furthermore, for
cultural reasons, women who are dissatisfied akwoay find it easier than men to leave the
labour force. Thus, satisfied women workers mayabstatistical construct, since most of the
women who would be dissatisfied at work do not wéiikally, men and women may answer job
satisfaction questions in different ways: althoudlgé objective characteristics of the job may be
the same, their expectations of what their job khdie may well be different (Clark 1996).
However, Clark (1997) claimed that gender diffel@ntannot be explained by the different jobs
that men and women do, or by sample selection.ddad that for groups for which the gender
differential in job expectations is less likelyetgender differential in job satisfaction disapgear
He also found some evidence that women have lowsratations.

Italian married workers are more satisfied with ith@bs than singles. The most
occupationally satisfied are the widowed. Being nedror widowed is associated respectively
with a 1.8 and a 2.4 percent higher probabilitydetlaring oneself very satisfied with one’s
work. Single people with partners and the divoreed more satisfied with their job than the
reference group, though these results are nostitally significant. Overall, these results are in
line with previous studies (e.g. Clark 1996, 1997).

In Table 5, we observe a statistically significanoh-linear relationship between age dummies
and job satisfaction. Non-linearity shows a U-sliapsationship, with those in the very young
and old age groups being most satisfied. This résut line with the literature (e.g. Clark 1996;

13



Table 5. Job satisfaction equations. Ordered pestimates.

Coefficient S.E. Coefficient. S.E. Coefficient S.E.
Volunteering 0.076*** 0.012 0.071%** 0.012 0.050 0.011
Meetings with friends 0.088*** 0.014 0.088*** .04
Meetings with relatives 0.006 0.011
Church attendance 0.117%** 0.012
Male -0.042%+* 0.013 -0.047*** 0.014 -0.033** 0.014
Single, with partner 0.019 0.048 0.031 0.049 48.0 0.048
Married 0.068*** 0.012 0.080%*** 0.013 0.078*** 012
Divorced -0.004 0.021 0.007 0.021 0.011 0.021
Widowed 0.089*** 0.034 0.104#** 0.035 0.099%*** .036
Age31-40 -0.090*** 0.009 -0.083*** 0.009 -0.085*** 0.009
Age41-50 -0.134%** 0.012 -0.121%** 0.012 -0.128*** 0.011
Age51-60 -0.139*** 0.018 -0.122%** 0.018 -0.138*** 0.017
Age>61 -0.068* 0.039 -0.051 0.038 -0.071* 0.037
Household size -0.039%** 0.008 -0.039%** 0.008 0ap*** 0.007
Children0_5 0.011 0.014 0.017 0.014 0.016 0.014
Children6_12 -0.007 0.008 -0.006 0.008 -0.012 0.008
Children13_17 0.024** 0.010 0.025** 0.010 0.024* 0.010
Junior high school 0.025 0.023 0.026 0.023 0.025 0.022
High school (diploma) 0.051 0.035 0.051 0.035 0.047 0.034
Bachelor’'s degree 0.132%** 0.047 0.132%** 0.047 0.124*** 0.046
<16 hours pw -0.026 0.026 -0.027 0.027 -0.031 0.028
17-30 hours pw -0.036* 0.020 -0.038* 0.021 -0.045** 0.020
31-40 hours pw -0.037* 0.019 -0.040** 0.020 -0.042* 0.019
Household income (In) 0.137%** 0.031 0.132%+* 0RO 0.133*** 0.030
Bad health -0.103*** 0.026 -0.102%** 0.026 -0.101%* 0.025
Good health 0.244%* 0.010 0.241%* 0.011 0.241* 0.011
Newspapers 0.144*+* 0.010 0.147 %+ 0.011 0.1413* 0.011
Homeowner 0.057*+* 0.013 0.055*** 0.013 0.050*** 0.012
Union member -0.049%** 0.016 -0.051*** 0.016 -0.049 0.016
Bus -0.083*** 0.019 -0.081*** 0.019 -0.079%** 0.019
Employer 0.091%** 0.019 0.089** 0.019 0.0971*** 0.019
Self-employed 0.009 0.012 0.007 0.012 0.010 D.01
Manager 0.017 0.037 0.019 0.038 0.016 0.037
Middle manager 0.038 0.029 0.041 0.029 0.044 0.029
Staff -0.019* 0.011 -0.019* 0.011 -0.019 0.011
Skilled worker -0.067*** 0.011 -0.067*** 0.011 -0.065*** 0.011
Apprentice -0.109 0.067 -0.110 0.067 -0.110* 0.066
Agriculture -0.003 0.022 -0.004 0.022 -0.007 0.022
Manufacturing 0.028* 0.016 0.027* 0.019 0.028* 0.016
Public Administration 0.051*+* 0.019 0.051*** 0.019 0.049** 0.019
Commerce -0.021 0.020 -0.021 0.020 -0.020 0.021
Finance 0.050 0.034 0.048 0.035 0.049 0.036
Transport 0.037 0.028 0.037 0.028 0.039 0.029
Regional dummies Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes
No. of observations 68537 68416 68325
Pseudo R-squared 0.024 0.025 0.026
Log-likelihood -68088.80 -67918.46 -67762.30

Notes: The dependent varialdieb satisfactiortakes discrete values and is based on a recodediestdred leisure satisfaction (1
not at all satisfied, 2 not very satisfied, 3 qusatisfied, 4 very satisfied). The model is estedatith an ordered probit.
Regressors’ legend: see appendix B. Regional and glearmies are omitted from the Table for reasonspate. The standard
errors are corrected for heteroskedasticity ansteting of errors at the regional level. The estédaut points are not reported.
The symbols ***, ** * denote that the coefficieitt statistically different from zero at 1, 5 andfddrcent, respectively.
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Table 6. Marginal effects of Model IIl.

Not at all satisfied Not very Quite satisfied Very satisfied
satisfied

Volunteering -0.003 -0.010 0.002 0.012
Meetings with friends -0.007 -0.018 0.005 0.020
Visiting relatives -0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.001
Church attendance -0.008 -0.023 0.004 0.027
Male 0.002 0.007 -0.001 -0.008
Single, with partner -0.003 -0.009 0.002 0.011
Married -0.006 -0.016 0.004 0.018
Divorced -0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.002
Widowed -0.007 -0.020 0.002 0.024
Age31-40 0.007 0.018 -0.004 -0.020
Age41-50 0.010 0.027 -0.008 -0.029
Age51-60 0.011 0.029 -0.010 -0.031
Age>61 0.006 0.015 -0.004 -0.016
Household size 0.003 0.008 -0.002 -0.009
Children0_5 -0.001 -0.003 0.000 0.004
Children6_12 -0.001 0.002 -0.000 -0.003
Children13_17 -0.002 -0.005 0.001 0.005
Junior high school -0.002 -0.005 0.001 0.006
High school (diploma) -0.003 -0.010 0.002 0.011
Bachelor’'s degree -0.009 -0.025 0.003 0.031
<16 hours pw 0.002 0.006 -0.002 -0.007
17-30 hours pw 0.003 0.009 -0.002 -0.010
31-40 hours pw 0.003 0.009 -0.002 -0.010
Household income (In) -0.010 -0.027 0.006 0.031
Bad health 0.008 0.021 -0.007 -0.023
Good health -0.021 -0.051 0.020 0.052
Newspapers -0.010 -0.029 0.005 0.034
Homeowner -0.004 -0.010 0.003 0.012
Union participation 0.004 0.010 -0.003 -0.011
Bus 0.006 0.017 -0.005 -0.018
Employer -0.006 -0.018 0.003 0.022
Self-employed -0.001 0.002 0.000 0.002
Manager -0.001 -0.003 0.000 0.004
Middle manager -0.003 -0.009 0.002 0.011
Staff 0.001 0.004 -0.001 -0.004
Skilled worker 0.005 0.014 -0.003 -0.015
Apprentice 0.009 0.023 -0.008 -0.025
Agriculture 0.000 0.001 -0.000 -0.002
Manufacturing -0.002 -0.006 0.001 0.006
Public Administration -0.004 -0.010 0.002 0.012
Commerce 0.001 0.004 -0.001 -0.005
Finance -0.003 -0.010 0.001 0.012
Transport -0.003 -0.008 0.001 0.009
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Clark et al. 1996; Sloane and Ward 2001; Blanchélo@nd Oswald 2001; van Praag 2003;
Ghinetti 2007). Being in the age class betweenrisilé® reduces the probability of stating one is
very satisfied with one’s job by 3.1 percent.

Young workers may feel satisfied with their jobdese they have little experience of the
labour market against which to judge their own wa@k they learn about the labour market with
some years of experience, they are able to beitlgyej their work conditions. With experience,
satisfaction drops during middle age. The subsdquee in satisfaction until the age of
retirement may be due to the effect of reducedraspns with age: older workers may realize
that they face limited alternative choices. It nadégo be true that they may attach less importance
to such ambitions (Gaziougly and Tansel 2006). iBetd these arguments can be found in Clark
(1996) and Clark et al. (1996).

Job satisfaction seems to depend on family chaisiits. The larger the number of people
living with workers, the less satisfied are the keys with their jobs. The household size variable
shows a statistically significant negative signlgpercent. Furthermore, workers with children
aged between 13 and 17 are happier than workensnwichildren. Previous empirical evidence
seems to be conflicting. Booth and van Ours (2GD®) that the presence of children is not a
significant factor in job satisfaction. On the athand, van Praag et al. (2003) show that job
satisfaction is negatively affected by family sindhile Pedersen and Schmidt (2008) report that
having children under 12 increases satisfactioh tié main activity.

Table 5 shows that bachelor's degree holders hagleeh levels of job satisfaction than
individuals with lower education or none at allféence group). Having a bachelor's degree is
associated with a 3.1 percent higher probabilitystating one is very satisfied with one’s job
(Table 6). Since we are controlling for househalidome and professional status, it is not
surprising that junior high school and diploma ahtes are not statistically significant. Better-
educated workers have access to better job positsuth that education affects utility, indirectly
raising productivity and career prospects (Brysorale 2004; Clark 1997; Clark and Oswald
1996). Association between higher levels of edocatind job satisfaction is found in one strand
of the literature (Battu et al. 1999; Jones Johrm@od Johnson, 2000; Vila and Garcia-Mora
2005).

Job satisfaction increases in cases of self-pexddmealth. Workers who state they are in poor
health are less satisfied than workers who claifetan fair health, while workers in good health
are more satisfied than those who state they dajoyealth. Enjoying good health increases the
probability of declaring oneself very satisfied hwiine’s job by 5.2 percent. This result is in line

with previous empirical investigations reportedsiection 2.
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In line with van Praag et al. (2003), Pedersen &damidt (2008) and, partially, with Booth
and van Ours (2008) household income increasesatibfaction. Following van Praag et al.
(2003) larger household income might well give eaatrking member of the family more
margin to be selective as regards the type of wodertaken, there being the possibility to leave
unsatisfactory jobs.

Working hours are found positively correlated with satisfaction. People who work between
17 and 40 hours per week are less satisfied walr fbb than people who work more than 40
hours per week. This finding is in line with oneasid of the literature (e.g. Bartel 1981;
Schwochau 1987). A possible explanation for thisutemight be related to better-educated
workers. As stated above, better-educated workmrssa better positions, which increase career
prospects and earnings. Consequently, such workigist be more satisfied with their job and
may choose to work longer hours. Hence, the pes#ssociation between working hours and job
satisfaction should be interpreted with cautiondose of an endogeneity problem.

A negative correlation is found between union jggrétion (defined as a dummy variable with
a value of 1 if the worker participates in meetiogsupplies unpaid activity for a union) and job
satisfaction. This relationship seems in line witb literature indicated in Section 2. The result
points out that workers who participate in unionetiregs or supply volunteer work for a union
are less satisfied with their jobs. However, asliteeature on union membership shows, there
might be an issue of endogeneity since dissatisfieckers are more likely to join unions.
Another possible explanation, highlighted receatso by Bryson et al. (2010), relies on the fact
that unions, by providing workers with a voice, em@ge them to stay in jobs they dislike and to
try to change their work conditions.

Workers who own the property where they live hawerjob satisfaction than those who are
not. Previous empirical studies found that rentees more satisfied at work than homeowners
(e.g. Clark 1996, 1997; Souza-Poza and Souza-P08&).2 Following Clark (1996), two
explanations are possible. If ownership is seem ggoxy for social status, and thus for the
individual's reference group, homeowners could me&mparisons against a reference group
with worse jobs, and hence report higher levelgobfsatisfaction. Furthermore, such findings
could indicate that homeowners are not interestegeographic job mobility possibly because
they do not want to leave satisfying jobs.

Workers who are daily newspaper readers are mtiegisd with their jobs than those who are
not. Reading newspapers every day raises the piibpatb declaring oneself very satisfied with

one’s job by 3.4 percent. Workers who take a bugotto work every day or several times a week
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are less satisfied with their job than workers @b. Making a bus decreases the probability of
high job satisfaction by 1.8 percent.

Employers report higher job satisfaction (than otheofessional positions) while manual
workers (skilled workers and apprentices) statey e less happy with their jobs. Being an
employer raises the probability of being very getswith one’s job by 2.2 percent while being a
skilled worker decreases the same probability Bypkrcent, as found by Miller (1990). Table 5
shows that managers’ occupations do not signifigatitfer from the other professional positions
(e.g. reference group). Both workers employed imufeecturing and in the public administration
sectors are more satisfied with their work tharséhemployed in other sectors. This result seems
to support previous empirical findings (Heywoodakt2002; Ghinetti 2007). Working in public
administration is associated with a 1.2 percenhérigprobability of being very satisfied with
one’s work. A possible explanation for this findiogmes from Ghinetti (2007, 381) according to
whom “besides wages, public employees also recaiweelfare premium in terms of better
working conditions, especially higher perceived gdbility and a better social climate”.

Finally, our results show that Italy is charactedzy considerable geographical differences:
the North-East regions present a positive and figignificant correlation with job satisfaction,

whereas satisfaction with work dramatically decesdaa southern regions.

4.1.2 Social relations

In this section we focus on the relationship betwsecial relations and job satisfaction. In
Table 5, Column Il first shows a positive relathip (statistically significant at 1 %) between
volunteer work in activities of official volunteeservice associations and job satisfaction.
Volunteering is associated with a 1.2 percent higitebability of stating one is very satisfied
with one’s job. This could well be explained by fhet that volunteering is undertaken as a result
of extrinsic motivation. Through voluntary work,csal contacts evolve: this can help establish
business contacts and might be useful for employeesignal their good traits and skills to
employers with career prospects. Therefore, theelaiion between volunteering and job
satisfaction would be due to expectations of highrmre earnings.

The impact of meeting friends on job satisfactisrpositive and statistically significant at 1
percent as well. Meeting friends is associated &ith.0 percent higher probability of high job
satisfaction. This is likely to happen becausedhmay be channels of employment information
and mutual aid mechanisms. As we stated in se@jorelational networks with friends are a
forum for sharing job information and to get ecomosupport which could compensate levels of

job stress.

18



The effect of visiting relatives is positive buttnstatistically significant. In our analyses,
reliance on the network of relatives is not asdedido occupational well-being. A feasible
reason for this finding recalls Granovetters’ distion between strong and weak ties. For
workers’ job satisfaction strong ties, such astiads, are not central.

Finally, church attendance has a positive andssitzdily significant effect at 1 percent on job
satisfaction. Church attendance is associated avi2tv percent increased probability of high job
satisfaction. Religious participation might enhameeividual job satisfaction in the following
ways. First, religious associations can providenmfation and economic support in times of
adversity. Second, religious associations can ptenfandamental norms, such as those
regarding health and other dimensions of workek&sl which may positively influence job

satisfaction.

4.2 Robustness tests

We tested the robustness of the main results aalgetations using economic satisfaction as
the dependent variable. The MHS also contains imédion on how individuals rate their
economic satisfaction: “How satisfied do you fedélhwyour economic situation?”. Responses to
the above question are: “very satisfied”; “quitdiseed”; “not very satisfied”; “not at all
satisfied”. As for job satisfaction, we recoded Hreswers on a scale from 1 to 4, with 1 being
“not at all satisfied” and 4 being “very satisfiedDespite the high correlation between job
satisfaction and economic satisfaction (0.37), wepsse that occupational well-being is a key
component of economic satisfaction, but obvioustt the only one. We use economic
satisfaction as a test of reliability for job stdigion. All our main results on social relations
continue to hold with economic satisfaction as dejeat variable (see Table 7). One interesting
difference is that theisit to relativesvariable is now statistically significant. Thistdt seems to
indicate that relatives are more important in woskdéives as economic and financial support
than for employment issues.

We also test for heterogeneity in social relatioeasurements by re-estimating results of
Table 5 separately for men and women: results @rysocial relation variables are shown in
Table 8. For men, all previous results on socidti@ns continue to have a positive and
significant effect. For women, meeting friends artturch attendance retain a positive and
statistically significant sign, while volunteeririg not significant. This last result shows that

voluntary work is not important as regards jobsfatition for women.
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In the literature on social capital, volunteerimgeeting friends and visits to relatives are
measures of social capital (Fiorillo 2008, 2009pb&mni 2008, 2009). We further tested the
sensitivity of the key results in Table 5 via adiitl measures of social capital. We used
membership in associations, distinguishing betwpassive membership (if the individual
participated in meetings of an association in tBenfonths prior to the interview), and active
membership (if the individual did unpaid work fam association in the 12 months prior to the
interview). The associations we accounted for a@ogjical and cultural as well as political
parties. We also used other activities implyingegtain degree of relational engagement, such as
the habit of talking about politics. These varigbége described in Table B1 in appendix B. In
Table 9, we introduce these three social capitahlbkes to see whether or not they affect the size
and significance of the social relation coefficeenKey results are that none of these types of
social capital significantly alters the size ormsfigance of the key social relation variables,

which remain significant at 1 percent with coe#iais similar to those reported in Table 5.

4.3 Indirect effects through self-perceived health

As we saw in Section 2, volunteering, meeting fl®and churchgoing may compensate for
the negative effects of psychological stress froonknand may also provide the individual with a
sense of self-esteem with positive effects on getteived health (Thoits and Hewitt 2001;
Music and Wilson 2003; Ellison 1991, 1993; Lelk€9?2). Hence, as reported in this section, we
tested the indirect effect of volunteering, meetifiggnds and church attendance on job
satisfaction through the impact on self-perceivedHh. In other words, if these social relations
increase job satisfaction indirectly, increasing ligvel of self-perceived health, we should expect
that the combined term, obtained by multiplying sieeial relation variable by the self-perceived
health variable, has a statistically positive sigrihe job satisfaction equation. This means the
rejection of the null hypothesis that self-percdiveealth differential does not depend on social
relations.

As poor health enters the job satisfaction equatith a negative and statistically significant
sign (Table 5), we multiply this variable by thegle social relations variables. In Table 10, we
see that the null hypothesis is rejected onlylier¢combined term between meetings with friends
and bad health. The coefficient is positive andisteally significant at 5 percent (Model II).
While bad health reduces by 4.0 percent the prdibabf high job satisfaction being reported,
the combined term between meeting friends and katthhis associated with a 3.0 percent higher
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Table 7. Robustness test: economic satisfactioatemms. Ordered probit estimates.

Coefficient S. E. Coefficient. S.E. Coefficient EB.
Volunteering 0.072%** 0.014 0.063*** 0.014 0.089 0.014
Meeting friends 0.113*** 0.013 0.112%*+* 0.013
VisitingaBlags/es 0.016** 0.007
Church attendance 0.136*** 0.013
:anc?)“rzglrl\ziiclz iﬂgrzzglecr)istics es Yes Yes
Regional dummies Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes
No. of observations 68376 68257 68169
Pseudo R-squared 0.046 0.047 0.049
Log-likelihood -64038.32 -63873.83 -63697.97

Notes: The dependent variabdeonomic satisfactiomakes discrete values and is based on a recodédestdred leisure
satisfaction (1 not at all satisfied, 2 not vertiseed, 3 quite satisfied, 4 very satisfied). Tinedel is estimated with an ordered
probit. Regressors’ legend: see Table 5 and appdhdikegional and year dummies are omitted from tHaeTfor reasons of
space. The standard errors are corrected for tsitedasticity and clustering of errors at the regidevel. The estimated cut—off
points are not reported. The symbols *** ** * dge that the coefficient is statistically differendm zero at the 1, 5 and 10
percent level.

Table 8. Robustness test: job satisfaction equatigrgender. Ordered probit estimates.

Men Women

Coefficient S.E. Coefficient. S.E.
Volunteering 0.067*** 0.020 0.025 0.020
Meeting friends 0.086*** 0.016 0.095%** 0.023
Visiting relatives -0.003 0.011 0.023 0.017
Church attendance 0.117%*=* 0.013 0.095*** 0.014
Individual and socio-economic
characteristics Yes Yes
Regional dummies Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes
No. of observations 43043 25282
Pseudo R-squared 0.028 0.021
Log-likelihood -42712.17 -24991.12

Notes: The dependent variabdeonomic satisfactiomakes discrete values and is based on a recodédestdred leisure
satisfaction (1 not at all satisfied, 2 not vertiseed, 3 quite satisfied, 4 very satisfied). Tinedel is estimated with an ordered
probit. Regressors’ legend: see Table 5 and appdhdikegional and year dummies are omitted from tHaeTfor reasons of
space. The standard errors are corrected for hsbulasticity and clustering of errors at the regidevel. The estimated cut-
offpoints are not reported. The symbols ***, ** denote that the coefficient is statistically diéfat from zero at the 1, 5 and 10
percent levels.
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Table 9. Robustness test: job satisfaction equatidth further measures of social capital. Ordgrebit estimates.

Coefficient S. E. Coefficient. S.E. Coefficient BS.
Volunteering 0.051%** 0.013 0.051*** 0.015 0.052 0.015
Meeting friends 0.088*** 0.013 0.087*** 0.013 @O*** 0.013
Visiting relatives 0.007 0.011 0.007 0.011 0.007 0.011
Church attendance 0.112%** 0.012 0.111%** 0.012 A 0.012
Passive membership -0.005 0.016 -0.005 0.016 0.000 0.017
Active membership -0.004 0.019 -0.002 0.019
Politics -0.008** 0.003
:enc(:)l\r/llc()jrl;il 2ﬂgrzc<):tcécr)istics Yes Yes Yes
Regional dummies Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes
No. of observations 68193 68166 68118
Pseudo R-squared 0.026 0.026 0.026
Log-likelihood -67619.73 -67599.47 -67551.10

Notes: The dependent variabdeonomic satisfactiomakes discrete values and is based on a recodédestdred leisure
satisfaction (1 not at all satisfied, 2 not versi§ed, 3 quite satisfied, 4 very satisfied). Tinedel is estimated with an ordered
probit. Regressors’ legend: see Table 5 and appdhdikegional and year dummies are omitted from tHaeTfor reasons of
space. The standard errors are corrected for séulasticity and clustering of errors at the reglidevel. The estimated cut-off
points are not reported. The symbols *** ** * dge that the coefficient is statistically differendm zero at the 1, 5 and 10

percent levels.

Table 10. Job satisfaction equations with combieechs. Ordered probit estimates

Coefficient

S. E.

Coefficient. S. E.

Coefficient

Volunteering

Volunteering * bad
health

Meeting friends

Meeting friends*bad
health

Church attendance

Church attendance*bad
health

0.140

Bad health 0.116***

Individual and socio-
economic characteristics

Regional dummies
Year dummies
No. of observations
Pseudo R-squared
Log-likelihood

0.046***

0.012
0.092

0.026

Yes

Yes
Yes
68325
0.026
-67760.73

0.083*** 0.014

0.121** 0.061

0.117***
0.021

-0.185*** 0.062 -0.107*+*

Yes

Yes
Yes
68325
0.026
-67759.58

0.012
0.048

0.033

Yes

Yes
Yes
68325

0.026

-67762.23

Notes: see note to Table 7.
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probability of stating high job satisfaction. Henttes result seems to support the “buffering
effect” of the networks of friends (see Fiorilloda8abatini 2011a,b).

5. Conclusions

The paper provided an empirical analysis of theiocseconomic determinants of job
satisfaction in Italy, focusing on the role of sakelations. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first study in which social interactions wemnsidered determinants of job satisfaction. Four
different measures of social relations were usetiinteering in non-profit associations, meeting
friends, visiting relatives and church attendar@edered probit relationships are estimated by
relating job satisfaction to a variety of individusocio-economic characteristics as well as social
relation variables. We used four waves, 1993, 19998 and 2000, of the Multipurpose
Household Survey conducted annually by the Itali@entral Statistical Office for 70,000
observations.

The results show that our dependent variable igtipely associated with volunteering and
interactions with friends. The size of these pusitielationships eases as volunteering and the
frequency of meetings increases. Visits to relatiaee not significantly correlated with job
satisfaction while church attendance is a signifiexplanatory variable whose size seems to be
comparatively important. Furthermore, we also fintketings with friends increasing job
satisfaction through self-perceived health.

The other findings can be summarized as follows are less satisfied than women; married
interviewees are more satisfied than singles; famsite reduces job satisfaction which is U-
shaped in relation to age; higher household incam& good self-perceived health produce
higher levels of job satisfaction; active and pasgarticipation in union meetings reduces job
satisfaction; employees who have the habit of repdi newspaper every day exhibit higher
levels of job satisfaction; entrepreuners are mea@isfied than those in other professional
positions while skilled workers are less satisfieayrking in public administration increases job
satisfaction. Contrasting with the literature, werid that the better-educated are more satisfied
than poorly educated workers; long working hoursease satisfaction, while employees who
own the property where they live are more satisfieti their job than employees who do not.

At this stage, the analysis still has some limitasi The possibility of reverse causality
between social relations and job satisfaction nagstaken into account. Obviously, this limit
might yield biased results. With data at hand wenoa exclude this issue. However, as the role
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of social relations in job satisfaction has recdive attention, the findings in this paper may be
considered a starting point for further researcthis direction.
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Appendix A
As in Fiorillo (2008), letA be the MSH dataset (the so-called “base file”Jeming information

on X, variables for each ofi, records, and |eB be the SHIW dataset (the “supplemental file”)
comprising X variables for each of, records. LetX = (Xl,...,XP) be the vector of variables
measured in both the files, i.e. for each of thi#ésum, andn; included in the two datasets. The

remaining variables in each of the files will bdereed to asYz(Yl,...,YQ) in file A and as

z=(z,,...Z;) in file B. The statistical matching procedure is aimed a&ating a fileC
collecting all the variableX, Y, andZ for each ofn, records of the base file. For each unit in file

A we identify a similar unit in fil8 as a function of th& “common” variables. Then, we impute
the household income variable collected in the Rippntal fileB (the SHIW) to the matching
records in the base fila, in order to obtain an original datasgtincluding all the variables of
interest for the analysis. The inherent assumptiothis procedure is that the random vector
given X is independent of the random vectdr given X. The conditional independence
assumption implies thafs relationship t& can be totally inferred front's relationship toX and
Z's relationship tX. Thus, the distributions of, Y, andZ of the new fileC must be identical to
the distributions ofX, Y, and Z empirically observed in the original file& and B. As a
conseqguence, the best test to evaluate the qoélibe statistical matching relies on the marginal
distributions of the variables. As stated by Ras&€02, 23), “A statistical match is said to be
successful if the marginal and joint empirical disitions ofZ andY as they are observed in the
donor samples are nearly the same in the statlgtroatched file”.

The common variableX =(X,,...,.X,) shared by the original datasets are identifiedtiog to

the following criteria: 1) they must have been sidsd and measured in the same (or very
similar) way in both of the surveys. 2) They muai/é been observed for all the individuals
included in the samples. 3) They can be assumedsssble determinants of job satisfaction and
social interaction in the base file. Based on hirdsn previous studies, we chose the following
variables: gender, age, education, family size, bemof children, region of residence, work
status, sector of activity, and homeownership.iSteal matching was then performed through a
regression imputation with random residuals. Irtipalar, the regression parameter<df.e. the
household income) oK were estimated on the SHIW. A random residual thes added to the

regression prediction to obtain the imputed valfiez dor eacha=1,...,n, record in file A,

Finally, the quality of the procedure was contrdlley comparing, for each of the considered
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years, the conditional distribution of the househioicome givenX in the new and the original
files. The marginal distributions are not foundstatistically differefit

* Distributions are available from the authors upenuest.
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Appendix B. Table B1. Detailed description of variables

Variable

Description

Dependent variable

Job satisfaction

Job satisfaction score, codetiatolt= Not at all satisfied, 4=Very satisfied

Relational goods variables

Volunteering
Meeting friends
Visiting relatives

Church attendance

Dummy, 1 if unpaid activity for a salcorganization of volunteer service; 0 otherwise
Dummy, 1 if the respondent meaentis every day or several times a week; 0 otherwis

Dummy, 1 if the respondent meedfatives everyday or several times a week; O
otherwise

Dummy, 1 if respondent goesuochhonce or more times a week; 0 otherwise

Demographic and socio-economic characteristics

Male

Single, with partner
Married
Divorced
Widowed
Age31-40
Age41-50
Age51-60
Age>61
Household size
Children0_5

Children6_12

Children13_17
Junior high school

High school (diploma)
Bachelor's degree

<16 hours pw
17-30 hours pw
31-40 hours pw

Household income (In)
Bad health
Good health

Newspapers
Homeowner
Union

Bus

Dummy, 1 if male; O otherwisReference group: female
Dummy, 1 if single with pantn@ otherwiseRefer ence group: single, no partner
Dummy, 1 if married ; O otherwise
Dummy, 1 if divorced ; O otherwise
Dummy, 1 if widowed ; O otherwise
Dummy, 1 if age is between 31 and 40hemtise. Reference group: agel6-30
Dummy, 1 if age is between 41 and 50hemtise.
Dummy, 1 if age is between 51 and 60hemtise
Dummy, 1 if age is above 61; 0 otherwise
Number of people who live in family

Dummy, 1 if the number of children iged between O and 5 years; 0 otherwise.
Reference group: no children

Dummy, 1 if the number of childremged between 6 and 12 years; 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the number of childremgged between 13 and 17 years; 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if education of thep@sdent is completed junior high school (8 yeas);
otherwise Reference group: no and low education (elementary school)

Dummy, 1 if education of tihespondent is completed high school (13 years); 0
otherwise

Dummy, 1 if education of the oesient is university degree and/or doctorate (I8s/e
and more); 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if weekly hours of paid warider 16
Dummy, 1 if weekly hours of paid kvbetween 17 and 30

Dummy, 1 if weekly hours of paid waetween 31 and 40.Reference group: > 40
pw.

Natural logarithm of imputesusehold income (sum of labour income, capitebine
and pensions)

Dummy, 1 if the respondent assessdsehistate of perceived health as bad; 0 otherwise.
Reference group: fair health,

Dummy, 1 if the respondent assessébehistate of perceived health as good; 0
otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent reads newspapery day of the week; 0 otherwise
Dummy, 1 if the respondent owns the hadsere he/she lives; 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent participates oppdies unpaid activity to a union; 0
otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent uses the bus evayyod several times a week within the
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Employer

Self-employed
Manager

Middle manager
Staff

Skilled worker
Apprentice
Agriculture

Manufacturing
Public administration

Commerce
Finance

Transport
Passive membership

Active membership
Politics

City for going to work; O otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the individual is employed as entrepreneur; 0 otherwidReference
group: other professional positions.

Dummy, 1 if the respondent is selplayed; 0 otherwise.

Dummy, 1 if the respondent is employed ammnager; 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent is etygdibas a middle manager, O otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent is employed a#,sb otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent is enygld as a skilled worker, 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if the respondent is emplogean apprentice, 0 otherwise

Dummy, 1 if individual is employed ité agriculture sector; O otherwis&keference
group: other sectors

Dummy, 1 if individual is employedtime manufacturing sector; 0 otherwise
Dummy, 1 if individual is efoped in the public sector; O otherwise
Dummy, 1 if individual is employed in thesiness sector; 0 otherwise
Dummy, 1 if individual is employed in tiireance sector; 0 otherwise
Dummy, 1 if individual is employed in ttnansport sector; O otherwise

Participation in meetings ohédrassociations, 1 =ecological, cultural and palit

party
Unpaid activity for formal assdimns, 1 = other volunteer service and politicaty
Dummy, 1 if individual talks politics eweday or several times a week; 0 otherwise
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