Well-Being, Insecurity and the Decline of
American Job Satisfaction

David G. Blanchflower
Dartmouth College, USA
and
National Bureau of Economic Research

Andrew J. Oswald
University of Warwick, UK

April 1999

To be presented at a Cornell University conference May 1999

Abstract

The paper studies job satisfaction levels in the advanced nations. There are five
main findings. First, the great majority of workers in the industrial democracies
appear to be remarkably content with their jobs. The old Dickensian idea that work
subjugates people is apparently not supported by the data. Second, job satisfaction
is slowly trending down over time in the United States (among the over-30s, from
approximately 56% very satisfied in the 1970s to 48% by the mid 1990s). Third,
we show this fall is not explained by the decline of unions, nor by, as we document,
the existence of a slowly growing job-insecurity in the US. Fourth, the cross-
section patterns in job satisfaction are similar from one nation to another. Reported
well-being is higher among women, the self-employed, the young and the old (not
the middle-aged), supervisors, and particularly those with secure jobs. Fifth, after
controlling for personal characteristics, we produce a ranking of job satisfaction
across nations. Satisfaction is highest in one of the poorest countries in our sample,
Ireland, and lowest in the Mediterranean nations. These findings raise many
puzzles. It seems we are a long way from a full understanding of well-being at
work.
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Nicholas was about to descend when he was arrested by a loud noise of scolding in a woman’s
voice. “You good-for-nothing brute” cried the woman, stamping on the ground, “why don’t you
turn the mangle?” ““So | am, my life and soul!” replied a man’s voice. ““I am always turning, I
am perpetually turning, like a demd old horse in a mill. My life is one demd horrid grind!”
Charles Dickens, Nicholas Nickleby, LXIV.

l. Introduction

Most of us spend around a quarter of our lives at work. Understanding people’s well-
being in the workplace, therefore, is likely to be important to economists and other social
scientists. Yet the study by labor economists of job satisfaction is still in its infancy. This may
be, in part, because economists are suspicious of the usefulness of data on reported well-being.
However, it is known that satisfaction levels are strongly correlated with observable phenomena
(such as quit behavior). Moreover, it seems difficult to believe that economists have a more
acute understanding of the limitations of well-being statistics than do the thousands of
psychologists who use such data in their own research.

This paper attempts to examine the factors that shape well-being at work. It uses data
from three sources — the International Social Survey Programme, the Eurobarometer Surveys,
and the US General Social Surveys. While the literature by economists is small, it has begun to
grow recently with the work of, among others, Andrew Clark and Daniel Hamermesh. Useful
introductions to the psychology literature concerned with well-being data are Campbell (1981)
and Argyle (1987). An overview paper from the economist’s perspective is Oswald (1997).
Easterlin (1974) is an early contribution. Two survey papers by Diener (1984, with co-authors
1999), in one of the world’s leading psychology journals, are fairly accessible to non-specialists.
Warr (1987, 1997) provides a readable account of the links between work and mental health.

Early papers by economists on job satisfaction include Borjas (1979), Freeman (1978)

and Hamermesh (1977). Blanchflower (1991) is a recent attempt to use data on feelings of job



insecurity within a conventional wage equation. A fast-growing modern literature on the border
between economics and psychology includes Akerlof et al (1988), Birdi et al (1995), Clark
(1996, 1998), Clark and Oswald (1994), Clark et al (1995), Curtice (1993), Frey and Stutzer
(1999), Judge and Watanabe (1993), Kahheman et al (1997), Levy-Garboua and Montmarquette
(1997), Ng (1996, 1997), Pavot et al (1991), Sui and Cooper (1998), and Veenhoven (1991). A
slightly earlier empirical paper on relativity effects and utility is VVan de Stadt et al (1985). Frank
(1985) contains many interesting ideas that cross disciplines. Inglehart (1990) is a large study
using the Eurobarometer surveys; it reports data on overall well-being for a range of western
countries. Spector (1997) is a new overview of the job satisfaction literature. Parts of his book
make unfamiliar reading for an economist. Interesting recent studies of job satisfaction among
managers include Worrall and Cooper (1998) for Great Britain, and Spector et al (1999) for a
group of twenty-two countries.
Il. A Detailed Look at the USA

It is natural to begin with the United States. This is the country for which there is the
longest run of randomly-sampled workers. The first data come from the start of the 1970s.
Table 1 gives the annual pattern of job satisfaction responses from 1973 to 1996 drawn from the
annual General Social Surveys. Here the question is

On the whole how satisfied are you with the work you do — would you say you are very satisfied,
moderately satisfied, a little dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

While the size of sample is not large (at just under 1000 American workers per year), and these
are cross-sections rather than a longitudinal sample, the GSS reveals some useful patterns. Two
conclusions follow from Table 1, in part A. First, the great majority of US workers express
themselves as rather content with their work. Approximately half say they are very satisfied, and

forty per cent moderately satisfied. Only a tiny fraction of the population put themselves in the



very-dissatisfied category. This appears to allow us to reject any simple version of the idea --
found in Dickensian and Marxian accounts of capitalist markets -- that work exploits people. It
also makes less plausible the commonly heard journalistic view that stress at work is
overwhelming modern Americans. This is not to imply that such numbers should be accepted
uncritically, but that the first pass through the data seems to reveal a good degree of happiness at
work.

Labor economists -- raised on data and theories of rationality -- are perhaps more likely
than some social scientists to expect workers to express satisfaction with their jobs. It is known
people move around a great deal early in their careers. They sort themselves into jobs they like
and out of jobs they dislike. To sample the well-being levels of a cross-section of employees,
therefore, is to sample a group of individuals who are already heavily self-selected into different
occupations.

Having established the current pattern, the next question is what is happening over time.
Table 1 shows there is a small but systematic downward trend in the satisfaction numbers
reported in American workplaces (a formal test is reported later in the paper). Through the
1990s, for example, approximately 46% of workers gave the top answer ‘very satisfied’ to the
satisfaction question. Yet in the 1970s, 51% of workers said very satisfied. A reason to find this
unusual is that by objective standards the safety and cleanliness (and probably physical
arduousness) of working life in America have been improving through the decades. Table 1B
explores this a little more. It breaks down the time movements by different sections of the
population. For people over age 30, the trend towards lower reported well-being at work is more
marked. Here the average proportions giving the top score are:

1970s: 56% of over-30s Americans were very satisfied



1980s: 52% were very satisfied

1990s: 48% were very satisfied.

The trends are not very different between men and women (which might be viewed as
unexpected because of a presumption that gender discrimination has dropped over the last few
decades).

There is essentially no satisfaction time-trend among young workers in the US. This is
shown in the penultimate column of Table 1B. Relatively, therefore, the young in the 1990s are
doing better than the old, but not better than the equivalent young people did in the 1970s.
Earlier work on life satisfaction and well-being levels, in Blanchflower and Oswald (1999), also
found evidence that younger Americans are gaining over older groups. However, the possible
links between the two findings -- on job satisfaction and life satisfaction -- remain largely
unexplored and are not pursued further in this paper.

It appears from Table 1B that the proportion of non-whites saying they are very satisfied
with their jobs has declined similarly to the trend for whites. Although figures are given for non-
white men and women, there are not enough observations to allow confident statements on race
broken down by gender.

Our finding of falling American job satisfaction is consistent with a small amount of
earlier research. Blanchflower et al (1993) documented at best flat well-being levels through
time in Britain and the US. Oswald (1997) describes earlier literature. A classic reference is
Easterlin (1974). Although not his primary concern, interesting new work by Hamermesh (1998)
documents signs of diminishing job satisfaction among young workers in the 1978-88 and 1984-

1996 periods of the NLSY for the United States, and in the 1984-96 SOEP for Germany.



Hamermesh is actually fairly sceptical of his results (p.21: “difficult to believe...at a time when
real earnings were rising”).

If the next twenty-five years make clear that the trend is not a fluke of recent decades, it
will become important to understand the reason for a downward spiral in reported well-being.
One mechanical possibility is that Americans now use words differently: they are no less content
with work than their parents but they put things in more vehement language when asked. On
such a view, the trend down in the satisfaction scores is an illusion, and modern workers simply
express themselves more critically about everything (including their own lives) than their fathers
and mothers. Such an eventuality cannot be discounted. It does not seem natural, however, to
believe that use of language has changed in this way in a short space of time. Moreover, if this
were true, it would presumably mean that the younger sample (the under 30s) would show up as
having the largest ‘decline’ in job satisfaction. The older sample could be expected to be
disproportionately made up of individuals using language as they did when they were young men
and women in the 1970s. As the data show that it is the older workers who have become
particularly less content, the hypothesis that declining satisfaction is an artefact of our surveys --
caused by a changed use of language -- is less compelling.

If the trend is real, its roots need to be uncovered. One potential explanation is that
satisfaction in the workplace is closely connected with feelings of job security and insecurity.
Table 2 looks at the simple correlation between reported well-being and people’s views about
how likely they are to lose their job or be laid off. It can be seen that those who say they are “not
at all likely” to be pushed out of their jobs have a much greater probability of giving the top
satisfaction response. The lower half of Table 2 inquires about the ease with which a person

could, if necessary, find a new job of the same quality. People who think it “very easy” to find a



similarly good position with another employer are the ones most likely to say they are very
satisfied with their job.

To pursue this in a multivariate way, a simple ordered logit regression equation is given
in Table 3. The sample size changes as we move across the columns, because some of the
variables are only available in a subset of years. One purpose is to answer the question of how
well the satisfaction answers can be explained by a small number of personal and workplace
characteristics, pay, job security, and area dummies. The second is to provide a more formal test
for the existence of a negative time trend in reported contentment in the American workplace.
The broad answer to the first is that not a great deal of the variation in satisfaction answers is
explicable this way. Even so, there are microeconomic patterns. Satisfaction is higher among
the old, females, the self-employed, whites, those in non-union plants, the highly educated
(except when income is controlled for in the regressions), those with high perceived job security,
those who feel it would be easy to get a comparable job elsewhere, and those on high earnings.
Some of these correlations are compatible with the hypothesis that employees have an expected
utility function that is increasing in income and declining in risk. Demographic variables work
strongly — as in other areas of labor economics.

The time-trend variable in Table 3’s regressions is consistent with the simple downward
movement observed in the raw numbers of Table 1. Knowing the appropriate units in order to
interpret this is not straightforward, but it can be seen that time enters with a coefficient of
approximately —0.013 (t of 6.37) in the short specification of column 1 of Table 3. This drops
only slightly to —0.11 (t of 4.66) when, in column 2, variables are included for union status and
job security. In columns 6 and 7, the coefficient comes up somewhat, in absolute size, once a

variable for pay is incorporated.



Other features of Table 3 are relevant. It is not immediately clear how to read the size of
the coefficients. However, working out the effects quantitatively, particularly large effects on
well-being are found from being black and having a secure job (negative and positive,
respectively). Surprisingly, there appears to have been no attempt to use the former to explore
racial discrimination from an angle different from the conventional focus on levels of pay.

In exploring the reasons for declining well-being at work, two testable hypotheses come
to mind:

Is US job satisfaction falling because of the decline of trade unions and worker

representation?

Is satisfaction falling because of increasing job insecurity?
There is reason to take the first of these seriously: there has been a strong fall in union density in
the United States over the period studied here. On the second, it seems to be believed in the
press that Americans’ sense of job security has declined in recent years. Academic evidence has
been largely missing. Henry Farber’s work (1990, 1999), for example, does not find evidence of
greatly heightened unemployment durations. Gregg and Wadsworth (1995) and Burgess and
Rees (1996) paint a broadly similar picture for Britain.

The Appendix shows that, in the General Social Surveys studied here, respondents do
seem to have become systematically less confident over the last quarter of a century. These data
are not well known. At the end of the 1970s, 66% of people in the US thought it was not at all
likely they would lose their jobs. By the middle of the 90s, this had dropped to 60%. More
revealingly, in Table A2, a regression equation for ‘perceived likelihood of job loss’ finds a
statistically signficant upward time trend. Perceived ease of finding another comparable job has

also moved in the direction of increased insecurity: in Table A2 its time trend is down.



Column 2 of Table 3 tests and appears to dispose of two possible explanations for
America’s declining job satisfaction — unions and insecurity. Column 2 enters a trade union
membership dummy, Union, which enters strongly negatively. The regression in column 2
enters also a set of job security and insecurity proxies. These capture people’s perceptions,
recorded in GSS, of whether they are likely or unlikely to lose their job; they capture too the ease
with which each individual feels he or she could get another job. Workers who answer “it is not
at all likely 1 will lose my job” are much more satisfied at work. Similarly people saying “it
would be easy for me to find another job”, which is the omitted base variable, are statistically
much more likely to declare themselves satisfied.

Moving from column 1 to column 2 of Table 3 makes little difference to the coefficient
on Time, the annual time trend from 1973 to 1996. In other words, controlling for union status
and job insecurity makes little substantive difference to the conclusion that perceived well-being
at work is falling. Americans must be experiencing — or more precisely reporting — declining job
satisfaction for different reasons.

Finally, in columns 6 and 7 of Table 3 a control for workers’ pay (measured annually) is
introduced. As might be expected, it enters strongly positively. Well-paid people tend to be
satisfied. Interestingly, years of education then change from being significantly positive to being
negative and insignificantly different from zero. The finding that the positive education effect
disappears once income is entered as a control — in column 6 of Table 3 — is somewhat similar to
a result of Clark and Oswald (1996) in which in British data the impact of years of education on
satisfaction is negative. Clark and Oswald view this as a kind of curse of high aspirations.

Schooling apparently does not directly buy happiness at work; it procures a larger salary and also



raises expectations of what someone thinks they should receive. An early econometric treatment
of this kind of idea is in Hamermesh (1977).

I11. International Evidence

What of job satisfaction levels in other advanced nations? Table 4 presents cross-sectional
information from the International Social Survey Programme of 1989, and from the
Eurobarometers of 1995-6. It can be seen from parts A and B of Table 4 that, as for the US
General Social Survey, there is strong bunching of answers at the high end of the satisfaction
scale. Again the old idea that the drudgery of work exploits human beings is -- at least at face
value -- apparently not true.

On both parts of Table 4, individuals in Southern Ireland appear to record the greatest job
satisfaction. Another highly satisfied nation is Denmark. By contrast, Hungary and the
Mediterranean countries (Greece, lItaly, Spain, France, Portgual) show up far down on the job
satisfaction world league table. According to Eurobarometer data, 38% of Greek employees say
they are dissatisfied.

Because the surveys asked questions in different languages in different countries, there
exists the chance that the Greek and other results are illusory. They may be a trick of how words
translate. It is not possible to overturn such a view conclusively, but two counter-arguments are
worth considering. The first is that psychologists are well aware of such — translation —
objections. For this reason, there is a preference among researchers for satisfaction questions,
rather than happiness questions, because it is believed that the word ‘satisfaction’ translates with
less international error from one language to the next. The second is that large differences are

discovered even across nations using the same language, so differences nation-by-nation cannot

! For earlier work on job satisfaction using the 1989 International Social Survey Programme data, see Blanchflower
and Freeman (1997). Curtice (1993) and Clark (1998) also use ISSP data.
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Table 2. Job Satisfaction and Job Security in the USA, 1977-1996 (Source: General Social Surveys).
A) Prospects of job loss

Question: Thinking about the next twelve months, how likely do you think it is

that you will lose your job or be laid-off — very likely, fairly likely, not too
likely, or not at all likely?

Job loss
Job satisfaction Very likely Fairly Not too likely Not at all likel' Don’t know All
likely

Very satisfied 37% 33 39 54 42 48
Moderately satisfied 39 45 47 36 42 39
A little dissatisfied 15 16 11 8 13 9
Very dissatisfied 9 6 3 3 3 3
N 559 657 2793 7138 162 11309

B) Prospects of finding another job
Question: About how easy would it be for you to find a job with another
employer with approximately the same income and fringe benefits you now
have? Would you say very easy, somewhat easy, or not easy at all?

Ease of finding a job

Job satisfaction Very easy Somewhat eas Not easy at all Don’t know All
Very satisfied 56% 44 46 52 48
Moderately satisfied 33 43 40 38 39
A little dissatisfied 7 11 10 8 9
Very dissatisfied 4 3 4 3 3
N 2826 3489 4755 228 11298
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Table 3. Job Satisfaction in the USA, 1972-1996: Ordered logit (Current workers only)

Age

Male

Self-employed

Black

Other non-white

Time

Years of Schooling
Union

Lose job fairly likely
Lose job not too likely
Lose job not at all likely
Lose job —go OLF
Lose job — DK likely
Find job somewhat easy
Find job not easy at all
Find job dk how easy
Log of annual pay

State dummies

Cut_1
Cut_2
Cut_3

Chi-Squared
Pseudo R?
N

)
0267 (23.98)
-.0697 (2.53)
5243 (12.17)
-.4086 (9.63)
-1732 (2.14)
-.0128 (6.37)
0417 (8.37)

45

-2.1502
-.7319
1.2803

1139.2
.0266
20077

(2)
0261 (19.78)
-.0488 (1.49)
5016 (9.85)
-4281 (8.38)
-1963 (2.08)
-.0113 (4.66)
.0380 (6.45)
-1823 (4.21)
-.0841 (0.75)
2016 (2.23)
6608 (7.62)
-1.5729 (2.02)
2489 (1.42)
-.2835 (5.60)
-.3084 (6.29)
-2569 (1.83)

45

-2.2746
-.9024
1.0953

817.0
.0263
14571

3)
0272 (17.40)
-.0810 (2.18)
4205 (7.16)
-.3151 (5.38)
-.1835 (1.74)
-.0158 (4.98)
0277 (4.02)

45

-2.1539
-.6647
1.4482

934.0
.0394
11186

4 ®)
.0253 (12.58) 0261 (12.52)
-.0891 (1.83) -.0845 (1.72)
5174 (6.88) 4298 (5.59)
-5236 (6.49) 4524 (5.55)
-.2522 (1.82) -.2295 (1.65)
-.0151 (3.37) -.0124 (2.76)
.0321 (3.59) 0217 (2.38)
-.0619 (0.91) -.0075 (0.10)
-.0630 (0.42)
1255 (1.04)
.6028 (5.21)
n/a
.3325 (1.43)
-.2545 (3.85)
-.2805 (4.31)
-.3599 (1.90)
45 45
-2.5027 -2.4406
-1.1038 -1.0355
9774 1.0818
393.9 542.0
.0286 .0394
6573 6558

(6)
0224 (10.11)
-.1844 (3.36)
4581 (5.54)
-4973 (5.77)
-.2290 (1.53)
-.0199 (4.01)
-.0049 (0.49)
-.0835 (1.15)
-.0823 (0.52)
.0416 (0.32)
4963 (3.98)
n/a
.6152 (2.30)
-.2698 (3.89)
-.3276 (4.77)
-.1869 (0.87)
.1885 (6.31)

45

-1.5441
-.1291
2.0220

515.6
.0414
5964

(1)
0251 (14.99)
-1634 (3.92)
4352 (6.84)
-.3452 (5.59)
-1793 (1.60)
-.0224 (6.44)
0098 (1.28)

-1129 (0.95)
1350 (1.40)
5873 (6.33)
-1.1800 (1.31)
3360 (1.71)
-.2834 (5.33)
-.3549 (6.85)
-1731 (1.07)
1475 (6.52)

45

-1.3562
.13839
2.2701

879.1
.0409
10161

Notes: losing and finding a job variables not available in years 1972-1976, 1980, 1984 and 1987. Union status not available in 1972, 1974, 1977 & 1982.

Column 4 is the same sample period as columns 5 and 6. Excluded categories are lose job very likely and find job — very easy.

t-statistics in parentheses
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Table 4. Job Satisfaction by Country (%)

A) International Social Survey Programme (1SSP), 1989

Completely Very satisfied | Fairly satisfied Neither Dissatisfied N
satisfied
W. Germany 9% 34 41 11 4 605
UK 12 27 46 7 8 984
USA 15 35 37 6 7 797
Austria 17 29 39 11 4 814
Hungary 6 7 63 19 6 564
Netherlands 10 30 45 10 5 650
Italy 17 17 47 10 10 581
S. Ireland 18 33 41 5 4 474
Norway 14 28 43 12 4 1057
Israel 11 26 49 9 5 678
All 13 27 45 10 6 7204
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Table 4. Job Satisfaction by Country (%) (continued)

B) Eurobarometers, 1995-1996

Very satisfied Moderately A little Very N
satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied
Belgium 44% 49 6 1 1011
Denmark 50 45 3 2 997
W. Germany 34 51 11 4 1025
Greece 11 50 29 9 1003
Italy 26 56 15 4 1028
Spain 23 57 16 4 996
France 22 60 14 5 999
S. Ireland 57 38 4 1 1004
L uxembourg 40 53 5 2 494
Netherlands 46 46 7 1 1064
Portugal 21 62 13 3 998
UK 38 49 9 5 1064
E. Germany 34 56 9 2 1047
Finland 31 62 6 2 1059
Sweden 39 53 5 2 1055
Austria 44 45 9 1 1070
All 35 52 10 3 15914

Notes: Results are weighted
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Table 5A. Job Security and Job Satisfaction in Nine Countries

Strongly agree Agree Neither Disagree* * All
Completely satisfied 20 10 9 8 13
Very satisfied 32 28 21 19 27
Fairly satisfied 38 49 47 45 45
Neither 7 8 17 14 10
Dissatisfied* 3 5 6 14 6
All
Unweighted N 2196 2852 1029 951 7028

Notes: * dissatisfied includes fairly dissatisfied, very dissatisfied and completely dissatisfied
** disagree includes disagree and strongly disagree.

Countries are UK, USA, Austria, Hungary, Netherlands, Italy, Eire, Norway, Israel. Source: ISSP 1989.

Table 5B. Job Security and Job Satisfaction in Sixteen Countries

Secure Not secure DK secure All Unweighted N
Very satisfied 40 20 27 35 5559
Fairly satisfied 51 53 60 52 8291
Not very satisfied 7 19 11 10 1588
Not at all satisfied 2 8 3 3 476
All 70 22 8 100 15914
Unweighted N 11133 3451 1330 15914

Notes: countries are Belgium, Denmark, W Germany, Greece, Italy, Spain, France, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Portugal, Great Britain, E Germany, Finland, Sweden, Austria.

Source: Eurobarometer, 1995-96
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Table 6. Job Satisfaction Ordered L ogit Equations (Source: ISSP 1989) — t-statistics in parentheses)

UK

USA

Austria

Hungary
Netherlands

Italy

Eire

Norway

Israel

Age

Age?

Male
Self-employed
Years schooling
Supervisor

Union member
Public sector
Strong agree secure job
Agree secure job
Neither agree/disagree
Disagree secure job
Cut 1

Cut_2

Cut_3

Cut 4

Cut_5

Cut 6

LR Chi?
Pseudo R?
N

(1)
-.1889 (2.00)
2227 (2.50)
1530 (1.72)
-.9846 (10.16)
-.0825 (0.87)
-.3182 (3.17)
3862 (3.73)
-.0466 (0.56)
-.2006 (2.16)
0188 (10.42)

-.1789 (4.04)

-4.716
-3.691
-2.382
-1.243
946
2.481

339.2
0.017
7202

)

-.2108 (2.20)
1854 (1.78)
2135 (2.35)

-.9053 (9.14)

-.0457 (0.46)

-.3744 (3.25)
4350 (4.07)
0309 (0.36)

-.0284 (2.18)
0005 (3.57)
-.2665 (5.30)
4630 (5.38)
0053 (0.62)
3456 (6.32)
-.1517 (2.93)

-5.4801
-4.5248
-3.1884
-2.0151
1907
1.7753

417.6
0249
5942

23

(3)
-.2026 (1.95)

3024 (3.17)
-.8989 (8.32)
0199 (0.19)
-.3402 (2.87)
5403 (4.77)
1029 (1.13)

-.0323 (2.25)
.0006 (3.55)
-.2348 (4.30)
1774 (1.24)
0014 (0.14)
3211 (5.33)
-.1679 (3.01)
1213 (1.98)

-5.4795
-4.5907
-3.2490
-2.0235
2108
1.7637

331.4
0232
5086

(@)
-.0121 (0.12)
2497 (2.38)
0572 (0.62)
-.8455 (8.47)
0298 (0.30)
-.4767 (4.11)
5553 (5.14)
1347 (1.55)

-.0216 (1.65)
0004 (2.92)
-.2391 (4.73)
4879 (5.64)
-.0015 (0.17)
3037 (5.52)
-.2110 (4.05)

1.2182 (9.79)
6735 (5.53)
2595 (1.96)

-.1023 (0.73)

-4.8655
-3.9061
-2.5576
-1.3594
9259
2.5558

728.6
.0428
5942

(5)
-.0202 (0.19)

1454 (1.50)
-.7548 (6.89)
0812 (0.77)
-.4160 (3.49)
6570 (5.75)
2028 (2.21)

-.0227 (1.58)
.0004 (2.80)
-.2251 (4.10)
1426 (0.99)
-.0010 (0.10)
2755 (4.55)
-.1886 (3.36)
-.0402 (0.64)
1.2976 (9.46)
7626 (5.70)
3593 (2.47)
-.0009 (0.00)
-4.7252
-3.8325
-2.4783
-1.2269
1.0851
2.6785

578.2
.0404
5086



Table 7. Job Satisfaction Ordered Logit Equations (Source: |SSP 1989) — t-statistics in parentheses

UK

USA

Austria

Hungary

Netherlands

Italy

Eire

Norway

Age

Age?

Male

Self-employed

Y ears schooling

Supervisor

Union member

Strong agree secure job

Agree secure job

Neither agree/disagree

Disagree secure job

My incomeis high - agree

My incomeis high — neither

My income is high — disagree

My income is high — strongly disagree

My incomeis high — can’t choose

My income is high — don’t know
Advancement opportunities high - agree
Advancement opportunities high - neither
Advancement opportunities high - disagree
Advancement opportunities high — strongly disagree
Advancement opportunities high — can’t choose
Advancement opportunities high — don’t know
Work independently - agree

Work independently — neither

Work independently — disagree

Work independently — strongly disagree
Work independently — can’t choose

Work independently — don’'t know

All

-.0417 (0.41)
1754 (1.60)
.0097 (0.10)
-5703 (5.39)
.0673 (0.66)
-.0849 (0.69)
5761 (5.13)
2093 (2.32)
-.0120 (0.89)
.0003 (2.27)
-.2618 (4.84)
2692 (2.93)
-.0446 (4.93)
-.0698 (1.21)
-.0826 (1.53)
6028 (4.46)
4521 (3.42)
2442 (1.72)
.0819 (0.55)
-.0938 (0.60)
-.4070 (2.64)
-.7170 (4.58)
-1.2423 (7.13)
.1698 (0.50)
1153 (0.22)
-.2520 (1.79)
-.6472 (4.58)
-.9892 (6.94)
-1.3324 (8.56)
-.5017 (2.26)
-.5603 (1.31)
-5728 (8.44)
-.9170 (9.45)
-1.2114 (11.2)
-1.5986 (8.91)
-.2053 (0.38)
-1.1133 (2.58)
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Men
-.0872 (0.67)
-.0688 (0.47)
-.1164 (0.95)
-.4289 (3.01)

.0004 (0.00)
-.0351 (0.22)
4498 (3.18)
1524 (1.30)
-.0250 (1.39)
.0005 (2.35)

2694 (2.48)
-.0329 (2.95)
-.0669 (0.93)

.0102 (0.14)

5510 (3.07)

14330 (2.46)

2219 (1.19)

0823 (0.42)
-.0249 (0.13)
-.4249 (2.33)
-.7925 (4.26)

-1.3210 (6.09)

1930 (0.43)
-.1749 (0.27)
-.3173 (1.86)
-.7764 (4.48)

-1.1000 (6.23)
-1.6090 (8.24)
-.6809 (2.39)
-.2108 (0.32)
-.6395 (7.29)
-1.0990 (8.71)
-1.3940 (9.46)
-1.5600 (6.51)
-.1224 (0.17)
-.6500 (0.88)

Women
-.0050 (0.03)
4899 (2.85)
1773 (1.17)
-.7761 (4.76)
.0893 (0.51)
-.1621 (0.83)
.8213 (4.35)
.2433 (1.69)
-.0058 (0.28)
.0003 (1.28)

3060 (1.67)
-.0650 (4.11)
-.0520 (0.52)
-.2034 (2.36)

7474 (3.54)

5134 (2.50)

2723 (1.22)

1342 (0.57)
-.1278 (0.42)
-.2921 (0.97)
- 5465 (1.81)

-1.1090 (3.46)
2781 (0.51)
6665 (0.73)
-.0987 (0.39)
-.3954 (1.59)
-.7597 (3.07)
-.9346 (3.52)
-.2596 (0.71)
-.6443 (1.09)
-.4689 (4.31)
-.6747 (4.36)
-1.0000 (6.27)
-1.6690 (6.08)

- 5119 (0.64)
-1.3900 (2.49)



Help people - agree -.3277 (4.48) -.2740 (2.71) -.4263 (3.92)

Help people - neither -.5760 (6.68) -.5660 (4.92) -.5896 (4.35)
Help people - disagree -.7467 (7.69) -.6546 (4.98) -.8970 (6.03)
Help people — strongly disagree -1.1038 (7.35) -1.1560 (5.97) -1.0640 (4.37)
Help people — can’t choose -.6142 (2.29) -.5430 (1.69) -.8580 (1.68)
Help people —don’'t know .0520 (0.10) -.1201 (0.18) -.0831 (0.09)
Unhealthy conditions — often .0534 (0.34) .3017 (1.61) -.5559 (1.93)
Unhealthy conditions — sometimes .2767 (2.02) 4399 (2.69) -.0774 (0.31)
Unhealthy conditions — hardly ever .3499 (2.56) 5143 (3.12) -.0622 (0.25)
Unhealthy conditions — never .6915 (5.31) .7532 (4.73) 4586 (1.98)
Unhealthy conditions—can’t choose .2369 (0.97) .6869 (1.88) -.3310(0.92)
Unhealthy conditions—don’t know 1.2135 (3.02) 9471 (1.79) 1.3540 (2.17)
Find ajob —fairly easy -.3699 (3.63) -.5413 (4.09) -.1465 (0.90)
Find ajob — neither -.7047 (6.57) -.9561 (6.89) -.3867 (2.26)
Find ajob —fairly difficult -.5690 (5.34) -.7813 (5.61) -.2573 (1.53)
Find ajob — very difficult -.4334 (3.73) -.6625 (4.36) -.0621 (0.34)
Find ajob — can't choose -.1587 (0.99) -.2070 (0.98) -.1040 (0.41)
Find ajob — don’t know -1.0013 (1.87) -1.483 (11.71) -.8280 (1.22)
Cut_1 -8.0931 -8.1189 -8.19680
Cut_2 -7.1058 -7.3647 -6.66899
Cut_3 -5.6929 -5.9032 -5.3120
Cut_4 -4.3873 -4.568 -4.03084
Cut_5 -1.7777 -1.9349 -1.38915
Cut_6 .0528 -.10714 476861

LR Chi? 1857.0 1208.1 722.4
Pseudo R? 1107 1213 .1062

N 5942 3495 2447

Notes: excluded categories, Germany. In the case of secure job — strongly disagree. For find ajob the excluded category is—
very easy and for all the other attitudinal variables - strongly agree.
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Table 8. Job Security Ordered Logit Equations (Source: 1 SSP 1989) —t-statisticsin parentheses

UK

USA

Austria
Hungary
Netherlands
Italy

Eire

Norway
Israel

Age

Male

Y ears schooling
Supervisor
Union member
Public sector
Cut_1

Cut_2

Cut_3

Cut 4

LR Chi?
Pseudo R?

N

(1)

-.7550 (8.09)
-.1419 (1.60)
7709 (8.45)
-.3844 (4.04)
-.2466 (2.62)
.0931 (0.92)
-4414 (4.27)
-.2829 (3.32)
-.4633 (4.82)
0119 (6.57)
-.0600 (1.34)

-3.201
-1.650
-0.712
1.083
356.8
.0187
7026

)
-.8053 (8.52)
-.2418 (2.61)

.8088 (8.76)
-.3542 (3.67)
-.2835 (2.90)

.0985 (0.96)
-.3955 (3.78)
-.2712 (3.12)
- 5344 (5.41)

.0115 (6.20)
-.1192 (2.59)

.0289 (3.63)

3067 (6.09)

-2.849
-1.288
-.348
1.464
4127
0221
6896

Question: “How much do you agree or disagree that your job is secure?’
(Choices are strongly agree, agree, neither, disagree, strongly disagree)

UK

USA
Austria
Hungary
Netherlands

47
43
48
34
53

Agree Strongly agree N

39
19
28
53
19

593
955
781
808
563

Italy
Eire
Norway
Israel
All
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Agree

(©)
-.8269 (8.67)
-.2662 (2.54)

7845 (8.39)
-.3795 (3.90)
-.2856 (2.89)

AT73 (4.02)
-.4501 (4.23)
-.3414 (3.87)

n/a

.0126 (5.95)
-.1761 (3.49)

.0357 (3.97)

2368 (4.27)

2697 (5.24)

-2.764
-1.164
-.225
1.640
4412
.0283
5814

28 43
47 23
33 33
33 29
41 31

4
-.7763 (7.54)
n/a
.8273 (8.52)
-.8043 (7.51)
-.2571 (2.47)
3319 (2.72)
-4155 (3.78)
-.3169 (3.40)
n/a
.0105 (4.50)
-.0817 (1.48)
.0161 (1.62)
.2462 (4.01)
.0857 (1.52)
.7583 (12.05)
-2.846
-1.264
-.308
1.607
550.3
.0413
4983

Strongly agree N

578
473

1011

639

7028



Table 9. Job Satisfaction Equations- Eurobarometer Survey 44.2, November 1995-January 1996

Denmark

W. Germany
Greece

Italy

Spain

France

Ireland
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal

GB

E. Germany
Finland

Sweden

Austria

Age

Age?

Male
Self-employed
16-19 years schooling
>=20 years schooling
Supervisor

Public sector

Job tenure
Commuting time
Agree secure job
Secure job DK
Industry dummies

1)
2415 (2.69)
-.3795 (4.29)

-1.8619 (20.67)
-.9403 (10.62)
-.9184 (10.23)
-.9617 (10.86)

4382 (4.84)
-.3277 (3.02)
0392 (0.45)
-.9500 (10.52)
-.3331 (3.74)
-.3511 (4.00)
-.4499 (5.17)
-.1859 (2.12)
-.0640 (0.72)
-.0180 (2.10)
0002 (2.18)
-.0914 (2.68)
4148 (8.99)
1319 (2.97)
2773 (5.68)
4014 (10.95)
1038 (2.34)
0005 (3.10)

10

Size of establishment dummies -

Cut 1
Cut 2
Cut_3

LR Chi?
Pseudo R?
N

-3.4875
-1.8335
9234

1719.1
0525
15727

(2)

1480 (1.55)
-.4128 (4.43)
-1.7827 (18.68)
-1.003 (10.63)
-.9339 (9.84)
-.8634 (9.22)
3519 (3.60)
-.4508 (3.94)
-.0498 (0.54)
-.8691 (9.10)
-.3782 (3.99
-.0975 (1.04)
-.3730 (4.02)
-.1055 (1.14)
-.0796 (0.84)
-.0264 (2.93)
.0003 (13.05)
-.0929 (2.62)
4120 (7.94)
1169 (2.53)
2833 (5.56)
3576 (9.33)
0906 (1.98)
0001 (0.57)
-.0023 (4.62)
1.0652 (24.86)
4251 (6.22)

10

-3.1477
-1.4499
1.4207

22344
0725
14772

Notes: excluded categories, Belgium, <16 years schooling
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3)
1521 (1.59)
-.4249 (4.56)
-1.8155 (18.96)
-1.0055 (10.62)
-.9434 (9.91)
-.8602 (9.16)
3536 (3.61)
-.4544 (3.97)
-.0169 (0.18)
-.8787 (9.19)
-.3416 (3.58)
-1264 (1.34)
-.3631 (3.91)
-.0927 (0.99)
-.0765 (0.81)
-.0236 (2.61)
0003 (12.74)
-.0870 (2.45)
3646 (6.06)
1187 (2.56)
2952 (5.78)
3497 (8.87)
1436 (3.04)
0001 (0.96)
-.0020 (4.09)
1.0688 (24.87)
4256 (6.22)

10

6

-3.0496
-1.3509
1.5243

2268.9
.0736
14772



Table 10. Job Satisfaction Equations - Eurobarometer Survey 44.2, November 1995-January 1996

Denmark

W. Germany

Greece

Italy

Spain

France

Ireland

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Portugal

GB

E. Germany

Finland

Sweden

Austria

Age

Age?

Male

Self-employed

16-19 years schooling
>=20 years schooling
Supervisor

Public sector

Job tenure

Commuting time

Agree secure job

Secure job DK

No vibrations from hand tools
No noise

No high temperatures

No low temperatures

No vapors or fumes

No dangerous substances
No radiation

No painful or tiring positions
No carrying or moving loads
No repetitive tasks <10 min

No repetitive arm movements.

No protective clothing
No computers

All
2222 (2.18)
- 4455 (4.44)

-1.4826 (14.11)

-.9281 (9.27)
-.9104 (9.12)
-.7028 (7.12)
3744 (3.59)
-.4251 (3.55)
-.0340 (0.34)
-.7932 (7.84)
-.3054 (2.96)
-.1073 (1.05)
-.2436 (2.41)
-.0443 (0.44)
-.0124 (0.12)
-.0224 (2.41)
0002 (2.04)
-.0198 (0.50)
3506 (5.04)
0029 (0.06)
-.0063 (0.11)
2707 (6.44)
1163 (2.35)
0003 (2.06)
-.0018 (3.54)

19178 (20.86)

3672 (5.21)
-.0783 (1.62)
1167 (2.66)
0481 (1.09)
0667 (1.52)
1434 (3.00)
-.0652 (1.32)
-.0388 (0.72)
2039 (4.79)
1478 (3.41)
1047 (2.51)
0045 (0.10)
-.1690 (3.81)
0362 (0.86)
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Males
.0822 (0.61)
-.5943 (4.53)

-1.3867 (10.31)

-.9027 (7.01)
-.8321 (6.57)
-.6282 (4.75)
4715 (3.49)
-.3369 (2.21)
-.2700 (2.13)
-5971 (4.45)
-.3796 (2.78)
-.0401 (0.29)
-.3880 (2.88)
.0488 (0.36)
-.0106 (0.08)
-.0162 (1.32)
.0001 (0.81)
n/a
3968 (4.17)
0132 (0.21)
-.0274 (0.37)
.3389 (6.35)
-.0030 (0.04)
.0005 (2.07)
-.0013 (2.01)

19696 (16.32)

3847 (4.05)
-.0733 (1.16
0688 (1.12)
0733 (1.27)
-.0277 (0.47)
2448 (3.92)
-.0519 (0.83)
-.0080 (0.12)
2095 (3.61)
1631 (2.69)
1907 (3.41)
-.0467 (0.76)
-1789 (3.15)
-.0459 (0.81)

Females
4120 (2.59)
-.2497 (1.57)

-1.6524 (9.60)

-.9252 (5.70)

-1.0486 (6.31)

-7341 (4.82)
3004 (1.78)
-5296 (2.71)
3608 (2.25)

-1.0087 (6.40)

-.1763 (1.09)
-.1854 (1.18)
-.0698 (0.44)
-.1599 (1.01)
.0137 (0.08)
-.0379 (2.57)
.0004 (2.49)
n/a
3485 (3.15)
-.0733 (0.94)
-.0361 (0.40)
1801 (2.54)
2266 (3.03)
.0002 (0.92)
-.0027 (3.22)
.8516 (12.78)
3421 (3.22)
-.0751 (0.98)
2090 (3.25)
.0379 (0.55)
1896 (2.78)
0134 (0.17)
-.0858 (1.03)
-1097 (1.11)
1951 (3.05)
1662 (2.59)
-.0062 (0.09)
.0457 (0.66)
-.1269 (1.73)
1079 (1.66)



No work at high speed 1107 (2.40) .0868 (1.41) 1459 (2.05)

No tight deadlines 1525 (3.41) 1703 (2.80) 1043 (1.55)
No dealing with people -.1482 (3.03) -.0995 (1.58) -.2060 (2.59)
Not working at home -.1328 (3.18) -.0906 (1.61) -.2470 (3.84)
No night work -.0054 (0.11) -.0116 (0.19) .0738 (0.85)
No Saturdays -.0717 (1.45) -.1288 (2.04) 0252 (0.31)
No Sundays .0819 (1.91) 1259 (2.23) .0466 (0.68)
Work pace depends colleagues* -.0055 (0.14) .0275 (0.55) -.0609 (1.04)
Work pace depends customers® 0465 (1.11) -.0079 (0.14) .0908 (1.35)
Work pace depends prodn. norms* -.1171 (2.86) -.0711 (1.37) -.1932 (2.85)
Work pace depends on machine*  -.0388 (0.81) .0324 (0.54) -1707 (2.12)
Work pace depends on boss* -.1606 (4.04) -.1463 (2.76) -.1716 (2.81)
Equal opportunities at work 2139 (5.93) 0869 (1.77) 4423 (8.00)
Boss a man .0700 (1.58) 1332 (1.79) .0491 (0.85)
Health and safety a risk* -.7638 (17.77) - .7319(13.26) -.8582 (12.27)
Can control temperature 1120 (2.60) 1218 (2.09) 1242 (1.90)
Can control lighting .0376 (0.86) .0551 (0.93) .0235 (0.35)
Can control ventilation 1241 (2.81) 1446 (2.43) 0995 (1.48)
Can control position of desk .0659 (1.46) 0243 (0.39) 1328 (1.98)
Can control position of seat -.0523 (1.16) -.0259 (0.42) -.0473 (0.69)
Can control equipment used 1719 (4.60) 1796 (3.64) 1714 (2.92)
Industry dummies 10 10 10

Size of establishment dummies 7 7 7
Cut_1 -3.4983 -3.4386 -3.6624
Cut_2 -1.7277 -1.6308 -1.9105
Cut_3 1.3278 1.4653 1.1680
LR Chi? 3321.4 1903.8 1611.9
Pseudo R? 1099 1101 1247

N 14486 8304 6182

Notes: excluded categories, Belgium, <16 years schooling
* = avariable also included where the respondent reported they did not know the answer to this
question
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