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ABSTRACT

This paper analyzes the effectiveness of social networks in finding jobs and estimates
the value of job search network using the Korean Laber and Income Panel Study (KLIPS)
dataset and utilizing the Difference—in—Difference Propensity Score Matching (PSM)
methodology (Heckman et al., 1997). While the wide use of social networks in the Korean
labor market is often perceived as nepotism,” this study confirms that social networks, by
serving as an effective information transmitter between job search and recruitment, make
a significant contribution to improving the adequacy of job matching in the domestic labor
market, In order to verify the effectiveness of using social networks for getting jobs, this
study looks into the cases of labor turnover using social networks and also not using it, In
the aspect of individual satisfaction improvement relating to workplace and job duties, both
cases of turnover turn out to experience an increased satisfaction by 2~3 points (on a
100—score scale). Meanwhile, as for the educational and technical adequacy improvement,
no positive effects are found in the case of turnover without social networks, whereas the
educational and technical adequacy improvement turns out to increase by 2.13 and 2,52
points, respectively, in the case of turnover using social networks, The effect of income
increase through turnover using social networks registered 40,074 Korean won per month
(as of 2010), which can be considered as the result from the improved educational and
technical adequacy. Of all things being considered, the value of job search network per
wage worker in the Korean society is estimated to be 18,72 million won in terms of
life—cycle wage improvement, and 758, 2 scores in terms of the improvement of working life
satisfaction, Provided that the cash value of satisfaction score 1 is equivalent to ‘n’ times
10,000 won, the aggregate value of job search network is estimated to be 18,72+7.582n
million won, which means the total amount of costs that a wage worker in the Korean
society willingly pays to maintain and manage job networks for lifetime,
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1.4 &

oI7ke- ARS]A  FE(Social Animal)olth  FT EX U= SNS(Social Network
Service) Be-> A oI5 AR T o]AlH Y T =sAMoE A HEY=
= e F8% g Gtk It FAE @l2008). oF FHHE =EdArE ARl
240 W& o s Zdst AExAll o=, 20079 3 s 9t SEARY 40.1%7F
ojZof] v WA, AA| ofde] Adudt ole FEARY 14.3%] HERL. oAl ¥
gk o]F9] 37.2%7F 71 Aol FEE AL AE R Ae Adeatlew &
2l olo], & 27.8%7F “FF - W A A= £ d9s R, & Rt A
Ealog ANEE vt Qlekl ofefgt Q1 YEQAS] FHeRt JFHelE &5k,
U =AM oA UEQE &8t O avpdE AAEeR AR Ame wie
Eaok8eH2003]).  #/8E(2005)0] Fht=EudRAlL 3xpIES] AHUE FURiEE
Zgsto] i A FAUoIMY d HEY=SY anE 4% vF ety A FollA
Sl s 9 Ve o A SHAAY S aapt Atk AE HEE
B A HEAY &adE qfEshlE Eolgith2 2E|ar oHE(2002)0] 22 d
o] A AmE BESle] At FAARS] HARPHO| dieh gRkacks 2ARE BF QL
t}3

HHH, sfiQjoflx= olof] gt AAAQl ¢t oA os Z3iEe] fth Blau and
Robins(1992)= 2185 0lA 2t XS Z881os o 4o e &80l o =

—_

or

1 FIAR7|R Qlanes} By Queiel) SjEislel Al 224388 thdeR SRt 2008
ZAK U AR Citylifes, AN14E).

2 7AZ(2005) 1% HEYIE g3t Fdo] wNAEREDH ARE]Z Aol Kol HESZUS Kol
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£ 53 Ag3ie olEe] wE) Eohe AL FAZ AREIHE B o)A FAEe] F2 gy
e AR AL B3] o5 QAIE Al 715 skl the AL 1Rt Adjolth A
Ao 14 vEYT] oEslE o]58 FE o] AAIA 1HeR Rkt o5 it ol
3 AeEO(selection bias)2] EAPF $4 siaglolor, 7AE(2005)2] ARo] EFIAS R 4 9l
& Aok,

3 oHE(2002)2 TR o] &R TATHN < HEYI diFt R} sl
elle] ZATAY} PRAe] TAPS ek s B S glon], opixlel Sl £ 4
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A, Hrp $£2 279 ARAINE B 7RsAdo] ke Y52t HE 9L, Datcher
(1983)= °J79‘ LﬂE%—ﬂ% 28 AR B, A R 76‘—‘?—01] vl 22 713F W
2 HYrt4 ESF Marmaros and Sacerdote(2002)+=
:rmﬂrﬂoﬂfﬂ TEAEYS B8l A w2 9489 £ dAE F5she A Al

of =& 49 *J%’Qﬁ]ﬂ ZARES ERIgE vk Qlrh. 3R, Simon and Warner(1992)=
Qe 283t FHUolM e Zeulo]l EAskH, o= ARRte] Adel wet skt

a1 Basleink ESE o] Qo= Granovetter(1975) ©]% HIFAIAZ(Informal Networks)
o] LeTAME Aol digt Ah ARSlsHA THoA A Iste] fitKLin et al
[2001]; Glaeser et al.[2002]).
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ARRE 2] HERS] 7S Sl AARITE

Aol FEeEd(KLIPS)O] 53T 1027A|9] AkmE ZEsIgit: 671 A=
ARE HF sz Felste] A YIEQA 2gel dRE HTiRt o] EiS St
Fom, olf HEeR 4lFE o A AWE ARSI =sitlnt e, =%
gfgdo] GHEslal e thEARl AR, = 719 iR, BPERRA o, dARe] oA
(match) MY, 2+ T W3t 55 THHOR olgsle] 7|ES =0l tEA
SR thbA] SHollAe] 1A YEQIA avtE FASINH. 7ok 2 ddtollx] &
835t Propensity Score Matching(PSM) WHHE2 AR7PEE HIWH(counterfactual
framework)ell 7|9t ZAste] MAHE RA7|HORA, AEH(selection bias)?] &

AL F20] sl = e = B =9 HEHT d4= HE AT i =5

rr

N

ARl B4 Ak o3t Zth 4 dAlE] o) Q1A HIEQAY &8 oRE
wuh T ZpEA oZxpe] g (Yol gt £ WSR-S HudoR St
£ Ag =R £ HEQAE F2 283t oRMEYAY o)1}t HUEL=R
£ T2 283 oF(HMENTE oS HEste] HEZ wf, HENIZE o]
A] miRloAe] WS 9 7|E o s A I B ERIgE v,
HUEYAY o]F2 A4 olFzte] /RIEE FHE 7HAetete, s 9 & &
= APeE A MAIAE etk S ERIsIE A oR AmEd,
et ARNEEE HIREE JiR1e] WEE TR SHolNE, HEHAE oldt v
UIELITY o]¥] m&E 7 WEEE (1008 W) 2~337kgF 7MdAzle AoR 2RI
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=S Z17] (1008 wHholA) 21333k 2527 /WAl AR ERIEL &, °
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o] dzte] wix] Hede JxdEhe dl @A3] Z]ofekal ool S8 Aol
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5t dideait= 9 4.07492010E 7190l o2 ZeR SRl v, H
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o R Ao, of7]o A RSkl tigh BAF SH7EA] ek, TSR 1
ol AF7HIE nitd o= gk of, tf2F (1,872,0+758.2n)FHAe] ol2= Ao Ak
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AEHor, 2 AFe ZEAR A ool dxiEe] digh FHHd REEEE &Y
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AP B84SR & S-S HolFal Qi) oldt At 7:‘54& A HEHIE
83 sl A=A Aol AAIAKnepotism) 2h= T TR
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=3 7Rela 9ol 7| SukRsk)
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[Figure 1] Diagram of Pooled Dataset
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(Table 1) Status of Annual Job Turnover of Job Holders

Job turnover of paid job holders in the previous |Job turnover of non—paid job holders in the previous

panel study panel study
theyM:;rsa;geﬁw;hSrepvai;dusJOts)tud\/ 14.343 19.:30% thzljlnht:gi: xg gfgvigjs‘dsltzt;y 8.258 86.13%
Entered a new paid job 2,046 10.75% Entered a new non—paid job 255 2.66%
Entered a new non—paid job 603 3.17% Entered a new paid job 417 4.35%
Currently jobless 2,041 10.72% Currently jobless 658 6.86%
Total 19,033 100% Total 9,588 100%

Source. The bth to 10th Korean Labor & Income Panel Study.

ofolA] EAel F8T 2F WES IeP] st Folxl F3F MZolM A Aol
PP gl e AlAzeH, vdgdRE] ARl A9t W B IS4
A= Zﬂﬂ*liﬂlﬂk HgHos A Apold dudAR] AR o oS 6
102p70A] & 21199902 SRIE=|, ofs & ol A dadAElE adiE &
A8} 31% TEAE 15,0040, MRE e Akl Asdst B9t 6,196
o2 sloEIglny, 059 ZF A 2 ofeljel L,

Panel study (Year) Paid job holders Percentage
6th(2003) 421 19.86
7th(2004) 4,257 20.08
8th(2005) 4,085 19.27
9th(2006) 4,300 20.28

10th(2007) 4,346 20.5
Total 21,199 100

o7IA ol WAele] e AT JuE el 4 QAL ol Agela FAolel
B 430352 A ASK, ol Aol MUEUAY AAgE AT ARk
UolA] 16,3895 ol Ansh W A mFA FRRARly B ofselt ol
(Table DA ol A5l FUAe] 284 5 @ AeHE dFUAY 2p4
slolel 16,3507} FUR xolck 41 AR AR fols] Slstol 1239
B4 AR Ttelfe] AF MBI Atk el olge] wEwle worgt 4

5 AAOR AN B 3 RE 2 ol ARl 71 TR 55U WSl YT AL o
Agolie Ape] FH dAebt ohlgitkn wet WS Ak el del Ul

o
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QUES uApA olaxjekn Wl 4THE ATk Theo® Uolrt T04] oliel
SEA 14BS ASKEcks mhsoR, ol o] ANt wekE 1M Al
o ol2A 15,705%¢] AF AEo] shmEglon, oSe] 7} X4 A ofelel 2
oh B AT BB ol Aot W A mReld dEiEetn vl ofs F F8
G7b SRR, MR o4 HiERE B4t 495G ASRIL 1 UmA o

aEAse] 2R Al & 4+ gtk

5

m

rE

Panel study (previous~current) Paid job holders Percentage

5th~6th 2927 18.64
6th~7th 3110 19.80
7th~8th 3,100 19.74
8th~9th 3,186 20.29
9th~10th 3382 2153

Total 15,705 100

I. &4

2 AolMs 2h Aol wet AAE de AAstal jich B4 Z-8d W
=0l iRt 712EARE (Table 2)9} (Table 3)°] 82F=|o] St

1K) % A Baws

Aol tiEE AEMSEE A, el WeSET Q1 oRE EgSKIt ol X
B 2 A 2RI Qo] iRt 7 RAREA A o, ASES T A
e ol YRCERD, 1Y S R UGS T W) P o
A ARl el A WA B T wa Qele] SgeirlE BAG UEE

1

sequence)’} FEHE 2HS =12 A5kSich

6 o5 RO g 3l Alojo] dAE] ofFo] §loE ALE yUeh), I=Ae] oF] EAS HHF
©F tfgstr] 3= SolX|(outliers) = A2k

T ‘WSpFof tigh 552 thEe SAYRE 17E 8 Folelqth: ), 258w, FEw, s,
A st 4dA] chish, cfehd AAL oieh ukak

0

\]
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(Z) AFEES AWI] 2008 FEoR SiE YEF Pl =aE 3
3 golcks 20089 7129 AAUFOR TSI UFYSE] ofd SRS
olgstofor B Aot B B49| Bxo| MueFel wake eS| ek d A

ohJst A B MBI PFoEe] 7k ofel )
202 dUslequalizngShe AU FPASES Al TSI B AR

AFgo] ABUFO] ol AR Vet Ao Wkl

o

d
[\
o
o
03]
i
N
N
UO

e

itelo], B
2 meg sk, 1099 @ A% URRUF A TeE Aeekicky FUY w
(Z) 2Rt Hge] FU S0l 28 g golth . Swt ekl FU9
7k obd 15 107K Y O] SEHE WAl 49, s S0l okl 1)
o FUge AgAGE oIS Eol ISIEUY 10~29%) AP B FUY S

19,5%ole} A 0

theoR AeEe DE A% SAS S it SR A A
Wt AR sl wEuEe susls Ws %A drk)Re ol
) 7S ISR, A o) uielz Astslel s 34 of
2 04, ol ITFE 100408 Eslgrhl YPHBEE the U] Fp4 Aol o
3 509 SHS ol WESlz AR T AT golck el ISR, o
o QAL QRS S Shk ool BE Lyt 2eim ke UF K 9o
o TR WEE RS Fksck Qe o wEE, AU Al i W,
amelol diEl WEE, OWkAE 2 QM) dig WS, AjRle) A FRsAe
ofe W, olfamate] B tiet W, HASA] diEt wEE B 2l
ofs wmme] et 5E9 SRE 1008 weR ABsl] AMgsiged

100302, WHS 758, HES 0O, BUFRS 254, WS BUES 04oE

=
Ho
)u|
f

8 AT ES Al wFHo TEFHYE IZAPRANEAGT T ETARAY Y SE5E ARST
22} 520 ot ARIAIY] 69 Ve EHWHEE EESIGtth ol2HE S At AFESES the
T} 2l 2002~03¢ 8.36%, 2003~04W 6.75%, 2004~05E 7.23%, 2005~06 6.15%, 2006~07d
4.08%, 2007~084 5.65%,

9 2002 7|EoRE FhbE dEddgolA] 89 o A= dgo] & A daEch 5009Hd ol =A
UERSED, 17989] & A= AF FA] o] A= dFETE 5008k oV A UERTE g @l Aol ¢
FoI7F 5009HA(2008 7o R 723 .87 o)t WiEdcle A= EEHE, oE0] ggo] ikl dF
S 7|3 Aoz wobE)

10 ZF 555 dAGE 99 = o3t 2o} 155 257, 259 74, 359 19.5%, 459 39.59, 55
= 59.5%, 655 84.5%, 75 199.5%, 857 399.5%, 95 745.5%. mixjatez E¢9l 10004
oS EXSk= 10659 ¢ THY S8 1500702t B3I

1 559 H5 oF W] M5 b2 7S] o] thae] Alesale 283t b=25(a—1).
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(Table 2) Basic Statistics by Individual & Job Characteristic Variable

Standard
Variables Observations | Mean ar? ?r Min Max
deviation
Gender (female: 1) 15,705 0.37 0.48 0 1
Individual Age 16,705 40.05 10.81 18 69
characteristics | Educational background 15,703 451 1.35 1 8
Marriage (single: 1) 15,705 0.27 0.45 0 1
Regular/Non-regular worker (regular: 1) 15,659 0.76 0.43 0 1
Job eharactertsiics | oy ime (or second) employment 15,705 0.48 0.50 0 1
(As of the previous|
Wage (unit: 10,000, log) 15,694 514 0.59 1.47 7.29
panel study)
Number of employees (unit: person, log) 12,912 4,00 2.31 0 10.97
Willi 1 fi 1 k for th
ilingness to continue to work for the 15,658 6516 871 0 100
current company
Wilingness to maintain the current work 15,645 64.09 19.22 0 100
Work satisfaction (mean of four variables) 15,653 59.36 16.44 0 100
Safisfaction  |\age satisfaction 15,656 4394 19.27 0 100
characteristics Employment stability satisfaction 15,645 55.40 19.38 0 100
(As of the previous : : —
Working environment satisfaction 15,663 54.46 18.48 0 100
panel study)
Workplace relations satisfaction 15,631 5712 16.29 0 100
Self~development satisfaction 15,649 50.88 18.39 0 100
HR process satisfaction 15,460 4975 16.02 0 100
Welfare satisfaction 15,552 45.69 19.58 0 100
Professional managerial position 15,702 0.13 0.33 0 1
Dummies 11 | General office work position 15,702 033 0.47 0 1
tional t
oceupstional e Jo.ice/Sales posttion 15702 013 034 0 1
(As of the previous
panel study) Farmers/Fishermen 15,702 0.01 0.08 0 1
Skill work in production 15,702 0.41 0.49 0 1
Agricultural & fishery industries 15,703 0.01 0.08 0 1
Dummies  for Mining & manufacturing industries 15,703 0.26 0.44 0 1
business type
vl vp Construction industry 15,703 01 0.31 0 1
(As of the previous
panel study) Wholesale & retail trade/lodging industry 15,703 0.16 0.37 0 1
Service—related industry 15,703 0.46 0.50 0 1
Aelsigieh. (Table 2ol B0 gmifmel BAFguiEs} AuKoR 508
37 dlFlsk= W, 9F, AAFEAd, kAl tiEt vSkE gubdoes 508
) Aelshe & BRI 4 S,
o A dAlelE A, %%%E.¥%&® ez Aol AEEe

ATpelAeEd R 0 ‘lgjole, 19) 9
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ARER 2 VIET W T 5 4T B, SF 660 T, AR
BE 4 CHuA FARE, 5w BB, SolUElER 6 Y U olas FARP),
SR 7 S, 8 B 9 A ZA}X} 9 TR %skﬂ
ohoEFERE sold FACIER A B R YUY, B o), ITY AR
ALY BACRE B, Bl o) B G o *ﬂH

o, H %9 Mﬂeﬂ’), Al BRAY BT B W), 7k SEAY 9 4%
N

QRSN |

2. ol B AIA| R A W

HE AE 157059 F A 2 ol XIS o5 gaEA ARl of
1070 St 156080lck, 2k Aol Tk ol ofE clulasE Hefsact. ol
o Hue =) gll, Y AT A WNES sk Ajle] e
wEwel wiE A AR Al AHERTSE, AR, dierEm), 9
WiRle] s wRIE FUA AR Al HCIGHTE BRATE, 2871485
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(Table 3) Basic Statistics by Job Turnover & Performance Indicator

Variables Observations | Mean iteavr;:t?(;: Min Max
Job turnover (job change: 1) 15,705 0.099 0.30 0 1
Workplace satisfaction in the previous panel study 15,636 56.59 16.98 0 100
Workplace Satisfaction in the current panel study 15,585 56.79 16.98 0 100
Changes in workplace satisfaction 15,531 0.19 16.36 -90 80
Occupational satisfaction in the previous panel study 15,653 60.52 15.99 0 100
Occupational satisfaction in the current panel study 15,600 60.56 16.15 0 100
Changes in occupational satisfaction 15,563 0.03 16.41 =75 85
Job satisfaction in the previous panel study 15,596 53.90 16.18 0 100
Job satisfaction in the current panel study 15,562 54,54 16.46 0 100
Changes in job satisfaction 15,468 0.65 17.22 -100 75
Skill fit in the previous panel study 15,613 90.14 21.38 0 100
SKill fit in the current panel study 15,590 90.58 21.46 0 100
Changes in skill fit 15,509 0.44 23.87 -100 100
Education fit in the previous panel study 15,656 89.69 21.69 0 100
Education fit in the current panel study 15,620 90.08 21.86 0 100
Changes in education fit 15,582 0.40 2413 -100 100
Education & skill fit composite in the previous panel study 15,612 89.91 21.06 0 100
Education & skKill fit composite in the current panel study 15,590 90.34 2119 0 100
Changes in education & skill fit composite indicators 15,508 0.43 23.18 -100 100
Wage in the previous panel study (unit: 10,000 won) 15,697 202.47 | 120.55 0 [1469.75
Wage in the current panel study (unit: 10,000 won) 15,658 205.89 | 124.06 6.25 [1,469.75
Changes in wage level (unit: 10,000 won) 15,650 3.44 5619 |-719.31| 565.72

telelth, sk 4ol o] wie- EAW w2 HWoltehs Z1e ske o] =xzolw A}
7] sEE S5l R ISPt Wrke Zle iR Aol WAt Hd e
glck. wWeb 1008 =92 b o, ol Yrpel 04, W2 solryel 507, Hirkel
1 opge] wHoll 1008 Fofeirk P aSAREs WA she U a2 Wl 1
St Blaste] ol AHmlfeks AR titt HHorRE FAgsilon, e
Ao g wrof 04, W2 Holefoll 507, kel 1 o] Hie] 1004E o
SIALE. o7 w2 ARGl TIAERR, ARl ZIAPE ofEte TlesEe

13 e olcke} e bk S wFo] mlg- Yo} ofSe Aghrh ke golcke} whe uick
oF WA U] KeCls)R ] GiFR o Fasiols ¥4 Aul o] gl Xjolrh vehiA
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(Table 4A) Analysis of Factors Affecting Job Turnover

Multinomial logit regression Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Dependent variable: Estlm'a'ted Marginal Esurr?alted Marginal Estmqted Marginal Estlrrl\a'ted Marginal
A —— coefficient s coefficient s coefficient offects coefficient offects
! (standard error) (standard error) (standard error) (standard error)
o -0.1627** B -0.1272* B -0.0669 -0.1378* B
Gender (female: 1) (0.0665) 1313 (0.0672) 1.030 (0.0700) -0.536 0.0753) 1.08
) ok ] Foxk _ Fkok N okok
poe oo | 0 | oo | 0@ | oo | 0% | oo | 0
Educational background 2)00226;; 0.216 (88;%3) 0.1 (883(5)2) 0.283 (883%1) 0.210
) ) 0.0531 0.0601 0.0563 0.0643
Marriage (single: 1* : 0.440 : 0.498 : 0.459 : 0518
(0.0746) (0.0748) (0.0757) (0.0762)
Regular/Non-regular worker 03042 | 0277 | 02213 | -01853" |
(reguler: 1)) (0.0713) 2688 (0.0718) 2438 (0.0743) 1887 (0.0751) 1544
First—time (or second) 085513 | 05462 | -05313% | 05429 |
employment* (0.0647) 4453 (0.0649) Adie (0.0656) A2 (0.0659) 4258
" -0.5933"** -0.5360** —0.5253"** -05393***
Wage {unit 10,000, log) o9 | 88 ooy | B 0omeg) | M| oor) | M
Size of employees 01019 - —0,1010"** - -00838"* | 0069 |
(unit: person, log) (0.0145) 0836 (0.0145) 082 (0.0149) 0877 (0.0149) 0.550
Educational fit in the previous, -00045"* | -0.0031™ | -00030"* |
panel study (0.0012) 0037 (0.0014) 00% (0.0014) 0024
SKill fit in the previous panel
study
o -0.0031 -0.0036
Work satisfaction 0.0025) 0.025 (0.0025) 0.029
o 0.0025 0.0029
Wage satisfaction 0.0020) 0.021 (0.0020) 0.023
" o -0.0041* -0,0044**
Employment stabiity satisfaction (0.0021) 0.033 0.0020 0.035
. . o -0.0049** -0.0050**
Working environment satisfaction 0.0021) 0.039 0.0022) -0.040
v L —-0.0016 -0.0015
Workplace relations satisfaction 0.0024) 0.013 (0.0024) 0.012
L 0.0055* 0.0050**
Seli—development satisfaction 0.0023) 0.045 (0.0023) 0.040
HR Process satisfaction (%%%g% 0.005 <8 88217) 0.009
7 kokok L skokk
Welfare safisfaction ?Oogg;) —0.055 (()008(7)21) —0.0%5
(Base: production/skill work job)
Professional managerial position* 0.3710™ 3328
ofessio gerial posttior (0.1169) ,
) . ~0.1145 -
General office work posttion 0.0887) 0.898
v _— 0.4280™**
Service/Sales position 0.0885) 3890
Farmers/Fishermen® (700437%%1) 2238
Year dummies No No No No
Job turnover rate*100
(based on the mean of 9.02 9.02 886 872
each variable)
Observations 12,869 12,829 12,655 12,652

Note: 1) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.
2) Marginal effect is expressed as a percentage of estimated marginal effects.
3) Marginal effect of dummy variables represents a change in job change probability when variable value changes from 0 to 1 (Variable marked
with asterisk (*) indicates dummy variable).
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(Table 4B) Analysis of Factors Affecting Job Turnover

Multinomial logit regression Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
P Estimated ) Estimated . Estimated ] Estimated ;
Dep%r;dle;tngsgfble. coefficient h@g?:' coefficient ’gg?:l coefficient ’\iaﬁg?:ﬂ coefficient hg?fg?:l
! (standard error) (standard error) (standard error) (standard error)
e -0.1528* . -0,1482¢ B -0g72"* | -0.477* .
Gender (female: 1) 0.0759) 1194 0.0760) 1154 00713 1289 ©0.0761) 1151
7 Hohk 7 Hokk _ ok 7 R
e oo | 09 | "o | 040 | oy | 0% | ooy | 0%
oy | 00| oy |00 | | O oy | 06
) ok 0.0659 0.0635 0.1045 0.0684
Marriage (single: 1) (0.0764) 0529 (0.0766) 0507 0.0721) 0.749 0.0767 0548
Regular/Non—regular worker —0,2033** B —0.2075"* B —0,1213* B ~0,2093***
(requiar: 1) 0.0770) 1696 (0.0776) 1727 0.0735) 08715 | 0077 1744
- Fxk o e o ¥ o Sk
First-time (or second) employment* %%%zgo) 4240 (()055%1;) 4241 %652?3) 4407 ?0551352) 4284
N -08309% | e “ogmea 058 |
Wage (unit: 10,000, log) (0.0789) 4215 (0.0790) 4172 (0.0702) 4.602 0.0791) 4,186
Size of employees -0.0695* N ~0.0690™* ~ -0.0685"* .
(unit: person, log) (0.0151) 0562 (0.0152) 0.546 (0.0152) 0542
"y _— - . ok _ 3 — ol —
Eﬂgianona\ fit in the previous panel %%%%i) 002 8)%%213) 0023 (%%%% 0.019
kil i i A -0.0030**
il fit in the previous panel study (0.0014) -0.024
_ 1 X _ Kok _ k
Work salisfaction oo | ooe0 | 0O oose | OB | oo | 00E | oo
Wage salifaction Soom | 0o | 0088 | oo | 000 o0 | 0PN | 000
— oK o ok o Kk o foms
Employment stabiity satisfaction %%%45) -0.038 %%%ﬁ) —-0.035 (0000%5210) -0.036 %%%Aé) -0.03%
7 ok 7 Hk L Aok . ok
Working environment satisfaction (%%%5222) -0.041 %%%5;5 -0.042 %085230) -0.037 (%%%52% -0.042
Workplace relations satisfaction (7000%(?3 -0,011 (7000%(?:15) -0.012 (7000%%3 -0,010 (7000%%113) 0,01
Kk Kk Fokk Hok
Sefi~development satisfaction (()008333) 0.043 ?608353) 0.045 %ggg;z) 0.043 ((JOO(())S;S) 0.045
HR process satistaction cowm | oos | 0N | oo | OOE | 000 | S0 00t
N -0.0069™** —0.0069** -0.0060™** -0.0068**
Welfare satisfaction 0.0021) —0.055 0.0021) —0.054 (0.0020) —0.042 (0.0021) —0.053
(Base: Production/Skill work job)
kKoK Kokok i Kook
Professional managerial posiion* 0.357: 3183 0.3504 3190 0.5478 2728 0.3514 314
(0.1203) (0.1204) (0.1160) (0,1204)
General office work postion* &%g%; -1098 (700013?75) -1.060 6) Og)7282) -0.011 &%S% -1.068
kK kK ok ey
Service/Sales postion® O(g%%o) 275 0(81130681) 213 0(-5?8?2) 1793 0(-3?8; " 2640
. ; -13508% | ~13108* ~ —12188* - 13054 -
Farmers/Fishermen’ (0,6827) 6.349 06821) 6.224 (0.657) 5262 (0.6828) 6.246
(Base: Mining & manufacturing
industries)
kK k% kK
Agriculiural & fishery industries* 302 é 129) 15,765 1(02(;%19) 15.324 (%ggg) 7981 W(S%Z%) 15,270
- * —0.1858 . -0.1819 . -0.1896* . =0.1797 .
Construction industry (01239) 1.386 (0.1240) 1353 (0.1146) 1.251 (0.1240) 1.339
Wholesale & retail trade/lodging 01413 01417 0.2878** 0.1393
industry* (0.1027) 1165 (01028) 1163 (00o7e) | %2 (0.1029) 1144
o . * 0.0006 0.0016 -0.0420 -0.0024 N
Service—related industry (0.0808) 0.005 (0.0808) 0.013 (0.0778) —0.295 (0.0809) 0.019
Year dummies No Yes Yes Yes
Job turnover rate*100 (based on
the mean of each variable) 869 885 7.60 867
Observations 12.651 12,651 15,344 12,614

Note: 1) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denoles 1% of signiicance.
2) Marginal effect is expressed as a percentage of estimated marginal effects.
3) Marginal effect of dummy variables represents a change in job chenge probabilty when varigble value changes from 0 to 1 (Variable merked with
asterisk () indicates dummy variable),

e
]
ro
N
e
[N
o
d
2
ro
ikl
=
Im
(%}
w
lo
i
o
>
02
ol
B
AT
1%



150

L
©
i)

ol myse] suie] WA oluES W, R olmEe *
e WeSel BRI AR olNBES Uit = AIE el s
L2 representative paid worker)2] ©]Z] 754 giHs= $=xjolc), FojH =
FEol T HA oREER Hi=FF 8% UFHT.6~9.02%)°1c . 7 FARE
= HRTE A EARBIGET. ol AWt o O A di(EeHee] A9
OolAl 1= Bl uf) “Hetx| oXEHE o] WEis UeRity, Hatx] olXEE T |
T B 1002 wole] MiEER 3759l

A Aol w=H, o] 7H] ijle] WUl A, wsaE 291 o) Sl
A volet Adute] FAIRCR [ofdt Rkaclor ERIERIY. o] e v
of sl oj2jgkEo] tEf L1p/kg W2 Jo2 UEldth d¥o] 25 oFEkE]

ox

f

=

ol

ot o

Ir

Axfe] T BAs Bl AT off, AES FouA) A ofF, gas
Z FUY T wE BARoR okt JaEaclon wetwelct AFAY A% wA
Al vl olxietgol 2t SRS, Aok RS T WA ARl A9 ol
Hekgo] 44771 SRS, TEln PEREe] BS4E olxEEe] Wolx: 3
o etk 0] 107 ASE W, o|BEL 045%p St FUY TR oA
olMetEI RO WAS M Row uehdeh FUA TR 109K 2 7196l
TSP, o|ABES 0.0l S ol FUY I 2 /IUURE R e
BARS T8I AT AL Golsk] W] Ao slerer)

g WRATE EO VATl £24F o|NEEe] Sl A0® kit
I Aghert 108 A5 W, olHekEe 0.25%71% skt ol @A)
o] o] WR(BL s|@FEurt vk 99 AHHPE 50%), Sl Py
ASARE 1009RC} olHBHEl 1250 7RI AL olnfi) wEhy

Aol 7le B2 ws ol ARt Al J1of Rt "t olEtES Holmdle

WS T

N

AEES BT of A W FolME ATl o BEE, A% o e
Aol oher v, Qitmlel B e WHSEmL oldlel fod Rk mlXx)
Foke A0 vehdth 53] o] F 4ol ot WEE} ofx) ojfe] A%H gue
b gRethe He Fule wdoln], oft ofel sje] G AWSwE W Poldt
Chu yh, HAPRA] e WSSl 2RE 2 BXFA] i uEE Teln ¢

BEREMT /2012, I
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FAP el gt e, Iyebde] T Al RRESEe] e, 1008 REel
108 ¥ Al oRFES 0.4%p71% EolEdhks Zlo2 Yepten, ol olg Tkl
ool SRS BEE0)eR e A o¥EES] 1%p HAdke
ouigitt. ISR B ¥ S oREE M 2 d¥Ee vixle W
AGAY WA, olo] gk Tt 109 FdE AT oREES 0.55%p7 1 o
gl ZloZ uEpth EXAREES] HiRh o] S5 HEG0H) S
2 e, = 1.38%p2] ofAE sk 7| = Qe Alofthb

AFo| wWE ojEkEe] Aolie e FARRY Auisduz] FAREPL ALt
712 SARI Hll oHgkEe] Hi=F 37p Erhke Zle ERleldih whd, Foiwlel A
5 T2 SARe vl odgkEe] 6%p Wkth ATl mE olFEEe] AololA
= GF ] S AlE WS otk vl w0l wEl VIRl SARE AS- B
A 7ol FARKE AFET oEkEe] S| 15%p) Eorke BRI &
et T, mEuide HRAIGE ARl EARSRES dieR g AP whE
o, EolRl =2 FoiY U ARde] FAKN dift A== vk vERt sEeleh 16 w2t
A goltlolut FoIY FARIOl HRE opde] BES AlFEI) T Holds frEd U

ror

»

P
o ot
S

d
n

I

V. S
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(PSMm)ell thasll Azl g olo] 9FA A o] WRIES] IXlo] E= Average
Treatment Effect for the Treated(ATT)(Rubin[1974])2} Propensity Score Matching
(PSM)(Rosenbaum and Rubin[1983]) &=t thall Avlisl7 )= sict

1. Average Treatment Effect for the Treated

Aol FJFRS vz treatment variable2A] Clu|Hd: DE PSR} treatment?] H-
o] offlof| wWehA] treated group(Z-2 AT untreated group(E- tiEh) o= 2T
4 Slek D=l(treated group)?} D=O(untreated group). ©Juf 42 A7 (potential
outcomes) Y7} treatment o] wgl Z] (VY)Y ul. Average Treatment
Effect(ATE)= TFea} 2tk ATE: A, = BE(Y,)— E(Y,). Jeh} oleldt AE2e] AXt
HALS treatment’} F2F9|(randomization)2R= 7RSI AR HEER] RS of|&F]
(unbiased estimates)S AFE3F 4= QJr} &d=3t HzEO] Alslo] ofabd, Kol tharel
OJE]oJA] treatment o357} FRIJFO] AHOL mEr} 17

HlolE=RE 927t B5E 5= Sl A= treated® -9 Y7} untreatedd 75
o] v,olc}. AeAmo)(selection bias)2] EA7} A W], treatment®] AIE A2 I
2} ghchd 9-2)7F vlasfol k= g treated® 4-$-9] treatment”} Z-EE|A] QRS- w)
o] Ay} = (Y,|D=1olc}, olfgt 7ol AIE counterfactual®|gfal i} (HA]
untreated® 7-9-9] treatment”} Z-LE|9S W] Ax}l = (Y, | D=0) GA] counterfactual
ofth. thzel 7} olF ZHEs] Aeskal ik

Group ¥ 7
Treated (D=1) Observable Counterfactual
Untreated (D=0) Counterfactual Observable

17 & 54T 2A=S0] treatment o] ool ZXFHZAR] Jaks mAls Zeold oF &0 54 =Y
G312 ohn Atk sh oRgo] Tolgl Afla) 1mA oRe AlJe] UARE slotekd glrkn At
% 9tk el ool Folsld ore ARMS OV AUt ARkSels] el oSl AdueE

| olel Afelst A wlmAlchE SRR Fofah AR ojls| A L Aowu L

o1, ofE Rl mipt glkial AEAA 2 Aoloh Hluhd 21FsE ARgo] opef, okEo]

Fojd Adus 7o) goskA] gk Hdolojok gty oA SR gk At wlwd o, oF

E 5o &9t maE ASE 4 k. olEgt FRRY o ERE k= EAE AR

(selection bias)Z}al Sk}
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AElH O (selection bias)e] FASIIA treatmente] EIE SAs)7] oo, A A
o]l o3t treatment effect”} ©Fd treated group®ll gt treatment effecto] $HY5}1o]
of 2t olgA HE Yt = treated groupo] iRt I ZH&  Average
Treatment Effect for the Treated(ATT)2kal g,

ATT: App= E(Y,— Y, |D=1) 1)
= E(Y||D=1)-E(Y,/D=1)

o714 E(Y,|D=1)% counterfactualoll thgt 7|thxlo|n&, AmerEle] 22l 3
Ao E71531E), treatment selection®] = 753 HEL] EXSH A Zof &35ty
7Pdsl B4l Dawid(1979)9] ARl wa=w, thaat 22 PAPE A-dick v DI Z.
5, 78 SARIYE W, untreated group®] Y#kS] F-3E2} treated group®] I} treatment
S 2] ool W] Ykl BE(F, counterfactual®] HE)E AR FUsH= Zlo]
Tk of= 7IdiRloll Rt thaat 2 BAE Hiasith

Y,1D|Z = E(Y,|ZD=0)=E(Y,|Z,D=1) ©)

= counterfactual?l F(Y,|Z,D=1)& I=X|2 E(Y,|Z,D=0)0o] tAet 4~ U=
olc} 4] (209 TAE AR =79 (Conditional Independence Assumption: CIA)o]2}

J)i

1~

ek Rabin(974)E 24 SIS 22001 58 4%, AT et 20] 57
& 4 Qlek A vt )
ATT: A= E,E(Y||Z,D=1)— E(Y,|Z,D=1)|D=1] ®)

=E,E(YV||ZD=1)—E(Y,|Z,D=0)D=1]
=E(Y|D=1)-E,,_E(Y,|D=0,2)

HEQUTL (AHZQUIFY: QN HERFS tESAE 51t BN
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ojfel S =Hotalat Rl Zlo] WlE Propensity Score Matching W40t

2. Propensity Score Matching Estimator

Propensity Score(PS)E Z EAJL Ad 7NA17} treated® &2 A5l P(2)E FA]
Sheg o

Propensity Score: P(Z) = Pr(D=1|2Z)= E(D|Z) 4)

Rosenbaum and Rubin(1983)-& 0 < P(Z) < 10] RE zo| tha)] vEE3t 49 theo] 3
A7t etk 2E SHEEIeI
Y,1D|Z = Y,1 DIP(Z) (5)
o] AL E(Y|P(Z2),D=0)= E(Y|P(2),D=1)& Wxstua, "o Z79]
F&44~(dimensionability) 7} & 7ol theatl Zo] 9dws: P(2)E 283t ATTE +

% gl

(

ot

ATT: App= Epy [E(VP(2),D=1)— E(Y,|P(Z),D=1)|D=1] 6)
= Epiy [EV|P(Z),D=1)— E(Y,|P(2),D=0)|D=1]
= E( Y1|D: 1)— EP(Z)\D: 1E( Y0|D: 0,P(2))

ME o fetdos Qs A= 9 A9 F WA e Fsks A A o
ZFjolct, E5t ATTS] 48 common support F9, = treated group?] P(Z2)9] Bixe}t
untreated group®] P(7)2] B3E7} A= 79] 9ol shgdstodof 3k} common support
£ Hloju= Yol tisiA= Blal 7Fs3t counterfactuals 37| $E7] wheolt), o}E ®F
Gt Fojzl AME Yokl ATTE YT 4= Q= thRFSH Propensity Score Matching(PSM)
Estimator”} ARF=|=H, o= vhgatt o] 2oFd 4= JIeKTodd[2006)).

A= = 3 vy, - BV D =1.P(2)), @

Tienns,

E(Y D=1, P(2))="Y W(i,j) Yy,

JEL
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o714 I treated group®] T3S, [y untreated group?| IS UEhdTE S,
+ common support G o] 7iAlEe] kS YERATE n,2 treated group®] Y %
common support FHol Edh= WAEL] Folch, Wi, ))& 7IAE Uetdie 2=,
5 Propensity Score®] Azl | P(Z;) — P(Z;)1& ol§ste] A=t 75| 2-8+340
whe} TRt SAlo] AAE 4= Qink olofl tielixle 5ol F7HA R =0t 3t

3. Difference—in—Differences Matching Estimator

07|14 &t vhA| BFAE WS PSMO| Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd(1997)o] 2Jaf A
AlEl Difference—in—Differences(DID) Matching Estimator®|t} SFA ATTS] FAJoflA
S 7hstt 54 W] A 271 Foifle wl, 23] Y7t treatmentl =HA(S,
VoIl DI zo] /d)oletal 71et vl Qle}, T2y Zof sgtsojol & w2 ¥ & U5Y
A ok AL A 4 Qltk ot A E(Y|Z,D=0)=E(Y,|Z,D=1) 3A7} H
ol /™A ol MO ATT RS /e AFaeteh. sHAINE longitudal data?} 5=
o}zl B9, 5 treatment ©JF¥}f o]F0] AMX|(Y)7F T B, RASS VAl
Yol HekZ o= Ao = of2fdt ZAIE Y i slad o= Utk treatment o]t
o F Ao ARHHE tef tolet R, EAMEE (Y, Yol oid
(Yo = Yo Yy, — Y1) 282 & 5 Sl Zlofth olgf ATTE Fgsp] $lsixle
Yo, — Yo 11 D | Z 8] 7o SESHA Hrt, ofi= Skt A e 7Pdolng, 3
317171 Het golslikit}, 55| #SEA] o= AR EW¥(time— invariant)©] YR ¥4}
treatment selection®]] G 7o, o] W7t Y, 2F Vool 2322l F3kS njA|y
e V), — Yol nixhs F3o] githi(&, =&olet) ZAPE B4 o= Zloft1s w)
2}A] longitudal data”} 52017 3-<-0]l DID Matching Estimator+ "9~ G349 E41= &
44 = 9lr} o DID Matching Estimators Thaat 2 1202 QoFE 4= 9)S o]

g

— 1
Apmp= —~ Y Wi Y= (Yo, — Yorl D=1,P(2))], ®

18 o] flofie ol 50| lofel7l 4E A|%of| wet Levelo] B 74 Difference Wog 283
oM ot Level 2olollA 7]QU%k We(bias)E siaT o= ik

re
A
ro
N
e
[N
ro
d
2
ro

A HEHZY =AY 51t 24
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E( You— YOt’i|D: 1’P(Zi)) = Z W(iaj)(yotj_ Y()t'j)
J€1,

B Ao ok A7WEE DID Matching Estimator® ©]83h0 =R A|7HEH

(time—invariant)2] HFZER] Q= HEES AR BAIBIL ©lE Faf Ho} AEE 1

o 24 2IE AABIaAt St

4. Treatment Effect =412l

| P(Z,)— P(Z))|9) 715215 AAshe Wi, j) S o197 AAsh=riol] ulel thafst PSM
Estimator”} AR}, 2 d5-9] fAolk= 7Hd 2hds] o8k S84 E2A] Nearest
Neighbor Matching, Radius Matching, Kernel Matching & Al 7HX|& 837 |=2 3t
SRt

7t. Nearest Neighbor Matching

o] WAL thE?l untreated group®l| &%+ 7WAl FolA Propensity Score”} A%t
(treated group) 7HAIY] Score@} 7FY IH3E JIAIE Agelke wloltk &

|P(Z)) = P(Z))15 Z&SR7]= j*oll tislide Wii,j*) =10l UmA] joll tiefxl=

W(i.j) = 00] AR, ol Scoreh e ARG 7} ofd B g R, 3
LR AR Thech oIS PR YA 2 S Qe TR AR A S U g
& A% |P(2) = P(2)I7} 2 9o] Belbing7} 3713 5= 002 AFE Bt 9)
ok n7hel 2 NG AEke e ok AR 7 vol dhaite Wii.j*0) = 1/n0] 4

atar, YmA] joll tieiis Wi, ) = 00] Adgsich
$HH, Nearest Neighbor Matching®] 7 7 83 7/WAIE  AEsisiont
P(Z)— P(Z;)|7} Y5 #AA counterfactual 24 F-2g5E ufjFlo] o]2o|d 7ksAdo] Q)

19 o] Qo= F2 TFE= SHYAOZ Stratification Matching, Mahalanobis Matching 5°] 1oL},
oI5 283t Aulet 2 Aol B4 Aik= IA tEA| Yt Dehejia and Wahba(2002)+= treated
group} untreated group 7F2] Propensity Score &-37} A HE A2 HzchH, ZAHR]0| & &2
A Ae] zlort A4 Yrie JE RS vb Sk o= AdEt 3 Al disl vi Thsst RSt
o] izt JHAEC] EABE] WiRelch & SWAle] zlojof ult ufHo] Hie= tRase] EAo]
A dERR] k= Aojr), B ATtox] %St Propensity Score 3= treated group, untreated
group T+ et Alelo]] A= FEo] v Art, ol= [Figure 215 &3l €A SRIECh
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t} ol& HASE] 5k Cochran and Rubin(1973)-2 243t calipe
WA | P(Z)— P(Z;) 15 97 ez AR 24 AlRKSE vf glrt, & EXolld= nd 5
M= AATO=H HO(biag)E E0lWAE HH FHAE A} s13lem, caliper= 2]
As] 22 0.005= AAgsto] FAgRE A 2|Aslstalt s 20

af
o
ox
ofs
2
£
ot
2

L}. Radius Matching

o] WAL UA WS caliper® AA5HAL, untreated GroupelA |P(Z;)— P(Z;)I7}
caliper ©JHje]l == JjA] jE treated group?] 7HA| i o] wiAsk= ®Holct A iof Hha}
o] untreated group S Z25E] tiAE JHAQ] 427} n, 2P ofEe] el Wi, j) = 1/n,0]
sk, wiEo] oF | ymA] AAHIES] ek Wi, j) = 00] dEgltt o] 4l
9FA] Nearest Neighbor Matching®]l B|3]] Propensity Score”’} <-&sE tizt Ujo] Ho} &
2 IS Aol 8 o qlrke Aol ok Hoh B vt W FRIE S8ErE
treatment effects =742] A (precision)2 A551HA =t

qhAH, iAo 7hsdt it JHAIY 4vh 52| Wb calipers AReE ETh
caliper7} 242 HAGRE uf&ol| W= treatment effects?] H(bias)o] HZ 4= 7|
zolch 7 Aol AMES 47t S59] 27] wiEell calipergs 0.002% 27510

- R RS HsiAIRE mie] ofFojA| =S it 2

o,

C}. Kernel Matching

o] WAL treated group Wl ZF ZHAlo] thet viAE untreated group We| R 7HA]

dpdos  AgPsl= HAleR,  |P(Z)- P(Z)lol wel JkEAE Fofgid
(7)) = P(Z)) 17} 2255 715207 AR, ofuf) A= 7RsAle thaat o] EA1E
et

4 5 e

20 4714 caliper A2 AR 7HAt =R izt 7HA Alele] PS Ael, & [ P(Z) - P(Z) 15 ZHs 5=
Fo2 ARSI Folch, Tie] e ZBIS) A caliper7} A% boundaryoll A ATHE: W) 2
B2 23] 22 caliper?] AAolH H(bias)E 717100l Skt & EAoflA A7t 0.005 o]
0.0024F 0,01 AHgalo] mSEoL, oA o] Holr} 2] eSS HRsHch

21 WA E|AE(sensitivity check)E E3)| caliper 0.00104+ 0.00304%= A Aufe] Zjo|7} 4] k2
< RIS
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A
ro
N
e
[N
ro
d
2
ro

A UHEHIY =3AY 51t &2
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G(——)
wii,j) R ©)
ZG( k‘a 2)
ke I, n

7|4 G AEE kernel functionS, a,< bandwidth parameterE 3FEA|SH}, o] B2
-2 Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd(1998)°ﬂ ofaf] ===, Folzl BE AAE 3
Zgotm FEO| SAS F|Aolel 4 Qloks Aol Qdth E3F 949 & A=
2] 2l9Ae] caliper?] AAo] Bl AT ok kernel®] AHHoll= gaussian
function(normal distribution), biweight function, epanechnikov function 5 T}FsH HFA]
o] 7Fsoht E EXof= normal distributions X EHSIST}) bandwidth parameterZ+=
0,015 Agfsto] [P(Z,)— P(Z) |17} 2383t ofsolAl 383t 77t oA =s 81l
t} 22

VI. Propensity Score®] F4

Fo|%l A=A treatment= ©]24lof| SFRHE. o]Z]efl gt Propensity Score(PS)E
57| Sl ool Gk nlxlke 8 Bl H3H2Z)S ARgalolof gitt, o5 W
e e 2 wESlof stk Y, — Y D |2, &, oo 93 vixl= F4
HEES BARE Fols oAE S 2 o5 AXX|(Y,)el H3k WHskE
(Yy, — Yo lD=10)9] B3z} o]Z& 3 ojAlE sHA| eidke wf V== A
Z(Yy)oll ek WSR(Y,, — Yy [ D=1)2 Hxe} FUsoF dh= Zlolth wabA|
Propensity Score®] 8¢ -85 HpE2 oM AV Uxle o)F9] F3kaslol tigt
A4S Sl AT 4= ltk 55] FolRl kmEuide] Abmelids “dA] A Al th
HETHAERAICRD S} “AA EaL Qe Y ARGl AT HAFRA ) 2k o4
Oafet  AEl Wi 18R WeEo]  EJE] QledHl, oEE & WY

(Table 5) Equation for Estimating Propensity Score

;

Rl

22 bandwidth parameter7} 0,005, 0.02%] 7Z-¢-&= helsl Hetor}, Aol & A7t WA=RA] ale,
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Estimated functions: logistic regression (changing jobs=1, not changing jobs=0)

(2) Estimated coefficients Standard error

Wilingness to continue to work for the current company -0.002 0.004
Wilingness to maintain the current work —0.015%** 0.004
Gender (female: 1) -0.104 0.071
Age —0.138™** 0.023
Age” 0.007*** 0.000
Educational background 0.169*** 0.050
Marriage (single: 1) -0.056 0.082
Regular/Non—regular worker (regular: 1) 0.342 0.248
First-time (or second) employment —0,599*** 0.068
Wage (unit: 10,000, log) 0.076 0.601
Wage (unit: 10,000, log)® —0.052 0.063
Size of employees (unit: person, log) —0.084*** 0.015
Educational fit in the previous panel study 0.000 0.001
Wage satisfaction 0.003 0.002
Working environment satisfaction -0.004* 0.002
Job satisfaction —0.003 0.003
Working for service/sales position 0.459™** 0.077
Working for agricultural & fishery industries 0.324 0.378
Regular/Non—regular worker X Educational background —0.131** 0.056
Willin: i

e
Constant term 3.558** 1.584

Observations 12,754
Log likelihood —-4010.98

d *kk

Note: * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance an denotes 1% of significance.

TH2)0N ZRHAGORA ool 2ol s olal 32912 1ok 4 0

Propensity Score®] F4oll= logistic regressions 831G F4of 8= FQ
sege) TH2) T 2t wieol] thet SR (Table ol R2FEl0] ik, Sk Aol
A el olge] 2adt e selel WaSe] tit Bs AR ZHE
TSEof YHARH g B LT, FIAPANEE S, AP AN, BEASANESE &
of v Wi Q] gRglon BACR Solebl Telsglon, pS WA F7)R
AU, AR, ARR|ORF ko] SA1A Al wike- =0t PS
gAo] w2 EFAIZIA] oot 28

E3F PSO 2HkE 45 fIelA= Balancing Propertys $5A14 a7 Slch

23 JE Eo] NS} ol Y] wete]l ARMAR(correlation coefficient) = ZHZF PFHESE
0.6536, FUPFINEE 0.6014, APEANEE 06279, EAFANEE 055140 o8t °l&S

SEAZIE R AR Q] Ajels 2 Aol7) gtk

e
]
ro
N
e
[N
o
d
2
E
m
0
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i
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>
0>-|
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Rosenbaum and Rubin(1983)]] w2, PSe} Hste] tha2] HA|7} AHslofof it
ZUD|P(Z) = E(Z|ID=0,P(Z)=E(Z|D=1,P(2)) 10)

PSE SAIRE Holls W Z9} treatment o1F D7} S S 4olgl= Aot
7} FLeE TSRl el 79 HatdkS FRICHH, treatmentE W ATkt 1317
Alelof] Zpol7t Glofok Rith= & WaLght}, ©|& Balancing Property®h 3,
] fiet e R P(2)E ol2] 7Hblocks) 02 e F 7 F171o] gk Mean
Difference Statistical T—test= ]7%452 2= Qo) dE JL7to) tisl T—test7| HEEE]R] oF=
—?*Oﬂ— T T AlEste] Zistar, ofds] HSEA] o ASols AT e 95
4>59] interaction termsE3} higher order termsE-2 PS SHPg Ao S715}0d kA 9]
i}ﬂi =JZolgitDehejia and Wahba[2002]). (Table 5)¢] Fgr44lo] gk
interaction terms®} higher order termsS-2 oA9] IS HHESHO 24 Zrl= k=0l
(Table 6y Balancing Property A= ¢l AAE =S Q9oksla Q)24
olgA| sHH Ps FAYEAE o8] 2 AR PSE 1 4= ST, [Figure
2l 7t A pSs EELE Qokslal Utk treated group®] 7 PSe] EaEvt
untreated group®]| H|a|| Aoz =02 -4 S A ERIF 4= Q. 17
a1 PS E3Zo)|A common support Fo] [0.0149, 0.6]0f o|Erk= AL FIg 4= Q)
ol= PS7} 0.6HTE & Z-9oll= treatmentol] gt AT 7ol el T1of] AFSdk=
counterfactuals THRTOERE 2R £ U3
treatment®] F¥t 3742 ©]  common support Gl —Oiit At 7iAIEl 2HEst

of o] Sl girk

s

o r]r 1N

o g
i)
.

o
ol\
Ol

(Table 6) Blocks to Verify Balancing Property

24 2FH2l PS MRS EESPPI Balancing Property A5 SI8 Tl AL HaEie
< 98 £ (Table 5)9] FAPHAoA E&3F PSE 7|0& (Table 6)3F o] 10719] blockS -
B3} F| Mean—Difference Statistical T— test 230519k block 44L& PSQ] common support "é‘?‘é
31 [0.0149, O.6)ell thato] ojFoizlct. YAl =dE SHwsdle] & 20700]aL block®] ==
1070|122 & 200719] Mean—Difference T—test”} A=At (Appendix Table 2)olA &eldt 4= 9\;1
0], 5% significance levelollA] thEES] blockE°] T-testE ZTH3ITE Fajof Auigt glAE= ot
T 70E, block 1] ‘AFA] oo L HIAEQ} block 89 Aol 3t ElAEolth webA block
teste] ZaEo] 99%e) o2, A9l PS FgWAJ4lo] Balancing Propertyg AR WSSl itk
I AE Y 4 ok
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Block no. Propensity score scale D=0 D=1 Total
1 0.0149~0.025 655 10 665
2 0.025~0.05 2,128 59 2187
3 0.05~0.075 2,146 152 2,298
4 0.075~0.01 1,744 200 1,944
5 0.1~0.125 1,300 il 1471
6 0.125~0.15 949 162 1,111
7 0.15~0.2 1,138 238 1376
8 0.2~0.3 845 242 1,087
9 0.3~0.4 230 95 325
10 0.4~0.6 57 56 13

Total 11,192 1.385 12,577

[Figure 2] Propensity Score Distribution by Group

Note: The number of items included in the Common Support area [0.0149, 0.6] is 11,192 observations from the unireated

Untreated Group Treated group
o _]
o _
%
g
g4
T <
o ]
A T T T T T T T T T T
0 2 4 .6 8 0 2 4 .6 .8
Propensity score distribution for each group
Density
Rough density curve

group and 1,385 observations from the treated group.
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I 24 Ay}

oAl QA T PSE T8It} o]2e] Ft W olf] A Q1A Y[ESID Fee| A
e BAT P} nliEglch B Ao ARuEE, JeAE, ddeE 5 ¢
A Al

=
i
~
E
T

4 12,754700100 dfsto] PSE arEshA] ok TRl Adskar 1
ps

E5 5h (Table DS of2x ekt wlolalA) eke] MuE WS wenludt 2
sole, FolH BIT 4 Glol, olae] S BE AZEe] dhslel MupEe F

)
e S7PE HAE volARte] el duEel 2.7828Hd SRt

| e Al
Sl ol B AR iAol HYERA] kTR ATA|SE Aol e ko] 2
o7} ZAsk=AIE A5 ] 8t Mean—Difference Statistical T—test& FIe¥dlal 1
AE 3ol wESIlrh e Axo] disie] o2&} Fdo] Blojzja} Hdhol| Hlsf =2
S7HIE Eole Zlo] $ARCR FofstAl eRkldEn AlE Sol oRRF Hde] dwut

e 9.0880Hd ARt Zlo® yehd, wlo|AR} Fdtof wsf| 6,.3077HA T 2
g B SRt feh= ool AuE olxle] avpial oY A= 4 glth 9
LhH o]219] Jak= o2} Rkl &35 JiAIES] A wisjel o]59] counterfactual,
2 ofSo] ol8S ok o A AL FANAS el At HsE 4 vlwapk A
g2 mefd 4= Q7] wiiolc}, o]F AAS= Propensity Score Matching®l] 2JgF ©]%]
a4 o]t counterfactual®] Aol 7|HIgH B4 Axfo|ct,

BaRel Bae] o, Q18 UERE o|yARE B8E AS9 1K 2L A=
ofje] geiS FaAlol HES B, ol o) wE 6HE 1037Ale] A
2] HAYEE o= g (Appendix Table 1)€] Distribution of Job Seeking Methods
by Type of Job Entry Methods for Experienced Workers & #=Zsles sHA}L ‘sajjd
o ARSI Gtte] AUPAE ARE, SASE. Wt 2, A Hoph,
T olgA thA APz PRE, o] F BANE Fele] dafe) AUl Qe
ojuf ‘miARIAIE 2R8I FAlo] HA| Al|S] 84.86%0l olEth AR ZophA FEjo]

(Table 7) Simple Comparison of Annual Changes in Major Performance Indicators

jul<s

25 Folil YFrEL W UFYLRE U o] wEel, wlojae] Yol 2 Wb} glofol
Bolth, WA Vel JEASHS JINSES S U ASE e leEARAY B
3} ¥ g FERak] o) olo] Sfsh MR RO Hel
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) Job Non—job Difference
Annual changes in ; )
L Subjects for comparison changer changer (standard
performance indicators
average average error)
Change in workplace No. of Job Changer 1,379 3.724 -0.334 4,058***
satisfaction No. of Non—job Changer 11,274 (0.466)
Change in work No. of Job Changer 1,386 2.962 —-0.428 3.389***
satisfaction No. of Non—job Changer 11,285 (0.466)
o o No. of Job Changer 1,384 2.944 0.282 2.662%**
Change in job satisfaction :
No. of Non—job Changer 11,261 (0.489)
- No. of Job Changer 1,383 2.350 -0.058 2.408**
Change in skill fit
No. of Non—job Changer 11,245 (0.684)
_ o No. of Job Changer 1,389 2.556 -0.142 2.697**
Change in education fit :
No. of Non—job Changer 11,300 (0.689)
Change in education & No. of Job Changer 1,383 2.422 —0.091 2.513%**
skill- fit composite No. of Non—job Changer 11,245 (0.664)
_ No. of Job Changer 1,384 9.088 2.782 6.307***
Change in wage level -
No. of Non—job Changer 11,340 (1.614)
Note: 1) Mean—Difference Statistical T—test is conducted to measure the gap of changes in performance indicators between

groups.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of signilicance.

dxpe] 2 A QlEloly miRRdar Tejal A HsE WA o] A9
shize oledh el Wl S 9] e A A 2 Sl
LS el AR B2 A P B A Bk 3971 A4Sl 512
olEth & 7 LA AAHA ol wig- 3Rt FAFEH AolE el 4 ik
(Appendix Table 1] /g3t A 2, 3, 8, 10, 115 Q1Y HEHZE 837 4
OS2 1 4,5 6, 7, 95 IFA §2 FACR ERsKL 7 A AR iRt <
2 YEgE BEES 4] e (Table &3 o] QokHr)

TG A HobA FEjY] LAk ZRdollA Q1A HIESEE B8] R
AL 7] 914599} 86, 190] ofErk, WhE, A} R QA VEYEES Be
3k o] 845900 o)tk olF wigom R EAoi: FAEH HH R
2 WMENR AR o oR Uit 2AE WEYL AR ol or FEG) of £
ol w=r 15,7057 2F AEolA o= webdE 1.56078 51,4382 thAAS
FAAR Ro] sl o] % 999%o] WEYA AR olxx®, 439%o] HMEYA
(Table 8) Job Turnover Characteristics by Job Entry Method

Note: Figures in parentheses denote the percentage of job turnover characteristics in each job entry methods.

o

HEQUTL (AHZQUIFY: QN HERFS tESAE 51t BN
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Open Scout Introduction gr V|S|t|ng the company Others
recruitment recommendation in person
Using social 21 10 730 68 2
networks (6.9) (62.5) (84.59) (11.66) (5.56)
Not using social 278 4 18 502 27
networks (91.45) (25.0) (13.67) (86.1) (75.0)
N 5 2 15 13 7
Unidentiied (1.64) (125) (1.74) (223) (19.44)
304 16 863 583 36
Total (out of 1,802
ofal (out of 1,802) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
Job tumqvgr Non—network - Network Non—network -
characteristic

Source: Restructured table of (Appendix Table 1).

A= oA EiErh ERF 94 P7E FAE 12,7547 SollAe 1,39170] oAkl
), 1% 8919 HEYT A2 oZRR, 3878 HEYA HR ojHxl® HRHr)

1 ol B jQuEze) v

oS Al 7RO E3E (Table 9), (Table 10p, <(Table 1)< ©]2l& F3dte] 7lQ19]
Z7b WAER=AY] oS PSME ESlo] SR Zofth A7) WAl (Rt
T AFER, dARNER)O] dfstel Al 7RA RpAe] PSM F4A|(Five Nearest
Neighbors, Radius Matching, Kernel Matching)S A|A|SkaL AT)

A (Table 7)9] Tevaode o2&} Hlojajxte] Azt W=k HsP} 1005 W
oA 4.058-(ZANEES),  3.389(RFIEL), 2,662 (YA E) Aot v
Aoz FAEY. I2vh PSM R e AFAE ol¥le] Wk Jidavies 24z of
2,508, 2168, L55H(GARNeR UERdTh2e  Folsid,  der]alrd
(Table 7)2 PSM 2:844|(Table 9, Table 10, Table 1)o] HJ3] ©o]%|e] W=E: 7 aIE
oF I~1.54 IEASlal Qlge ERIE o QUth of=Rl o] yERd o= A o]
Aok olgo] IFA| k2 ol5el His & Ao vt AddideR wieithks b
ek GdE S0l Tl HF B oSS TIE ARelMe A s Bat
(Table 9) Changes in Workplace Satisfaction through Job Change

=)

iy

d

>

i

26 ol= Aol AREE Al 7HA] A2l PSM FAES Aksaste] ARt A9
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Comparison Grous Change in | Change in | Job change
Matching method (num;’er ¥ ng |Ss) treated | untreated | effect (A—B) | T-stat.
s group (A) | group (B) |(standard error)
Total effects of job change
) ] Treated group (1,371) 3.662 1.201 2.460*** 4.03
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,274) (0.610)
_ _ Treated group (1,362) 3.543 1.009 2.534%** 4.36
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,274) (0.581)
_ Treated group (1,372) 3.659 1165 2,494 434
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,274) (0.564)
Average of total effects of job 362 113 250
change
Effects of job change through
networks
_ _ Treated group (881) 3.309 1.169 2.140%** 2.93
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,274) (0.730)
) ) Treated group (879) 3.231 0.939 2.202%* 3.31
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,274) (0.693)
' Treated group (881) 3.309 1146 2.162%** 3.15
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,274) (0.686)
Average of effects of job change 328 108 220
through networks
Effects of job change through
non—network methods
_ _ Treated group (380) 4224 1525 2.699** 2.24
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,274) (1.206)
_ _ Treated group (373) 3.981 1.438 2.543** 217
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,274) (1.171)
' Treated group (381) 4213 1.565 2.647** 2.30
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,274) (1.149)
Average of effects of job change
through non—network methods 414 1T 263

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.

50.71% e Holk= WHH, 2 Al7] BlolRREe] Hut ANELEE olHEnt e TR7L
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(Table 10) Changes in Work Satisfaction through Job Change
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Comparison Groups Change in |Change in| Job change
Matching method (num;’er . Ssm |2s) freated | untreated | effect (A—B) | T-stat
> group (A) | group (B) |(standard error)
Total effects of job change
_ . Treated group (1.377) 2.850 0.701 2.149%* 3.63
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,285) (0.592)
_ _ Treated group (1,368) 2.767 0.626 2.140%** 3.81
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,285) (0.562)
‘ Treated group (1,378) 2.852 0.648 2.204** 398
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,285) (0.554)
Average of total effects of job o8 0,66 216
change
Effects of job change through
networks
] ) Treated group (884) 2.302 0.808 1.494%* Pall
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,285) (0.707)
_ _ Treated group (882) 2.256 0.658 1.598** 2.38
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11, 285) (0.670)
‘ Treated group (884 2.302 0.654 1.648** 2.49
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11, 285) (0.661)
Average of effects of job change 29 071 158
through networks
Effects of job change through
non—network methods
] ) Treated group (381) 3.648 0.577 3.072%** 2.69
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,285) (1.142)
_ _ Treated group (374) 3.463 0.774 2.688** 2.45
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,285) (1.098)
. Treated group (382) 3.652 0.888 2.764** 2.57
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,285) (1.077)
Average of effects of job change
through non—network methods 359 0.15 284

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.

O[S olalgt ofSol TIek )& Aol Ttk ol ik, (o159 v Ao
2 S pEolHE) HE ofze] Hisl Eot &2 =] U WS 3 3 Aol FE
S ol AR A HlolgAEe et wEEe] wapt 2] 03
(Table 11) Changes in Job Satisfaction through Job Change
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Comparison Grouns Change in |Change in| Job change
Matching method (num;’er - S:’m Igs) treated | untreated | effect (A=B) | T-stat.
s group (A) | group (B) | (standard error)
Total effects of job change
_ , Treated Group (1,375) 2.909 1571 1.338** 217
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated Group (11,261) (0.617)
) ) Treated Group (1,366) 2.818 1.276 1.543%** 2.62
Radius Matching
Untreated Group (11,261) (0.588)
‘ Treated Group (1,376) 2.907 1147 1.760%** 3.03
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated Group (11,261) (0.581)
Average of total effects of job 088 133 155
change
Effects of job change through
networks
] ) Treated Group (882) 2.523 1.626 0.897 1.21
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated Group (11,261) (0.742)
_ _ Treated Group (880) 2,472 1246 1.225* 173
Radius Matching
Untreated Group (11,261) (0.707)
‘ Treated Group (882) 2.523 1139 1.383** 1.98
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated Group (11,261) (1.697)
Average of effects of job change 251 134 7
through networks
Effects of job change through
non—network methods
] ) Treated Group (381) 3.609 1.499 2.110* 1.76
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated Group (11,261) (1.196)
] ] Treated Group (374) 3.409 1.530 1.879 1.63
Radius Matching
Untreated Group (11,261) (1.151)
. Treated Group (382) 3599 1.365 2.235%* 1.97
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated Group (11,261) (1.133)
Average of effects of job change
through non—network methods 354 146 207

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.
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et Zom Ueiith HolRA= Tlewe] AfolA 0.058%0), werEe] A
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LRERsiTh

TIF oFlE B wiKEEA T SHollA A UEYAS] o3k AuHER ShAL
HERS B2 o)at HMERR A= ojFler Uwo] o¥auts 27| 43 =i,
= Afolof oJejo] FEIgk Alolrt EARkS ERISE 4= Utk UIERIR H=O o]l B¢
ojZle B At AL FARCE FOfRt ol vk Al veprdth EE
(Table 12) Changes in Skill Fit through Job Change
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Change in | Change in | Job change
treated untreated | effect (A—B) | T—stat.
group (A) | group (B) |(standard error)

Comparison groups

Matchi th
atching method (number of samples)

Total effects of job change

Treated group (1,374) 2.220 1.095 1124 1.21
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,245) (0.929)
) ) Treated group (1,365) 2.088 0.735 1.353 1.55
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,245) (0.874)
. Treated group (1,375) 2.255 0.795 1.460* 1.68
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,245) (0.869)
Average of total effects of job 219 088 131
change
Effects of job change through
networks
) ) Treated group (881) 2.951 0.919 2.032* 1.81
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,245) (1.125)
) ) Treated group (879) 2.844 0.746 2.098** 1.98
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,245) (1.057)
' Treated group (881) 2.951 0.702 2.250** 214
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,245) (1.049)
Average of effects of job change X 079 213

through networks

Effects of job change through
non—network methods

] ) Treated group (381) 0.525 2.297 1772 -0.96
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,245) (1.840)
) ) Treated group (374) 0.267 0.868 —-0.600 -0.34
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,245) (1.753)
' Treated group (382) 0.654 1.297 —0.642 -0.37
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,245) (1.746)
Average of effects of job change 0.48 149 100

through non—network methods

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.

a7 7] 21340 AR, 2.5280AN), 2,268 (ST e 5 Aol o
St W, BHEHE RO oZQl A ofFfdt of#9] At KF AlRbH Witk
= VleARlE, SARE d7leRRle BRolA oanb) ot S5 WHEE

(Table 13) Changes in Education Fit through Job Change
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Change in | Change in Job change
treated untreated effect (A—B) | T—stat.
group (A) | group (B) | (standard error)

Comparison groups

Matchi th
atching method (number of samples)

Total effects of job change

_ _ Treated group (1,380) 2.428 0.630 1.797* 1.93
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,300) (0.931)
_ _ Treated group (1,371) 2.298 0.496 1.802** 2.07
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,300) (0.872)
) Treated group (1,381) 2.462 0.586 1.876** 2.16
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,300) (0.869)
Average of total effects of job 510 057 183
change
Effects of job change through
networks
Treated group (886) 3.047 0.342 2.705% 2.45

Five Nearest Neighbors

(
Untreated group (11,300) (1.106)
) ) Treated group (884) 2.885 0.528 2.357** 2.27
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,300) (1.037)
‘ Treated group (886) 3.047 0.551 2.496™* 2.43
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,300) (1.029)
Average of effects of job change] 299 047 25
through networks
Effects of job change through
non—network methods
) ) Treated group (382) 1702 2.007 -0.305 -0.16
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,300) (1.891)
‘ _ Treated group (375) 1.600 0.559 1.041 0.58
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,300) (1.788)
] Treated group (383) 1.828 0.910 0.917 0.51
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,300) (1.793)
Average of effects of job change| 171 116 055

through non—network methods

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.

sfglom, 1 SARA el e HEER] ofeth ek, WMIERE F=E &%t
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A olA ko] wixlaed TWaTE SRIgE vh ledl, o] Aol tiRES HUIERR
(Table 14) Changes in Education & Skill Fit Composite through Job Change
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Change in | Change in | Job change
treated untreated | effect (A—B) | T-stat.
group (A) | group (B) |(standard error)

Comparison groups

Matchi th
atching method (number of samples)

Total effects of job Change

. . Treated group (1,374) 2.293 0.893 1.399 165
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,245) (0.904)
_ _ Treated group (1,365) 2.161 0.641 1.520* 1.79
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,245) (0.850)
‘ Treated group (1,375) 2.327 0.711 1.616* 1.91
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,245) (0.847)
Average of total effects of job 26 075 140
change
Effects of job change through
networks
_ _ Treated group (881) 2.951 0.643 2.308** 2.12
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,245) (1.087)
) ) Treated group (879) 2.816 0.662 2.154** Pall
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,245) (1.021)
‘ Treated group (881) 2.951 0.645 2.306™* 2.28
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,245) (1.014)
Average of effects of job change 201 065 296
through networks
Effects of job change through
non—network methods
_ _ Treated group (381) 1115 2.233 -1.118 -0.62
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,245) (1.816)
_ _ Treated group (374) 0.936 0.749 0.187 0.1
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,245) (1.727)
. Treated group (382) 1.243 1.131 0.112 0.07
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,245) (1.726)
Average of effects of job change 110 137 027

through non—network methods

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of significance and *** denotes 1% of significance.
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(Table 15) Changes in Wage Level through Job Change
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Comparison Aroubs Change in | Change in| Job change
Matching method (numser . Ssm |§s) freated | untreated | effect (A—B) | T-stat.
s group (A) | group (B) |(standard error)
Total effects of job change
) ) Treated group (1,375) 8.887 5.274 3.613* 1.84
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,340) (1.962)
_ _ Treated group (1,366) 8.842 4813 4.029** 2.08
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,340) (1.936)
) Treated group (1,376) 8.861 4916 3.945** 2.06
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,340) (1.880)
Average of total effects of job 8.86 5.00 386
change
Effects of job change through
networks
) ) Treated group (882) 8.943 5519 3.423 1.50
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,340) (2.285)
_ _ Treated group (880) 8.827 4,855 3.972* 178
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,340) (2.231)
) Treated group (882) 8.943 4819 4.124* 1.86
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,340) (2.217)
Average of effects of job change 8.90 506 384
through networks
Effects of job change through
non—network methods
_ _ Treated group (381) 4772 5672 -0.900 -0.24
Five Nearest Neighbors
Untreated group (11,340) (3.685)
‘ . Treated group (374) 4.805 5.201 —0.396 -0.11
Radius Matching
Untreated group (11,340) (3.661)
) Treated group (382) 4,691 5.716 -1.025 -0.28
Kernel Matching (normal)
Untreated group (11,340) (3.601)
Average of effects of job change 7
through non—network methods 476 553 0.7

Note: 1) Caliper is set as 0.005 in the Five Nearest Neighbors Matching and as 0.002 in the Radius Matching. Also, in the
Kernel Matching, normal distribution is used as kernel and its bandwidth is set as 0.01.
2) * denotes 10% of significance, ** denotes 5% of signilicance and *** denotes 1% of significance.
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(Unit: %)
Source: Data from the 5th to 10th Korean Labor & Income Panel Study.
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{Appendix Table 1) Distribution of Job Seeking Methods by Type of Job Entry Methods for
Experienced Workers

Job entry methods

Successful job seeking methods Open o Introduction or Visiting the company in e Total
recruitment recommendation person

1 Recruitment information and support 12 0 26 4 0 2
by school or instiute (395) () (3.0 (0.69) (0) (233)
2 0 8 0 0 10

2 Professor, teacher (0.66) ) 093) 0) (0) (0.59)
5 2 509 28 2 546

3 Friends, relaiives (164) (25) (58.98) 49 (556 | (303
3 0 7 9 4 23

4 Pudic joo agency (099) ) (08 (154) @ | (28
3 0 29 16 1 49

5 Private job agency (0.99) o) (336) (274) e® | @7
53 1 21 209 13 297

6 Meda advertisement (1743) (625) (2439 (3585) @61) | (648)
2 0 13 85 0 100

7 Visiting the company in person (0.66) ) (151 (1458) © (555)
1 1 21 2 0 25

8 Famiy 033) (6:25) (2.49) (034 ) (139)
205 3 22 179 9 418

9 fnternet (67.43) (18.75) (255) (307) @5 | (@32
10 Acquaintance working for the 7 3 90 20 0 120

wanled company (23 (18.75) (10.43) (343) © | (©60

6 4 102 18 0 130

11 Acquaintance from the work (197 (25) (1182) (309) o (721
5 2 15 13 7 42

2 Others (164) (5) (174 (223 04t | (233
304 16 863 583 36 1,802

fod (100) (100) (100) (100) (00) | (00)

Note: 1) The samples consists of 1802 experienced workers who newly get a job in data from the 6th to 10th Korean Labor & Income Panel Study.
2) () denotes the percentage of distrioution of job search channels that correspond to each method of getting a job.
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(Appendix Table 2—A) Mean—Difference T—test Results for Propensity Score Blocks

Willingness to
continue to | Willingness to . Regular/ First-time
Block . » Educational .
o, work for the | maintain the | Gender Age Age Background Marriage |Non—regular| (or second) |Wage (log)
current current work worker | employment
company
Difference Difference | Difference | Difierence | Difference Difference | Difference | Difference | Difference | Difference
1 164 116 0.48 102 14913 -0.03 0.03 0.09* 0.00 0.07
(4.55) (395) ((hi)] (207 | (19454) (0.44) (0.05) (0.04) (0.09) (013)
» -2.54 0.80 0.03 0.07 -16.29 -0.22 -0.06 0.04 -0.02 0.01
(2.03) (191) (0.06) (123) 112.32 (0.20) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.07)
3 0.36 -0.76 0.02 -094 —70.67 -0.01 0.00 -0.04 0.08 0.01
(131) (1.29) (0.04) (0.88) (78.70) (0.12) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
4 -0.79 =117 -0.01 0.7 64.28 0.00 -0.04 -0.02 0.01 -0.05
(1.28) (1.22) (0.04) (0.79) (68.61) (0.10) (0.03 (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)
5 0.26 1.44 -0.05 0.68 621 -0.12 0.04 0.00 -0.06 -0.01
(142) (1.44) (0.04) 077 (62.01) (0.10) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
6 0.61 152 -0.08 043 —36.55 0.06 0.02 0.02 -0.07 0.07
(151) (1.51) (0.04) 0.73) (56.61) (0.10) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
; 010 -134 -0.02 0.43 21.26 0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01
(1.33) (1.31) (0.04) (058 (42.96) (0.08) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03 (0.03)
8 0.45 173 0.08* 0.44 3233 0.07 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03
(1.46) (1.43) (0.04) (052) (36.15) (0.07) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
9 1.28 =010 0.00 0.61 30.33 -0.16 -0.03 0.06 =010 0.04
(2.59) (2.46) (0.06) (0.65) (39.30) (0.12) (0.05) (0.06) 0.06 (0.06)
0 5.00 114 0.13 -0.35 -16.26 0.04 0.00 0.07 0.01 -0.03
(4.07) (3.94) (0.09) (081 (44.54) (0.17) (0.07) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)

Note: 1) Mean difference t—test between observations in the treated group and those in the unitreated group.
2) * indicates the 5% signficance level in the t-test,

3) () means standard errors,
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(Appendix Table 2-B) Mean-Difference T—test Results for Propensity Score Blocks

Wilingness to
continue to
. . Regular/
. Educational . . Working for work for the
Size of o Working Working for . Non-regular
Block | Wage fit in the Wage . Job . agricultural & current
, |employees X ) _|environment| | service/sales . worker X
no. (log) previous | satisfaction . . satisfaction o fishery X company X
(log) satisfaction position . . educational |
panel study industries willingness to
background L
maintain the
current work
Difierence| Difference | Difference | Difference | Difference | Difference | Difference Difference Difference Difference
1 052 0.54 2.02 6.56 -048 —1.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 25954
(1.47) (053 (379) (5.64) (4.80) (421 (0.08) (0.03) (0.47) (606.38)
5 -0.06 043 0.46 047 -303 182 0.02 0.00 -0.04 -98.27
0.73) 027 (197 (2.47) (2.20) (1.88) 0.02) (0.01 (0.26) 254.62
3 0.06 0.1 —1.51 -0.30 2.55 0.13 -0.02 0.00 -01 —2.46
(0.41) 0.17) (1.58) (1.56) (1.42) (1.17) (0.02) (0.00) (0.18) (157.76)
4 -0.52 0.00 -0.75 111 -0.46 -0.05 -0.04 0.00 0.1 -106.85
(0.34) (0.15) (1.55) (1.37) (1.33) (1.10) (0.02) (.01 (0.16) (142.03)
5 -0.08 0.06 053 =047 =017 -0.36 0.03 0.00 —-0.04 176.36
(0.35) (0.17) (1.76) (1.52) (1.44) (1.23) (0.03 (.01 (0.18) (162.13)
6 0.63 -0.05 2.73 0.49 Al 0.40 -0.06 0.01 0.15 146.59
(0.35) .17) (.01 (1.50) (1.45) (1.24) (0.03) (0.01) (0.19) (162.25)
7 0.08 -0.18 -0.45 0.16 0.3t 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.10 -106.40
(0.29) (0.14) (1.74) (1.27) (127 (1.08) (0.03) (0.01 (0.16) (135.77)
8 022 =014 0.28 —0.28 163 0.86 0.00 0.00 -0.01 67.66
(0.28) (0.14) (1.89) (1.27) (1.31) (111 (0.03) (0.00) 0.17) (137.84)
9 0.37 -0.13 1.43 133 0.46 -0.70 0.01 -0.02 0.15 1116
(0.47) 0.21) 37 (2.04) (2.27) (187) (0.06) (0.02) (0.29) (217.79)
0 -0.28 0.21 0.77 1.61 —2.47 113 -0.13 0.02 0.19 132.95
(0.74) (0.26) 6.12) (352) (3.66) (3.40) (0.09) 0.02) (0.38) (304.59)

Note: 1) Mean difference t—test between observations in the treated group and those in the untreated group.

2) * indicates the 5% signiicance level in the t-test.

3) () means standard errors,
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