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Fig 2. Proposed framework for modeling the effect of sod al comparisons on choice.
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Table 1
Structural model estimation results (PT = public trans portation, MM = non-motonzed .

Structural equatbons

Commute sarisfoction

Comimite stress

Commute Enjoyment

Social comparative happiness
Intrapersonal comparative happiness
Organized personality

Overall well-being

Work wel-being

Commute satisfaction
Quality of work environment
Organized personality
Overall well-being

Commure siress
Average travel time (minutes )

Car

FT

MR
Travel time variability (minutes): car and PT
Frequent congestion dummy : car and bus
MM travel beside traffic dummy: NM

Social comparaiive happiness
Shorter time than others dummy
Car - car dummy

Car - PT durmimy

Car - NM dumimy

PT - car dumimy

PT - PT dummy

PT - NM dumimy

MM — car dumimy

MM - PT dumimy

MM - MM dummy

Quality of work emeromment
Flexible work schedule dumimy
Income (in thousands of US dollars)
Missing income dumimy
Job type
Educationfresearch dummy
Self-employed durmimy

Missing job type dummy

-0.486
0.744

0.595
0.505

Estimate
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0744
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0S40

0U0E20
1.00
0170
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00 56
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o112
0,745
0302

0967

0553
0514
—0356

0268
0119
—0.30%9

0595

0505

0.108
0.0838

0.553
0.514
-0.356

0,00 (base)

0168

00446

0253

0410
0447
0152

[-Statistic

—1353
932
281
199

-1.17
1.0%

338
251
9.76

S04
136
1.85
353
542
139

946
165
140
—0.85
072
031
—0.73
216
1.67

122
315
1.02

291
1.68
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Fig. 5. Structural model parameters for commute satisfaction and work well-being (t-statistics are shown in parentheses).
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