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INTRAGENERATIONAL MOBILITY IN THE UNITED STATES, 

NORWAY AND WEST GERMANY:

A COMPARATIVE STUDY.

Abstract

Retrospective data on the career trajectories of men from three countries are used to 
examine how contextual and individual-level variables interactively determine 
mobility rates and mobility dynamics over time and across nations. The sample 
consists of men from West Germany, Norway, and the United States (white and 
black populations), all of whom were bom around 1930. Separate analyses are 
performed for job mobility (i.e., all job transitions, whether upward, lateral, or 
downward) and career mobility (i.e., only those transitions that result in status gains). 
Results show that job mobility rates are significantly higher in the United States than 
in the two European nations, while career mobility rates are similar across the four 
populations. In addition, the processes that underlie job and career mobility 
dynamics found to differ substantially across nations, which casts doubt on the 
proposition of convergence theory that occupational structures become increasingly 
similar over time in industrialized societies.

Introduction

This paper addresses two questions: How do contextual and individual variables 

interactively shape job and career mobility processes, and how similar are these 

processes and their outcomes across the United States, Norway, and West Germany?

Both questions are in a longstanding tradition of social mobility research, and both 

are subject to a long tradition of controversy as well. Research aimed at identifying 

the major influences on mobility processes tends to rely on data about individual 

characteristics such as educational attainment, on-the-job training, and labor force 

participation. The controversy here centers on the validity and generality of 

individual-focussed theories such as human capital theory and status attainment 

models. Research aimed at identifying cross-national differences in mobility patterns, 

on the other hand, tends to rely on data about the social context within which
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mobility occurs. Here, the debate centers on the validity of convergence theory, 

which gives prime attention to a single structural variable-namely, the stage of in

dustrialization of national economies. Connecting these two lines of sociological 

research reveals a major gap in knowledge. Although contextual variables play the 

dominant role in crossnational studies, they receive little attention in single nation 

mobility studies. And while individual variables receive much attention in single 

nation studies, they often are completely overlooked in crossnational research.

Given this state of affairs, it is not surprising that empirical crossnational studies of 

mobility have yielded inconclusive and contradictory results. Some researchers [such 

as Erikson et al. (1982), McRoberts & Selbee (1981), Hope (1984), Grusky & Hauser 

(1984), and Erikson & Goldthorpe (1986)] find that industrialization leads to similar 

intergenerational mobility regimes in all societies with market economies and nuclear 

family systems1. Others [(such as Tyree et al. (1979), Hazelrigg & Gamier (1976), 

and McClendon (1980)] conclude that it is the variability that exists across nations, 

not the similarity among them, that is most noteworthy. Even studies that do agree 

on the amount of cross-national variation in intergenerational mobility rates come up 

with very different inter-national rank orders. An example is provided by comparing 

the conclusions of Lenski (1973) with those of Hazelrigg and Gamier (1976). Lenski 

studied nine industrial nations--among them the United States, Norway, and West 

Germany—using a simple mobility table approach and concluded that mobility across 

manual-nonmanual class boundaries is highest in the United States, that Norway 

ranks fifth, and that West Germany ranks seventh. Hazelrigg and Gamier, using the 

concept of comparative circulatory mobility, found Norway at the top, West Germany 

at position four, and the United States at position five.

Why does empirical research yield such contradictory results? Three possibilities 

merit consideration. First, as pointed out earlier, is the fact that comparative mobility 

studies almost never consider both individual-level and contextual influences. Second 

is an excessive reliance on aggregate mobility outcomes and the use of very broad 

summary measures to compare mobility regimes across nations, When this is done,
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the opportunity to learn about the processes that generate the mobility outcomes is 

lost—because the relevant variables are not included in the research. This, of course, 

makes it impossible to discover the degree to which mobility processes are similar 

cross-nationally. All that results are some (often disputed) facts about the relative 

rates of mobility in different countries. The third possible explanation for the contra

dictory findings in mobility research has to do with time. Although all researchers 

acknowledge that mobility processes develop over time, few explicitely incorporate 

temporal variables in their research designs. Thus, seemingly contradictory findings 

may derive simply from the different decisions that different researchers make about 

when to take their own "snapshots" of mobility processes.

Each of the three possibilities sketched above can be a trap for mobility researchers- 

something that, if not attended to, can generate misleading or seriously incomplete 

findings. In the paragraphs that follow, I review each of these three traps in more 

detail, starting with the third one and working back to the first. Then I explain how I 

attempted to circumvent these traps in the comparative study of mobility processes 

reported in this paper.

Change Over Time

By definition, social mobility takes place over time. In intcrgenerational mobility 

studies, this process unfolds between one generation and its offspring; the guiding 

question is the extent to which children inherit the occupational status of their 

parents. In intragenerational mobility studies, the process unfolds in the course of the 

worklife; the guiding question is the number and kinds of changes in occupations, or 

in jobs, that occur over individual lives.

In existing research, both questions typically are answered by using cross-nadonal 

data to generate log-linear models of relative mobility. This "mobility table" approach 

method fails to capture temporal phenomena for three reasons: (1) the destinations 

observed in a mobility table so generated are not common destinations, but a set of
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different locations for people of different ages; (2) the origins observed in mobility 

tables also differ because fathers have children at different ages and at different 

stages of their own careers-thus making it impossible to know precisely when the 

process of mobility started and when it ended; and (3) different historical periods 

with different effects on opportunities for mobility remain unidentified (Sorensen, 

1987). Hence, neither (individual) age-specific nor (historical) time-specific processes 

can be detected with precision.

The above problems are most pronounced in intergenerational mobility studies that 

cover a long timespan; they are less serious in studies that restrict the observation 

time by decomposing mobility processes into (a) an intergenerational component (the 

comparison of the origin position with the position at the time of entry into the labor 

market), and (b) an intragenerational component (the comparison of the entry position 

with a position held later in the work history). Such studies have been conducted 

inter-nationally by Erikson and Goldthorpe (1985), who compare England and the 

United States; by König and Müller (1986), who compare France and Germany; and 

by Aage B. Sorensen, Allmendinger, and Annemette Sdrensen (1986), who compare 

Norway, West Germany, and the United States. Other studies, however, focus 

exclusively on comparisons of intra-generational mobility across countries, and 

analyze rather short periods in the worklife (five or ten years), apparently assuming 

that the distribution of occupations within nations does not significantly change over 

time. This assumption bypasses the problem of identifying absolute and relative 

mobility rates (e.g. Müller & König, 1986). Such studies provide evidence that 

worklife mobility is less stable across countries than inter-generational mobility—a 

result which often is explained a posteriori by pointing to cross-nationally different 

institutional environments.2

With the exception of Sorensen et ah, the above mentioned comparative studies rely 

on log-linear models and cross-sectional or panel data collected in two or three 

waves. They mostly provide only "snapshots" taken at particular times. Reliable 

measurement of mobility processes, however, requires ”movies"-continuously

4



observed variables in continuous time, as well as methods for tire analysis of 

dynamic variables.3 In this paper, I attempt a set of comparative empirical analyses 

of data from "movies"—specifically, retrospective life history data from the United 

States, Norway, and West Germany.4 .

Mobility Outcomes and Mobility Processes

Crossnational mobility research typically focusses exclusively on mobility outcomes. 

How the determinants of social mobility actually generate mobility outcomes, and 

whether mobility processes are similar crossnationally, are important issues but not 

often researched.

Convergence theory states that the functional requirements of modem societies 

demand a division of labor involving differences in authority and skill. Differences in 

authority and skill inevitably involve differences in power, which in turn give rise to 

differences in privilege and prestige. Since modem societies require similar structural 

divisions of labor, occupational structures are expected to become essentially the 

same in all industrialized societies.5 Empirically, Lipset and Zetterberg (1959) were 

the first to test this theory, and they found that in the process of industrialization, 

similar occupational structures do develop which eventually result in similar mobility 

regimes. Featherman, Jones and Hauser (1975) modified this thesis. They found that 

while absolute mobility rates differ across nations, relative mobility rates (i.e., 

mobility rates controlling for change in the occupational structure) show a basic 

similarity in all societies that have market economies and nuclear family systems. 

These and other empirical studies have in common that they test whether mobility 

outcomes are basically the same across nations-but only after inter-national dif

ferences in the stage of industrialization have been taken into account.6

Even if the strong functionalist version of convergence theory is accepted, it remains 

necessary to study the processes that actually generate mobility outcomes. 

Convergence theory suggests that industrialization leads to similar institutional 

structures which serve the demands of an industrialized economy. If this is so, then
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not only mobility rates but also the underlying, processes which generate mobility 

should be similar cross-rtationally. Because convergence theory requires that mobility 

processes as well as mobility outcomes be similar crossnationally, both must be 

studied.

Individual and Contextual Variables

We can return now to the problem, posed at the: beginning of this paper-namely, how 

individual and contextual factors interact to shape social mobility. The interaction is> 

important because work histories are not. shaped exclusively by individuals’ 

predispositions, preferences, and expectations, nor are they entirely determined by 

economic and institutional environments: Instead, work histories evolve from the 

interaction of (a) societal conditions that constrain or expand opportunities for 

occupational moves and (b) individuals’ abilities to take advantage of these oppor

tunities (Sorensen, 1977; White, 1970). The first component deals with what 

Sdrensen calls the "set of positions" available in a system. Opportunities to move are 

provided by vacant positions (which are either newly established or created by people 

leaving the system) and by the relations among these positions. The second com

ponent is dependent on individual resources, such as educational attainment, 

vocational training, and labor force experience.

The distinction between the two components and how they are operationalized is 

crucial in crossnational research7. Because economic conditions, institutions, and 

institutional reward structures differ across nations, opportunity structures for 

individuals must differ, crossnationally as well. Consider, for example, one particular 

institution—the system of formal schooling. In the cohort that is subject of the follow

ing analyses (men bom around 1930), most American students obtained a high school 

degree, but only ten percent of German students were awarded the "Abitur'-even 

though the number of school years needed to attain these two degrees is about the 

same. Moreover, the rewards attached to these degrees differed widely for American 

and German students, as has been shown by analyzing their entries into the labor 

force and their career opportunities thereafter (Allmendinger, 1989a). Thus,
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crossnational studies require both understanding institutional differences, and 

developing or locating indicators that capture such differences. Moreover, since 

economic and institutional contexts can change over time within a nation, it also is 

necessary in crossnational mobility research to employ variables that are time- 

dependent.

Approach of the Present Study

In the present study, I use a four-part strategy to surmount the challenges to 

comparative mobility research reviewed above. First, I restrict the analyses to 

intragenerational mobility, using highly comparable longitudinal data that allow 

change in jobs to be traced for any stage in the work life. Second, I attend to both 

individual and contextual variables that may influence occupational mobility. The 

main individual-level variables examined are educational attainment and labor force 

experience. The contextual variables included assess macroeconomic conditions. 

Third, using data for Americans, Norwegians, and West Germans, I perform tests of 

inter-nation similarity separately for mobility outcomes and mobility processes. To 

determine if mobility outcomes are the same across industrialized nations, I pool the 

national data sets and test whether "nationality" makes a significant difference in the 

probability of job changes. To assess inter-nation similarity in the mobility processes, 

I first analyze the situation within each country and then compare mobility dynamics 

across the three nations. Fourth, I distinguish two different types of mobility. The 

first type relates to occupational mobility proper and does not take into account the 

degree to which job transitions also lead to changes in occupational status. This type 

of mobility is called job mobility. The second type comes closer to the traditional 

notion of what constitutes a career by focussing on the degree to which job 

transitions lead into status higher jobs. This type of mobility is called career 

mobility.

In sum, I distinguish mobility outcomes and mobility processes for two mobility 

types--job mobility and career mobility. And I use longitudinal data sets that are
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comparable across three nations to determine how individual and contextual variables 

interactively shape occupational mobility regimes.

Data Sets, Variables, and Statistical Approach

Data Sets

Three retrospective life event data sets are used—from the United States, Norway, and 

West Germany. These datasets consist of representative national samples of adult 

men of different birth cohorts. Data were collected by asking respondents to recall 

the exact timing and details of different times in their lives—such as their childhoods, 

their families of origin, and their educational and occupational activities from age 

fourteen until the time of the interview.

The American Life History Study (Blum, Karweit, & A. B. Sdrensen, 1969), 

commonly referred to as the "Johns Hopkins Study," was conducted as part of the 

Social Accounts Program at the Center for Social Organization of Schools at the 

Johns Hopkins University.* The universe for the Life History Study is the total 

population of males 30-39 years old in 1968 (the date of the interview). The total 

number of interviews obtained was 1589: 738 black and 851 white respondents. Two 

samples are available. One sample is a nationally representative sample which 

weights white and black Americans according to their proportion in the population. 

The second sample overrepresents black American citizens. Research on the mobility 

patterns of white and black Americans shows that work histories differ across the 

two populadons and that the major determinants of career trajectories (such as 

education, labor force participation, and labor market conditions) do not have the 

same effects on career processes for blacks and whites (Coleman et al., 1972). Given 

this finding, it is clear that all analyses must be stratified by race. Since the 

nationally weighted sample would not provide any advantage, I use the unweighted 

sample (which overrepresents black American citizens) and treat black and white 

American citizens as two distinct populations.
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The Norwegian data are from the Norwegian Occupational Life History Study, 

directed by Natalie Rogoff-Ramsdy (Rogoff-Ramsdy, 1984). The sample is comprised 

of men living in Norway in 1970 (including immigrants) whose year of birth was 

1921, 1931, or 1941. Interviews were conducted between November 1971 and March 

1972. Total sample size is 3,470.

The German data are from the West German Life History Study, originated and 

directed by Karl Ulrich Mayer between July 1981 and October 1983 (Mayer & 

Bruckner, 1989). A representative national sample of German citizens bom between 

1929 and 1931, between 1939 and 1941, and between 1949 and 1951 was drawn. 

The total sample size for the three cohorts is 2,172, of whom 1,079 are men.

There are three important differences among the three data sets. First is the universe 

studied. The exclusion of women in the American and Norwegian data is especially 

consequential, because female career trajectories cannot be compared cross-nationally. 

Second is the selection of birth cohorts. The cohort bom in 1921 (Norway), and the 

cohort bom in 1949/1951 (Germany) do not have counterparts in the other samples. 

To resolve these differences, I use only males who were bom between 1929 and 

1931. There remains, however, a third difference: the date of the interview. The 

histories of men of the birth cohort 1929/31 are reported until age 50 in Germany, 

but only until age 40 in Norway and the United States. I therefore truncated the 

German data file by one decade; all observations which refer to events after 1970 

have been excluded, and appropriate adjustments have been made to other variables 

that are affected by this decision.9

In sum, while differences among the three national samples are not trivial, it was 

possible to adjust the three data sets to achieve high comparability across them.

Variables

There are two major groups of variables: (1) individual-level variables, including 

education, amount work experience before last exiting schooling, labor force
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experience, and occupational prestige, and (2) macroeconomic variables, including 

unemployment rate, change in gross national product, percentage of males in 

agriculture, and percentage of foreign workers. Figure 1 provides a summary of these 

variables, which are described in detail below.

Figure 1 here

Individual-level Variables.

As was argued earlier, educational opportunities and the specific structures of 

educational systems are as consequential for mobility in labor markets as are the 

attributes of the individuals who make their careers in those markets. The conceptual 

challenge is to find variables that capture the impact of crossnational differences of 

educational systems on career mobility pattern. Elsewhere (Allmendinger, 1989a) I 

have argued that four Variables are particularly useful in this regard: the years spent 

in education, the level of educational attainment, the number of job spells before last 

exiting schooling, and the duration of job spells before last exiting schooling.

Education

The variable "years of education" is an indicator of the length of time spent in either 

formal education or in vocational training. The indicator "level of educational 

attainment" identifies the actual degree or certificate the respondent holds. This 

measure is important because not only years of training but also degrees matter,, 

particularly in stratified and standardized educational systems such as those in 

Norway and Germany (Allmendinger, 1989a). This variable is used as a set of 

dummy variables that specifies whether or not each academically relevant degree has 

been attained.
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Labor force experience acquired before last exiting schooling indicates the degree to 

which the transition from school to work is clear-cut (vs. a transition involves 

movements in and out of schooling, and in and out of working). Previous research on 

the same data (Allmendinger, 1989b) has shown that in systems with tightly coupled 

educational and occupational sectors, the amount of time spent in the "transition 

stage" between school and work is considerably shorter than in educational systems 

in which the coupling is loose. For example, 47 percent of white Americans but only 

seven percent of West Germans undergo a transition stage. White Americans spend 

about seven years in the transition stage, of which three years are spent in the work 

force. The few West Germans who have a transition time spend less than one year in 

it, almost always without any labor market contact. Findings of the earlier research 

show that early contact with the labor market has a long term impact on the 

unfolding of the career trajectory-it increases a workers’ knowledge about how labor 

markets work, as well as his or her range of work-relevant contacts and networks..

Work experience before last exiting schooling is measured by two variables. The 

indicator "number of jobs in the transition stage" is the total number of jobs held 

prior to entering the labor force after last leaving school, and the indicator "length of 

job in transition" (a dummy variable) indicates whether at least one of the jobs held 

before last leaving schooling lasted for more than one year.

Labor force experience

The likelihood of changing jobs varies with the time spent in the labor force: in the 

early years of labor force participation, the probability of change is higher than in 

later years. To measure the time spent in the labor force in a meaningful way, the 

beginning month of the first job after last leaving full time education was identified. 

The variable "labor force experience" was then constructed by adding up the duration 

of all job spells from that date until the beginning month of any new job held. If the 

respondent interrupted the occupational career to join the military or was temporarily 

unemployed, these times were not counted as part of the individual’s total labor force

Work experience before last exiting schooling
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Occupational prestige (SAS)

Generally, occupational prestige is measured by scales that are independent of time 

and national context. Sorensen (1979), however, has developed a "Social Attainment 

Scale" (SAS) which adjusts the prestige level of a given occupation to the overall 

distribution of occupational prestige at a given time in a given national- system. The 

SAS metric was developed in the context of his vacancy competition model of tire 

status attainment process. The basic idea underlying die SAS scale is that status is 

exponentially distributed. That is, the status of a given occupation is dependent on 

how many persons hold this occupation and how many persons hold occupations that 

are higher in status. One advantage of the SAS metric is that its application allows 

development of prestige scores that can be compared meaningfully across nations. 

Thus, the SAS score that is assigned to a Norwegian worker in occupation X differs 

from the SAS score assigned to an American worker in the same occupation if the 

distribution of people in occupations differs across the two nations. Moreover, the
x .

application of the SAS metric allows derivation of prestige scores that differ over 

time within each nation. Thus, because the occupational distribution within Norway 

changed between 1950 and 1970, the occupational prestige assigned to an occupation 

in 1950 differs from that assigned to the same occupation in 1970 (for more detail 

see Allmendinger, 1989b).

Macroeconomic Variables

In all empirical analyses, two macroeconomic variables are used: annual change in 

the gross national product, and the percentage of males employed in the agricultural 

sector. Additionally, the "unemployment rate" is used in analyses pertaining to the 

United States only,11 and the "percentage of foreign workers" is used in analyses 

pertaining to West Germany.12

experience.10
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Change in gross national product

The indicator "change in gross national product" controls for the impact of changing 

economic conditions on the development of career trajectories. According to standard 

economic theory, times of a positive change in gross national product provide many 

vacancies available into which people can move. Thus, a positive change in GNP 

should increase the rate of job shifts.

Employment in agriculture

The indicator "employment in agriculture" is a proxy for the stage of economic 

development in a given nation. In general, one should expect a negative relation 

between the proportion of males employed in agriculture and the likelihood of job 

changes simply because farmers are less likely than other workers to change jobs. 

During the years under study, however, employment in agriculture dropped 

considerably, which increased the overall likelihood to job changes. Hence, I expect 

that the higher the proportion of males employed in agriculture, the higher the rate of 

job moves throughout the labor force.

The two macroeconomic indicators included* in all models ("change in GNP" and 

"employment in agriculture") measure labor market conditions across nations in 

similar ways. Their intercorrelation is low and does not create multicollinearity prob

lems. Both indicators are treated as attributes of each job spell13 in the life event 

history files. Thus, average scores are calculated over the time in which the jobs 

have been held.

Statistical Approach

The succession of jobs (or the move from one job into another job) can be con

sidered as a qualitative change (event) that occurs in time. It therefore is appropriate 

to use event history analysis to model the determinants of the timing of such events- 

i.e., the rate at which job moves occur (Allison, 1984; Tuma & Hannan, 1984). In 

models of life event analyses, the dependent variable (0  is a hazard rate, defined as

13



the instantaneous probability of an event (here a job shift) occurring in the next 

moment of time. The definition of the hazard rate is

r(t) = lira 1/ t * P (t < T < t + t/ T > t). (1)

I will estimate the influence of exogenous variables which influence the rate of job 

transitions using the proportional hazard model of Cox (1972). This model is defined 

as

r(t/x) = r ’(t) * exp (x’B) (2)

where r ’(0 is the hazard rate, x’ is a vector of covariates, B are the parameters to be 

estimated, and t is the waiting time until a job shift occurs. As covariates, both in

dividual-level variables and macrostructural variables will be analyzed.14

The analyses proceed by introducing the covariates in a hierarchical manner. This 

procedure makes. it possible to detemiine if each set of covariates adds useful 

information for estimating the probability that a job shift will occur. Statistically, this 

is assessed by a log likelihood test that compares the fit of the alternative models15.

As reported above, I study two different processes of worklife mobility: job mobility 

and career mobility (upward occupational mobility). The waiting time until the next 

event occurs must therefore be calculated in two different ways. In the case of job 

mobility, the waiting time (t) is defined as the duration (in months) from the date the 

respondent entered one job (origin job) until the date he entered the next job (destin

ation job). This next job may be status lower, status equal, or status higher. If the 

event of a job shift does not occur before the time of the interview, the observation 

is censored. In the case of career mobility, the waiting time (t) is definded as the 

duration between the date the respondent entered one job (origin job) until the date 

the respondent entered a job which has a higher occupational prestige.16 If a job is 

not followed by a status higher job, the observation is censored.
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Findings

The findings are organized in two main sections, one on job mobility and the other 

on career mobility. Each section examines both (a) how individual-level variables and 

macroeconomic variables interactively shape mobility processes, and (b) the degree to 

which mobility processes are similar across nations.

Job Mobility

One of the most basic measures of work histories is the number of jobs a person 

holds over one’s working life. Tn the total sample of American, Norwegian and 

German men, workers reported an average of 6.4 job spells after last exiting school

ing. Figure 2 shows the average number of job spells in each population as deviation 

from this mean. Norwegian men of the birth cohort 1930 report on the average more 

jobs (7.5) than white Americans (6.5), black Americans (5.6), and West Germans 

(3.5).

here Figure 2

What factors explain these inter-nation differences? And do differences in mobility 

rates and dynamics disappear once individual-level and macroeconomic variables are 

controlled, as would be predicted by convergence theory? We take up these questions 

separately, looking first at mobility rates and then at mobility processes.

Job Mobility Rates,

On the basis of the pooled data (i.e., across the Norwegian, German, and American 

samples), I estimate four models of job mobility. Models 1 to 3 test for the effects of 

individual-level and macroeconomic variables. Most useful for assessing crossnational 

mobility rates is model 4, which controls for national context. All models are.
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described below and presented in Table 1.

here Table 1

Model 1 has one independent variable-l^bor force experience at entry into the origin 

job. From this model, it is clear that time spent in the labor force is an important 

factor in determining job shifts. Specifically, workers change jobs more frequently 

early in their career than they do later. This effect is consistent throughout the 

models and fits with the theoretical predictions derived from both human capital 

theory (a supply side approach) and vacancy competition theory (a demand side 

approach).

Model 2 introduces the remaining individual-level variables. We see that men who 

have earned the highest level of formal educational attainment are substantially more 

likely to experience job shifts than are those who have not; indeed, the rate of 

change for persons with gymnas/college degree is 38 percent higher than for persons 

without such a degree. The indicator for years of education has a smaller and 

negative impact on the rate of job shifts. Work experience before last exiting 

schooling also significantly influences the rate of job changes. The more jobs held in 

this transition stage, the higher the rate of subsequent job shifts. Indeed, workers who 

held jobs with a duration of more than one year during, the transition period have a 

rate of subsequent job changes that is six percent smaller than those who held short- 

duration jobs during that period. Regarding occupational prestige, we find that the 

higher the prestige score of the job of origin, the lower the opportunity to move into 

a any other position.

In Model 3, macroeconomic variables-specifically "change in GNP" and "percent of 

male labor force in agrieulture"-are introduced.17 Including these variables increases 

the fit of the models significantly (assessed by using a log likelihood ratio test), 

showing that macroeconomic conditions indeed do affect mobility rates. The
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coefficients of both indicators are highly significant and in the expected direction: A 

positive change in GNP increases the likelihood of job shifts, as does a decrease in 

the number of people employed in agriculture.

Finally, in Model 4, I address the question of inter-national similarity in job mobility 

rates. The national effects are tested by introducing three dummy variables (represen

ting white Americans, black Americans, and Germans) into the hazard model. 

Norway is the reference country. Results for Model 4 reveal that mobility rates do 

differ across the four populations. First, the overall fit of Model 4 is significantly 

better than that of Model 3 (assessed using a log-likelihood ratio test). This means 

that nation specific mechanisms operate in addition to individual-level and macro- 

economic variables. Moreover, we find significant positive coefficients for both the 

white and black American samples, and a non-significant negative coefficient for the 

German sample. White Americans have, after the inclusion of all variables, a rate of 

job moves 87 percent larger than the rate for Norwegians, and black Americans have 

a rate 48 percent larger than that of the Norwegians. The German and Norwegian 

rates do not differ significantly. These results imply that the macroeconomic variables 

are sufficient to account for differences in job mobility rates of Norwegian and 

German workers, but not for the differences between the European and the American 

populations.18

These findings answer the question of whether job mobility rates are similar across 

the four populations. When analyses are based on longitudinal data, comprise all job 

transitions, and are limited to intragenerational job mobility, the answer clearly is no. 

However, this does not necessarily mean that the underlying mobility processes also 

are dissimilar crossnationally. We turn next to an explicit test of this second 

question.

Job Mobility Processes

The crossnational similarity of mobility processes can be assessed in two ways. One 

is by introducing into the models discussed above interaction terms between the
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covariates and the population dummies. The othçr is by estimating the models for 

each population separately and then testing whether the coefficients obtained differ 

significantly across populations. I chose the second strategy. However, rather than 

presenting a separate table with the estimates of models 1 to 3 for each of the four 

populations, population-specific coefficients are only shown for model 3. Table 2 

displays, in a condensed format, the coefficients and their standard errors estimated 

for each population separately19

here Table 2

Table 2 provides two sets of results. First, it identifies those indicators that 

significantly affect mobility within each population. Second, it shows the degree to 

which different indicators differentially affect mobility across the four populations. 

This second set of results is of special interest because it tells us whether or not the 

processes that generate mobility patterns are basically similar across nations--as 

would be predicted by convergence theory.

Let us begin by examining the impact of ctime in the labor force> on the rate of job 

shifts. Time in the labor force significantly decreases the likelihood for job 

transidons for all but black American workers. Statisdcal test of between-nadon 

differences in the size of the coefficient for this variable shows one significant 

difference: duradon of labor force participadon decreases the rate of job moves more 

powerfully in Norway than in West Germany. Differences in effect sizes for all other 

populadons are nonsignificant.

Labor force experience acquired before last exiting schooling significantly affects 

future job trajectories only for black and white Americans. For black Americans, the 

number of such transition jobs has a significantly positive effect on the likelihood of 

future job changes. For white Americans, it is the duration of such jobs that 

matters: having worked in a job for more than one year before last exiting schooling 

significantly decreases the rate of future job transitions. Tests of crossnational
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differences in effect size for these two indicators show that the effect of the number 

of transition jobs is significantly stronger for black Americans than for white Americ

ans and Norwegians.

Two variables assess the impact of schooling on the rate of job transitions. The level 

of the educational degree attained significantly increases the rate of future job moves 

for Norwegians and West Germans but not for white and black Americans. It is 

years of formal and vocational training that significantly increases the rate of job 

transitions for white and black Americans. This variable is nonsignificant (and, 

indeed, has the opposite sign) for Norwegians and West Germans. These findings 

are consistent with predictions derived from study of the educational systems in these 

nations (Allmendinger, 1989a). Moreover, the effect size of educational level on job 

transitions is significantly higher for the two European populations (which have 

stratified school systems) than for the two American populations (where the school 

system is unstratified). The effect size for years of education, by contrast, is 

significantly lower in the two European than in the two American populations. Thus, 

the impact of education on career trajectories is found to be highly dependent on the 

national environment.

The higher the occupational prestige of a job, the lower the likelihood of leaving the 

job. Although this relation is very strong for all four populations, there are 

significant differences in effect size among nations. The negative relation between 

and occupational prestige and job transitions is far stronger for white Americans than 

for any other population, while the differences among black Americans, Norwegians 

and West Germans are not significant.

Macroeconomic conditions shape individual work trajectories in all four populations. 

There are, however, several noteworthy differences across nations in the potency of 

specific macroeconomic indicators.20 Positive change in the gross national product, 

which reflects a time of economic growth, is significantly associated with the rate of 

job transitions for white Americans, black Americans, and Norwegians, but not for
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West Germans. The percentage of the work force that is unemployed, a measure 

often used in analyses bf the impact of depressed economic times on individual 

careers, is significantly associated with job shifts for black Americans, but not for 

white Americans. The percentage of the workforce force employed in the 

agricultural sector positively and significantly influences the rate of job transitions for 

Norwegian and West German workers, but not for Americans. To understand this 

finding, one must note that there was a continuous decrease in the {lumber of farmers 

in both Norway and West Germany in the years under study. When people move 

out of agriculture they have to find other jobs, and this process results in a higher 

overall rate of job transitions. Thus, it is not surprising that the association between 

agricultural employment and job shifts is strongest in Norway, where the decline of 

employment in agriculture also was most pronounced. The last macroeconomic 

variable examined is the percentage of foreign workers, in the economy, which was 

analyzed only for West Germany. The relation between this variable and job transi

tions is positive and significant: the larger the number of foreign workers employed 

in West Germany, the higher the rate of job shifts among West German workers.

Taken together, these results provide a clear answer to our question about the 

cross-national similarity of mobility dynamics: the differential impact of specific 

variables in affecting the rate of job shifts refutes the proposition that the processes 

that generate mobility patterns are similar across nations.

Summary: Job Mobility

Overall, the findings in Tables 1 and 2 show that the rate of job transitions declines 

over the working life and that certain groups of workers have a lower probability of 

changing jobs than do others-specifically, workers with apprenticeships, those who 

do not enroll in the labor market prior to last leaving school, and those with jobs 

near the top rather than the bottom of the occupational hierarchy. Moreover, we have 

seen how labor market conditions affect the career trajectories of individuals by 

speeding up, or slowing down, the rate of job transitions—sometimes in interaction 

with individual resources, sometimes independently.

20



Regarding inter-national differences, we find that both mobility rates and mobility 

processes differ substantially across nations. The relative impact of individual-level 

and macroeconomic variables differs substantially across populations, as does the 

absolute importance of economic conditions in shaping career trajectories. Although 

including macroeconomic variables does diminish the extent of crossnational 

differences in the rate of job transitions, we must conclude that both mobility rates 

and mobility processes are indeed different across nations. This suggests that pooling 

national datasets in mobility research runs a real risk of generating misleading 

conclusions-unless nation-specific interaction terms are included or models are 

estimated separately for each nation.

Career Mobility

Let us now turn to analysis of the opportunities people have for upward occupational 

mobility—that is, for gain in occupational status in the course of the work life. Figure 

3 shows the occurrence of upward job shifts (after last exiting schooling) in the four 

populations. We see that white and black Americans experience 2.5 job shifts with 

distinct status gains, which is close to the average across the four populations. Nor

wegians experience slightly more upward moves (2.8) than do Americans, and 

Germans somewhat fewer (2.0). Thus, while we found large inter-nation differences 

in the overall number of job shifts (see Figure 2), the number of upward job 

transitions is very similar across the four populations.

here Figure 3

It is informative to compare the number of upward transitions with die overall 

number of transitions for each population.' For white Americans, 59 percent (and for 

black Americans, 51 percent) of all job transitions do not lead to higher
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occupational prestige; instead, they conserve the status quo or result in a loss of 

prestige. For Norwegians, the figure is 65 percent: on average, only every third job 

transition leads to a distinctive status gain. German workers enjoy the opposite 

pattern: only 30 percent of all job transitions do not lead to a gain in occupational 

prestige. In sum, Americans have one upward move for every lateral or downward 

move, Norwegians have one upward move for every two downward or lateral moves, 

and Germans have one lateral or downward move for every three upward moves.21 

Even though West German workers change jobs less frequently than do Americans 

and Norwegians, the transitions they do make are predominantly into considerably
ft

better jobs. Thus, we can conclude that West German work trajectories are both more 

structured and more directed than are the trajectories of American and Norwegian 

workers.

Career Mobility Rates,

Let us turn now from this descriptive characterization of crossnational differences to 

an analysis of the factors that affect the likelihood of upward moves in a career. Are 

these factors different for career trajectories as compared to job trajectories (in which 

all moves, whether upward, lateral or downward are included)? The method and 

models used to answer this question are the same as in the previous section on job 

trajectories. There are, however, two noteworthy differences in the analysis. One, of 

course, is that only job transitions that result in gains in occupational status are 

analyzed. The other is that the dependent variable (i.e., time between job shifts) is 

not the time spent in the previous job (as was the case in the previous section), but 

rather the time spent in a - state of no distinctive gains in occupational status- 

regardless of how many lateral or downward shifts may occurr during that time. 

Results are presented in Table 3 for the same four models used in analyzing job 

trajectories (see Table 1).

here Table 3
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Table 3, Model 1 shows the coefficient of labor force experience. The size of this 

coefficient (-.0105) is considerably larger than the corresponding coefficient in the 

model pertaining to all job transitions (-.0014). This result shows that upward job 

shifts occur relatively more often in the early stages of the work life.

Model 2 introduces the remaining individual-level variables. The significant effect of 

labor force experience persists once these variables are introduced, which is counter 

to the predictions of vacancy competition theory. In that theory, experience is viewed 

as an indicator of the discrepancy between resources and attainment because it shows 

how far a person is in the career trajectory. If measures of both labor force 

experience and occupational prestige are considered, then experience itself should 

have no effect.22 Educational attainment, measured both by years of schooling and 

attainment of a college or gymnas degree, effects the rate of upward job shifts 

positively and significantly. The coefficient for college or gymnas degree is .9201, 

which means that people with such a degree have a probability of experiencing 

upward job shifts 62 percent higher than people without one. This effect is 

considerably stronger than was found in the earlier model which considered all job 

transitions (that coefficient was .3253). The same is true for years of schooling. The 

coefficient of this variable changed from -.0529 in the job mobility analysis to .0717 

in the career trajectory analysis. Work experience before last exiting schooling is not 

significantly related to upward occupational attainment, which also is counter to the 

previous findings for job mobility. Finally, the coefficient of occupational prestige is 

negative and highly significant, indicating that as occupational rewards increase, the 

room for further improvements decreases. There is, it appears, a powerful "ceiling 

effect" for upward career moves.

Model 3 introduces the macroeconomic variables—change in gross national product 

and percent males employed in agriculture. Adding these variables improves the fit 

of the model significantly (assessed using a log-likelihood test), indicating that 

economic conditions do substantially influence rates of the upward mobility. The 

coefficients of both macroeconomic indicators are positive and significant. The
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coefficients for individual-level variables do shift once macroeconomic variables are 

introduced, but not to a statistically significant extent.

We turn finally to Model 4 to see whether there are crossnational differences in rates 

of upward mobility. As before, this test is performed by introducing three dummy 

variables representing the white American, black American, and West German 

populations. The coefficients for the population variables are all non-significant, 

indicating that rates of upward mobility are not significantly different among four 

populations-even though the overall fit of the model does improve significantly once 

population is controlled. With this finding, we can answer the question of whether 

upward mobility rates are similar across the four populations. The answer is yes. For 

career mobility, contrasting with job mobility, transition rates are not significantly 

different across the four populations.

Career Mobility Processes

Although the rates of upward mobility clearly are similar across nations, we cannot 

yet say whether the factors that influence upward mobility are also similar cross- 

nationally. To address this question, I estimated Model 3 for each of the four 

populations separately. The population specific models are shown in Table 4. In the 

following paragraphs, I discuss both the results pertaining to each of the four 

populations and crossnational differences in the effect sizes of single indicators.

here Table 4

Duration of labor force participation significantly decreases the rate of moving into 

better jobs for white and black Americans only. This result is just opposite to what 

was found for the rate of moving into any job—in that analysis (Table 2), the 

coefficients were significant for Norway and West Germany only. Taken together, 

these findings imply that transitions into any job are more equally distributed over
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the entire work trajectory for Americans, while transitions into prestige higher jobs 

are more equally distributed over the entire career trajectory for West Germans and 

Norwegians.23 Returning to the question whether mobility processes differ across 

nations, we find no significant difference across the four populations in the impact of 

time in the labor force on the rate of upward job shifts.

Labor force experience acquired before last exiting schooling matters for upward 

occupational mobility only in Norway. Here, workers with many job spells before 

last exiting schooling have a significantly higher probability experiencing upward 

career moves than those who do not, while workers who developed a strong 

attachment to one particular job before last exiting schooling have a significantly 

lower likelihood of upward job shifts. A crossnational comparison of effect sizes 

shows no significant differences in the duration of transition jobs. The coefficients 

for number of transition jobs, however, are significantly different for white 

Americans compared to Norwegians.

The importance of educational credentials and years of formal and vocational training 

on the rate of upward job shifts clearly varies with the nations studied. For white 

and black Americans, it is not educational degrees but years of schooling that 

Significantly improve one’s chances for upward mobility. For Norwegians and West 

Germany, educational credentials as well as years of schooling are helpful. Although 

effect sizes for years of schooling are not significantly different across nations, the 

importance of educational degrees for future job shifts is significantly higher in the 

two European nations than in the United States.

The occupational prestige of a person’s job has very consistent effects on the rate of 

upward moves: the higher one’s occupational prestige, the lower the likelihood of 

experiencing upward job moves. This is true for all four populations, and there are 

no significant between-nation differences in the size of the effect.
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We now turn to the several indicators of macroeconomic conditions. An increase in 

gross national product accelerates the likelihood of moving upwards in all 

populations. There are, however, significant crossnational differences in the degree 

to which increases in GNP spur upward moves: the effect is significantly stronger 

for black Americans and West Germans than it is for white Americans and 

Norwegians. The impact of the unemployment rate on individual career trajectories 

was estimated only for black and white Americans. While a high unemployment rate 

decreases chances for upward moves in both populations, the effect is significantly 

stronger for blacks than for whites, showing that macroeconomic conditions can have 

dissimilar effects for subgroups of v/orkers within the same nation. The importance 

of the size of the agricultural sector on peoples’ careers differs widely across nations, 

it has a negative effect for Americans and Germans but a positive influence on 

upward mobility for Norwegians, and the effect sizes for Americans differ 

significantly from those for the Europeans. The positive Norwegian effect is 

explained by the decline of the agricultural sector in that country and the 

accompanying increase of jobs in the public sector-jobs that usually have higher 

occupational prestige. In the years under consideration, the transformation of the 

occupational structure was less dramatic in the United States and West Germany. In 

these nations, the impact of agricultural employment on upward career moves is 

negative simply because there are few higher status jobs into which farmers can 

move. Finally, we see in Table 4 that the percentage of foreign workers in the West 

German economy positively affects the likelihood of upward moves in that society. 

Because foreign workers in West Germany typically entered the workforce in jobs 

near the bottom of the occupational structure, their presence provided increased 

opportunities for West Germans to move up into higher status jobs.

Summary: Career Mobility

Overall, the findings reported above point to many population-specific differences in 

the factors that affect workers’ prospects for upward career moves. The impact of 

education, occupational prestige, and macroeconomic conditions on the probability of 

obtaining a higher status job all vary as a function of the nation in which a person
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works. Thus, we must conclude that while upward mobility rates are quite similar 

across populations, the processes that generate upward mobility are quite different. 

These results, like those regarding job mobility (Tables 1 and 2), suggest that simple 

pooling of national data sets in mobility research is not warranted unless 

nation-specific interaction terms are specified or models are estimated separately for 

each nation.

Summary and Conclusion

Retrospective life event data provide the opportunity to move beyond mobility tables 

and to use models of time dependent transition rates. With time-dependent models it 

is possible to estimate the probability of changing jobs at any stage in an individual’s 

worklife. Moreover, by distinguishing between two types of mobility-the process of 

moving into any job, whether upward, downward, or lateral, and the process of 

moving into better positions--it is possible to learn how job mobility and career 

mobility operate differently. Finally, by including both individual-level and macro- 

economic variables in the analyses, it is possible to determine how these two classes 

of factors interactively shape mobility regimes within a society, and to assess inter

nation differences in mobility rates and dynamics.

The research generated two main findings. The first addresses the question of how 

individual-level and contextual variables interactively determine occupational mobility 

regimes. Results showed that both sets of variables significantly shape job and career 

mobility processes. In general, economic conditions were found to be less influential 

in affecting job and career mobility processes than were individual-level variables-

i.e., individual attributes acquired in specific institutional and organizational settings. 

It also was found, however, that economic conditions modify the impact of 

individual-level variables on the probability of changing jobs.
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The second overall finding addresses the question of whether mobility rates and 

mobility processes are similar crossnationally. Results showed that mobility rates are 

similar across nations only when the analysis is restricted to transitions into higher 

prestige positions (career mobility). Mobility rates differ substantially across nations 

when all job transitions are included in the analysis (j°k mobility). Even after 

controlling for major influences on mobility processes, Americans had twice as many 

job transitions as did Norwegians and West Germans.

The processes that underlie occupational mobility regimes were found to be 

dissimilar crossnationally for both job mobility and career mobility. The roots of 

this phenomenon appear to lie in the way schooling and vocational training are 

organized. West Germany, for example, has an educational system that is, relative to 

those of the other two nations, much more standardized (Allmendinger, 1989a). 

Standardized systems inhibit downward occupational mobility because qualifications 

are not firm-specific, and therefore are relatively easily transferred to other 

employers. Unstandardized systems, such as in the United States, generate increased 

risk of downward mobility in the case of forced job transitions, since qualifications 

and seniority benefits tend to be firm specific. Thus, it is not surprising that West 

Germans experience significantly fewer job shifts than do workers in the United 

States—and that most of the transitions that are made by West German workers are to 

higher prestige jobs.

Overall, the research showed-both inter-nationally and intra-nationally-that there is 

no single factor that tilts people or nations towards similar mobility regimes. There 

are no inescapable economic demands. Rather, organizational, institutional, and 

economic conditions interact to affect the careers and lives of workers. These results 

raise serious questions about the functionalist argument that socio-economic 

developments necessarily lead to convergence in cultural patterns. To the contrary, 

we can agree with the conclusion of the Aix school that the "effets sociétales et cul

turelles" persist rather than disappear over time.
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The present study is, however, only a modest step towards more inclusive 

understanding of how institutional factors shape worklife mobility processes. 

Foremost, we need to know more about specific organizational characteristics—such 

as internal versus external recruitment and promotion practices-that clearly are 

consequential for worklife mobility. Inter-population differences in the importance of 

time spent in the labor market, for example, probably cannot be explained merely by 

population-specific attributes. More likely, such differences derive from variations in 

labor market structures and from characteristics of the organizations to which the 

members of the four populations were exposed.

The above sentences are not a call for more and more variables to be incorporated 

into mobility models. Empirical analyses conducted without benefit of theoretical 

guidance surely would leave researchers lost in a myriad of potential variable 

linkages. Hence, an orienting theoretical position is paramount. It remains a task for 

future research to generate the empirical data and the conceptual models that will 

allow ever more informative analyses of the interdependencies among individuals, 

households, organizations, and societies. To the extent that progress in made on this 

task, there will indeed be an ongoing evolution of social mobility research.
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Notes

1, This is the revised version (Featherman, Jones & Hauser, 1975) of the convergence thesis, originally 
formulated by Lipset and Zetterberg (1959).

2. This interpretation is guided by the results of early cross-national studies which focused on organiza
tions and labor markets within organizations. Examples are the work of Sengenberger and Köhler (1983) 
on the personnel strategies of American and German automobile firms in times of changing labor market 
conditions; the work of Lutz (1976),. who analyzed organizational differences in French and German 
firms; and die research of the "Aix school," which originally also focused on Franco-German differences 
(Maurice & Sellier, 1979).

3. Of course, longitudinal data should be analyzed with indicators that are also time dependent. In regard' 
to economic conditions (for example, unemployment rate and gross national product), this seems trivial: 
census data are readily available and can be linked to survey data. Other variables, however, are still 
conceptualized as static variables. The prestige level of a specific occupation, for example, is obtained by 
using a scale which is entirely independent of time and space-as if the prestige associated with a specific 
occupation does not change with the transformation of the occupational structure.

4. The limited availability of such data presently restricts researchers from studying intragenerational 
mobility patterns. Longitudinal data that cover more than one generation are not yet available.

5. This, in short, is Treiman’s (1975) "structural theory of prestige determination.”

6. Usually the researcher classifies, in the form of mobility tables, the occupational position of individuals 
at two points in time. In inter-generational studies, these two points in time span one generation. The 
resulting intergenerational mobility table is then decomposed into the mobility due to change in marginal 
distribution (structural mobility) and the remaining quantity ("exchange," "pure," or "individual" mobility). 
Hence, while what accounts for structural mobility is specified, it remains conceptually unclear how 
exchange mobility is generated-even though this is the quantity .that is compared, and found to be similar, 
across nations.

7. See Grusky and Hauser (1984) for an explicit test of effects of macro-economic variables on mobility 
rates, and Müller, König and Liittinger (1988) for an attempt to elucidate international peculiarities by 
examining differences in educational systems.

8. The Social Accounts Program was initiated by James S. Coleman and Peter H. Rossi.
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9. This truncation was necessary only for (a) descriptive analyses and (b) the creation of the macro- 
economic indices that indicate the average economic conditions during the time a job was held. It must be 
noted, however, that differences in respondent’s age at the time of the interview may have implications 
beyond those due to different observation periods.

10. Note that the time spent in jobs held prior to "career start" (i.e., before last exiting schooling) is 
reflected in separate indicators (see above).

11. In Norway and West Germany the intercorrelation between gross national product and unemployment 
was too high to permit to be considered both variables simultaneously.

12. In West Germany, active recruitment policies attracted workers from Turkey, Spain, and Italy. Around 
1970, two million foreign workers were employed, a number amounting to 16 percent of all workers in 
the manufacturing sector. Because these workers were mainly assigned to unskilled jobs at the lowest 
levels of industry, they enhanced the prospects of German workers to gain higher status positions. Seen as 
a macroeconomic variable, employment of foreign workers thus reflects prosperous economic times.

13. I consider ah reported job spells with more than 35 hours/week because particularly short job spells 
may indicate a changing occupational structure or swings in the labor market. This constrasts to much 
prior research, in which job spells that last less than six months are excluded.

14. The interpretation of the estimated parameters of the independent covariates is as usual: a positive 
parameter indicates that the independent variable increases the rate-in other words, that it increases the 
probability of changing a job at any point of time. A negative parameter indicates that the covariate 
reduces the likelihood of changing jobs.

15. To compare two models, one calculates twice the positive difference between their log-likelihoods. 
Under the null hypotheses of no difference, this statistic has a chi-square distribution (Allison, 1984:20). 
The associated degrees of freedom are the numbers of constraints that distinguish the two models, which 
is the difference between the number of variables in the two models.

16. Upward occupational mobility is defined as a transition between two jobs in which the destination job 
has a prestige score ort the Social Attainment Scale that is at least ten percent higher than the SAS score 
of the origin job. Any job transition that does not result in a 10 percent increase in SAS is excluded. The 
choice of a ten percent difference is arbitrary, dictated by the wish to treat minor improvements in status 
as "noise."
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17. All macroeconomic indicators are introduced in these models as time constant covariates. This 
procedure is not optimal. What one would ideally like to know is how the hazard of experiencing a job 
shift is affected by macroeconomic conditions at any given point in time. This could be achieved by 
introducing the macroeconomic variables as time-varying explanatory variables. The computer algorithms 
for constructing and maximizing such likelihood functions, however, are very complex and they 
enormously increase computing time (by a factor of 15 per time-dependent covariate). A precise estima
tion of the impact of the time series variables on the rate of job shifts would furthermore require 
collecting these data on a monthly rather than yearly basis because the time dependent covariates should 
be measured with the same frequency with which the occurrence of job changes is reported. Computing 
costs and manpower precluded proceeding with this approach.

18. This reasoning is based on the results of a model which does not include macrostructural variables 
and incorporates only the nation-dummies and the microstractural variables. In this model (not shown here 
but reported by Allmendinger, 1989b), the German coefficient is highly significant and negative. The 
coefficients for white and black Americans also are highly significant and negative. The introduction of 
macrostructural variables then (a) decreases the magnitude of all coefficients of the values reported in 
Table 1, Model 4, and (b) eliminates Norwegian-German differences..

19. These models include the following macro-economic variables: for both American samples "unem
ployment," "GNP," and "agriculture"; for Norway "GNP" and "agriculture”; and for West Germany 
"GNP," "agriculature,"and "percent foreign workers." The full set of models for each population is given 
in Allmendinger, 1989:132-137.

20. Recall that the indicators percentage unemployed and percentage foreign workers in the economy were 
not estimated for all populations.

21. The German ratio is close to that reported by König and Müller (1986). On the basis of a supplement 
of the Microcensus 1971, they found 2.9 upward moves for every downward move in Germany.

22. See Sdrensen, A. B. (1984, 1987:27).

23. The West German and Norwegian findings further support the vacancy competition model. Sdrensen 
(1984, 1987) argues that educational resources are matched to appropriate jobs only when there are 
sufficient numbers of open positions. Open positions are created by other people leaving their jobs. 
Waiting queues of workers anticipating a vacant, status higher position are established and the likelihood 
of each worker getting a better job increases the longer the worker waits, i.e. the longer the worker stays 
in the labor force. According to this model, we therefore expect a positive effect of time spent in the 
labor force on the match between workers’(educational) resources and their occupational (prestige) 
outcomes. In our models, this should show in positive effect of labor force duration on the rate of upward
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shifts as long as occupational outcomes are not controlled. Once occupational outcomes are controlled-as 
is the case when occupational prestige level is included in the models-time in the labor force should not 
have any significant effects.
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Figure i
Summary of Variables

Educational and vocational 
training

(a) Years of formal and vocational training
(b) Level of formal educational attainment: Dummy variable whether 

college, gymnas, or gymnasium degree has bceen attained

Work experience before last 
exiting schooling

(a) Number of all jobs in the transition stage
(b) Length of jobs in the transition stage: Dummy variable whether at 

least one of these jobs was held for more than one year

Labor-force experience Months spent in all jobs from the date of entry into the labor market 
until the beginning month of each new' job spell

Occupational prestige Nation- and time-dependent prestige scores, calculated following the 
Status Attainment Scale (A. B. Sorensen, ¡977, 1979)

Macroeconomic indicators (a) Change in GNP
(b) Percentage of males in agriculture
(c) National unemployment rate
(d) Percentage of foreign workers in the German economy



Mean

Figure 2
Average Number of Job Spells 

Cohort 1930

= 6.4 0

US (Whites) US (Blacks) Norway West Germany
(6,5) (5,6) (7.5) (3.5)
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Table I
Partial Likelihood Estimates of Models for Transition Rates to Any Job

Ail Populations, Cohort 1930

Estimates for model 1 2 3 4

-Log likelihood
Chi-square
df

100,997
112

1

100,746
461

6

100,546
855

8

100.405 ' 
1084 

11

Labor-force, experience -.0014**
(.0001)

-.0013**
(.000!)

-.0004**
(.0001)

.0005
(.0004)

Number of transition jobs .0271**
(.0048)

.0352**
(.0049)

.0302**
(.0056)

Duration of transition jobs -.0654*'*
(.0277)

-.1519**
(.0281)

-.1120**
(.0305)

Years of schooling -.0529**
(.0057)

-.0127*
(.0062)

.0051
(.0069)

College/gymnasium
i

.3253**
(.0426)

.2169**
(.0432)

.1596**
(.0446)

Prestige (SAS) -.154!**
(.0143)

-.1748**
(.0144)

-.1595**
(.0145)

Change in GNP .0482**
(.0052)

.0214**
(.0056)

Percentage of males 
in agriculture

.0261**
(.0014)

.051!**
(.0074)

United States: Whites .6304**
(.1116)

United States: Blacks .3929**
(.1167)

West Germany ' ' ' -.1033
(.1076)

* p >  .05.
** p >  .01.
Standard errors in parentheses.
Number of episodes: 13,610. ,
Percentage of censored observations: 14.86.
Note: Data basis is the pooled data file. German data have been truncated at 1970.
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Table 2
Nation-Specific Partial Likelihood Estimates of Models for Transition Rates to

Any Job, Cohort 1930

Labor-force
experience

Transition jobs 
No. Duration

Education 
Level Years

Prestige
SAS

Macro-economic condition 
GNP Unem- Agri- 

ployment culture
Foreign
workers

, N

Whites -,002**®b .014® -.141*® .129® .036*® -.264** .025**® -.013 .029® _
(.001) (.012) (.072) (.099) (.013) (.034) (.009) (.031) (.018) (-) 2184

Blacks -,001ab .071** -.120® -.162® .038**® -.134**® .030*® -.113** .023® -
(.001) (.023) (.098) (.161) (.016) (.056) (.015) (.040) (.023) (-) 1553

Norway -.003**® .006® -.042® 275**b -,020*b -.111**® .031**® _ 123**b -
(.000) (.007) (.033) (.058) (.009) (.010) (.008) (-) (.010) (-) 8682

West -,001**b _ _ .679**b -,034b -.142**® .007® _ ,084**®b .083**
Germany (.000) (-) (-) (.196) (.023) (.054) (.017) (-) (.035) (.034) 1225

-  Variable not estimated for this population.
* p >  .05.
** p>.01.
Variables that do not share a superscript are significantly different from one another (p <  .05). 
Standard errors in parentheses.
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Figure 3
Average Number of Upward Job Spells in the Career History

Cohort 1930



Table 3
Partial Likelihood Estimates of Models for Transition Rates to Jobs 

Which Lead to a Gain in Occupational Prestige 
All Populations, Cohort 1930

Estimates for model 1 2 _ 3 4

-Log likelihood 32,348 17,194 17,099 17,078
Chi-square 483 1,041 1,237 1,263
df 1 6 8 11

Labor-force experience -.0105** -.0052** -.0041** .0045**
(.0005) (.0006) (.0006) (.0009)

Number of transition jobs .0148 .0231 .0071
(.0119) (.0121) (.0137)

Duration of transition jobs ' -.0232 -.1785** -.1783**
(.0632) (.0638) (.0699)

Years of schooling .0717** -.1449** .1518**
(.0122) (.0137) (.0151)

College/gymnasium .9201** .6887** .6441**
(.0854) (.0879) (.0898)

Prestige (SAS) -1.2136** -1.2441** ■ -1.2378**
(.0457) (.0464) (.0468)

Change in GNP .1237** .0910**
(.0149) (.0167)

Percentage of males .0381** .0339*
in agriculture (.0031) (.0167)

United States: Whites .1826
(.2566)

United States: Blacks -.0831
(.2658)

West Germany -.4077
(.2114)

* p >  .05.
** p>.01.
Standard errors in parentheses.
Number of episodes: 4,298.
Percentage of censored observations: 47.07.
Note: Data basis is the pooled data file. German data have been truncated at 1970.
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Table 4
Nation-Specific Partial Likelihood Estimates of Models Estimating the Rates of

Higher Prestige Jobs, Cohort 1930

Labor-force Transition jobs Education Prestige Macro-economic condition N
experience No. Duration Level • Years S A S G N P Unem

ployment
Agri

culture
Foreign
workers

Whites -.006* * *a ~.050a ,215a J86a J96**a -i.334**a ,107**a -.953** -.060*a _
(.002) (.028) (.181) (.227) (.035) (.117) (.029) (.099) (.039) (-> 721

Blacks ~.005**a -,017ab -,263a , ,290a j70«*a -1.394*-*a .202** -1.336** -,Q82*a -
(.002) (.056) (.219) (.290) (.033) (M2) (.033) (.125) (.040) (-) 563

Norway -,003a ,037*b -.!34**a ,735**b ,178**a ~1.068**b ,085**a - .079** -
(.001) (.017) (.056) (.118) (.023) (.056) (.023) (-) (.023) <-) 2461

West -,003a - _ j j27**k 1!7**a -1.319**ab .373**' _ -.360** .284*
Germany (.003) (') (-) (.366) (.045) (.153) (.04!) ir) (.089) (.14!) 553

-  Variable not estimated for this population.
* p >  .05.
**p>.01.
Variables that do not share a superscript are significantly different from one another (p <  .05). 
Standard errors in parentheses.


