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1 Introduction

Several studies have demonstrated a female disadvantage with regards to upward
occupational mobility due to structural barriers commonly referred to as “glass
ceilings” (Maume 1999a; Reskin 1993; Cotter et al. 2001). These barriers are often
attributed to prejudice based on gender stereotypes of social roles (e.g. Eagly 2003;
Eagly and Karau 2002) as well as discrimination and stigmatization, particularly of
mothers (Aisenbrey et al. 2009; Benard and Correll 2010; Budig et al. 2012; England
2005; Gangl and Ziefle 2009). In addition to studies of a female disadvantage
in male-typical occupations, Williams (1992) demonstrated men to experience
more career opportunities for promotion compared to women in female-typical
occupations (i.e. “the glass escalator” effect).

We provide a holistic description of how gender effects on upward occupational
mobility vary by gender-typical occupations.1 To this end, much of the empirical
research concerning gender differences in career advancement has focused on either

1The gender-typicality of occupations is defined as follows: occupations with more than 70% of
female employees are defined as female-typical, occupations with 30 up to 70% women as mixed,
and occupations with less than 30% of female employees subject to social insurance contributions
as male-typical or henceforth referred to as female, mixed and male.
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the American (e.g. Maume 1999a; Budig 2002) or Scandinavian context (e.g. Hultin
2003). For Germany, there are many studies on gendered occupational careers (for
the motherhood penalty in downward occupational mobility see e.g. Aisenbrey
et al. 2009, for gender-pay gap see e.g. Brückner 2004, for gender inequalities in
occupational prestige see e.g. Härkönen et al. 2016, or Manzoni et al. 2014), on the
importance of partner resources for occupational promotion (Bröckel et al. 2015) or
the gender pay gap in managerial positions (Busch and Holst 2009; Holst 2006).

Only one study controls for gender-typical occupational differences. In analyzing
the gender gap in attaining a first management position, Ochsenfeld (2012) uses field
of study as measurement of gender-typicality of occupation. However, this study
only considers access into leadership, but does not consider a potential revolving
door mechanism, whereby access to leadership position may not guarantee remain-
ing in this position. Similarly, Dämmrich and Blossfeld (2017) recently investigated
a female disadvantage in holding a supervisory position from a country comparative
perspective. For Germany they found that women working in male occupations do
not significantly differ from men in holding supervisory positions. Although they
accounted for horizontal gender segregation, we contribute to the literature by taking
into account two dimensions of a potential male advantage in upward occupational
mobility: (1) accessibility and (2) the likelihood to stay in or to leave a leadership
position.

Subsequently, we investigate to what extent glass ceiling and glass escalator
effects are indeed evident in West Germany. More precisely, we ask: (1) Do men
demonstrate an advantage regarding access to and staying in leadership? (2) To
what extent does occupational segregation explain gender differences in upward
mobility? (3) Do gender effects vary across occupations?

To answer these research questions, the West German case is of special interest.
Despite recent changes in work family policies in Germany that are work-family
oriented, our observation time is better reflected in the long-standing tradition of
the male breadwinner and female caregiver household division of labor that has
reinforced gender norms over time (Trappe et al. 2015). Moreover, this dynamic has
been further strengthened by strong horizontal sex segregation, whereby women
typically belong to different occupations than men (Jacob et al. 2013).

Previous research has linked this selection process of men and women into
gender-typical jobs to explain gender differences in vertical sex segregation (Dämm-
rich and Blossfeld 2017; Charles 2003). Others have investigated whether men
and women are more advantaged in gender-typical or gender-atypical occupations.
Some have found evidence of a “glass ceiling” effect for women in male occupations
(Reskin and Roos 1990), but a “glass escalator” effect for men in female occupations
(Williams 1992; Maume 1999b; Cotter et al. 2001). To this end, we aim to
demonstrate to what extent these gender differences are attributed to horizontal sex
segregation in West Germany.

Section 2 presents our hypotheses, which are derived from theory and empirical
evidence. In Sect. 3, we discuss our sample using data from the German National
Educational Panel Study (NEPS). As this provides monthly employment histories,
we use discrete-time hazard models to estimate the influence of gender, gender-
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typical occupations and the interaction of both on the probability to enter and to stay
in leadership positions. The results of the analyses are provided in Sect. 4. Section 5
discusses results and avenues for further research.

2 Theoretical Considerations and Hypotheses

The expected male advantage regarding upward occupational mobility denotes two
dimensions: (1) a higher probability to enter leadership positions and (2) a higher
probability to stay in leadership positions. This assumption receives support from
several theoretical approaches discussed in more detail in the following sections.
As we aim to also disentangle the main and interaction effects between gender and
occupational gender composition, we have organized theoretical considerations by
(1) gender effects, (2) gender compositional effects and (3) how gender effects vary
across female, mixed and male occupations.

2.1 Gender and Upward Occupational Mobility

Despite some improvements in female educational attainment and labor market
participation in younger cohorts, women often fail to attain leadership positions,
which are dominated by men (e.g. Eagly 2003). Several theories have been put
forward to explain the well-documented male advantage in upward mobility. For
example, the “glass ceiling” effect refers to structural barriers that women face when
rising up the career ladder. Consequently, the male advantage is stronger at the top
of the status hierarchy than at lower levels (Cotter et al. 2001).

Albeit a highly complex phenomenon, many sociologists have emphasized how
gender norms contribute to prejudice against women with regards to obtaining
promotions during the career (e.g. Ridgeway 2001; Ridgeway and Correll 2004;
Williams 1992). For example, “role congruity theory” argues that women hold
fewer leadership positions because these positions are typically associated with
characteristics attributed to men (Eagly and Karau 2002). The perceived incongruity
between traditional female role characteristics and leadership roles thus stigmatizes
women as less appropriate for leadership. Eagly and Karau (2002) further observed
that women exhibiting male characteristics are also stigmatized and devalued in
comparison to their male counterparts (England et al. 1994; Ridgeway 2001),
despite being more congruent with leadership characteristics. Therefore, the male
advantage is not only observed when entering leadership, but also over the occupa-
tional trajectories of men and women. Based on these theoretical considerations, we
hypothesize:
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• H1a: Men are more likely to enter a leadership position compared to women,
irrespective of the gender composition of the respective occupation held.

• H1b: Men are less likely to drop out of leadership positions compared to women,
irrespective of the gender composition of the respective occupation held.

2.2 Gender Composition and Upward Occupational Mobility

In additional to gender effects, there are several studies that attribute male advan-
tages in the labor market to occupational sex segregation (e.g. Charles 2003; Ko
et al. 2015 for the US; Hultin 2003 for Sweden; Busch 2013 for Germany). However,
most of these studies do not take into account the role of labor market segmentation
or provide theoretical arguments for differences in the institutional set-up structuring
upward mobility in female and male occupations. Because men and women often
(self-)select employment in gender-typical occupations, we argue that much of
the gender effect can be explained by the different work arrangements of these
occupations. For this reason, we are interested in how gender composition influence
leadership opportunities regardless of gender.

As an important aspect of mobility research, labor market sociologists have long
debated the relationship between labor market segmentation and opportunities for
promotion (Edwards 1979; Sengenberger 1987). The growth of large firms is argued
to have contributed to labor market segmentation, as hierarchical career ladders
were created as a means to secure employee commitment, control the workplace
and to reduce sunk costs caused by worker turnover (Farkas and England 1988;
Sørensen and Kalleberg 1981). These characteristics, however, largely describe the
career trajectories in male occupations.

In contrast, female occupations tend to be primarily aligned either with low-
skilled, service sector or semi- and high-skilled, professional occupations. The
first type of female occupations exhibits the “revolving doors analogy” comprising
low-wage, dead-end jobs that do not provide opportunities for career advancement
(Jacobs 1989; Charles and Grusky 2004; Williams 2013). The second type of female
occupations is more closely associated with occupational-specific professions (e.g.
teaching professions or health professions).

As upward mobility opportunities are highly differentiated across occupations,
we expect that female occupations offer fewer opportunities for promotion than
male occupations irrespective of the employees’ gender. Subsequently, much of the
so-called gender effect may actually reflect the selection of women into female
occupations that do not offer many opportunities for promotion. Therefore, we
hypothesize:

• H2a: Men and women are more likely to hold a leadership position in male-
typical occupations and less likely in female-typical ones compared to mixed
occupations.
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• H2b: Men and women are less likely to drop out of leadership positions in male-
typical occupations and more likely in female-typical ones compared to mixed
occupations, irrespective of gender.

2.3 Gender Composition and Upward Occupational Mobility,
by Gender

In addition to the direct effects of gender and occupational sex segregation, other
researchers have argued that the effect of occupational sex segregation may also vary
by gender (Dämmrich and Blossfeld 2017; Maume 1999b; Reskin and Roos 1990;
Reskin 1993; Cotter et al. 2001). To this end, we lastly inquire whether the male
advantage is stronger in male or female occupations. In the following paragraphs,
we review several theories that offer polarized viewpoints that we have adopted here
as competing hypotheses.

The implicit effect that gender has on the job-matching processes has been
extensively demonstrated in relation to statistical discrimination and others means of
social closure, i.e. the process by which a group attempts to maintain their position
by preventing others from entering (Reskin 1988; Acker 1990; Baron and Newman
1990; Cockburn 1991; Maume 1999a). Women entering male occupations, they not
only enter a job queue as job search and job matching theories suggest, but they also
enter a “gender queue” whereby employers rank women beneath men due to gender
stereotypical belief (Jacobs 1989; Reskin and Roos 1990). For this reason, women
are often more disadvantaged when competing for jobs and promotions so that they
often are eventually driven out of male occupations due to discrimination or the lack
of opportunities (Reskin and Roos 1990).

Kanter’s theory of “tokenism” similarly argues that all tokens or minorities
are disadvantaged due to heightened visibility, prejudice and gender segregating
processes that contribute to social exclusion (Kanter 1977). In line with this theory,
men and women are more likely to hold a leadership position in gender-typical
occupations than in atypical ones. Respectively, a third hypothesis tested here is:

• H3a: The likelihood to enter a leadership position is higher through gender-
typical occupations than gender-atypical ones.

In line with the revolving doors analogy (Jacobs 1989), individuals in gender-
typical occupations are less likely to drop out of these occupations. Thus, we further
hypothesize that men and women spend more time in leadership in gender-typical
occupations:

• H3b: The likelihood to drop out of leadership positions is lower in gender-typical
occupations rather than in gender-atypical ones.

In contrast to Kanter’s theory of tokenism, however, role congruity theory argues
that men have a greater advantage in upward occupational mobility in female
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occupations because they are “only” competing with women whose gender roles
are less closely aligned to leadership role characteristics. Similarly, Williams (1992)
also argues that men demonstrate a greater advantage in female occupations due to
gender stereotyping prejudice in favor of men for leadership positions. Empirical
support for this argumentation is given by Dämmrich and Blossfeld (2017). In
a country comparative study they investigate women’s disadvantage in holding
supervisory positions based on the ISCO classification of occupations. Coined as
the “glass escalator” effect, this perspective presents competing hypotheses to H3a
and H3b:

• H4a: The male advantage in entering a leadership position is highest in female
occupations rather than male ones.

• H4b: The male advantage regarding a lower drop out of leadership position is
highest in female occupations rather than male ones.

3 Data and Methods

3.1 Data and Sample

To compare gender and gender compositional effects on upward occupational
mobility, we use information on monthly employment biographies from the NEPS,
starting cohort 6, (see Blossfeld et al. 2011). This longitudinal dataset contains
retrospectively collected employment biographies of individuals born between 1944
and 1986. We use the first four waves available as scientific use file (SUF), carried
out from 2009 to 2013. Furthermore, a previous wave of the adult survey was
conducted from 2007 to 2008 by the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) under
the title, Working and Learning in a Changing World” (ALWA).

We follow individuals from their first significant job for a period of 15 years (180
months). Hence, recent changes in work-family policies are not covered by our data.
The first significant job is defined as the first job between the age of 15 and 35 that
lasted at least 6 months, which has been similarly used in several previous studies
(e.g. Lindemann and Kogan 2013; Smyth 2005). Jobs in preparation for a career,
such as internship, traineeship, preparatory service and jobs as student worker are
not included. We also excluded respondents who never had a first significant job
or have missing information for additional sample-defining characteristics, such
as gender or birth date. Furthermore, we excluded individuals born after 1975, as
there are too few individuals in the latter birth cohort that adhere to our selection
criterion of 180 months of observation following their first significant job. After
data preparation and cleaning, our sample consists of 6,402 individual employment
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biographies of which 2,926 are female (45.7%) and 3,476 are male (54.3%). We
cover the birth cohorts from 1944 to 1955 (32.8%), from 1956 to 1965 (41.1%) and
from 1966 to 1975 (26.1%).2

3.2 Variables

Our primary variables of interest are: (1) upward occupational mobility, (2) the
gender of respondent and (3) gender composition of the occupation held at each
point in time. In the following we show how these concepts are operationalized.

3.2.1 Upward Occupational Mobility

With regards to upward occupational mobility, we are chiefly interested in whether
men are more likely, to enter and to stay in leadership compared to women. A
leadership position is defined as supervisors and executives, coded with “9” as digit
four of the KldB2010—the German job classification—coding, and coded with 3 or
4 as digit five of KldB2010 (educational requirement level). Following the German
statistical office, we also code 71104 (Managing directors and executive board
members-highly complex tasks), 71214 (Legislators-highly complex tasks) und
71224 (Senior officials of special interest organizations-highly complex tasks) as
leadership positions (Eisenmenger et al. 2014). Regarding this definition 253 of the
1286 occupations are defined as leadership position. However, not all occupations
are represented in our sample.

The first outcome “entering leadership position” is defined as first month of an
employment in a leadership position after entering the labor market; the second
outcome “staying in” versus “leaving” is defined as any state which is not a
leadership position after holding one. This is irrespective to job change, i.e. if the
individual continues in another leadership position at a different job, the time spent
is viewed as leadership continuous. Furthermore, we are not able to control for if
the drop out is voluntary or involuntary.

3.2.2 Gender and Gender-Type of Occupation

While the interviewers report the respondents’ gender, the occupation is surveyed
by the open question: “Let’s start with the first job you had since <DATE>. Please
tell me what occupation this was!” The additionally merged gender composition of
occupations based on the German Mikrozensus is provided by the German Labor

2Further descriptive statistics are available here: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
320036349_Appendix_only_online.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320036349_Appendix_only_online
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/320036349_Appendix_only_online
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Agency. As the gender composition of occupations is subject to changes over time,
we use the mean share of female employees between the years 2001 and 2011.3

The occupations were then categorized as female occupations with more than 70%
of female employees, mixed occupations with 30 up to 70% women, and male
occupations with less than 30% of female employees subject to social insurance
contributions.4

3.3 Methods

For a first glance we use sequence visualization to describe occupational biographies
of men and women. Therefore, we distinguished between nine mutually exclusive
states that are based on employment activity, the gender composition of a job held
and whether or not the position is in a managerial capacity. These include: (1)
manager in female occupation, (2) employee in female occupation (3) manager
in mixed occupation, (4) employee in mixed occupation (5) manager in male
occupation, (6) employee in male occupation, (7) parental leave, (8) unemployment
and (9) education and training. Additionally, we had to include a tenth state for gaps.

In a second step we look at Kaplan-Meier survival functions. To compare the
survivor functions between our groups of interest, we are calculating risk sets
for each of the 180 month of observation “for being in a leadership” position
or “not being in a leadership” position. Firstly, we compare leadership positions
held by men and women; secondly, we compare the duration of men and women
in leadership position by gender-type of occupation. For both calculations, we
use four test statistics: Log-rank, Wilcoxon, Tarone-Ware and Peto-Peto test as
recommended by Blossfeld et al. (2012).

In a third step, we use discrete-time event history models, which documents
whether, and if so, when events occur (Andreß et al. 2013). We use separate analyses
for our two outcome variables of interest: (1) we model the accessibility of leader-
ship for the whole sample and (2) we estimate the probability to leave the leadership
position for those who at least once in observation time hold a managerial position.
Subsequently, our dependent variables are conditional transition probabilities that
individual i will experience the respective event at time t, given that the individual
hadn’t such a transition already in the past. We do not allow for repeating events.
Thus, we only consider the first managerial position observed and assume that
the dependent variables are dichotomous: “0” for the origin state and “1” for the
destination state. Observations after the first occurrence of the event of interest are
no longer part of the analysis.

3The mean is based on the data from 30th of June as record date for each year to prevent bias of
seasonal variation. At that time, the labor market is sturdiest due to stable weather conditions.
4With a stricter cutting point of, for example, 80%, there are too few occupations female-typical
and with a lower cutting point, such as 60%, occupations that have a nearly balanced gender ratio
are also defined as female. However, lower and higher cutting points are used for robustness checks.
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As the starting point of our observation period, we identify the first significant
job as the point of entry. For the second analysis, we begin with entry into the first
leadership position. Although our data are not left censored, we do not know or do
not take into account if any of the observed individuals move up into or leave a
leadership position after observation time. Thus, we may have right censored data.
For this reason we chose this period length of 15 years apart from labor market entry
to have a balanced panel data set.

The event history model is estimated using logistic regression, including a time
variable as independent covariate, and time-constant as well as time-varying control
variables (for more detailed discussion see e.g. Andreß et al. 2013). Furthermore,
we use robust standard errors to take into account that month are nested within
individuals.

4 Results

To first examine the relationship between the probability to enter a leadership posi-
tion with gender and gender-typical occupations, Sect. 4.1 presents the visualization
of occupational biography sequences; in Sect. 4.2 we report results for Kaplan-
Meier Survivor Functions by gender and gender-type of occupation, as well as
regression results of event history analysis for entering a leadership position; and
finally Sect. 4.3 shows the results for the probability to drop out of leadership for
the subsample of those who hold such a position.

4.1 Leadership Position by Gender and Gender-Typical
Occupation

Based on the KldB2010 measure, only 6.2% of individuals in the sample hold
a leadership position. With regards to gender differences, men appear to have
a comparative advantage over women: Only 3.4% of women hold a leadership
position, compared to 9% of men.

Table 1 shows the duration (Share of Month) in leadership for the subsam-
ple of those at least once in leadership. Here again, all gender differences are
highly significant and as expected. Women seem to have an advantage in female
occupations, while men demonstrate a comparable advantage in mixed and male
occupations. Compared to women, men are only more likely to stay in a leadership
position in mixed or male- occupations compared to female ones. From these
descriptive results, men are more likely to stay in leadership positions in gender-
typical occupations. A male advantage in female occupations is not observable.

In Fig. 1, we illustrate the distribution of occupational states by gender for a
period of 180 months, following the first significant job. Both men and women are
likely to start their employment biography in a gender-typical occupation (62% for
women and 56% for men). Thereby, at least at labor market entry, men are less
gender-typical than women. In addition, the difference between distributions of
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Table 1 Duration in leadership, by gender and occupational gender-type

Women Men Total Chi2 (Pr)

Female-typical leadership occupation (n = 7,686) 58.1 49.2 56.6 0.000

Mixed leadership occupation (n = 26,288) 62.3 89.2 78.4 0.000

Male-typical leadership occupation (n = 54,708) 62.6 87.7 81.6 0.000

All occupations (n = 88,695) 61.5 87.3 78.5 0.000

Data: NEPS SUF, SC6 D-5.1.0
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Fig. 1 Sequence distribution plot of occupational states, by gender. Time (horizontal axis) is the
number of months following the first significant job. Data: NEPS SUF, SC6 D-5.1.0

occupational states at 1 and 180 months is much more varied for women than it
is for men. For example, the share of women working in a female occupation has
decreased from 60 to less than 40% by the end of observation period.

For men, the share employed in a male occupation is nearly the same in month
180 after labor market entry. It should also be noted, however, that roughly 35% of
women have dropped out of the labor market by month 180, presumably accounting
for much of the decline of women in female occupations. It is also observable that
the gender differences in holding a leadership position, is smallest at the beginning
of observation time. As time goes by, more men than women enter leadership
positions, especially in male occupations. Regardless of the occupation, however,
the highest proportion of leadership positions is observable at the end of observation
time, for both men and women.
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Fig. 2 Access to leadership, by gender and gender-type of occupation. Data: NEPS SUF, SC6
D-5.1.0

4.2 Access to Leadership Positions

4.2.1 Kaplan-Meier Survivor Function

In this section, we present results from product-limit estimations by gender and
gender-type of occupation. This technique has the advantage to be a time-driven
estimation technique, meaning that we can demonstrate how differences develop
over observation time. The survival curves demonstrated in Fig. 2 reflect the effect
of gender—or respective gender-type of occupation—on the probability to “survive”
without entering a leadership position. Thus, a “failure” means upward occupational
mobility. Subsequently, we applied several test statistics to test whether differences
between the groups are significant.

It is obvious that differences are increasing over time, even if they remain
relatively small. However, we can observe the expected pattern: men seem to have an
advantage to “not survive” without upward mobility. All four applied test statistics
confirm that gender differences are highly significant (p < 0.001).

Similarly, the survivor functions by gender-type of occupation meet our expec-
tations: Individuals in female occupations are at lower risk to take up a leadership
position then individuals in mixed and especially male occupations. All four test
statistics again are highly significant (p < 0.001). However, none of those survivor
functions take into account a possible interaction of gender and gender-composition.
Furthermore, it is not controlled for further heterogeneity between the groups.
Therefore, we show results of event history models in the following.

4.2.2 Regression Results

To disentangle the relevance of gender, gender-type of occupation and their
interaction for the upward occupational mobility of men and women, we estimate
hierarchical discrete-time event history models with robust standard errors (Table 2).
In the first model we only include gender as explanatory variable beside all control
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Table 2 Logistic EHA for access to leadership positions

M1 M2 M3

State number per ID 0.021*** 0.020*** 0.020***

Men 0.792*** −0.096 0.294 #

Gender-type of occupation (Ref. mixed)

Sextype female −2.213*** −2.329***

Sextype male 0.728*** 1.230***

Interaction of gender and gender-type of occupation (Ref. mixed)

Men*female occupation 0.793 #

Men*male occupation −0.768***

Time constant control variables

Cohort (Ref. 1944–1955)

1956–1965 −0.022 −0.122 −0.113

1966–1975 0.085 −0.012 −0.008

Born in Germany −0.115 0.029 0.026

Age at LM Entry 0.033 * 0.040 ** 0.038 **

Educational Degree at LM Entry (Ref. without vocational degree)

With VET 0.238# 0.229 0.265#

With higher educational degree 0.484* 0.381 0.394

Time varying control variables

Marital status (Ref. single)

Married −0.226# −0.222# −0.218#

Divorced 0.038 −0.003 0.007

Number of children −0.165 −0.109 −0.125

Number of month employed −0.028*** −0.028*** −0.028***

Number of month in parental leave −0.007 −0.003 −0.003

Number of month in unemployment −0.014* −0.012# −0.012

Number of month in further education −0.006 −0.004 −0.005

Employed as public official −1.281 *** −0.849* −0.937**

Selfemployed 0.118 −0.372 −0.487

Constant −8.465*** −8.135*** −8.304***

N 836474 836474 836474

Pseudo R-squared 0.03 0.07 0.07

AIC 9253.72 8945.95 8927.97

BIC 9474.82 9190.33 9195.62

Data: NEPS SUF, SC6 D-5.1.0
#p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.001; ***p < 0.001

variables; in model 2 we add the gender-type of occupation and model 3 contain both
plus their interaction. In this way, Likelihood-Ratio tests can be used additionally to
the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
to assess the model fit.

The overall model fit measure AIC indicates that model 3 including also the
interaction effects is the best model. The BIC measure is slightly lower for M2,
but the AIC measurement is more straightforward than the BIC, therefore, the
recommended choice if there are contradictory outcomes. Furthermore, model 3 is
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also recommended looking at the LR-Test results: M1-M2 (p < 0.001) and M2-M3
(p < 0.001).

In line with the results of the Kaplan-Meier survivor curves, the time variable
shows a general increase of the conditional transition probability that individual i
will experience upward occupational mobility at time t , given that the individual
hadn’t such a transition already in the past. Also the main effects of gender and
gender-type of occupation are significant and confirm the results from Kaplan-
Meier estimation. When controlling for gender-typicality of occupation (M2), the
male gender has a non-significant, negative effect on the conditional transition
probability. However, this can be explained through the missing interaction effect, as
the gender effect returns to be significantly positive after the interaction is included.
Thus, it can be concluded that the consideration of only one aspect—or both main
effects–does not lead to proper estimations.

Our results show that women have a significant disadvantage to enter leadership
positions compared to men in all occupations. Thus, we find support for H1a: Men
are more likely to enter leadership positions compared to women, irrespective of
the gender composition of the respective occupation held. Furthermore, we can
support H2a: Men and women are more likely to enter a leadership position in male
occupations than in mixed ones and less likely to enter a leadership position in
female occupations.

Additionally, we find supporting evidence for H3a from the interaction effect
of gender and gender-type of occupation. The effect for men is the sum of the
main coefficient of “sextype male” (1.230) plus the interaction for men in male
occupations (−0.768), which results in a significant positive effect (0.462). Thus,
men are more likely to enter a leadership position through male and mixed rather
than female occupations, even if the advantage in male occupations is smaller for
men than for women. For women, H3a has to be rejected because they have the
highest likelihood to enter leadership in male occupations. This finding is in line
with previous research in Germany that found women to be less disadvantaged
in male occupations (Dämmrich and Blossfeld 2017). The absence of a strong
male advantage in male occupations may in part be explained by unobserved
personality traits of women who take up male occupations (e.g. lower risk aversion,
career-orientation etc.). However, the disadvantage to enter leadership in female
occupations is less pronounced for men, while the advantage in male occupations
is smaller for men than for women. Thus, we as well do find support for a male
advantage—in form of a smaller disadvantage—compared to women in gender-
atypical occupations, which supports H4a.

4.3 Leaving Leadership Positions

In the following, we restrict our observations to those individuals who already
entered a leadership position. We are now interested in a possible male advantage of
staying in a leadership position. Like in the previous section, we first report results
from survivor analyses and second from event history regression.
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Fig. 3 Dropping out of leadership, by gender and gender-type of occupation. Data: NEPS SUF,
SC6 D-5.1.0

4.3.1 Kaplan-Meier Survivor Function

The survival curves in Fig. 3 reflect the effect of gender and gender-type of occu-
pation on the probability to “survive” within a leadership position. Subsequently, a
“failure” means the dropout of leadership and stands for the revolving doors. With
regards to the “survival” in a leadership position, a comparable male advantage is not
observable. Following, the applied test statistics do not confirm gender differences,
except the Wilcoxon: Log-rank (p = 0.697), Wilcoxon (p = 0.008), Tarone-
Ware (p = 0.124), Peto-Peto (p = 0.312). However, a gender-typicality effect
is indeed evident and in line with our expectations. The probability to “survive”
within a leadership position is steeply decreasing over the observation period, lowest
in female occupations and highest in male ones. All four test statistics are highly
significant (p < 0.001).

While the descriptive results above indicate a stronger gender effect with nearly
no differences between mixed and male-typical leadership positions, the Kaplan-
Meier estimations are inconsistent. Therefore, it is important to have a closer look
at the multivariate analysis for a final assessment of results.

4.3.2 Regression Results

The event of interest for the following event history analysis is “dropping out of
leadership” and refers to the revolving door analogy. The month of entry in the first
leadership position is the new starting point of analysis. As in the first analysis, a
“failure” or drop out of leadership aligns with sample attrition as an individual that
already left leadership is no longer “at risk” of dropping out of leadership.

As in the previous section, results (Table 3) are presented including the model
fit measures. Most obvious, the model seems to be more appropriate to estimate
the conditional probability of “surviving” within a leadership position. Nearly all
coefficients are highly significant. The same is true for the LR-Tests which suggest
that the full model including the interaction effects is the most appropriate one (M1-
M2: p < 0.001 and M2-M3: p < 0.001). AIC and BIC confirm this suggestion.
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Table 3 Logistic EHA for dropping out of a leadership position

L1 L2 L3

State number per ID 0.022*** 0.023*** 0.023***

Men 0.115 0.529# 0.531

Gender-type of occupation (Ref. mixed)

Sextype female 2.381*** 2.952***

Sextype male −0.573* −0.849#

Interaction of gender and gender-type of occupation (Ref. mixed)

Men*female occupation −1.258#

Men*male occupation 0.33

Time constant control variables

Cohort (Ref. 1944–1955)

1956–1965 0.014 0.007 0.001

1966–1975 0.168 0.181 0.17

Born in Germany 0.031 0.040 0.008

Age at LM entry −0.087* −0.063 −0.067#

Educational degree at LM entry (Ref. without vocational degree)

With VET −0.084 −0.044 −0.043

With higher educational degree 0.320 0.323 0.363

Time varying control variables

Marital status (Ref. single)

Married −0.192 −0.344 −0.339

Divorced 0.800** 0.733* 0.757*

Number of children 0.611** 0.546** 0.571**

Number of month employed −0.006* −0.007* −0.007**

Number of month in parental leave −0.003 −0.009 −0.011

Number of month in unemployment 0.051* 0.042# 0.042#

Number of month in further education 0.000 0.002 0.001

Employed as public official 0.095 −0.262 −0.185

Selfemployed 0.896 0.643 0.489

Constant −0.091 −0.832 −0.702

N 50892 50892 50892

Pseudo R-squared 0.13 0.21 0.21

AIC 53654.54 48808.49 48546.69

BIC 53813.61 48985.24 48741.12

Data: NEPS SUF, SC6 D-5.1.0
#p < 0.1; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.001; ***p < 0.001

The time effect is increasing again in this model, as it was already visible in the
Kaplan-Meier curves. In comparison to the results for leadership access, there is no
general male advantage for not leaving leadership position. Deviating, the gender-
effect indicates a higher transition probability out of leadership for men, but only
in M2, without control for the interaction. Thus, we are unable to confirm H1b that
men have a general advantage for remaining in a leadership position.
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However, the effect of gender composition is in line with our expectations in H2b.
Women and men do have a higher probability to drop out of leadership in female
compared to mixed occupations. The lower probability to drop out of leadership
in male occupations compared to mixed ones is only significant for women so that
men do not have an advantage in gender-typical occupations. Thus H3b has to be
rejected. However, the disadvantage of a higher drop out risk in female occupations
is lower for men. Thus, we find empirical support for H4b, as a male advantage is
again visible in form of a lower disadvantage in female occupations.

5 Discussion

We have argued that both gender and occupational gender composition have an
independent effect on the likelihood to enter and to stay in leadership. To draw
support for this claim, we have presented several theoretical perspectives that offer
potential explanation for these effects, including gender role congruity theory,
labor market segmentation theory, devaluation theory, tokenism theory and social
closure theory. Using these arguments, we contribute to the literature by specifically
theorizing as to why gender-typical occupations present different opportunity
structures for entering leadership positions and how these may vary by gender.

Using sequence visualization, Kaplan-Meier survivor analysis and event history
regression, we examined conditional transition probabilities of men and women into
and out of leadership positions. Thereby the aim of this paper was to disentangle
effects of gender, gender composition of occupations and their interaction.

For access to leadership positions, most of our hypotheses are supported (see
Table 4). Men do have a comparable advantage in entering leadership positions.
Their likelihood to enter leadership is highest in male occupations. However, their
comparable advantage over women is highest in female occupations but in form of
a smaller disadvantage. Our analyses support the presence of a male advantage with
regards to upward occupational mobility, even when controlling for occupational
gender composition (H1a). Additionally, we were able to show the importance
of the gender-typicality of occupations. We presented discrete-time event history
results for each of the outcome variables. In line with our theoretical expectations,
we find that compared to mixed occupations, female-typical occupations have a
negative effect on access to leadership, while male-typical occupations have a
positive effect (H2a).

A particular surprising result, however, is the interaction effect between the two.
In the theoretical section, we presented two competing hypotheses. We hypothesized
that leadership access would be higher in gender-typical occupations rather than
atypical ones (H3a). We further tested for a glass escalator effect, whereby the male
advantage was hypothesized to be stronger in female occupations rather than male
ones. We found that the likelihood for leadership access is highest in gender-typical
occupations, but this is only the case for men. Moreover, we found support for
H4a, although the male-advantage is only evident in form of a smaller disadvantage
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Table 4 Hypotheses and findings

Access to leadership
(a)

Finding Staying in
leadership (b)

Finding

H1 Men are more likely
to enter a leadership
position compared
to women,
irrespective of the
gender composition
of the respective
occupation held.

Yes Men are more likely
to stay in a
leadership position
compared to
women, irrespective
of the gender
composition of the
respective
occupation held.

No

H2 Men and women are
more likely to hold
a leadership position
in male-typical
occupations than in
female-typical ones.

Yes Men and women in
male-typical
occupations are
more likely to stay
in leadership
positions,
irrespective of
gender.

Yes

H3 The male advantage
in entering a
leadership position
through
gender-typical
occupations is
greater than
gender-atypical
ones.

Yes The male advantage
in staying in a
leadership position
is higher in
gender-typical
occupations rather
than in
gender-atypical
occupations.

Yes

H4 The male advantage
in entering a
leadership position
is highest in
gender-atypical
occupations rather
than gender-typical
ones.

Yes, in form of
smaller disad-
vantage

The male advantage
in staying in a
leadership position
is highest in
gender-atypical
occupations rather
than gender-typical
ones.

Yes, in form of
smaller disad-
vantage

compared to women. Thus, we do not find any evidence of a glass escalator for men
but an advantage compared to women in female occupations.

The second dimension of the comparable male advantage in upward occupational
mobility refers to the revolving doors analogy, meaning wherein that individuals—
especially women—who manage to enter a leadership position are forced out
again. The findings from this analysis are perhaps the most surprising as the
male advantage is not statistically significant (H1b). However, the expected gender
composition effect is indeed evident: Men as well as women have the highest
dropout risk in female occupations (H2b) even if this disadvantage in female
occupations is again less pronounced for men, so that H3b as well as H4b receives
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support from our results and are not thus competing as expected. There is no male
advantage compared to women to stay in leadership position in male occupations.

The general conclusion from our results is that it is not appropriate to analyze
gender differences in upward occupational mobility without taking into account
the gender composition of occupations and especially the interaction effects.
Furthermore, investigating only the access to leadership provides only limited
insight into the male-advantage regarding leadership. While many studies have
focused on gender differences in leadership access, we found only significant gender
differences in terms of staying in leadership for female occupations.

Nevertheless, our results suggest that the (self-)selection into gender-typical
occupations largely fosters a male advantage regarding access and lead to a gender
difference in dropout risks out of leadership. The lower dropout risk for women
in mixed and especially male occupations is likely to reflect a specific selection of
women into leadership and into male occupations regarding other factors, such as
personality or career-orientation. Unfortunately, we were not able to control for or
analyze a probable mechanism of (self-)selection with our data. Therefore, further
research is needed to assess results properly. The use of experiments is particularly
promising to provide important insights into these mechanisms underlying gender
differences and gender discrimination (Correll et al. 2007, see also).
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