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Women’s entry into formerly male-dominated occupations has increased in recent decades, yet 

a significant outflow remains. This study examines the determinants of women’s exits from 

male-dominated occupations, focusing on the effect of previous occupational trajectories. In 

particular, it hypothesizes that occupational trajectories in female-dominated occupations are 

often imbued with meanings and beliefs about the (in)appropriateness of the worker, which 

adversely affect women’s integration and chances when they enter the male sector. Using the 

NLSY79 dataset, the study analyzes the job histories of women employed in the United States 

between 1979 and 2006. The results reveal a disproportionate risk of exit among newcomers 

from female-dominated occupations. Also, women who re-enter the male field are more likely 

to leave it again. Altogether, the findings challenge explanations based on deficiencies in the 

information available to women at the moment of hiring. The evidence points to the existence 

of a “scar effect” of previous work in the female field, which hinders women’s opportunities in 

the male sector and ends up increasing the likelihood of exit.   

Keywords: sex segregation, male-dominated occupations, female-dominated occupations, 

occupational trajectories, scar effect 

Introduction 

Women’s entry into professional and managerial fields in the United States has been one of the 

most dramatic shifts in the sex composition of occupations in recent decades (Cotter, Hermsen, 

and Vanneman 2004; Cohen, Huffman, and Knauer 2009; Mandel 2012, 2013; Jacobs 1992). 

However, women’s accelerated entry into male dominated jobs has failed to eradicate 

occupational segregation by gender. Despite the increasing female presence in male-dominated 
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occupations levels of occupational segregation remain high: in 2009 some 50 percent of women 

in the United States would have had to change occupation for women to be distributed in the 

labor market in the same way as men (Hegewisch et al. 2010). This is in part because women 

continue to leave gender-atypical occupations at higher rates than their male counterparts 

(Jacobs 1989). Specifically, in the early 1980s, the “revolving doors” were shown to send back 

10 out of every 11 women from male-dominated occupations (Jacobs 1989), and the proportion 

was still over two-thirds in the 1990s and 2000s (Author 2011; Sheridan 1997). 

 

Much scholarly attention has been devoted so far to documenting the significant obstacles that 

women encounter in male-dominated occupations, ranging from problems of acceptance and 

integration (Moore 1988; Kanter 1988; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Maume 

1999; Taylor 2010) to skills deficits (Kmec, McDonald, and Trimble 2010; Waite and Berryman 

1986) and the impact of time demands on the reconciliation of family life and work (Jacobs and 

Gerson 2004; Perchesky 2008). Nevertheless, previous research has tended to neglect the 

relevance of women’s previous occupational trajectories. To illustrate this point let us imagine 

two almost identical women, who have just started working in the same male-dominated 

occupation. They both have the same educational background and have the same years’ work 

experience. The only difference between the two women is that one started her career in the 

male sector right after schooling, while the other did so only after a period of employment in 

female-dominated jobs. Are both women equally likely to continue working in the new 

occupation? Do they both face the same kinds of problems when entering a new male-

dominated occupation? Drawing on existing theories and empirical studies, I argue that the 

later-entrant to the male dominated sector faces a higher chance of attrition than the early-

mover, despite their similarities. This is in part because women’s work1 (Reskin and Hartman 
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1986; Spradley and Mann 1975) is imbued with meanings and beliefs about the appropriateness 

and worth, or lack of it, of the worker, which have a negative impact on women’s integration 

and opportunities in the male sector. I introduce the notion of scar effect to summarize the 

penalties associated with time spent in female-dominated occupations for women’s 

opportunities in male-dominated occupations. The scar effect is thus not inevitably inconsistent 

with earlier explanations of women’s exits. Quite the opposite, it works by exacerbating one or 

other of the mechanisms mentioned in the existing literature, deepening the problems women 

face and hastening exit. However, it establishes a relevant variant by distinguishing between 

women formerly employed in the male sector and those transitioning from outside.  

 

The empirical analysis uses the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 dataset (NLSY79) 

to examine the work histories of women employed in the United States between 1979 and 2006, 

including a specific analysis of women’s mobility from male-dominated occupations over the 

course of their working lives. This analysis makes a theoretical as well as an empirical 

contribution to the existing literature. First, prior studies have neglected the potential impact of 

previous occupational trajectories on women’s attrition from male-dominated occupations. 

They have also often failed to address differences in mobility patterns between groups of 

women according to their position in the labor market. By contrast, this study addresses all these 

points and provides a more comprehensive explanation of women’s exits from male-dominated 

occupations.   

The core finding in this paper is that transitioning from a female-dominated occupation 

significantly increases the probability of attrition from male-dominated occupations. In 

addition, previous episodes of employment in male-dominated occupations have a notably 

positive effect on the probability of a woman’s exiting a male-dominated occupation, especially 
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if she is employed in a high-status position. The concurrence of these results challenges 

explanations contending that women’s attrition from male occupations is a means to correct 

existing mismatches in women’s preferences resulting from women’s lack of information at the 

moment of hiring (Kmec, McDonald, and Trimble 2010; Waite and Berryman 1986). The 

findings not only show that previous experience in male-dominated occupations fails to boost 

women’s survival rates, but also that women returning to the male-field, who may therefore be 

assumed to know the score, are in fact the most likely to exit once again. All in all, evidence 

points to the existence of a scar effect of “female work”, so that women’s exits can be partly 

explained by newcomers’ disadvantages with respect to both men and women employed in 

male-dominated occupations, mainly in the most prestigious occupations. Incumbents in male-

dominated occupations tend to penalize women arriving from outside the world of men’s work, 

whose presence is seen as inappropriate or peculiar, over other women whose career paths 

converge with those of their male counterparts. 

 

The scar effect 

Most of the change in the composition of occupations came from women entering male-

dominated occupations, while the presence of men in typically female-dominated occupations 

accounts for only a small part of occupational integration (Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman 

2004; Cohen, Huffman, and Knauer 2009; Jacobs 1992). Increasing transfers from typical 

female to typical male occupations have been attributed to shifts in attitudes and values (Charles 

and Grusky 2004; Davis and Greenstein 2009; Rokeach 1974), improvements in the 

institutional and legal systems (Hirsh 2009; Tomaskovic-Devey et al. 2006; Pettit and Hook 

2009) and, above all, to increasing sex equality in U.S. educational achievement (England and 

Li 2006; Buchmann, DiPrete, and McDaniel 2008). In general, we can affirm that women have 
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had more incentives than men to move into non-traditional activities because traditionally 

female jobs and occupations are still very undervalued (England 2010).  

 

Paradoxically, women’s accelerated entry into male dominated jobs has been accompanied by 

a significant volume of exits. Meanwhile, the persistent devaluation of traditionally female jobs 

(Levanon, England, and Allison 2009) makes women’s exit from male-dominated jobs 

particularly intriguing. Where jobs in the male field offer higher pay and benefits, returning to 

female-dominated occupations adversely affects promotion opportunities (Rosenbaum 1985) 

and means going back to lower status and pay (Levanon, England, and Allison 2009; England 

et al. 1994; Glass 1990). More specifically, the NLSY data used in this paper show that a woman 

transitioning from male- to female-dominated occupations experience will suffer an average 20 

percent drop in her earnings if she was employed as a manager or a professional of some kind. 

The average wage cut for other workers, meanwhile, will still be in the region of 17 percent. In 

short, both men and women have strong pecuniary and non-pecuniary incentives to move 

towards male-dominated occupations (England 2010; Mandel 2012). Yet moving back into a 

female-dominated occupation rather challenges the logic of occupational attainment. Such 

outflows have attracted scholars’ interest because combating the high exit rate of women from 

male-dominated jobs would help to desegregate occupations (Jacobs 1989). 

A very significant body of research widely documents the significant obstacles to acceptance 

and integration women encounter after entering a male-dominated occupation. Exclusionary 

practices like homophile behavior (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Tomaskovic-

Devey 1993; Walby 1986), homo-social reproduction (Moore 1988) and tokenism (Kanter 

1977) hamper women’s performance at work and make their promotion and progress relative 

to male counterparts more difficult, precipitating their exit from men’s jobs (Reskin 1993; 
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Kanter 1977; Cassirer and Reskin 2000; Davies-Netzely 1998). Interestingly, Taylor (2010) 

provides evidence that occupational category itself may drive workplace interaction even if the 

workplace is more sex balanced than the occupation. In this regard, Maume (1999) found that 

the percentage of males in an occupation positively influenced men’s promotion chances, while 

the likelihood of women’s leaving their jobs similarly increased with the percentage of males 

in the occupation. These findings highlight the benefits of simultaneously considering both the 

worker’s own sex and the gender-composition of the occupation, instead of focusing 

exclusively on the job level.  

 

Besides integration problems, some researchers argue that early socialization provides women 

with less information and training for traditionally male jobs. As a result, adult women have 

fewer performance-relevant skills for typically male tasks than their male counterparts, even 

when levels of educational attainment are the same (Reskin 1993). This training deficit 

increases the chance of error and poor performance by women employed in male sectors, and 

these mismatches may be corrected by occupational exit (Kmec, McDonald, and Trimble 2010; 

Waite and Berryman 1986). More recently, scholars have identified the increasing time 

demands of high-status occupations as a relevant factor pushing women to leave male-

dominated jobs. The working day is getting longer, potentially making it harder for workers to 

find a work-life balance (Cha 2010; Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Percheski 2008). In other words, 

women’s investment in high-status occupations does not prevent them from abandoning them 

later.  

 

This paper contributes to existing research by addressing occupational trajectories, a dimension 

that has been inadequately considered in the literature. Studies rarely consider how and when 
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women end up working in a particular occupation (Jacobs 1989). Some women, for example, 

start their careers in the male field immediately after schooling. Others do so after a period of 

employment in female or neutral occupations. Are both women just as likely to continue 

working in a new male-dominated occupation? Grounded in previous theoretical and empirical 

research, I contend that the probability of leaving male-dominated occupations is somewhat 

higher among women transitioning from female occupations than for other women. The 

rationale behind this argument is that occupational backgrounds in the female-dominated sector 

are imbued with meanings and beliefs about low suitability and worth, which may hinder 

women’s integration in male-dominated occupations more than other occupational paths. There 

can be no doubt that jobs in the female-dominated sector have all too often been seen as low 

status work for the weak (England 1992, Acker 1990). Research reveals a general bias against 

women’ work, which is reflected in different ways. Indeed, not only men, but also women 

themselves tend to assign more worth to work performed by men (Deaux 1985). In fact, much 

scholarly attention has been expended to show that skills related with women’s work are 

systematically underrated (England et al. 1994; Jacobs and Steinberg 1990; Glass 1990; 

Sheridan 2006) and recent research shows that female work is still persistently devalued 

(Mandel 2013; Levanon, England, and Allison 2009). I contend that this generalized belief 

about the inferiority of work in female-dominated occupations leads the dominant group to fear 

the potential loss of social status associated with the growing presence of socially devalued 

groups, and this may give existing personnel (both men and women) an incentive to hamper the 

integration of newcomers with the wrong background. In other words, time spent out of the 

male sector can raise doubts about entrants’ legitimacy because of their occupational histories. 
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I use the term scar effect to refer to the penalty resulting from previous employment in female-

dominated occupations. Most of the scarring literature has focused on the consequences of 

unemployment in developed countries, showing that prolonged exposure to unemployment has 

persistent negative effects on workers’ subsequent careers (Gangl 2006; Arulampalam 2001; 

Ruhm 1991). In the context of the present study, the scar effect concerns a different course of 

events which might also affect intragenerational mobility processes. The scar effect, then, 

means that women’s attrition from male-dominated occupations will be linked to the relative 

disadvantage of newcomers transitioning from female occupations with respect to incumbents, 

whether men or women, who will endeavor to hold onto their privileges. The scar effect is thus 

not inevitably incompatible with existing explanations of women’s attrition. On the contrary, it 

can work by exacerbating one or other of the mechanisms mentioned, aggravating the problems 

women face and hastening their exit. However, it also establishes a relevant variant between 

women formerly employed in the male sector and those transitioning from outside. 

Consequently, the following will be observed:  

 

H1. Women transitioning from the female sector are more likely to move out of male-dominated 

occupations 

 

This differentiation between women on the basis of their occupational trajectories is a key 

departure from the conventional status characteristics theory, which claims that there is a 

positive relationship between the resources that a particular group possesses and the capability 

attributed to its members. Since women tend to hold positions with lower rank and less control 

over resources than men do, they are assumed to be worth less (Ridgeway et al. 1998). The 

notion of the scar effect overlaps the status characteristics theory insofar as both predict an 
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imbalanced relationship between men and women in the male-dominated field. However, it 

diverges by adding a new dimension of inequality. While status characteristics theory assumes 

that women in male-dominated occupations are discriminated against merely for being women, 

the scar effect predicts that women arriving from the female-dominated field will be doubly 

disadvantaged with respect both to men and to other women previously employed in the male-

dominated field.  

 

Alternative explanations to the scar effect 

A different line of research has linked women’s propensity to leave male-dominated 

occupations to information deficiencies at the hiring stage (Sousa-Poza and Henneberger 2002; 

Altman 2001; Becker 1965). According to this view, women may decide to enter male 

occupations under conditions of uncertainty, due to a lack of precise information about their 

new working conditions and work environment, resulting in mismatches when very real 

problems of integration, promotion and poor working conditions are encountered compared to 

the jobs they might conceivably take in the female-dominated sector. In other words, job exit 

may not be the result of differential treatment and integration problems, but rather women opt 

to jump after evaluating the advantages and disadvantages of staying in male-dominated 

occupations.  In this case, women’s exits may be interpreted as a strategy to eliminate existing 

mismatches (Sousa-Poza and Henneberger 2002; Altman 2001; Becker 1965). 

 

There are, then, two alternative explanations for the same empirical observation. Whether 

female attrition from male-dominated jobs is a response to poor information at the moment of 

hiring, or whether it is the result of integration problems and constraints, women transitioning 

from female occupations will be more likely to leave the male field again. Unfortunately, 
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available data rarely allow testing for the specific social mechanisms explaining women’s 

attrition from male-dominated occupations, making it difficult to disentangle competing 

explanations. To overcome this problem, I examine the effects of previous episodes of work in 

male-dominated occupations on women’s occupational mobility.  

 

If incomplete information is the main reason underlying women’s exits, it might be expected 

that women who re-enter the male field would be less likely to leave it again. Certainly, women 

returning to the same or a similar occupation will have more specific information about tasks, 

duties and other occupational attributes than they had in the past. Furthermore, previous 

experience will provide women with broad information about male work environments, 

advantages and disadvantages of work within a male majority and other general features of 

working in the male sector. Thus, previous episodes of employment in male-dominated 

occupations endow women with both specific and general information which should have a 

negative effect on the probability that women will exit male-dominated occupations. 

Consequently: 

 

H2. Previous experience in male-dominated occupations reduces the probability of moving out 

of male-dominated occupations.   

 

Conversely, if there is a scar effect constraining women’s chances and pushing them out of male 

occupations, there will be no reason to expect that previous experience in the male sector would 

reduce the probability of leaving. On the contrary, co-workers might also perceive previous 

episodes of attrition from male-dominated occupations as an indication of failure, or of 
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women’s inability to fulfill their responsibilities, raising the probability of exit. As a result, the 

alternative hypothesis (H20) would be observed. 

 

To recap, simultaneous occurrence of H1 and H2 would support the information deficiency 

argument. If reentry in the male sector reduces the probability of subsequent exit, then 

occupational attrition could be understood as a way of fixing mismatches due to poor 

information at the moment of hiring. However, if H1 holds but H2 does not, this would support 

the scar effect scenario, suggesting that previous employment in female-dominated occupations 

may end up constraining women’s opportunities in male-dominated occupations. Finally, 

results will be consistent with the status characteristics theory if neither of these two hypotheses 

is confirmed. Admittedly, available data do not allow identifying the specific social 

mechanisms underlying women’s attrition from male-dominated occupations. Yet, by analyzing 

career dynamics, the present study provides a necessary first step for the empirical testing of 

these challenging explanations.  

 

 

 

Women’s heterogeneity 

The prevalence of one or other of these scenarios might, however, be a function of women’s 

relative position in the labor market. As shown in the literature, differences between high- and 

low-status workers can result in different patterns of mobility for a variety of reasons. On the 

one hand, the higher a person is on the occupational ladder, the fewer the options they have 

either for upward or sideways mobility (England 2010, 2011). Also, top occupations are defined 

by higher levels of investment in firm-specific and job-specific skills (Tam 1997), thereby 
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increasing the costs associated with changing occupation. General skills, in contrast, are more 

frequently found in low-status occupations and are more easily transferable both from one job 

to another, and from male- to female-dominated occupations. Additionally, the opportunity cost 

(in terms of both loss of skills and income) per unit of time out of the labor market is 

considerably higher for well-educated, high status workers, and empirical evidence shows that 

highly qualified professional women return to work more quickly than their less well-qualified 

peers (England and Folbre 2005). Moreover, in the United States high-status workers can draw 

on significantly more resources than low-status workers when it comes to balancing work and 

family life. For example, highly skilled professional workers are either covered by the Family 

and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) or may already enjoy more generous employer-sponsored 

parental leave (Pettit and Hook 2009). Low-status workers, however, are not always covered 

by the FMLA and frequently cannot afford to take unpaid leave from work or pay for private 

childcare (Pettit and Hook 2009; Gerstel and McGonagle 1999). Taking all this into account, 

managerial and professional workers seem to be less likely than other lower-status workers to 

move out of male-dominated occupations. However, high status workers are expected to be 

more susceptible to potential penalty effects, mainly for two reasons. First, opportunities narrow 

at the top of the occupational structure, increasing competition and rivalry. And second, the 

ability of incumbents to exclude newcomers depends on their own power, including job tenure 

(Reskin and Roos 1990). Thus, we may expect the scar effect scenario to be more likely among 

women at the top of the occupational ladder. Consequently: 

 

H3. The scar effect scenario is more likely to be found among high-status workers 

 

Data 
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The main source of data for this analysis is the NLSY79 survey, which consists of data on a 

nationally representative sample of 3,108 young women and 3,003 young men in the civilian 

population who were born in the 1950s or 1960s. They were first surveyed in 1979, interviewed 

annually until 1994, and biannually after that. The period analyzed here runs from 1979 to 2006. 

I decided to end the analysis in 2006 in order to avoid noise derived from the subsequent global 

economic turbulence, which might confuse the results. Respondents were asked about their 

current market situation (e.g. employment status, current occupation, job tenure) in each wave 

of the NLSY79, and their experiences over the previous calendar year (e.g. hours worked, 

earnings). This provides an idea of the nature of career transitions. Although a primary focus of 

the NLSY79 survey is labor force behavior, it has a much broader scope, including detailed 

questions on educational attainment, investment in training, and marital and fertility histories. 

Additional labor force information includes hours worked, earnings, occupation, industry, 

benefits and other specific job characteristics. 

 

Year-on-year attrition rates for respondents in the NLSY79 are low. Indeed, cumulative 

retention rates were over 90 percent in the first half of the period considered here, dropping to 

around 78 percent by the end. Individual’s work histories are analyzed for the first time two 

years after the individual left school. This cut-off point is intended to minimize the statistical 

noise produced by the large number of temporary jobs taken and unstructured mobility 

experienced during the education period and early years of employment (Clark and Summers 

1982)2. The whole job history of individuals who did not report enrollment in education in either 

of the two first waves is considered, however.  
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Appended to the NLSY79 is the sex composition of three-digit census occupations for 1980, 

1990 and 2000. Census codes are standardized and expressed in the 1990 three-digit 

occupational codes, to make them comparable over time3.  

 

Methods and covariates 

A discrete-time hazard model is used to model career experiences, given that the exact timing 

of job transitions is unknown (Allison 1984).  The strategy in this kind of event history analysis 

is to estimate the conditional probability (Pit) that individual i will experience an event at time 

t, given that the individual has not already undergone such an occurrence it the past. The event 

analyzed is a career move from a male-dominated occupation, which is analyzed in a two-step 

procedure. First, the probability of moving within male-dominated jobs is estimated. After that, 

the second model estimates the probability of exit to a typically female job.  

 

Occupations are classified as male-dominated when female presence in the occupation runs at 

below 33.3 percent and female-dominated if women’s representation is 66.6 percent or above4. 

All others are gender-neutral. While the same female cut-off point percentage is used 

throughout the study, it would be wrong to assume that an occupation classified as male-

dominated in 1979 was still male-dominated in 2006. To account for the shifting sex 

composition of occupations I have updated the classification every 10 years, using census data 

from the closest decade5-6. For each employment spell, the sex composition of the occupation 

is kept constant. In other words, if a woman started a job in 1982, her occupation is assigned 

the 1980 sex composition rating, even if she stays in the same occupation for 20 years. 

Similarly, if she started an occupational episode in 1995, her occupation is assigned the 1990 

sex composition rating. Thus, the most appropriate occupational data is assigned to each 
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employment experience, but the occupational sex composition remains the same for each 

experience. 

 

Women were tracked from the moment they started working in a male-dominated occupation 

until they experienced a career transition. Thus, respondents excluded from the initial sample 

in 1979 (i.e., non-working respondents or those working in a non-male dominated occupation) 

could enter the risk set in later years. If repeated events are observed, the clock is reset to 0 each 

time the individual enters the risk set, and the intervals between events are treated as distinct 

observations (Allison 1995). Consequently, if a woman takes a job in a male-dominated 

occupation three times over the observation period, three observations will be created. 

Conversely, if a woman does not reenter the male-dominated field after a career transition, she 

is no longer in the risk set. The sample includes a total of 3,067 women. The sum of person-

years in the pooled data set from 1979 to 2006 was 10,289, of which 5,295 relate to women 

working as professionals or managers, and the remaining 4,994 to women in other occupations. 

Detailed person-year figures are presented in Table 1, given that the number of cases 

contributing to the pooled data set may vary each year.  

      

(Table 1 about here) 

  

Analysis of repeated events has the advantage of providing more statistical power (Allison 

1995). However, whenever there are multiple observations per individual, there is also likely to 

be statistical dependence between observations. To correct for dependence derived from 

repeated events, I calculated robust standard errors (Allison 1995)7. Finally, possible 

heterogeneity among groups of women (H3) is taken into account by running separate 
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regressions for managers and professionals on the one hand, and for other working women on 

the other. Controls for major occupational groups are added to capture possible inter-group 

differences. 

 

The probability Pit defined above is related to the covariate vectors by a logistic regression 

equation, which can be specified as follows: 

 

(1)  

 

Xit, Zit and Wit are vectors of explanatory variables observed for individual i at time t (although 

some of the variables in the vector may not vary with time). More specifically, the vector Xi is 

a vector of socio-demographic variables, which includes measures for education, marital status 

and maternity status. Two different variables are included for education, consisting of a dummy 

variable for educational attainment (college or more vs. less than college) and field of study. 

This latter is labeled male-dominated major, and scores 1 for those women who studied a 

typically male major (i.e. those with a male presence of 66 percent or over) and 0 otherwise8. 

Finally, attending school after entry in the labor market controls for subsequent re-entries to 

the school system, and is scored as 1 when the individual is attending school and 0 otherwise. 

 

Changes in marital status are captured through dummy variables (getting married and marriage 

dissolution). Also, controls for first born and second born are introduced, together with the 

variable mother’s age at first child. The purpose of this variable is to control for possible 

endogenous relationships between job trajectory and maternity preferences.  Women working 

in top-ranking positions are more likely than other f

 

L o g
Pi t

1−Pi t

 

 
 

 

 
 =+Xi t+Zi t+Wi t

emale workers to remain childless, or to 
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delay having their first child until they are older, which may stimulate interests that compete 

with fulfillment of their parental role (Kohler, Billari, and Ortega 2002). 

 

Vector Zi is composed of work-related variables, such as working full-time (vs. part-time) and 

occupational categories, namely managers, professionals (non-teachers), teachers, and service, 

clerical, sales and blue-collar workers. Given the proliferation of managerial categories 

between 1970 and 1980 (Jacobs 1992), however, important differences between women within 

the same occupational category will probably not be fully captured by the three-digit census 

occupations. In order to take account of this potential heterogeneity in managerial categories, I 

have redistributed managers into three sub-categories according to their individual hourly rate 

of pay relative to the average hourly rate of pay in their occupation (both weighted by year and 

job tenure). Women whose hourly rate of pay is in the 75 percentile and above are classified as 

high-paid managers. Those whose hourly rate of pay is equal to or below the 25 percentile are 

classified as low-paid managers. All the rest are defined as mid-paid managers.  

 

The Wi vector complements the two described above with a set of variables that identify an 

occupational trajectory from the time that a woman first leaves the education system. 

Occupational trajectories are captured by different indicators, namely, work leaves in the 

previous year, years of experience in the labor market, number of job spells, years spent out of 

the labor market, job tenure and job tenure squared. These variables measure whether mobility 

is related to accumulated experience and allow observing whether attrition is higher among 

more mobile individuals. Finally, the main interest of this study lies in the variables last 

occupation: female-dominated and number of previous episodes in/exits from male-dominated 

occupations. These indicators are meant to measure the sex-composition of the previous 
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occupation and previous work experiences in the male-dominated field. Both variables are 

combined to test H1 and H2, and to discriminate among alternative explanations.   

 

Finally, the variable period, which scores 0 when the event occurs before 1990 and 1 otherwise, 

is included to take account of possible changes in the occupational structure, which could affect 

mobility patterns (such as the increase in the number of female-oriented occupations over time). 

According to census data (1980, 1990, 2000), the number of female-dominated managerial 

occupations before 1990 was virtually nil, and it was only in this decade that they began to 

emerge. Additionally, the period variable controls for potential variations resulting from 

changes made to the coding system in the early 90s9. Other factors like job tenure and age of 

entry into the labor market are included as control variables. Table 2 summarizes the main 

descriptive statistics for the variables.  

(Table 2 about here) 

 

 

Findings 

Mobility in the sample 

 
Evidence for the “revolving door” phenomenon described by Jacobs (1989) is found in the 

NLSY79 sample. Figure 1 shows the person-year flows for women between male-dominated, 

female-dominated and neutral occupations for the entire period 1979-2006. According to the 

top of the panel, a total of 1,853 female transitions from female- to male-dominated occupations 

are observed, which is 15.92 percent of women’s total mobility in the female-sector. The 

number of exits in the opposite direction is 1,764, accounting for 42.11 percent of women’s 
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occupational changes in the male sector. Interestingly, female turnover in male-dominated jobs 

is relatively recurrent. Contrary to the frequent assumption found in the literature, almost 33 

percent of women professionals and managers, and 23 percent of women in other occupational 

categories, move into a male-dominated occupation at least twice in their working lives.  

 

The bottom of the panel reflects the breakdown based on the occupational category of origin. 

As mentioned in the discussion of women’s heterogeneity, different patterns of mobility among 

high- and low-status workers are observable at first glance. For example, transitions from 

female- to male-dominated occupations represent about a 10.48 percent of the total occupational 

moves made by managers and professionals starting in female-dominated occupations. This 

percentage increases by almost 6 points for other workers. Remarkably, the opposite trend is 

observed among women leaving the male field. Specifically, high-status workers moving from 

male- towards female-dominated occupations account for 45.99 percent, nearly the half of all 

the occupational moves originating in the male field. This exceeds the figure for low-status 

workers by almost 10 points.  

 

(Figure 1 about here) 

 

Women are concentrated in fewer occupations than men, as has been the case for decades 

(Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman 2004; Reskin and Roos 1990; Jacobs 1989). We find women 

working in 172 of the 206 occupations classified as male-dominated. However, women are 

fairly evenly distributed across high-status occupations (51.70 percent) and low-status 

occupations (48.30 percent). Specifically, female managers and professionals are spread over 

55 of the 62 occupational titles in our sample. Attrition is observed from 41 of these male 
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occupations, principally: “Managers and administrators, n.e.c.”, “Managers, marketing, 

advertising and publicity”, “Lawyers”, and “Computer systems analyst and scientist”. Upon 

leaving male-dominated jobs, less than 10 percent obtain a management position in the female 

field, such as “Managers, medicine and heath” (with a 68 percent of female presence). Medium- 

and low-paid managers and professional workers mostly become “Secretaries” (15.12 percent) 

and occupy “Administrative support occupations” (7.95 percent). About 3.3 percent continue 

to work as managers after a job change.  

 

The female presence in other occupational categories is spread across 117 of the total 144 male-

dominated jobs. Attrition to female-dominated occupations is observable from at least 77 of 

these occupations, in particular: “Machine operators, not specified”, “Stock handlers and 

baggers”, “Janitors and cleaners”, “Laborers, except construction”, and “Traffic, shipping and 

receiving clerks”. After changing occupations, women were most often classified as “Cashiers” 

(11.27 percent); “Housekeepers and Butlers” (10.48 percent); “Secretaries” (6.42 percent); and 

“Sales workers, other commodities” (5.64 percent).  

 

In all the cases, transitions entail variations ranging from 33 to 73 percent in the proportion of 

females in the occupation of origin and destination. This significant difference in the sex-

composition of occupations translates into differences in other occupation-related attributes, 

which are unequally distributed across male- and female-dominated occupations. To clarify this 

point, let us compare two of the occupations above: “Janitors and cleaners”, with a 31 percent 

female presence and “Housekeepers and Butlers”, in which the proportion of women is as high 

as 93 percent. Despite their apparent similarity, the truth is that these occupations are quite 

different. Beyond the significant number of women employed in each of these occupations, 
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both involve different hourly wages, tasks, abilities, and work environments. For example, 

according to the Occupational Information Network database10, janitors’ wages are higher than 

housekeepers’. Also, janitorial duties may include heavy work (e.g. washing walls and 

windows, removing rubbish, tending furnaces and boilers, clearing snow or debris from 

sidewalks) while housekeepers perform a combination of light cleaning duties like making beds, 

replenishing linens, cleaning rooms and halls, and vacuuming.  

 

These data reveal that mobility has different consequences for women working in professional 

and non-professional sectors, those in the first group being more likely to experience a decline 

in occupational status when moving into the female sector (Levanon, England and Allison 2009; 

Mandel 2012). This fact clearly challenges the idea that job mobility is linked to the process of 

occupational attainment as “generated by the individual to maximize status and income” 

(Sorensen 1974). The next section takes a more detailed look at the determinants of mobility in 

and across gender boundaries. 

  

Multivariate analysis 

Table 3 shows the odds ratio produced for the discrete-time hazard model for professionals and 

managerial workers. The sample is broken down based on the sex composition of the end 

occupation, so that the two columns respectively model transitions within male-dominated 

occupations and from male- to female-dominated occupations. The results clearly indicate that 

the two types of occupational moves are intrinsically different, as the predictors frequently have 

opposite effects. 

 

(Table 3 about here) 
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The first difference observed relates to the effect of the sex composition of college majors. 

Thus, women with a male-dominated major are more likely to change occupations within the 

male sector, while they are significantly less likely to move to female-dominated occupations. 

This result indicates the relevance of appropriate skills and training in explaining attrition from 

male jobs.  

 

Another significant difference emerges with regard to work and family issues. On the one hand, 

the probability of changing occupations within the male field does not vary with changes in 

marital status and births. On the contrary, both marriage and divorce increase the likelihood of 

moving towards female-dominated occupations. However, it is not easy to link these results to 

increases in family responsibilities, as other variables measuring the potential conflict between 

work and family do not have a clear impact on women’s exit from male-dominated jobs. For 

example, the birth of a first or second child does not explain why women move to female-

dominated occupations, and neither does the mother’s age at the time of the first birth. In 

addition, the full-time work variable in fact significantly reduces the probability of leaving, 

suggesting that exits cannot be interpreted as female willingness to work part-time. All in, these 

results are inconsistent with the human capital expectation that women leave to take female jobs 

which offer greater flexibility and ease of work, and allow them to fulfill their dual obligations 

as employees and homemakers (Becker 1965). 

 

Consistent with the proliferation of managerial titles in the 70s and 80s (Jacobs 1992), mid- and 

low-rank managers are more likely than professionals to experience attrition to female 

occupations. The high-paid managers category, on the contrary, does not show a significant 
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effect. As mentioned above, this could be because of the scarcity of job positions at the top of 

the occupational ladder and the resulting scarcity of opportunities for lateral or upward mobility 

affecting both men and women (England 2010). Leaving aside the level of significance, it is 

interesting to observe that the coefficients sign oppositely: the variable high-paid managers is 

positively related to departures towards female-dominated jobs but negatively associated with 

moves to other male-dominated occupations. 

 

The most revealing findings concern the third block of variables. The variable last occupation: 

female-dominated shows that newcomers from non-male dominated occupations are more 

likely to leave again, and at the same time they are less likely to move within male occupations. 

To be precise, the probability of changing within male occupations is about 70 percent lower in 

the case of new arrivals, all other things being equal. Conversely, newcomers are 2.3 times more 

likely to move back into a female-dominated job, confirming H1. On the face of it, this might 

suggest that after a period of evaluation, women are more likely to transition to jobs with a 

similar sex composition to their last job, and into jobs of a similar kind. However, this idea is 

hard to reconcile with the effect of previous episodes in/exits from male-dominated occupations, 

which also increases the probability of further exits from the male sector. The fact that women 

who have worked in the male field in the past show a higher probability of leaving than those 

employed for the first time corroborates H2 and challenges the supposition that women’s 

attrition from male-dominated jobs is due to poor information at the point of hiring. In fact, the 

simultaneous significant and positive effects of these two coefficients validates the thesis that 

women arriving from female-dominated occupations do in fact suffer a scar effect, which 

increases the difficulties they face in male-dominated occupations and precipitates their exit. 
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Table 4 shows the results for service, clerical and blue-collar female workers. As in the case of 

professionals, mobility patterns vary according to the end occupation, although the experience 

of low-status workers is marked by a number of interesting features. For example, individual 

attributes do not seem to be related to mobility in one direction or another. More specifically, 

the effects of field of study and marital status vanish for low-status workers. Nevertheless, 

differences emerge between full-time and part-time employees, the former being less likely to 

move towards female-dominated occupations. Here again, women’s attrition towards the 

female field cannot be easily linked to women’s desire to facilitate the conciliation of both work 

and family responsibilities.  

 

Interestingly, the results confirm the relevance of the main variable of interest. Once again, 

results support H1 as newcomers are 1.61 times more likely to abandon a male-dominated 

occupation, and about 50 percent less likely to change jobs within the same sector. Moreover, 

prior episodes in/exits from male-dominated occupations does not have any effect on the risk 

of attrition among non-professional women. Here again, the confirmation of H1 and H2 

corroborates the scar effect approach. However, there is no additional penalty associated with 

previous attrition experiences, in contrast to high-status workers. In other words, the empirical 

evidence supports the existence of a scar effect that is indeed less pronounced among low-status 

workers, as predicted in H3. On the one hand, both professionals and managers generally have 

more power and enjoy greater opportunities to take part, whether formally and informally, in 

decisions affecting other workers. Furthermore, it is at the top of the occupational ladder where 

rivalry is most likely to emerge given the scarcity of positions. All these reasons would help to 

explain the observed differences among high- and low-status workers.  
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Finally, the variable period is not significant, indicating that sex-typed mobility is not simply a 

by-product of variations in the occupational structure, or of changes in the codification system 

made in the 1990s. 

 

(Table 4 about here) 

 

Taken as a whole, these results confirm that survival in male-dominated occupations is closely 

bound up with women’s labor market trajectories, although it varies depending on their 

occupational status. This effect is clearly observable in Figure 2, which illustrates the 

probability of female job attrition in the first five years of employment in a male-dominated 

occupation. The graph on the left shows the results for high-status workers and the one on the 

right for low-status workers. More specifically, the data refer to professionals (non-teachers) 

and blue-collar workers, respectively, as they are both the largest groups and also the most 

stable according to the results reported above. In both cases, the scenario is highly unfavorable 

for attrition11, so graphs show the lowest predicted probabilities of change to a female 

occupation. 

(Figure 2 about here) 

 

Under these conditions, Figure 2 shows the probability of moving into a female-dominated 

occupation for professionals (left) and blue-collar workers (right). The continuous line shows 

the probability of attrition for women who arrived in their occupation from within the male 

sector (i.e. insiders). In line with predictions, the probability of leaving after one year is lower 

for professionals (under 25 percent) than it is for blue-collar workers (about 30 percent). The 

dashed line represents the probability of exit for newcomers. In both graphs we may observe an 
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increase in the likelihood of exit in comparison to insiders, and as expected the increase is higher 

for professionals than for blue-collar workers. In particular, the probability of attrition to female 

occupations rises from 24 percent for insiders to over 40 percent for newcomers in the case of 

professionals. The increase for blue-collar workers is more moderate, rising from 30 to 40 

points. Finally, the dashed-dot line shows the probability of exit for newcomers who have 

previous episodes of employment in male-dominated occupations. In the case of professionals, 

the probability of exit raises still further, to about 50 percent, almost twice the probability of 

attrition for insiders. No changes associated with early episodes in male-dominated occupations 

are observable among blue-collar workers. In short, the probability of attrition is substantially 

higher for newcomers than for insiders among both categories of workers, while professionals 

suffer extra penalties for earlier episodes of attrition. 

 

The findings presented here show that women’s attrition from male-dominated occupations is 

the result of combinations of individual, work and career-history factors. The results 

corroborate the significance of women’s work trajectories for their continuity in male-

dominated occupations. Specifically, a two-sided effect is observed. In the short-term, 

newcomers to a male occupation face a higher risk of attrition to a female occupation. In the 

long-term, penalties are also identifiable, as previous episodes of employment in male- 

dominated jobs not only do not reduce the probability of exit, but they in fact increase it. 

However, this holds only for professionals and managers, which is to say the women holding 

the most desirable jobs. Thus, poor information does not seem to offer a convincing explanation 

for women’s exits, because prior experience does not reduce the likelihood of exit. Both results 

indicate the existence of a scar effect resulting from time spent out of the male-dominated field. 
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All in all, women’s access to typical male occupations does not guarantee their survival in a 

male-dominated sector, as women continue to face barriers after the hiring stage. 

 

Discussion 

The entry of women into traditionally male occupations has intensified in recent decades, but 

outflows still remain significant. Identifying the reasons why women continue to leave 

traditional male occupations is important because cutting the high rate at which women leave 

male-dominated jobs could substantially reduce the level of occupational segregation by sex. 

Building on leading explanations, this study has examined the role of previous occupational 

trajectories on the probability of women’s attrition from male-dominated occupations. More 

specifically, it argued that occupational trajectories in the female field are filled with meanings 

and beliefs about the (in)appropriateness of the worker, which adversely affect women’s 

integration and chances when they enter the male sector. I have coined the term scar effect to 

refer to the disadvantages experienced by women transitioning from the female sector.  

 

The scar effect premise was tested together with alternative explanations using NLSY79 data. 

Findings reveal a disproportionate risk of attrition among female newcomers to male-dominated 

occupations from female occupations. Also, all else being equal, those women who re-enter 

(and are therefore better informed) are in fact more likely to leave again. Altogether, empirical 

evidence is hard to reconcile with alternative theories based on deficiencies in the information 

available to women at the moment of hiring. The findings in fact point in the opposite direction, 

supporting the idea that previous employment in the female-dominated field hinders women’s 

opportunities in the male sector. In other words, there is a scarring effect of women’s work -
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which inspires the title of this paper- that ends up increasing the likelihood of attrition. This is 

especially true among professional and managerial workers, given that at the top of the 

occupational ladder the scarcity of positions becomes more evident and rivalry is most likely to 

emerge. The existence of a scar effect has broad implications for scholarship on labor market 

segregation.  

 

First, the scar effect explanation overlaps conventional social status theory in many ways, but 

it also establishes a new dimension of inequality by distinguishing between women formerly 

employed in the male sector and those transitioning from outside. In other words, the scar effect 

approach emphasizes a conflict of interest between insiders and outsiders above and beyond the 

gendered dimension of inequality. Findings suggest that incumbents in male-dominated 

occupations tend to penalize women arriving from outside the world of men’s work, whose 

presence is seen as inappropriate or peculiar, more than other women whose career paths 

converge with those of their male counterparts. In fact, women who started their careers in the 

male sector have a higher probability of remaining in it. However, those who decide to leave 

for a period for whatever personal or professional reasons will encounter serious difficulties if 

they try to come back. All in all, it seems that women seeking to make a career in a male-

dominated sector are implicitly required to follow conventional male career patterns. To echo 

England (2010), changes in the labor market are gender asymmetric, and women’s lives have 

changed much more than men’s in recent decades. In this light, it appears that women’s access 

to traditional male jobs is not enough to guarantee a reduction in the level of segregation in the 

job market. Despite their ability to ‘unlock the door’ to male occupations, women continue to 

face barriers after the hiring stage. Access without support is not opportunity.  
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The results of this study also contributes to recent literature in showing increasing 

differentiation between types of occupational groups, as high- and low-status workers display 

clearly divergent mobility patterns. Indeed, recent studies have emphasized that upward 

occupational mobility among women is largely due to access by managerial and professional 

workers to male-dominated, highly paid occupations (England 2010; Mandel 2012). The 

present findings reveal that women employed at the top of the occupational ladder are more 

likely to pay a price for time spent in female sectors, however impressive their achievements.  

Existing research implicitly assumes exit from a male-dominated occupation to be a one-off 

event in a woman’s life. In actual fact, however, women may be employed in the male sector at 

different times (Jacobs 1989), and each of these experiences is not inevitably the same as the 

previous one, or the next. As the results show, previous work trajectories must be considered if 

we are to arrive at a fuller understanding of women’s behavior in the male sector, and both the 

occupation of origin and destination must be accounted for to obtain a clear picture of mobility 

patterns. Indeed, the use of new indicators in this work provides fresh insights into the processes 

of attrition from male- to female-dominated occupations and represents a necessary first step in 

laying bare the impact of previous occupational paths. However, the empirical findings obtained 

from this study raise new questions that will require further research. The impact of other factors 

which are not considered in this study may be relevant to understanding women’s occupational 

transitions. For example, moves into female occupations might also depend on the existence of 

specific network facilitating the change in sector. Also, further research will need to account 

for the potential role of occupational attributes in women’s exits into the female field. Thus, 

detailed data on social networks and occupational features will help advance our understanding 

of the social mechanisms operating behind the exit of newcomers from male-dominated 

occupations. 
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Finally, there is room here for a brief mention of male occupational trajectories. Men’s mobility 

patterns differ substantially from women’s. First, in line with previous findings (England 2010), 

the number of men employed in sex atypical occupations is about the half that of woman. More 

precisely, while 10,239 women worked spells in male-dominated jobs, the number of men in 

female occupations was just 6,148. Meanwhile, the number men making the transition from 

male- to female-dominated occupations represented less than 3.5% of the total male-mobility 

rate. In fact, about a 90% of men stay largely within male-dominated occupations and some 

6.5% move into sex neutral occupations or withdraw from the labor market altogether. Clearly, 

then, men’s mobility patterns differ from women’s in magnitude. Further investigation is 

required to explain the mechanisms and motivations underlying men’s mobility trends, and to 

probe the differences between men’s and women’s occupational trajectories in sex-atypical 

occupations.  

 

Endnotes 

1 Women’s work is a term used to indicate work traditionally and historically undertaken by 

women. It was said to be an extension of mother/wife roles.  

2 After this cut-off temporary employment is not expected to affect results. First, temporary 

jobs – as well as other forms of non-standard employment- are shown to be mainly stepping-

stones to permanent jobs once individuals acquire skills and experience (Booth, Francesconi 

and Frank 2002; Clark and Summers 1982). Second, professional childcare and the availability 

of part-time jobs have allowed women to work in periods like school vacations, when they 

formerly left the labor force (Ryzdweski et al. 1993). Finally, men and women are highly 

concentrated in different occupations within nonstandard employment arrangements (Kalleberg 
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et al. 1997). Consequently, moving from one temporary job to another is more likely to happen 

within sex-type occupations than across sex-type boundaries.  

3 Individuals move, but occupation changes between the 1980 and 1990 census categories were 

relatively minor, while the changes between 1990 and 2000 were more substantial. All of the 

data were reclassified based on 1990 occupational categories in order to determine whether any 

of the changes observed might be due to changes in occupational coding rather than changes in 

women’s behavior. The results did not differ substantially using the recoded data. 

4 Three equal-frequency categories were used to make results comparable with previous 

findings (Jacobs 1989, Sheridan 1997). Results remain robust using other classification schemes 

(i.e, defining gender neutral within a narrower band – 45% to 55%). 

5 Occupations in 1979 are classified using 1980 census data. 

6 When the analysis was replicated holding the sex composition of occupations constant over 

time, correlations between variables were found ranging from .97 to .99.  

7 Dependence among observations can be thought of as arising from unobserved heterogeneity, 

which could lead to artificially declining hazard functions and coefficients that  tend towards 0 

(Allison 1995 1984, Blossfeld, Golsch and Rohwer 2007). A fixed-effect approach should 

correct some or all of the bias in the coefficients caused by unobserved heterogeneity. However, 

a fixed-effect model is not the preferred technique here for various reasons. First, it can only 

estimate coefficients for time-varying covariates. Second, the fixed-effect method does not 

perform well when the number of previous events is included as a covariate (Allison 1995), 

which is a key variable in this research. Additionally, it significantly reduces the number of 

observations as it excludes those women with only a single censored spell, as well as those with 

one censored spell and one uncensored spell, if the former is shorter than the latter. 
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8 The NLSY includes a question about the job position that women expect to hold in the future. 

However, this question was only asked in a few of the early surveys and was then removed from 

the questionnaire. This variable was not used, as preferences are not necessarily fixed over time. 

9 Dependent coding was introduced in 1994 in order to reduce the interview  burden and the 

possibility of misclassification. 

10 The O*NET program is the primary US source of occupational information, containing 

information on hundreds of standardized and occupation-specific descriptors. 

11 Full-time workers. The remaining dummy variables (except college degree for the 

professional group) are set at 0 and continuous variables at their mean. 
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Table 1. Person-year, 1979-2006 

      

 Person-year 

Year Professionals/ 
Managers 

 Non-
Professionals/ 

Managers 

1979 18 64 
1980 20 77 
1981 34 89 
1982 56 145 
1983 61 145 
1984 141 169 
1985 162 181 
1986 155 194 
1987 253 175 
1988 273 199 
1989 252 194 
1990 267 186 
1991 252 222 
1992 291 210 
1993 243 205 
1994 261 193 
1995 306 197 
1996 312 194 
1997 348 203 
1998 339 212 
1999 349 227 
2000 325 224 
2001 150 197 
2002 86 183 
2003 90 187 
2004 80 167 
2005 89 156 
2006 82 149 
Total 5,295 4,944 
Source: Calculated by the author using NLSY79 
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of predictors for women’s attrition from male-dominated jobs.   

       

  

Ever worked  

Ever worked in 
a male-

dominated 
occupation  

Only worked in  
male-dominated 

occupations          

  Mean S.D Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 
Socio-demographic variables       
Some college/college degree 0.013 0.116 0.015 0.121 0.191 0.393 
Male-dominated major  0.037 0.189 0.043 0.202 0.242 0.249 
School attendance  0.043 0.203 0.042 0.206 0.046 0.209 
Married 0.577 0.494 0.563 0.496 0.431 0.496 
Marriage dissolution  0.168 0.374 0.184 0.387 0.186 0.389 
First born 0.47 0.499 0.464 0.499 0.363 0.481 
Second born 0.299 0.458 0.293 0.455 0.309 0.462 
Mother’s age at first born  0.655 0.475 0.648 0.477 0.720 0.449 
Work-related variables       
Full time employment 0.75 0.433 0.762 0.426 0.791 0.408 
High-paid managers 0.015 0.123 0.022 0.148 0.071 0.258 
Mid-paid managers 0.037 0.188 0.052 0.223 0.142 0.35 
Low-paid managers 0.023 0.15 0.034 0.181 0.026 0.158 
Professionals (not teachers) 0.114 0.318 0.105 0.306 0.311 0.464 
Teachers 0.048 0.213 0.029 0.168 0.006 0.075 
Service workers 0.195 0.396 0.179 0.383 0.017 0.128 
Sales workers 0.076 0.274 85,00 0.278 - - 
Clerical workers 0.219 0.414 0.204 0.403 0.020 0.140 
Blue-collar workers 0.261 0.419 0.273 0.446 0.360 0.480 
Work trajectory       
Work-leaves over the previous year 0.118 0.323 0.12 0.325 0.063 0.243 
Previous episodes male-dominated occ. 0.261 0.427 0.379 0.469 - - 
Years out of the labor market 0.203 0.374 0.197 0.372 0.050 0.180 
Job spells 0.547 0.319 0.56 0.315 0.437 0.403 
Job tenure 0.048 0.177 0.073 0.214 0.242 0.359 
Age first joined the labor market 20.70 27,34 20,57 25,19 23,86 32,64 
Years of experience in the labor market 0.474 0.306 0.475 0.304 0.441 0.356 
N 69400 44162 350 
"Age first joined the labor market" is continuous. All other variables score between 0 and 1 
Source: Calculated by the author from NLSY79           
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Table 3. Odds ratios for women’s attrition from male-dominated jobs. Professionals and 
managerial workers in Yeart. 1979-2006. 

     

  
Exits from male-dominated occupations 

  

 to male-dominated 
occupations 

to female-
dominated 
occupations 

Socio-demographic variables     
Attending school after labor market entry 0.966  1.249  
 (0.200)  (0.227)  
College or more  1.028  1.087  
 (0.293)  (0.276)  
Male-dominated major  1.431 ** 0.618 *** 
 (0.208)  (0.100)  
Getting married (rc: single) 0.800  1.390 *** 
 (0.098)  (0.146)  
Marriage dissolution (rc: single) 0.824  1.409 ** 
 (0.137)  (0.205)  
First born 1.391  1.206  
 (0.253)  (0.191)  
Second born 1081  0.781  
 (0.223)  (0.116)  
Mother’s age at first born 1.008  1.000  
 (0.010)  (0.008)  
Work-related variables     
High-paid managers (rc: professionals) 0.729  1.081  
 (0.121)  (0.131)  
Medium-paid managers (rc: professionals) 0.887  1.436 *** 
 (0.115)  (0.141)  
Low-paid managers (rc: professionals) 0.880  1.291 ** 
 (0.120)  (0.135)  
Teachers (rc: professionals) 2.681 *** 0.565  
  (0.818)  (0.212)  
Working full-time  1.452  0.694 *** 
    (0.277)  (0.084)  
Occupational trajectory indicators     
Work leaves in the previous year 0.923  1.001  
 (0.153)  (0.130)  
Last occupation female-dominated 0.299 *** 2.342 *** 
 (0.034)  (0.282)  
Previous episodes in /exits from male-dominated occ. 0.990  1.160 ** 
 (0.090)  (0.068)  
Years out of the labor market 0.991  0.896 *** 
 (0.030)  (0.020)  
Job spells 0.907  1.003  
 (0.048)  (0.032)  
Job tenure 0.493 *** 0.411 *** 
 (0.034)  (0.022)  
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Job tenure2 1.021 *** 1.035 *** 
 (0.005)  (0.004)  
Age first joined the labor market 0.980  0.933 *** 
 (0.026)  (0.021)  
Years of experience in the labor market 0.979  1.022  
 (0.017)  (0.015)  
Period 1990-2006 1.034  1.015  
 (0.156)  (0.128)  
Constant 1.612  4.624 *** 
 (1.094)  (2.481)  
Events 565  1000  
Pseudo Chi2 .18   .20   
Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors.  
Individuals are clustered. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05     
Source: Calculated by the author from NLSY79         
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Table 4. Odds ratios for women’s attrition from male-dominated jobs. Service, clerical, sales 
and blue-collar workers in Yeart. 1979-2006 

     

  

Exits from male-dominated occupations 

  

to male-dominated 
occupations 

to female-
dominated 

occupations 

Socio-demographic variables     
Attending school after entry in the labor market 1.119  1.602  
 (0.412)  (0.502)  
College or more  1.000  0.206  
 (0.000)  (0.215)  
Male-dominated major  1.325  0.809  
 (0.304)  (0.228)  
Getting married (rc: single) 1.011  1.027  
 (0.156)  (0.136)  
Marriage dissolution (rc: single) 1.357  1.040  
 (0.228)  (0.175)  
First born 0.984  0.793  
 (0.220)  (0.163)  
Second born 1.338  0.924  
 (0.254)  (0.162)  
Mother’s age at first born 1.021 ** 0.985  
 (0.010)  (0.009)  
Job-related variables     
Service (rc: blue-collar workers) 0.610 *** 1.840 *** 
 (0.115)  (0.272)  
Clerical (rc: blue-collar workers) 0.738  1.221  
 (0.159)  (0.229)  
Sales (rc: blue-collar workers) 0.362 ** 1.664 ** 
 (0.160)  (0.421)  
Working full-time  1.900 *** 0.653 *** 
 (0.297)  (0.079)  
Occupational trajectory indicators     
Work leaves in the previous year 1.048  0.936  
 (0.153)  (0.135)  
Last occupation female-dominated 0.526 *** 1.614 *** 
 (0.058)  (0.201)  
Previous episodes in /exits from male-dominated occ. 1.062  0.953  
 (0.098)  (0.088)  
Years out of the labor market 0.922 *** 0.943  
 (0.027)  (0.031)  
Job spells 0.965  0.915 *** 
 (0.026)  (0.031)  
Job tenure 0.463 *** 0.387 *** 
 (0.033)  (0.030)  
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Job tenure2 1.033 *** 1.042 *** 
 (0.005)  (0.006)  
Age first joined the labor market 0.922 ** 1.039  
 (0.031)  (0.030)  
Years of experience in the labor market 1.012  1.006  
 (0.018)  (0.021)  
Period 1990-2006 1.137  1.070  
 (0.207)  (0.181)  
Constant 2.344  1.377  
 (1.653)  (0.866)  
Events 720  755  
Pseudo Chi2 .16   .19   
Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors.  
Individuals are clustered. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05.     
Source: Calculated by the author from NLSY79         
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Figure 1. Event history model. Flux diagram 1979-2006 
 

 
 
 
Source: Calculated by the author using NLSY79  
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Figure 2. Probability of attrition from male- to female-dominated occupations. High- and 
low-status workers 
 
 

  
Source: Calculated by the author using NLSY79 
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