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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

Labor market of any country is characterized by a certain degree of occupational gender segrega-
tion, and objective evaluation of this phenomenon requires clear understanding of the changes of
this level over time, processes at the labor market and in society as a whole facilitating strengthen-
ing or decrease of gender asymmetry in distribution of employers among occupations. It also takes
understanding of the results caused by segregation.

This research analyses the issues stated through the prism of occupational mobility which on the
one hand reflects employers' desire to work in certain spheres of activity and on the other charac-
terizes real employment opportunities. It is shown on the basis of data of the Russian Longitudinal
Monitoring Survey that change of occupation by workers of Russian companies and enterprises
does not facilitate gender segregation decrease as far as the probability of men and women moving
into those professions dominated by their respective gender, is low.

Estimated models of occupational mobility and choice of occupation among one of "gender-
dominated" groups are designed so as to take into consideration social functions to be performed by
employees. The research also tests hypotheses on the influence of individual's social-demographic
characteristics and his or her family, parameters of current employment and local labor markets on
making decisions on mobility. It is proved that the probability of women moving into "male" and
"integrated" occupations is positively influenced by the parameters increasing their competitiveness
at the labor market as well as the wage in alternative occupations. Mobility of men into occupations
untypical for their gender is related to the possibility of preserving accumulated human capital and
work in well-paying private sector.

Occupational mobility significantly facilitates wage growth, especially among women. Nevertheless
it does not lead to significant decrease of gender wage gap mostly due to the existence of occupa-
tional gender segregation. The results prove the necessity of realizing measures on decreasing gen-
der asymmetry in occupational structure of the Russian economy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Gender segregation at the labor market is a situation disproportional distribution of men and women
are among different areas of activities and, as a result, the division of industries, occupations and
even enterprises into "mainly male" and "mainly female". Absolute value of gender segregation in-
dex depends on many factors of solely methodical character, which are reviewed in this research.
But the very fact of asymmetric distribution of men and women across spheres of work is not a
positive or negative feature of the labor market. In other words, absolute measurement of gender
segregation and even its change can not be a subject of normative analysis without finding out the
reasons underpinning feminization of certain areas of activities and masculinization of others and
assessing the consequences of such gender asymmetry manifestations at the labor market. If it is
necessary such analysis can help in formulating basic principles of policy, aimed at leveling out
gender disproportions in labor field.

The basic negative consequence of gender segregation is disparity of the labor activity results for
men and women. Disproportional distribution of workers of different gender across occupations
explains more than 44% of total gender wages gap in the USA (Bayard et al., 1999), 30% in
Czech Republic and Slovakia (Jurajda, 2003) and 15% in Russia (Roshchin, 2003). At the same
time the problem is not limited only by traditional difference in wages for men and women: re-
search shows that ceteris paribus workers of the same gender (male, for example), occupied in
"male" and "female" types of occupations also get different payment for their work (Beller, 1982).
That is why there is a great number of researches aimed at defining the causes of gender segrega-
tion, as well as to the analysis of factors facilitating its changes (e.g. Weiskoff, 1972; Anker,
1997; Blau et al., 1998).

Significant changes in the occupational segregation level can be traced only at big time spans. In
developed countries during the last 30–40 years there was a decrease of disproportional distribution
of men and women across occupations. First of all this tendency can be explained by a significant
growth of women's labor force participation rates (Blau and Hendrix, 1979; Belle, 1985; Hakim,
1992). Nevertheless certain changes in occupational gender structure occur during relatively short
time-spans and they are related to the scope and direction of labor force mobility.

During the period of transition from administrative to market economy Russian economy underwent
significant structural changes, which lead to reallocation of the labor across sectors, industries, as
well as between the state of economical activity and non-activity. The shift of employed population
across occupations was also great: according to specialists up to 42% of employees changed their
occupation during the period of economic reform in Russia (Sabirianova, 2002).

To which extent have these processes participated in changes of gender occupational employment
structure in Russia? Does occupational mobility facilitate the decrease of gender segregation at the
Russian labor market? How evenly are the benefits of changing occupation distributed among
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workers of different gender? These and other issues form the basis of this research which aims at
defining and analyzing gender differences in magnitudes, dynamics and determinants of occupa-
tional mobility, as well as its influence on gender segregation and wage gap between men and
women.

Achieving the stated purpose requires the following activities:

1. conducting comparative analysis of scope and tendencies in male and female occupational mo-
bility in the Russian economy;

2. defining gender differences in probabilities of occupational mobility and factors determining
them;

3. analyzing the influence of occupational mobility on changes in occupational gender segrega-
tion;

4. estimating of input of occupational mobility into changing gender wages gap.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In the section 2 we present the literature review on the is-
sues of labor and, particularly, occupational mobility and on the causes of gender segregation at the
labor market. The methodology of analysis is described in the section 3. The section 4 features the
description of existing sources of information on gender employment structure in Russia. The re-
sults of empirical analysis of gender differences in occupational mobility are presented in the sec-
tion 5. The section 6 contains the results of the research of the influence of occupational mobility on
changes in gender wage gap. The section 7 is the conclusion.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Wage is traditionally viewed as the basic reason for labor mobility. According to job-matching the-
ory, wage is a sign of individual productivity, which depends on the firm where employee works
(Jovanovic, 1979; Flinn, 1986). After a certain period of time since the working relationship started
we may face the incompatibility of the employee and his / her job. This fact will manifest itself in
an employee demonstrating lower productivity compared to the level which can be achieved by the
individual in some of the other alternative jobs. Therefore all others being equal the lower the wage
is the higher the chance of individual labor mobility is.

An approach which is based on this idea, underpins many of contemporary works on different as-
pects of labor mobility, including transition economies situation (Bellmann et al. (1995); Boeri and
Flinn, 1999; Earle (1997); Lehmann and Wadsworth, 2000; Sabirianova, 2002; Lukyanova, 2003).
It helps to explain higher intensiveness of female labor mobility, compared to male one. Labor pro-
ductivity is closely related to the level of accumulated specific human capital, which is lower for
women due to the need of leaving labor market because of children (Blau and Kahn, 1981; Becker
and Lindsay, 1996). But using this compatibility concept for explaining gender differences in occu-
pational mobility and their influence on gender segregation is limited. It is due to the fact that it
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does not allow to cover all the differences in labor behavior which make men and women choose
different spheres of work.

Researches using economic instruments in analyzing uneven distribution of men and women among
occupations appeared in the second half of the 70th. The neoclassic economic theory explains exis-
tence of occupational gender segregation in the context of the human capital theory and the theory
of discrimination. The main thesis of the human capital theory in this case is the idea about women
being more prone to work in those professions which allow them to combine paid work and house-
hold duties.

According to the human capital theory the choice of occupation is related to individual evaluation
of return on working in it during life-time. As far as rational behavior suggests women choosing
occupations with low losses in wage due to temporary being out of the labor market they have to
choose occupations with relatively high starting wage and low return on accumulated professional
experience (Polachek, 1981; Anker, 1997).

Besides that women which perform the "double function" need to spend less time for working for
wage than men do. As a result women choose such spheres of activities and occupations which al-
low for more flexible working schedules: either working part-time or combining full-time days and
days out of work. At the same time according to the tradition men are supposed to be more attentive
to the need of providing financial welfare of their family while making employment-related deci-
sions.

Many authors (e.g. Terrell, 1992) speak about self reproducing character of occupational segrega-
tion. As far as the choice of occupation is made considering its expected returns, double function of
women — employee and mother — alters their decision compared to the ceteris paribus situation. It
is not only about undoubtedly important traditions and habits of the society where the choice of oc-
cupation is predetermined by existing ideas on typical male and female jobs. Even in a non-
patriarchic society women might prefer working in traditionally female areas because it is easier to
make a career in the occupation where a woman in executive position is adequately viewed by the
society. For example Ogloblin (1999) believes that gender segregation in occupational areas in Rus-
sia has institutional base and results from introducing patriarchic Soviet-times views on the role of
women in society into labor legislation and constantly repeating them in segregation-leading be-
havior models in employment and career promotion sphere.

Discrimination on behalf of employers also stipulates the choice of occupational area implicitly, as
far as it increases the costs of working in the fields, which are not typical to either of the genders.
As Beller (1982) demonstrates, increased control over implementing anti-discrimination legislation
increases chances of women to find employment in "male" occupations leading to the decrease in
segregation.

Therefore presence of implicit social contract predetermines both different preferences of employ-
ees in terms of occupational choice and ways of entering the respective areas (see Fig. 1). This fact
influences not only the initial choice of occupation, but also the occupational mobility process.
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Preferences of employees in
terms of occupational choice:
•  Returns to human capital;
•  Possibility of performing a

certain social roles;
•  Costs of obtaining an

occupation and working in it

Preferences of employers
in terms of hiring employees

of certain gender

Discrimination of women
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Feedback effect

Limitations set
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Stereotypes in terms
of social roles distribution among

men and women

Occupational gender
segregation

Ideas on "natural" differences
between men and women (physical

and intellectual abilities,
inclination to certain areas of work)

Fig. 1. Mechanisms of occupational gender segregation appearance and support

The relationship between gender segregation and occupational mobility is not widely discussed in
economical literature yet. One of the papers concerning the issue of gender differences in occupa-
tional mobility is Loprest (1992). In particular, she has found that regardless of similar rates of job
mobility, women are less likely to change their occupations when changing job, than men are (in
54% cases vs. 66%). Besides that, the existence of gender segregation is displayed through the dif-
ferences in flows direction: men migrate mainly between "male" occupations, whereas women —
between "female". Among main causes of this situation we should note both gender differences in
preferences relatively jobs and existence of discrimination practice of employers.

3. METHODOLOGY OF ANALYSIS

To capture the influence of gender differences in labor behavior on occupational mobility and gen-
der segregation we should use an approach according to which the benefits of working in certain
occupation can be subdivided in two groups: "monetary" and "non-monetary". The first group in-
cludes, first of all, wage, as well as bonuses, additional payments and other types of payments. Non-
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monetary benefits can be further subdivided into labor conditions-related (working hours duration;
degree of employment flexibility; level of comfort, work-place safety; job security, etc.) and addi-
tional labor motivation related (access to social benefits; fringe benefits; career promotion perspec-
tives; possibility of on-the-job training etc.). It is evident that monetary benefits are influenced by
many parameters, such as quantity and content (quality) of accumulated human capital, which al-
lows employee to perform respective functions; field in which the company works and its functional
performance; characteristic features of labor market etc. The size of employment non-monetary
benefits is defined by terms and principles of work organization, as well as a possibility to get social
benefits and move further with career development. Accordingly while making decisions on
changing the place of work one estimates expected positive outcomes of this decision not only in
terms of salary changes, but bearing in mind the whole range of parameters representing employ-
ment benefits.

It is possible to say that the size of expected benefit is to a certain degree positively related both
with monetary and non-monetary befits: gain is more considerable both in the case of wage increase
and in the case of improved terms of employment, that is

),,( SWBB =  at that ,0,0 >
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where W and S represent monetary and non-monetary returns to having given occupation, respec-
tively. But according to the compensational differences theory, employment and labor terms facili-
tating the increase of individual efficacy correlate negatively with the size of monetary award:
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Due to the differences in labor behavior caused by different gender roles relative assessment of em-
ployment return components by men and women differs: rational male behavior means stronger ori-
entation towards monetary returns, whereas female preferences are largely oriented towards non-
monetary component. The employment gain for different occupations is a function which can be
demonstrated as:

( , ),B B W Sα β= × ×

where α and β are parameters characterizing individual preferences for monetary and non-monetary
components of return to being in given occupation.

It is clear that existence of implicit social agreement influences not only preferences of employ-
ees in terms of employment parameters, but also the costs of choosing the occupation. Bearing
in mind the above mentioned facts, the model of occupational mobility can be expressed as
follows:

Pr( 1) Pr[ ( ( , ) ( , )) ( )]g g j g j g i g i gOccMob E B W S B W S E Cα β α β= = × × − × × > ,

where g shows the gender of employee, j — alternative occupation, i — existing occupation.
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Using the Probit-model estimation, we calculate the marginal effects for determinants of the prob-
ability of occupational mobility:

Prob (OccMobi = 1) = F(Хi, Yi, М),

where the vector of factors includes determinants influencing both the size of benefits and costs
of occupational mobility and the preferences on monetary and non-monetary returns to being in
some occupation. These determinants are divided into three groups: characteristics of employee
itself and its family (Xi); current employment of an individual (at the beginning of the period
when the decision on changing occupation is supposedly made) — Yi; and the local labor market
characteristic (M). The specification of the estimating and the hypothesis on the factors included
are represented in section 5.

Our approach allows us to analyze the influence which occupational mobility has on gender segregation
at the labor market. The main objective is to define which factors influence men and women in choosing
occupation which is untypical for their respective gender. That is why our initial suggestion is that one
employed at the beginning of analyzed period, chooses between one of three alternatives: 1) not to
change occupation; 2) move into occupation dominated by employees of his or her gender ("male" for
men and "female" for women); 3) move into the occupation which is not typical for her / his gender
("male" or "integrated" for women and "female" or "integrated" for men. In order to do that for two sub-
samples — male and female — we estimate an econometric multiple choice model:

)),,,((
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where P(yi = m) is a probability of an individual choosing one of the two alternatives representing a
movement to typical or untypical for individual's gender occupation; P(yi = l) is a probability of oc-
cupational mobility absence, which is viewed as a basic state; Zi is a vector of occupational mobility
determinants.

Typical occupations for employees of different genders were defined according to Blau et al. (1998)
method. Attributing an occupation to one or the other group is based at comparison of female per-
centage in the given profession and in a total number of employed. The occupation is considered as
"mainly female" if pit > (Pt + 10), and "mainly male" if pit < (Pt – 10), where pit is a percentage of
women among employed in the occupation i in a year t; Pt is a percentage of women in total number
of employed in economy. Other occupations are considered as "integrated".

Most of the researches view wages as the main stimulus for occupational mobility that is the
evaluation of occupational change benefits is conducted on the basis of monetary returns increase
(e.g., Topel and Ward, 1992; Keith and McWilliams, 1995). The calculation of net effect of mobil-
ity on wages is done with the help of the following equation:

(ln ) ,i i i iW X Mobilityα β γ ε∆ = + + +

where ∆(ln Wi) is a difference in logarithms of wages of individual i between the beginning and the
end of period; Xi is a vector of determinants that influence the level of wage, Mobility — is a
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dummy-variable that is equal to 1 if occupation change has occurred during the analyzed period,
0 — otherwise. Coefficient with this variable — γ — represents the return on occupational mobility.

In order to answer the question whether occupational mobility facilitates the decrease of gender gap
in wages we estimate the influence of occupation change on wage changes for men and women
bearing in mind the existence of occupational segregation at the labor market.

4. OCCUPATIONAL GENDER STRUCTURE AND OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY
AT THE RUSSIAN LABOR MARKET

4.1. Sources of information

There are several sources of information which allows us to evaluate occupational structure in the
Russian economy, as well as the balance of male and female among occupations. First of all there
are results of the Russian Labor Force Survey (RLFS) executed by the Federal Statistic Committee
of Russia since 1992. Publications with RLFS results present 31 occupational groups, which are
very close to the 2-digit classification of the International Standard Classification of Occupations
ISCO-88. The basic advantages of the RLFS are its regularity1 and scope (0.24% of citizens from
15 to 72 years old).

Another source of information on gender occupational structure in Russia is the Russian Longitudi-
nal Monitoring Survey — RLMS, conducted by the North Carolina State University (USA).2 The
advantage of RLMS is that all information on occupational profile of individuals is coded using full
4-digits code system of ISCO-88. So, there is a possibility to measure occupational segregation at
any level of desaggregation of the occupational groups. RLMS data are panel-type data which is an
advantage for researching of occupational mobility processes. On the other hand there is an usual
problem for all panel data attrition caused by individuals changing place of residence which can not
always be traced.

Besides that as Sabirianova (2002) says there were many mistakes made while coding respondents'
occupations for RLMS. When analyzing occupational mobility it causes significant increase of mo-
bility magnitudes performance. Without access to primary information we corrected occupational
codes using the respondents' answers on question about whether they have changed there occupa-

                                                
1 In 1992–1994 and 1996–1998 it was conducted once a year; in 1995 there were two surveys, and since 1999 survey is
conducted once in 3 months.
2 In a survey conducted on the basis of national probability household sample participated people over 15 years old.
During each round about 10,000 individuals are covered. The part of the questionnaire devoted to employment con-
tains questions about respondents' status at the labor market, including profession; characteristics of basic and addi-
tional employment; revenues from different activities; education; participation in state social programs (for unem-
ployed and pensioners). A detailed description of the survey, sample description and general information is available
at www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/rlms. Access to this information is free.
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tion during the time period since the previous round. This question features in RLMS questionnaire
since 1996. Supposing that in 1995 occupation coding was correct we have RLMS data for the
time-period from 1995 to 2002, excluding 1997 and 1999, when the research was not conducted.

Comparison of two data sources demonstrates incongruence of gender occupational composition
derived from them. RLMS data demonstrate large asymmetry in occupational spread of men and
women (Appendix, Table A1). Compared to RLFS, RLMS reflects much more significant gender
gap in employment in such occupational groups as Professionals, Associate Professionals, Craft
Workers, and Operators and Assemblers. At the same time we see that in case of higher qualifica-
tion this difference can be explained by the fact that compared to RLFS, RLMS marks much larger
proportion of women working and much smaller male presence in this area. As for craft workers
RLMS shows much smaller proportion of women than RLFS.

At the present the discussion about representation of information on occupational structure is still
open. The disadvantages of RLMS have been discussed earlier. Nevertheless, as far as access to
RLFS micro data is virtually impossible we can not say that official statistic data represent occupa-
tional structure better than RLMS does. Besides that due to larger time-span, RLMS information
allows to trace dynamic changes in gender structure of employment at the Russian labor market.
Besides that panel nature of RLMS data provides an opportunity not only for establishing the inter-
connection between labor mobility and occupational gender segregation, but also to estimate deter-
minants of individual choice of any occupation — that is, to give an answer to the question about
why women and men choose different occupations. Additional advantage of the RLMS data is that
it contains information about occupational structure in Soviet times. This type of data is received
from the answers to the retrospective questions featuring in the questionnaire from VIII round. Due
to above mentioned facts further analysis will be conducted with the use of RLMS data.

Information about the level of occupational gender segregation at the Russian labor market can be
also obtained from the Laborsta database by the International Labor Organization (ILO) which of-
fers the distribution of men and women among 9 occupational groups matching 1-digit level of
ISCO-88 codification (excluding military officers). This database also provides information on gen-
der occupational employment structure in other countries both with developed and transition econ-
omy. As far as while gathering data statistic bodies use ILO guidance, it is possible to speak about
comparability of the data for inter-country comparison.

As Table A2 of Appendix demonstrates, in general the level of occupational segregation in Russia
(37–38%) is comparable to countries with market economies and some of those with transition
economy. Nevertheless there is a certain spread of segregation index: in Greece, Italy, Portugal,
Romania and Slovenia it does not exceed 34% while in Denmark, Ireland, Norway and Slovakia it
is higher than 39%.

Usually the Labor Force Participation Rate of women is considered as a main factor decreasing oc-
cupational segregation (Blau and Hendrix, 1979; Beller, 1985; Hakim, 1992). But as comparison of
Table A2 and A3 of Appendix demonstrates, there is no unanimous negative dependence between
these two factors. Moreover in Denmark and Norway high Labor Force Participation Rate of
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women is accompanied with significant occupational segregation whereas in Italy and Greece,
where female labor activity is low, segregation is also insignificant. As the analysis of gender occu-
pational structures demonstrates, the basic factor complementing to segregation index is the level of
male and female concentration in such areas as occupations of service workers and skilled workers.
The dependence is as follows: in the most industrially developed countries there is the highly pro-
nounced segmentation, where women are concentrated in the first group and men — in the second,
which causes segregation growth. In less industrially developed countries men are mostly present as
craft workers, but also they are strongly represented in the sphere of trade and service, which causes
segregation to decrease. Thus, the level of occupational segregation depends not only on the degree
of female involvement into paid work, but also on industry structure of economy.

4.2. Transition to a market economy and changes of occupational gender structure

Many researches state that the more detailed is the list of analyzed occupational groups, the higher
is the noticeable degree of uneven male and female distribution across occupations (Gunderson,
1989; Ogloblin, 1999). But the use of maximally disaggregated 4-digit occupational codification at
the basis of RLMS leads to overestimated segregation indices. This occurs because with such de-
talization we get a situation where more than half of occupations have 1 or 2 employees, which can
not be an adequate reflection of real distribution of employees across occupations. That is why the
calculations are made for 1, 2 and 3-digit codes.

The data in Table A4 of Appendix demonstrates not only an increase of gender segregation while
looking at occupations in more detail: dynamics of segregation index changes can also differ. Nev-
ertheless it is obvious that during the period of transition from planned to market economy in Russia
gender asymmetry of distribution among the occupations has slightly increased, but during the last
couple of years an opposite tendency has been observed.

Table 1 presents information on the changes in gender occupational structure during the period from
1985 to 2002. The changes reflect structural shifts in the Russian economy of the period: decrease of
industrial production and growth of service sector. For instance, the proportion of people employed in
service and trade grew significantly mainly due to women. There was also a significant decrease of
the number of people of both genders employed as operators and assemblers. We should also mention
the growth of the proportion of people employed as officials and top-managers which is related to the
increase of number of companies (both new and those formed as a result of breaking up old ones).

Analysis of occupational spread of employees across 10 larger units does not allow for tracing all
the changes in occupational segregation during the period under discussion. That is why we present
calculations made with the use of 2-digit ISCO-88 codes.

At the basis of the data from Table A5 of Appendix we can make certain conclusions. Firstly, the spread
of men across occupations is more uneven than of women, but for the period between 1985–2002 there
was an opposite tendency: a growth of concentration among women and decrease among men. In 1985
three most wide-spread male occupations boasted more than 53% of all employed men, whereas by
2002 this figure decreased to 44.47%. For women respective figures were 25.70% in 1985 and 30.13%
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in 2002. It has to be mentioned that the basic occupations for women are those that require rather a high
level of education (excluding those occupations related to trade and services). On the other hand the
most wide-spread male occupations are not connected with higher educational level. These are occupa-
tions like craft workers and unskilled workers.

Table 1. Changes in occupational gender structure, 1985–2002, %

1985 1991
Occupational groups

Female Male Total Female Male Total

Senior managers and officials 1.89 3 2.39 1.36 1.93 1.63

Professionals 23.75 12.69 18.8 22.74 11.41 17.31

Technicians and associate
professionals 20.43 8.2 14.95 22.57 7.09 15.14

Clerks 12.06 1.17 7.18 12.81 1.20 7.24

Service and market workers 8.48 2.05 5.6 9.33 2.30 5.96

Skilled agricultural workers 0.09 0.25 0.16 0.04 0.60 0.31

Craft and related trades 6.62 27.96 16.17 5.43 28.44 16.47

Operators and assemblers 10.95 34.5 21.49 10.22 34.65 21.94

Unskilled workers 15.5 7.25 11.81 15.19 9.07 12.25

Army 0.23 2.93 1.44 0.30 3.31 1.74

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

N 3,490 2,829 6,319 2,357 2,173 4,530

1994 2002
Occupational groups

Female Male Total Female Male Total

Senior managers and officials 0.90 2.73 1.81 4.00 6.46 5.15

Professionals 24.84 13.88 19.40 21.86 9.89 16.27

Technicians and associate
professionals 23.78 5.63 14.78 23.38 8.16 16.27

Clerks 11.38 0.91 6.19 10.19 1.66 6.20

Service and market workers 9.83 4.52 7.19 15.18 4.77 10.31

Skilled agricultural workers 0.16 1.08 0.62 0.14 0.97 0.53

Craft and related trades 7.38 30.94 19.07 4.56 25.36 14.27

Operators and assemblers 6.36 30.32 18.25 6.47 28.68 16.84

Unskilled workers 15.29 8.70 12.02 14.04 12.76 13.45

Army 0.08 1.28 0.68 0.18 1.29 0.70

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

N 2,452 2,414 4,866 2,827 2,476 5,303

Calculated based on: RLMS, Rounds V–IX for individuals age 16–72.
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Secondly, men and women are distributed across different occupational groups. Among three most
popular female occupations during the period male representation amounted for no more than 11%,
while among male popular occupations there were only 4–5% of women. By 1994 the share of men
with "female" occupations decreased compared to 1985, whereas by 2002 this figure grew again. In
other words changes in gender structure of occupation demonstrate certain distribution of women
among occupations typical of their gender, while men significantly increase their presence in other
including "female" occupational groups. The rest is especially clear while looking at a group of work-
ers in simple trade and service occupations, where the proportion of men is growing dynamically.

The changes in gender occupational employment structure reflected in segregation index are mani-
fested in two fays: through changes of overall occupational employment structure; and secondly
through the changes of proportions of male and female representation in separate occupations. That
is the decrease of segregation level can occur due to the decrease of the share of employed in occu-
pations where one of the gender groups is dominant; or as a result of mass income of workers into
occupations untypical of their gender.

As Table A6 of Appendix shows, occupational structure of employment in Russia is extremely seg-
regated: among 27 occupational groups only 6 or 7 can be called integrated, while the majority of
occupations is dominated either by men or by women. In 1985–2002 women represented 90% of
employees in occupational groups of the Life science and health associate professionals, Office
clerks, Customer service clerks, and Teaching associate professionals. On the other hand women
were virtually nonexistent in such occupations as Metal, machinery and related trades workers, as
well as Drivers and operators of mobile plant.

During the period from 1985 to 1994 occupational segregation level grew. This was facilitated by
the growth of concentration in gender-dominated occupations, which was caused by the increase of
the proportion of men with "male" occupations and women with "female" ones (e.g. Metal, machin-
ery and related trades workers; Teaching professionals; Models, salespersons and demonstrators).
Both men and women increased their presence in such "female" occupations as Sales and services
elementary occupations (overall employment level in these grew from 4.38% to 6.91%) and Other
associate professionals.3 Women employment in "male" occupations decreased which also facili-
tated segregation growth.

The decrease of segregation level from 1994 to 2002 was caused first of all by continuing entrance
of men into "female" occupations (e.g. Clerks, Sales and services elementary occupations, etc.). At
the same time there is an evident decrease of overall employment level in some gender-dominated
occupations (Drivers and mobile plant operators; Industrial workers).

The proportion in which gender occupational structure changes complement to the overall change
of gender segregation allows to define the decomposition method suggested by Blau et al. (1998).

                                                
3 Occupational group of Other associate professionals includes such wide-spread occupations for women as travel
agent, administrative secretary, tax officer etc.
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The equation for the Duncan index calculation at the moment t may be rewritten as:
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where Tit = Fit + Mit is the total number of workers of both genders employed in each occupation at
the moment t, pit = Fit/Tit is the proportion women comprise of each occupation's employment, and
qit = 1 – pit. Then the total change of segregation index between two moments (∆D = D2 – D1) could
be decomposed onto two effects:
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due to changes in gender composition within occupations, holding the size of occupations constant;
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due to changes in the occupational mix of the economy, holding gender composition within occu-
pations constant.

As calculations in Table 2 demonstrate the basic input to gender segregation structure changes in
the Russian economy was provided by the Occupation mix effect. Both growth of the index in
1985–1994 and its following decrease for 80–86% was stipulated by redistribution of employees
across occupations. In the first case it occurred due to the employment concentration growth in gen-
der-dominated occupations, in the second — due to the decrease of concentration basically as a re-
sult of breaking up of "male" occupations. Replacement of workers of one gender by the others
within the occupations can explain up to 20% of the overall index changes. At the beginning of the
period under discussion there was a tendency for supplanting women in "male" occupations which
increased segregation. During the period of reform the growth of men in "female" occupations was
positive from the point of view of gender asymmetry decrease.

4.3. Gender differences in magnitudes and directions of occupational mobility

Economic reforms in Russia and the countries of Central and Eastern Europe were accompanied by a
significant growth of labor force mobility. Using RLMS data we speak about occupation change in
cases when 3-digit occupational codes of an individual do not coincide in two consecutive periods.
According to our calculations, the proportion of workers changing occupation during 1990–1995 was
52.18% of all the employed individuals, whereas during the period from 1985 to 1990 this figure was
only 32.29% (see Table 3). The levels of male and female occupational mobility were practically
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identical with the difference of 2–3%. But while analyzing transitional matrix it becomes obvious that
the directions of occupational mobility for different genders had their peculiarities.

Table 2. Decomposition of the gender segregation index changes (1985–2002)

1985 1994 2002

Segregation index, % 52.72 57.59 52.08

Change in segregation index

1985–1994 1994–2002

4.87 –5.51

Due to effect of: Absolute % of total Absolute % of total

Sex composition 0.68 13.94% –1.11 20.15%

Occupational mix 4.19 86.06% –4.40 79.85%

Note: Calculated based on RLMS. Gender segregation indexes are calculated for 27 occupational groups according to 2-digit codes
ISCO-88.

Table 3. Occupational mobility rates in Russian economy, %

 1985–1990 1990–1995 1996–1998 1998–2000 2000–2002

Women 39.17 53 10.11 10.78 14.28

Men 39.43 51.23 14.28 13.37 19.84

Total 39.29 52.18 12.05 11.97 16.82

As it is seen in Tables A7 and A8 of the Appendix, while Russia was moving to market economy
(1990–1995) occupational mobility facilitated the growth of gender segregation. Employees were
moving to those areas, where representatives of their gender were dominant (for women these were
such occupations as Professionals and Technicians and Associate professionals, for men — Craft
workers, Operators and Assemblers). The same directions dominated the shift of individuals from
unemployed area. Besides that women were much more active in leaving "male" occupations as far
as the probability of men leaving "female" occupations was much lower. Analogous process was
observed earlier during the period between 1985 and 1990 but gender gap in the probability of
moving into the above mentioned groups was not significant. Accordingly it was the commence-
ment of economical reforms in Russia when occupational mobility made main input into gender oc-
cupational structure changes.

As Table A9 of Appendix shows, at the present occupational mobility does not facilitate leveling
out gender disproportion in occupational gender disproportion. We calculated the probability of
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employees moving across gender dominated occupations. It is evident that the growth of male and
female percentage in certain occupation might lead to shifting the occupation from one group to an-
other. The "label change" effect is eliminated if we analyze the changes in male and female spread
across occupations fixed at the beginning of the period. This gives a chance to analyze the shifts in
gender occupational structure caused by employees moving into occupations which before were
typical of opposite gender.

It is possible to mention that individuals of both genders are less likely to leave occupations where
their gender is dominant. On the contrary the probability of leaving occupations untypical of the
respective gender is rather high. It is especially characteristic of men whose mobility level in mov-
ing from "female" and "integrated" occupations is much higher than from "male" ones. If they leave
their gender occupational group women try to find employment in male group whereas men look
for jobs in "integrated" group. The exception for men was the period between 1998 and 2000, dur-
ing which they were actively moving to "female" occupations. For women 2000–2002 was also an
exceptional period when the share of women moving into integrated occupations was higher than of
those choosing "male" ones.

The answer to the question about why men and women choose different areas of work while change
their occupations will help to find out which factors facilitate the strengthening of occupational
gender segregation at the labor market. On the other hand it will help to identify the factors which
influence the decrease of gender asymmetry in employees' distribution across occupations.

Occupation or, to put it better, skills and competencies defining its content, are one of the basic
characteristics of a work place. It is occupational orientation of the individual which largely prede-
termines the size of all the returns of work. So it is possible to say that "mainly female" and "mainly
male" occupations have different characteristics.

Using RLMS data we have analyzed employment characteristics at the work place of "male", "fe-
male" and "integrated" occupations (Table A10 of Appendix). It turned out that representatives of
traditionally "male" occupations can count on significantly higher average wages. At the same time
men employed in "female" occupations earn 38–40% more than women. In 1996 gender gap in
wages was 46.06%. It demonstrates that if a man is employed in an untypical for his gender occu-
pation then most probably it is an executive position which offers high income. In "female" occu-
pations the number of work hours per month is significantly lower than in "male" and "integrated"
ones. In general the percentage of people working full-time in "female" occupations is lower than in
other two groups. On the one hand this factor has a decreasing influence on the wages, but at the
same time it suggests that women prefer to work in occupations which not only allow them to com-
bine work and household duties but also do not require significant work load.

Compared to others workers those employed in "female" occupations are more prone to work for
public companies and the number of those working in private sphere is very low. In "female" occu-
pations more employees have subordinates than in "male" ones (up to year 2000 this figure was also
higher than in "integrated" occupations). But the average number of subordinates for individuals
with "female" occupations is lower.
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5. GENDER DIFFERENCES IN DETERMINANTS OF OCCUPATIONAL CHOICE

5.1. Research hypotheses

In order to asses the occupational mobility model which takes into account the differences in male
and female social roles we use pooled data from RLMS for three two-year periods: 1996–1998,
1998–2000 and 2000–2002. The sample includes those individuals who were employed at the be-
ginning and end of each reviewed period and provided information on their occupation and the size
of wages. Those individuals who stated that they had a job or were on vacation at that period were
considered as employed. The scope of the sample was: 2.219 in 1996–1998 (men — 45.43%), 2.383
in 1998–2000 (men — 45.36%), 2.415 in 2000–2002 (men — 45.15%). It has to be mentioned that
the gender composition of the sample is slightly shifted compared to official data on employment.
According to the information of State Statistic Committee men represent 51–52% of the overall
employed population.

In order to define the occupation we use ISCO-88 3-digit occupation codification. Initial codes were
corrected in respect to respondents' answers to the question on the changes of occupation since the
previous round. As far as this question was incorporated into RLMS questionnaire in 1996, we have
comparable data for the time span between 1996 and 2002.

There is a separate question on the estimation of wages changes and monetary income of the family
using the RLMS data. Initial figures were inflated to the year 2002 price level using the CPI re-
ported by Goskomstat. Wages are defined on the basis of respondents' answers about wages re-
ceived at their basic place of employment during the last 30 days. In cases, when the person worked
during the last 30 days, but did not get paid, wages were considered to be the average monthly
payments that were owed by the enterprise as delayed wage payments (for the detailed discussion of
the phenomenon of wage arrears in Russia see Lehmann, Wadsworth and Acquisti, 1999; Earle and
Sabirianova, 2000).

Preliminary data analysis (see Table A11 of Appendix) gives us the following conclusions. Young
individuals are the most mobile: the level of occupational mobility for workers at the age of 16–25
was 37.4% for men and 23.7% for women (2000–2002). With the course of time the desire to
change occupation decreases significantly.

Employees with no children are more mobile on average which is especially true for men. Presence
of children even of small ones does not have significant influence on women changing occupations.
Men with children under 7 demonstrate higher mobility than those who do not have small children.
While the children are getting older occupational mobility of their fathers decreases.

According to the occupational mobility theory there is no interdependence between educational
level and occupational mobility. On the one hand the higher educational level is the more specific
and narrow the individual's field of knowledge is and that increases mobility costs. On the other
hand the probability of occupational mobility for people with occupations requiring significant edu-
cational level might increase because theoretically they can claim wider scope of jobs.
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In general the first suggestion seems to be right: the level of occupational mobility for both genders
without higher education is higher on average. The hypothesis on deterring influence of specific
human capital on occupational mobility is supported by the analysis of the occupation mobility in-
tensity: the level of professional mobility significantly decreases while we are moving upwards
from medium and vocational education to higher education.

The educational level correlates significantly with the occupation in which individual is employed.
That is why it is only natural that on average the workers in professions not requiring higher educa-
tion demonstrate higher mobility. As for the type of the property of the company it is possible to say
that employees in public sector tend to be less mobile (men in 2000–2002 are an exception). Men
employed on a part-time basis on average tend to be less prone to changing occupations that those
who work more than 140 hours per month. There is virtually no difference in occupational mobility
levels between women employed in two sub-groups. Those who do not work on a contract basis
change occupations 2 times more intensive. The status of the employee which we define according
to the presence of subordinates is more important for women than for men while making decisions
on changing occupation. Women with lower status demonstrate higher mobility than those who
have subordinates.

The analysis of the employees' characteristics and some terms of employment before making a de-
cision on occupational mobility allow us to define features typical of individuals from certain
groups with certain specific features (age, educational level, occupation, etc.). As we noticed practi-
cally all these groups demonstrate less mobility levels for women compared to men, which allows
to suggest that two genders have different criteria for assessing returns of work and occupation.

It seems that significant differences between occupations are manifested in the number of work
hours, level of wages and responsibility. Does it mean that women choose occupations with the
work schedule which allows performing traditional double function? In other words, is the size of
wages and factors influencing it the main determinant of choosing the occupation? Answers to these
questions can be obtained from regressive analysis of probability of employees moving either to
occupation with his or her respective gender being dominant or to the occupation where the major-
ity is represented by the other gender.

Econometric analysis of occupational mobility influence on gender segregation at the Russian labor
market was conducted by econometric estimation of the two models, presented in Section 3: the bi-
nary choice model of occupational mobility, and the multiple choice model of one of the gender-
dominated occupation. Judging from specific features of male and female labor behavior as well as
mechanism of creating and supporting occupational gender segregation it is possible to predict dif-
ferent influence which factors responsible for social role of the individual and determinants accom-
panying gender roles, will have on choosing employment sphere. The following econometric analy-
sis is aimed at testing several hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. The presence of family and small children increases occupational mobility costs, so
these factors could reduce of probability of mobility for employees of both genders. In case of
changing occupation these factors influence women in opting for non-monetary return from work and
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the choice of monetary return by men. This happens because in such a situation men pay much more
attention to wages, whereas women need a chance to combine work and child care (as it was shown
earlier female occupations are much more "profitable" in that sense). That is why the probability of
women choosing "female" occupations and men — "male" increases. At the same time older children
might not cause differences in professional mobility among workers of different genders.

Hypothesis 2. The higher average per capita income is the higher is the probability of occupational
mobility, as far as this means the decrease of mobility costs. At the same time the influence of in-
come per family member on women's choice of occupation is not unanimous. On the one hand
lower income might stimulate women in choosing "male" occupations in order to support the finan-
cial welfare of the family. On the other hand in case of low per capita income in the family there are
few opportunities for replacing women as housewives, which in the situation of occupational mo-
bility increases the probability of women choosing "female" occupations with more flexible work-
ing schedule. As for men, higher per-capita income in the family decreases mobility costs and wid-
ens the chances for choosing professions by covering "female" area.

Hypothesis 3. The influence of education on probability and direction of occupational mobility is
not unanimous. On the one hand employees with higher educational level can claim wider scope of
occupations with more dispersed wages, which increases the mobility potential. On the other hand
the higher educational level is the higher is the peculiarity of accumulated knowledge, which might
not be necessary while changing occupation, which leads to the increase of mobility costs. Higher
educational level might support women in moving into "male" occupations due to improved com-
petitive advantages. But as Russian experience shows, majority of "male" occupations require sig-
nificantly lower educational level than "female" ones. So, movement into "male" occupations could
be accompanied with costs related to the loss of accumulated human capital. As a result there can be
a negative interdependence between the educational level (years) and the possibility of choosing
"male" occupations.

Hypothesis 4. As far as women are supposed to have higher value of "non-monetary" employment
component then respective characteristics of workplace will decrease chances of female occupa-
tional mobility in general and their move to occupations not associated with their gender. As ex-
planatory variables we use work schedule and ownership of the company. The last variable de-
scribes the degree of stability for the labor relations as well as the compliance of the employer to the
labor legislation: providing regular wage payments, covering vacations and temporary disability
payments which are more typical of public institutions. At the same time as it is well-known the
size of wages in private companies is on average higher than in public sector.

Hypothesis 5. All other being equal higher monetary benefit from current occupation decreases occu-
pational mobility, while the size of alternative wages is positively related with employee's mobility.

Calculation of current and alternative wages undertaken in this research is based on the approach
suggested by Sabirianova (2002). We use the following equation:

0 1ln( ) ln( ) ,i ii
Wage H OCCα α α ε= + + +∑
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where Wage is individual's wage per month (considering possible wage arrears) before the survey,
H is the quantity of work hours per month,4 OCC represents dummy-variables for ten occupational
groups of 1-digit ISCO-88 codification. Accordingly expected wage for current occupation i for
employees of gender g is:

0 1( ) ln( ) ,g g g g
i i iE CurWage H OCCα α α= + +

where Н has average meaning for individuals working in this occupational group. The expected
wage for other occupations is calculated as follows:

0 1
1( ) ln( ) ,g g g g

i j jj
E AltWage H OCC

n
α α α= + + ∑

where j = 1, …, n — alternative occupations.

Hypothesis 6. Living in a city increases probability of occupational mobility for all workers, and
probability of women's movement into occupations which are not typical of them, as well. This hy-
pothesis is based on the idea that firstly employers at respective labor market have less monopsonic
power; and secondly, cities have better developed service and trade spheres which facilitate the de-
crease of women's household duties.

Besides that according to the suggestion of occupational mobility theory regressive equations in-
clude such variables as age and tenure (which must negatively correlate to the probability of occu-
pational mobility).

5.2. Results

Table A12 of Appendix presents the results of the occupational mobility model estimation. The
presence of children under 7 limits occupational mobility of men as it was suggested. It is due to the
fact that the change of occupation implies additional time and financial costs which is something
that families with small children do not have in abundance. In such a situation expected benefits
from mobility can be evaluated as lower than expected costs and probability of changing occupation
decreases.

Characteristics of the family status do not influence female occupational mobility. But there is
positive correlation between the per capita income and female occupational mobility. Women view
higher income per family member as a kind of reserve, which decreases mobility costs as far as it
gives a chance to decrease time costs for household duties. Marginal effect of this factor for men is
negative. In other words higher per capita income decreases men's desire to change occupation.

As it was suggested employees in public sector are less mobile compared to people employed in
private companies. This must result from private sector being more flexible and adaptive. Here new

                                                
4 This variable does not correlate with the work schedule variable, as far as it uses criteria of real number of hours at
work during the last month, while work schedule variable is based on the average number of work hours a day.
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jobs come and go more often and labor relations are much less formalized than in public sector
(even with labor contract). The presence of subordinates has a negative influence on women's mo-
bility. It is clear that high status at work increases mobility costs, which is an important factor in
making decisions on female mobility.

The hypotheses about negative interconnection between probability of mobility and age and tenure
are also proven. During the latter it is possible to say following. Lehmann and Wadsworth (2000)
say that in transitional economy specific capital accumulated earlier is frequently not only unneces-
sary, but also undesirable for an employer. In such a case longer tenure at one company for workers
of both genders can partially reflect their unavailability for changing occupation and for competi-
tion at the labor market.

There seem to be no influence of gender role differences on probability of occupational mobility.
But the influence of occupational mobility on the level of gender segregation is manifested not only
in the employees of different genders changing occupations, but in the occupations they choose
while doing that.

The results of estimation of the occupation choice model are presented in Tables A13 and A14 of
Appendix. It is possible to mention the absence of statistically significant influence of variables,
responsible for distribution of social roles, on occupational mobility in general and the choice of
occupations from different gender groups. Both for men and women such personal characteristics as
age and tenure are important; for older individuals and people with longer tenure tend to be lass
prone to changing occupations.

Higher educational level increases chances of both men and women for moving into untypical oc-
cupation (compared to choosing alternative of mobility absence). For women this can be related to
improving their competitiveness in a struggle for better-paid jobs in "male" areas. As for men the
higher educational level stimulates them in choosing "female" occupations not only because they do
not want to lose human capital (as it has already been mentioned, "female" occupations require
relatively higher educational level). In "female" occupations men earn more then women as far as
they occupy executive positions. Besides that positive interconnection between the educational level
and move into untypical occupation might demonstrate the absence of entrance barriers for occupa-
tion of any gender type for better educated individuals in cases when return from occupational
qualities of an employee makes discriminating behavior of employer irrational.

Negative coefficient with tenure variable supports traditional hypothesis about decreasing of mobil-
ity with accumulating specific human capital. Probability of female occupational mobility and the
choice of untypical occupation for respective gender in such a case is much lower than the prob-
ability of choosing occupation from "female" group. This fact can be viewed as a proof of the fact
that female workers with long tenure are less psychologically prone for changes and are not willing
to claim "male" occupations (men also demonstrate the difference between respective coefficients,
but it is insignificant).

The size of alternative wages has significant influence on the occupational mobility of women: the
higher it is the higher are the chances of them choosing "male" or "integrated" occupations com-
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pared to the situation of mobility absence. Therefore women place high value on the growth of
monetary returns of new occupation. This leads us to the conclusion that in case of labor mobility
women use behavioral strategy which is more typical of men, because they are oriented towards
wages and not towards "non-monetary" return of the occupation.

Nonetheless this result does not say that female labor behavior is not stipulated by performing
"double" function — employee and mother. Significantly lower female occupational mobility indi-
ces in formulated models demonstrate that costs of changing occupations for women are higher then
for men. Women are more prone to have occupations which allow them to combine paid work and
household duties, so they do not have incentives for changing occupations. So it is possible to say
that there is a certain inter-gender segmentation of behavioral models: those women, who do not
want or can not decrease their household duties, implement a passive strategy of behavior without
changing occupations or move to "female" occupations. Women with active behavioral strategies
tend to be oriented towards "monetary" returns while changing occupations.

Coefficients with dummy-variable which is used for private companies have high statistic signifi-
cance. Working in such a company increases probability of women moving into an occupation of
any type (the probability of choosing an occupation where women are not dominant in terms of
quantity is higher) while men tend to move into occupations which are not typical for them. The
basic category in this case is a mixed type of property (that is with the public sector participation).
Here again we see a situation when segmentation of behavioral models goes not according to the
gender of employees, but according to the strategy chosen by an individual at the labor market. The
most active and adaptive women working in a private sector of economy get a chance to compete
with men for occupations offering better average wages level.

The quantity of population at the female workers place of residence has a significant influence on
the probability of choosing "male" or "integrated" occupation, which supports the suggestion that
the absence of monopsonic power and better developed service sector (compared to smaller settle-
ments) widen the range of opportunities for choosing occupation.

6. OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY AND CHANGES IN GENDER WAGE GAP

Wage is one of the most important elements characterizing the return from work at certain area for
an individual. Its size reflects many aspects of labor relations: productivity of an employee, level of
qualification, work schedule and conditions, existence of other methods of monetary and non
monetary stimulation. Besides that wages are determined by such factors as overall economic posi-
tion at the industry and in the company where the individual works, the situation at the local labor
market, institutional factors, such as economical policy of the state.

It has been acknowledged that wages are dependent on the gender of the employee. Table 4 pro-
vides data about the difference in wages for men and women during the period between 1996–2002.
The first line represents gross percentage wage difference, which was 34.41–36.64%. After 1998
there was an increase of wages received by men.
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Table 4. Gender wage gap in Russia, 1996–2002

 1996 1998 2000 2002

Gross differences, % 35.78 34.37 36.66 36.61

Net differences, % 33.93 34.76 36.62 33.84

Calculated based on: RLMS, Rounds VII–XI.
Gross differences in wages are the percentage difference between average monthly wage of men and women (1 – wf/wm). Net differ-
ences are calculated based on the gender dummy-variable coefficient from the regression equation of logarithmic wage on main char-
acteristics of human capital and individual labor supply.

But the numbers representing gross percentage wage difference include the differences related to
such facts that women on average work less hours and men have lower average educational level
but longer work experience. While calculating net percentage wage difference for men and women
we took into consideration such wage determinants influencing employees' productivity as are tra-
ditional from the point of view of human capital theory (second line, Table 4).5 Gender differences
in wages even in case of equal parameters of labor offer and human capital remain substantial mar-
ginally decreasing compared to net difference and in 1998 even exceeding it.

Net gender wage gap was decreasing between 1996 and 200. But during 2 years from 200 to 2002 it
decreased, going slightly below the figure at the beginning of the period under analysis (33.84%
compared to 33.93%) which demonstrates a slight decrease in wages related solely to gender and
not to the work force parameters.

As it was shown earlier wage is an important characteristic of the job, and individuals consider it
while making a decision on changing occupation and place of work. During the process of labor
mobility an individual wants to improve his or her position by improving benefits of work. One of
the indications for such an improvement is the growth of wages. Therefore due to the change of oc-
cupation women get a chance to compensate for the difference in wages with men but only if the
change of wages exceeds the growth of wages received by men.

As Table 5 demonstrates, occupational mobility facilitates the growth of wages of the Russian em-
ployees. During 1996–1998 it was insignificant — about 7%, but at the background of wages de-
creases for those who remained in their previous occupation this result also supported the hypothe-
sis of positive influence the mobility has on wages change.

It has to be mentioned that the change of occupation leads to the wages growth for women, who
starts getting more than men who are not mobile. In 2000–2002 mobile women demonstrated more
dynamic growth of salary than even mobile men did (the growth was 218% for women and 173%
for men). This fact is definitely a positive one. But in a situation when gender gap in wages remain
insignificant the results received say that first of all before changing occupation women had much

                                                
5 Besides these variables estimated wage equations contained dummies for regions to control the regional price differ-
ences.
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lower wages than men and secondly, even a significant growth of wages does not let women
achieve the level which can be compared to men's salary. Besides that as it has been already men-
tioned women demonstrate less intensive occupational mobility than men do. All these lead to the
situation where occupational mobility does not facilitate the decrease of wage gap for men and
women — there is almost no difference in sub-samples of mobile workers and those who remain
passive (see Table 6).

Table 5. Average wage growth rates

1996–1998 1998–2000 2000–2002

Changed
occupation

Didn't change
occupation

Changed
occupation

Didn't change
occupation

Changed
occupation

Didn't change
occupation

Whole sample 0.071 –0.074 1.561 1.011 1.937 1.137

Women 0.042 –0.084 1.476 0.901 2.182 1.149

Men 0.099 –0.062 1.635 1.148 1.729 1.122

Table 6. Changes in gender wage gap

1998 2000 2002

Changed
occupation

Didn't change
occupation

Changed
occupation

Didn't change
occupation

Changed
occupation

Didn't change
occupation

Gender wage gap, % 34.70 33.85 36.43 36.66 35.37 34.58

In order to define the occupational mobility role in changing wages we assess the returns from
changing occupation in terms of wage growth. First of all we estimate a traditional model of wages
change model which is represented in Section 3. The estimation results represented in Table 15 of
Appendix show that occupational mobility has a significant positive influence on the growth of
wages for women. Ceteris paribus the wages of women grow 13.06% as a result of occupational
mobility. Statistic significance of the coefficient reflecting mobility return for men is not high. The
increase of working hours has the strongest influence on the wages growth for the employees of
both genders. At the same time this coefficient in the model for women is higher than one for men.

This model specification does not allow for considering the existence of occupational segregation at
the labor market. That is why the next step was to estimate the modified mobility return model:

0 1(ln ) ( ) ( ) ,i i i i iW X Occ t Occ tα β γ η ε∆ = + + + +

where ∆(ln Wi) is a difference in logarithms of wages for an individual i during the period; Xi — is a
vector of factors influencing wages; Oсс(t0)i is a variable demonstrating the gender-dominated type
of the occupation an individual had at the beginning of the period; Oсс(t1)i is a variable demon-
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strating the type of occupation at the end of the period (if there was a case of mobility) or the ab-
sence of occupational mobility.

Table 16 of Appendix represents the results of estimation of this model. The occupation at the be-
ginning of the period is an important factor for men. In case if they are employed in "male" occupa-
tions, but not in "female" or "integrated" ones their wages all being equal will decrease by the end
of the period. Both for men and women occupational mobility has a positive influence over the
change of wages. It is also important to which gender-dominated group the employee is moving.
The positive effect of women moving into male or integrated occupations is predictable due to av-
erage higher wages level characteristic of these occupations. Men moving to "non-male" occupa-
tions also witness wage increase (compared to those who do not change occupation). The only pos-
sible explanation of this fact is that men moving into female-dominated areas get executive posi-
tions.

In this model the growth of the working hours' number has a positive influence of wages growth,
while for men respective coefficient is practically insignificant. Therefore in order to provide posi-
tive growth of wages for women it is necessary to decrease workload in household for women or
decrease rest.

Contrary to that of men the growth of wages among women is positively related to the educational
level. It suggests that the level of accumulated human capital is important for the size of wages.
Therefore contrary to men women's investments to education bring significant returns.

In general it is necessary to stress out the fact that though occupational mobility supports wages
growth for women, at present it does not have significant influence on the level of gender wage gap.
To some extent it is related to the existence of occupational segregation at the Russian labor market.
In order to obtain the growth of wages women have to move into occupations where representatives
of their gender do not have quantitative domination.

7. CONCLUSION

The research conducted was aimed at defining and analyzing gender differences in occupational
mobility as well as at estimation of its influence on occupational gender segregation and gender
wage gap in Russia. The occupational mobility model suggested in this research allows considering
the existence of "implicit contract" according to which women are given such social functions as
bringing up children and performing household duties whereas men are in charge financial welfare
of the family. This suggestion predetermines the differences in size and structure of costs and bene-
fits of occupational mobility. The basic hypothesis was that while changing occupation women
think about non-monetary returns while the main incentive in occupational mobility for men is the
desire to get higher wages.

Comparing occupational employment structures in different countries demonstrated that at present
the level of occupational gender segregation in Russia is comparable with those in countries with
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market economy and some with transitional economy. We demonstrate that the gender segregation
level depends not only on the degree of women involvement in paid employment but also on the
branch structure of the economy and the presence of employment opportunities for women in occu-
pations untypical of their gender.

During the transition period there were significant changes of occupational employment structure
which reflected the structural changes in the Russian economy of that period: decrease of industrial
production and growth of service sector. At the same time gender asymmetry in women and men dis-
tribution across occupations also increase. This was facilitated by the growth of employment concen-
tration in gender-dominated occupations which occurred due to the increase of proportion of men em-
ployed in male occupations and women employed in female ones. Later in 1994–2000 gender segre-
gation slightly decreased as a result of the growth of men's share in female occupations and general
decrease of employees in certain major gender — dominated occupations. Decomposition of segrega-
tion index demonstrated that the changes in unevenness of male and female distribution across occu-
pations in Russia are mainly related to the changes of overall occupational structure: that is decrease
or increase of share of those employed in occupations dominated by one gender.

Occupational mobility both in transition period and at present does not facilitate the decrease of
gender segregation. The probability of employees moving to the occupations where their gender is
not quantitatively dominant is extremely low. There are significant differences in characteristics of
"male", "female" and "integrated" occupations: male ones are better paid and female have less work
hours, deal with less number of subordinates and are concentrated in public sector.

Econometric assessment of occupational mobility model did not demonstrate significant influence
of gender roles differences on the probability of changing occupation by men and women. A sig-
nificant difference is that for women higher income per family member increases occupational mo-
bility probability and for men it is a deterrent for occupational mobility. We believe that women
view higher per capita income as a reserve fund which decreases potential mobility costs by giving
a chance to decrease the time spent on household duties. For men this decreases incentives for
changing occupation. Besides that such factors as work in public sector, age and tenure have nega-
tive effect on the probability of occupational mobility of both genders.

The influence of occupational mobility on gender segregation level is manifested not only through
changes of occupation by workers of different genders, but also through the occupations they
choose as a result of mobility. Econometric analysis of the probability of employees choosing an
occupation untypical of their gender as a result of mobility demonstrated following dependences.
Positive influence on women moving into "male" and "integrated" professions is rendered by pa-
rameters, increasing the competitiveness at the labor market, for instance, higher level of education,
absence of significant accumulated specific human capital, presence of work experience in private
sector of economy. Besides that the probability of such a move increases with the wage growth in
alternative occupations and women's place of residence located in the city. In other words, presence
of wider opportunities for employment can facilitate segregation decrease through occupational
mobility of women.
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Though men do not have statistically significant influence of wages size on their occupational mo-
bility the probability of them choosing occupation untypical of their gender is positively related to
the employment in private sector, where monetary returns to occupation in any gender dominated
type is higher on average. For this group of workers positive influence of educational level on prob-
ability of moving into "non-male" occupations is explained by the desire to preserve and realize ac-
cumulated human capital as far as it is especially important for "female" occupations.

On the basis of the discovered differences in occupational mobility magnitude, directions and de-
terminants it is possible to say that there is inter-gender segmentation of behavior model: women
not willing or not having a chance to decrease their household duties realize a passive strategy
without changing occupation or moving into "female" occupations. Women with active behavioral
strategies are oriented towards monetary returns while changing occupation and try to move into
better paid "male" occupations.

Occupational mobility has a positive influence on wages especially for women. Nevertheless at pre-
sent it has weak influence on the size of gender gap in wages. To some extent it is related to the ex-
istence of occupational segregation at the Russian labor market: in order to obtain positive growth
of salary women have to move into occupations where representatives of their gender do not have
quantitative domination. At the same time men moving into "female" occupations have positive in-
fluence on wages growth.

On the basis of conducted research it is possible to make a conclusion on necessity of developing
measures on eliminating gender disproportions in employment structures. As far as direct influence
of social roles on occupational choice of employers was not found, it is possible to say that of all the
policy measures aimed at providing equal opportunities at the labor market the most important are
those that support elimination of barriers preventing women's access to workplaces in private sector
as well as decrease wage differences between those working in budget sphere and private sector.

Decisions taken in that respect should include such measures as: activization of work on controlling
over employers following the antidiscrimination legislation; realization of programs on stimulating
female entrepreneurship; promotion of women to leading positions in state authorities; stimulation
of women employment in private sector by using "positive action" measures; increasing attractive-
ness of workplaces in budget sector of economy (using such methods as practice of gender budget);
collecting and disseminating information on labor market situation; supporting women's rights and
realization of their opportunities, etc.

Realization of these measures on providing equal opportunities is able to increase effectiveness of
redistributing workers of different genders among types of activities. This effectiveness will be
manifested by equalizing occupational gender and wages. Such changes can lead to decreasing the
necessity of state interference with the process.
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APPENDIX

Table A1. Comparison of occupational gender structure data from Russian LFS and RLMS, 2001, %

RLFS Dataa RLMS Datab

Occupational groups
Male Female Total Male Female Total

Legislators, senior managers, officials 5.35 3.24 4.32 6.75 4.06 5.33
Professionals 12.38 20.13 16.15 9.61 22.49 16.42
Technicians and associate professionals 8.79 21.88 15.15 7.63 22.72 15.60
Clerks 0.80 6.06 3.35 1.43 9.48 5.68
Service and market workers 7.08 16.58 11.70 4.72 15.80 10.57
Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 3.78 4.14 3.96 0.97 0.11 0.52
Craft and related trade workers 26.52 10.97 18.97 25.89 4.59 14.63
Plant and maсhine operators and assemblers 24.01 3.77 14.18 29.68 6.88 17.63
Elementary occupations 11.28 13.22 12.22 13.32 13.88 13.62

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Note: Calculated based on: a — Obsledovanie naseleniya po problemam zanyatosti, 2001; b — RLMS, Round X.

Table A2. Occupational gender segregation level, 1997–2002, %a

Countries 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Developed countries
Austria 38.30 38.95 39.47 39.41 38.63 38.58
Canada 37.70 36.55 37.58 37.51 37.71 37.65
Denmark 40.35 40.90 n/a 39.04 39.80 39.17
Greece 31.25 31.48 32.21 31.82 32.46 33.28
Ireland 37.30 39.43 40.93 40.57 39.99 41.47
Spain 34.88 35.11 35.86 36.38 36.98 37.96
Italy 29.27 28.35 29.25 28.73 29.03 29.29
Sweden 41.08 40.25 38.66 38.43 37.64 36.92
Portugal 29.38 30.06 30.32 31.35 31.97 33.27
Norway 44.13 43.26 41.91 40.75 39.65 39.29

Transition Countries
Czech Republic 41.44 41.07 40.52 39.50 38.48 38.87
Hungary 39.96 38.82 39.82 38.78 38.69 38.78
Latvia 34.81 36.01 36.12 35.78 38.10 35.77
Lithuania 33.66 34.63 33.51 34.61 36.13 34.55
Poland 35.83 35.64 35.84 35.35 35.06 34.27
Russia 38.91 38.63 37.94 38.39 37.90b 38.18b

Romania 29.58 27.70 26.76 25.52 24.43 24.82
Slovakia 39.52 40.32 40.33 39.37 39.61 39.00
Slovenia 31.94 30.39 30.66 30.49 29.61 30.14

Note: Segregation indexes are calculated for 1-digit occupational codes based on: a — Laborsta database (http://laborsta.ilo.org);
b — Obsledovanie naseleniya po problemam zanyatosti, 2001, 2002.

http://laborsta.ilo.org/
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Table A3. Labor force participation rates of women, 1997–2002, %

Countries 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Segregation index <34%

Greece 36.66 38.85 39.18 38.70 37.57 n/a

Italy 34.81 34.77 n/a 35.78 36.39 n/a

Portugal 49.19 49.40 52.12 53.43 54.11 54.03

Romania 57.67 56.28 n/a 56.40 55.69 n/a

Slovenia 52.35 53.84 51.81 n/a 51.39 n/a

Segregation index >39%

Denmark 73.39 73.21 n/a 73.83 74.12 73.55

Ireland 42.00 n/a 43.99 n/a 47.55 n/a

Norway 67.20 68.02 68.42 68.87 69.18 69.56

Slovakia 50.65 n/a 52.17 52.84 52.88 52.70

Note: Calculated based on Laborsta database (http://laborsta.ilo.org).

Table A4. Intercorrelation between the gender segregation index and the level of occupational codes

Level
of occupational

codes N
um

be
r

of
 O

cc
up

at
io

na
l g

ro
up

s

19
85

19
90

19
91

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
98

20
00

20
01

20
02

1-digit codes 10 48.88 48.89 51.58 51.48 52.13 52.17 50.58 51.04 48.01 47.41

2- digit codes 27 52.72 52.40 54.76 57.59 55.13 54.82 55.21 55.61 52.45 52.08

3- digit codes 118 59.63 60.57 63.99 65.42 64.75 64.60 64.34 62.74 60.38 59.66

Note: Here and in following tables calculated based on RLMS for individual aged 16–72.

http://laborsta.ilo.org/
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Table A5. Occupational gender structure in Russia, %

1985 1994 2002

Occupational groups

Female Male Total Female Male Total Female Male Total

Legislators and senior
officials 0.37 0.32 0.35 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.14 0.12 0.13

Corporate managers
of big firms 0.54 1.24 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.27 2.75 1.96

General managers 0.97 1.45 1.19 0.86 2.69 1.77 2.58 3.59 3.05

Physical, mathematical
and engineering science
professionals 8.51 7.78 8.18 4.89 7.46 6.17 3.82 5.05 4.39

Life science and health
professional 2.75 1.10 2.01 3.30 1.53 2.42 2.76 1.41 2.13

Teaching professionals 7.13 2.47 5.05 8.97 2.36 5.69 9.20 1.66 5.68

Other professionals 5.36 1.34 3.56 7.67 2.53 5.12 6.08 1.78 4.07

Physical and engineering
science associate
professionals 5.24 5.90 5.54 3.67 2.11 2.90 3.82 3.80 3.81

Life science
and health associate
professionals 6.10 0.35 3.53 8.12 0.62 4.40 6.65 0.24 3.66

Teaching associate
professionals 2.55 0.00 1.41 2.53 0.08 1.32 1.63 0.04 0.89

Other associate
professionals 6.53 1.94 4.48 9.46 2.82 6.17 11.28 4.08 7.92

Office clerks 10.06 1.03 6.01 8.40 0.79 4.62 7.57 1.53 4.75

Customer service clerks 2.01 0.14 1.17 2.98 0.12 1.56 2.62 0.12 1.45

Personal and protective
services workers 4.30 1.87 3.21 3.59 3.07 3.33 5.73 3.39 4.64

Models, salespersons
and demonstrators 4.18 0.18 2.39 6.24 1.45 3.86 9.44 1.37 5.68
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1985 1994 2002

Occupational groups

Female Male Total Female Male Total Female Male Total

Skilled agricultural
and fishery workers 0.09 0.25 0.16 0.16 1.08 0.62 0.14 0.97 0.53

Extraction and building
trade workers 2.75 10.11 6.05 1.96 9.90 5.90 1.41 9.94 5.39

Metal, machinery and
related trades workers 1.23 16.79 8.20 1.92 19.64 10.71 0.96 14.38 7.22

Precision, handicraft,
printing and related trades
workers 0.60 0.49 0.55 0.49 0.41 0.45 0.46 0.44 0.45

Other craft and related
trades workers 2.03 0.57 1.38 3.02 0.99 2.01 1.73 0.61 1.21

Stationary plant
and related operators 2.61 2.90 2.74 2.69 4.64 3.66 1.91 3.80 2.79

Machine operators
and assemblers 6.68 5.13 5.98 1.92 1.45 1.69 2.79 4.73 3.70

Drivers and mobile plant
operators 1.66 26.48 12.77 1.75 24.23 12.91 1.77 20.15 10.35

Sales and services
elementary occupations 6.96 1.20 4.38 10.28 3.48 6.91 9.41 6.50 8.05

Agricultural, fishery and
related unskilled workers 5.44 3.57 4.61 3.06 2.28 2.67 2.55 1.90 2.24

Unskilled workers
in mining, construction,
manufacturing
and transport 3.09 2.47 2.82 1.96 2.94 2.45 2.09 4.36 3.15

Armed forces 0.23 2.93 1.44 0.08 1.28 0.68 0.18 1.29 0.70

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

N 3,490 2,829 6,319 2,452 2,414 4,866 2,827 2,476 5,303

Gender segregation index 52.72 57.59 52.08

Note: Gender Segregation Index is calculated for 27 occupational groups according to 2-digit codes of ISCO-88.
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Table A6. Share of women within occupational groups, 1985–2002

Occupational groups 1985 1994 2002

Legislators and senior officials 59.09 50.00 57.14

Corporate managers of big firms 35.19 0.00 34.62

General managers 45.33 24.42 45.06

Physical, mathematical and engineering science professionals 57.45 40.00 46.35

Life science and health professional 75.59 68.64 69.03

Teaching professionals 78.06 79.42 86.38

Other professionals 83.11 75.50 79.63

Physical and engineering science associate professionals 52.29 63.83 53.47

Life science and health associate professionals 95.52 92.99 96.91

Teaching associate professionals 100.00 96.88 97.87

Other associate professionals 80.57 77.33 75.95

Office clerks 92.37 91.56 84.92

Customer service clerks 94.59 96.05 96.10

Personal and protective services workers 73.89 54.32 65.85

Models, salespersons and demonstrators 96.69 81.38 88.70

Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 30.00 13.33 14.29

Extraction and building trade workers 25.13 16.72 13.99

Metal, machinery and related trades workers 8.30 9.02 7.05

Precision, handicraft, printing and related trades workers 60.00 54.55 54.17

Other craft and related trades workers 81.61 75.51 76.56

Stationary plant and related operators 52.60 37.08 36.49

Machine operators and assemblers 61.64 57.32 40.31

Drivers and mobile plant operators 7.19 6.85 9.11

Sales and services elementary occupations 87.73 75.00 62.30

Agricultural, fishery and related unskilled workers 65.29 57.69 60.50

Unskilled workers in mining, construction, manufacturing
and transport 60.67 40.34 35.33

Armed forces 8.79 6.06 13.51

Share of women in employment 51.55 50.39 52.31
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Table A7. Probabilities of movements between occupations and non-employment, 1985–1990, 1990–1995, women

Occupational group in 1990

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

N
on

-e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t

To
ta

l

1 53.45
[16.13] 12.07 12.07 6.9 0 0 0 0 1.72 0 13.79 100

2 2.48 70.8
[16.34] 6.89 1.93 0.69 0 0.14 0.55 1.79 0.14 14.6 100

3 2.22 12.36 54.2
[16.37] 4.12 2.38 0.16 1.58 2.69 5.23 0 15.06 100

4 5.08 4.01 4.01 53.74
[13.43] 2.94 0.27 2.14 4.55 3.74 0.27 19.25 100

5 1.52 1.14 3.8 6.08 63.12
[6.63] 0 1.52 1.52 4.18 0 17.11 100

6 0 0 0 0 0 66.67
[50] 0 0 0 0 33.33 100

7 0.98 1.95 5.85 5.37 1.95 0 50.24
[7.77] 2.93 12.2 0 18.54 100

8 0 2.09 2.39 3.88 1.79 0 5.07 54.03
[22.65] 7.76 0 22.99 100

9 0.62 0.21 2.7 2.49 2.28 0.41 2.9 2.7 50.62
[20.90] 0 35.06 100

O
cc

up
at

io
na

l g
ro

up
 in

 1
98

5

10 0 0 33.33 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 16.67 100

Non-employment 0.43 9.49 7.36 3.94 2.88 0 1.71 2.67 3.09 0.21 68.23 100

Total 2.36 17.86 13.13 8.31 6.09 0.15 4.3 6.64 9.85 0.17 31.14 100
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Occupational group in 1995

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

N
on

-e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t

To
ta

l

1 19.3
[18.18] 17.54 7.02 10.53 8.77 0 0 0 14.04 0 22.81 100

2 1.18
50.71

[23.83] 19.67 5.92 0.95 0 1.66 0.71 2.37 0.24 16.59 100

3 1.13 8.76 46.61
[18.79] 4.24 4.52 0 1.98 0.85 7.63 0.28 24.01 100

4 0.92 1.38 7.83 43.78
[17.89] 8.76 0 2.3 1.38 7.83 0 25.81 100

5 1.82 0 6.67 6.06
42.42
[7.14] 0 0.61 0 8.48 0 33.94 100

6 0 25 0 0 0 0 [0] 0 0 25 0 50 100

7 0 0.81 4.88 3.25 2.44 0 35.77
[25] 10.57 12.2 0 30.08 100

8 0.56 0 5.65 2.82 6.21 0 5.65 36.16
[32.81] 17.51 0 25.42 100

9 0 0 2.16 3.6 3.24 0 1.44 2.52
43.53

[23.97] 0 43.53 100

O
cc

up
at

io
na

l g
ro

up
 in

 1
99

0

10 0 0 33.33 33.33 0 0 0 0 0 33.33 0 100

Non-employment 0.55 6.04 7.46 2.2 2.63 0 0.99 1.54 3.73 0.11 74.75 100

Total 1.14 11.62 13.68 7.05 5.94 0 3.21 3.95 10.25 0.15 43.01 100

Notes: Probabilities of movements are calculated for individuals of age between 16 and 72 at the beginning of the period.
Occupational groups: 1 — Officials and managers; 2 — Professionals; 3 — Associate professionals; 4 — Clerks; 5 — Service work-
ers; 6 — Skilled agricultural workers; 7 — Craft workers; 8 — Operators and assemblers; 9 — Unskilled workers; 10 — Army. Non-
employment includes unemployment and out-of-labor force status.
Probabilities of occupational mobility between 3-digt occupations within each of aggregate group are in brackets.
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Table A8. Probabilities of movements between occupations and non-employment, 1985–1990, 1990–1995, men

Occupational group in 1990

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

N
on

-e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t

To
ta

l

1 61.04
[38.30] 10.39 7.79 0 0 0 3.9 5.19 0 0 11.69 100

2 8.87 68.94
[14.36] 6.83 0.68 0 0.34 4.44 4.44 0.68 0 4.78 100

3 8.91 8.42 43.56
[10.23] 0.99 1.98 0.5 11.39 10.4 3.47 1.49 8.91 100

4 10.71 3.57 10.71 32.14
[0] 3.57 0 7.14 10.71 3.57 0 17.86 100

5 5.88 5.88 5.88 0 47.06
[4.17] 1.96 9.8 7.84 5.88 1.96 7.84 100

6 0 0 0 0 0 71.43
[20] 0 14.29 14.29 0 0 100

7 1.06 1.06 2.73 0.76 0.46 0.15 64.95
[26.40] 12.44 4.7 0.46 11.23 100

8 1.09 0.49 1.7 0.36 0.73 0.12 8.88 72.75
[9.87] 5.11 0.12 8.64 100

9 1.8 0.6 2.4 0.6 0 0.6 7.78 9.58 58.68
[18.37] 0.6 17.37 100

O
cc

up
at

io
na

l g
ro

up
 in

 1
98

5

10 3.13 3.13 9.38 0 0 0 0 4.69 1.56 73.44 4.69 100

Non-employment 2.58 10.3 7.03 0.47 1.87 0.7 18.03 16.63 4.92 3.04 34.43 100

Total 4.61 10.33 6.86 0.86 1.64 0.5 22.77 29.17 7.4 2.47 13.37 100
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Occupational group in 1995

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 N
on

-e
m

pl
oy

m
en

t

To
ta

l

1 37.1
[69.57] 19.35 9.68 4.84 0 3.23 8.06 0 0 1.61 16.13 100

2 9.03 51.39
[20.27] 9.72 0.69 4.17 0.69 7.64 2.78 1.39 1.39 11.11 100

3 9.9 11.88 13.86
[35.71] 1.98 4.95 0 17.82 8.91 1.98 1.98 26.73 100

4 0 0 6.67 33.33
[0] 6.67 0 13.33 6.67 0 0 33.33 100

5 0 0 4.35 0 43.48
[20] 0 8.7 8.7 0 0 34.78 100

6 0 0 0 0 12.5 25 [0] 0 12.5 25 0 25 100

7 1.5 1 1.75 0 1.5 0.25 52.38
[36.36] 10.03 5.51 0.25 25.81 100

8 0.56 0.19 1.12 0.74 1.3 0.74 13.22 61.45
[12.42] 3.91 0.56 16.2 100

9 0 0 2.88 0 1.44 1.44 11.51 8.63 33.09
[36.96] 0 41.01 100

O
cc

up
at

io
na

l g
ro

up
 in

 1
99

0

10 3.45 6.9 10.34 0 6.9 0 0 6.9 3.45 48.28 13.79 100

Non-employment 1.57 2.09 4.7 1.04 4.96 0.52 9.66 13.58 4.44 1.04 56.4 100

Total 3.37 6.14 4.02 1.03 3.21 0.76 20.16 24.62 6.14 1.47 29.08 100

Note: see note for Table A7.
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Table A9. Probabilities of movement between "gender-dominated" occupations, %

Occupation in 1998
Occupation in 1996

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"
Total N

Men 95.33 [9.38] 2.58 2.09 100 1,007
"Male"

Women 94.61 [3.16] 2.4 2.99 100 167
Men 7.43 87.84 [2.31] 4.73 100 148

"Integrated"
Women 1.71 91.43 [1.25] 6.86 100 175

Men 9.42 4.19 86.39 [1.82] 100 191
"Female"

Women 1.25 1.08 97.67 [7.94] 100 1,200
Men 73.48 12.18 14.34 100

Total, %
Women 11.41 11.48 77.11 100

Men 989 164 193 1,346
N

Women 176 177 1,189 1,542

Occupation in 2000
Occupation in 1998

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"
Total N

Men 96.15 [10.95] 1.5 2.35 100 1,064
"Male"

Women 90.38 [0.00] 1.44 8.17 100 208
Men 10.06 86.03 [3.9] 3.91 100 179

"Integrated"
Women 0.44 90.75 [2.43] 8.81 100 227

Men 5.73 4.46 89.81 [5.67] 100 157
"Female"

Women 2.35 1.85 95.79 [6.76] 100 1,189
Men 75 12.64 12.36 100

Total, %
Women 13.36 14.22 72.41 100

Men 1,050 177 173 1,400
N

Women 217 231 1,176 1,624

Occupation in 2002
Occupation in 2000

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"
Total N

Men 94.09 [14.34] 3.97 1.94 100 1,082
"Male"

Women 93.4 [1.52] 3.77 2.83 100 212
Men 16.89 79 [7.51] 4.11 100 219

"Integrated"
Women 1.81 89.53 [4.44] 8.66 100 277

Men 10.07 4.03 85.91 [10.16] 100 149
"Female"

Women 2.19 3.17 94.64 [10.64] 100 1,231
Men 73.79 15.31 10.9 100

Total, %
Women 13.37 17.15 69.48 100

Men 1,070 222 158 1,450
N

Women 230 295 1,195 1,720

Note: To eliminate the "label change" effect which can occurred due to the growth of male or female percentage in certain occupation
we analyze "gender-dominated" occupations according to the occupational gender structure at the beginning of each period.
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Table A10. Means for the characteristics of the different "gender-dominated" occupations, 1996 – 2002

1996
Variables

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"

Average monthly contractual wage 3907.91 3550.32 2681.89

Gender wage gap, % 22.05 28.66 46.96

Hours worked last month 178.75 164.54 158.74

Full-time employment (dummy) 0.965 0.886 0.798

State firms (dummy) 0.616 0.576 0.723

Private firms (dummy) 0.194 0.231 0.181

Mixed ownership (dummy) 0.189 0.193 0.096

Presence of subordinates (dummy) 0.204 0.340 0.223

Number of subordinates n/a n/a n/a

Entrepreneur activity at job (dummy) 0.058 0.127 0.057

Access to social benefits (dummy) n/a n/a n/a

Access to social benefits and guarantees important
for women (dummy) n/a n/a n/a

Possibility of on-the-job training (dummy) n/a n/a n/a

N 1,824 498 2,049

1998
Variables

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"

Average monthly contractual wage 2252.95 2436.88 1584.57

Gender wage gap, % 22.72 41.10 39.24

Hours worked last month 175.06 159.13 153.82

Full-time employment (dummy) 0.951 0.899 0.772

State firms (dummy) 0.590 0.552 0.719

Private firms (dummy) 0.233 0.253 0.184

Mixed ownership (dummy) 0.177 0.195 0.097

Presence of subordinates (dummy) 0.183 0.330 0.212

Number of subordinates 23.082 68.260 13.286

Entrepreneur activity at job (dummy) 0.073 0.098 0.063

Access to social benefits (dummy) n/a n/a n/a

Access to social benefits and guarantees important
for women (dummy) n/a n/a n/a

Possibility of on-the-job training (dummy) n/a n/a n/a

N 1,806 569 1,864
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2000
Variables

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"

Average monthly contractual wage 2973.50 2789.28 1941.45

Gender wage gap, % 25.13 31.96 37.18

Hours worked last month 182.06 166.52 159.26

Full-time employment (dummy) 0.960 0.907 0.804

State firms (dummy) 0.543 0.528 0.715

Private firms (dummy) 0.269 0.252 0.189

Mixed ownership (dummy) 0.188 0.220 0.096

Presence of subordinates (dummy) 0.196 0.295 0.204

Number of subordinates 22.223 43.833 18.448

Entrepreneur activity at job (dummy) 0.050 0.055 0.043

Access to social benefits (dummy) 0.531 0.593 0.543

Access to social benefits and guarantees important for
women (dummy) 0.826 0.864 0.839

Possibility of on-the-job training (dummy) 0.188 0.180 0.177

N 1,877 691 1,932

2002
Variables

"Male" "Integrated" "Female"

Average monthly contractual wage 3998.18 4689.94 2979.79

Gender wage gap, % 24.39 45.52 38.51

Hours worked last month 180.28 173.53 157.28

Full-time employment (dummy) 0.974 0.898 0.815

State firms (dummy) 0.496 0.525 0.602

Private firms (dummy) 0.328 0.301 0.316

Mixed ownership (dummy) 0.176 0.174 0.081

Presence of subordinates (dummy) 0.179 0.383 0.210

Number of subordinates 49.080 26.877 17.375

Entrepreneur activity at job (dummy) 0.030 0.073 0.050

Access to social benefits (dummy) 0.598 0.578 0.583

Access to social benefits and guarantees important
for women (dummy) 0.826 0.820 0.802

Possibility of on-the-job training (dummy) 0.261 0.265 0.236

N 1,984 1,012 2,320

Notes: Wages inflated to year 2002 according to the CPI. Gender wage gap is a percentage difference between men's and women's
average monthly wage. Average duration of a working month of no less than 140 hours was the criteria of full-time employment.
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Table A11. Occupational mobility rates by the workers groups

1996–1998 1998–2000 2000–2002
Variables

Women Men Women Men Women Men

Marital status

Married 0.085 0.133 0.100 0.115 0.120 0.158

Unmarried 0.111 0.149 0.097 0.173 0.139 0.319

With kids of age 0–7 0.068 0.148 0.117 0.135 0.147 0.181

Without kids of age 0–7 0.100 0.129 0.092 0.116 0.121 0.177

With children of age 7–18 0.101 0.134 0.097 0.120 0.134 0.155

Without children of age 7–18 0.084 0.134 0.096 0.122 0.118 0.201

Age categories

16–25 0.180 0.228 0.161 0.165 0.237 0.374

25–34 0.090 0.164 0.137 0.133 0.144 0.192

35–44 0.090 0.138 0.091 0.118 0.132 0.160

45–54 0.086 0.103 0.073 0.137 0.082 0.125

55–64 0.041 0.063 0.039 0.039 0.030 0.079

City residence 0.090 0.132 0.097 0.135 0.126 0.176

Village residence 0.099 0.141 0.106 0.088 0.126 0.188

Educational level

Elementary education 0.104 0.098 0.122 0.089 0.121 0.194

Secondary education 0.100 0.147 0.077 0.123 0.129 0.213

PTU 0.091 0.143 0.178 0.127 0.165 0.185

Professional education 0.085 0.143 0.105 0.158 0.136 0.170

Higher and post-graduate education 0.093 0.139 0.063 0.112 0.088 0.125

Employment status

Full-time 0.098 0.138 0.101 0.124 0.124 0.181

Part-time 0.071 0.123 0.102 0.109 0.124 0.146
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1996–1998 1998–2000 2000–2002
Variables

Women Men Women Men Women Men

Employment terms

Officially employed n/a n/a 0.098 0.112 0.117 0.167

Non-officially employed n/a n/a 0.231 0.313 0.321 0.393

Job position

With subordinates 0.080 0.113 0.041 0.119 0.095 0.170

Without subordinates 0.097 0.142 0.116 0.123 0.134 0.182

Firm's ownership

State 0.068 0.116 0.086 0.099 0.105 0.172

Private 0.160 0.210 0.117 0.171 0.147 0.215

Mixed 0.081 0.130 0.111 0.106 0.149 0.104

Occupational groups

Senior managers and officials 0.167 0.174 0.040 0.195 0.073 0.143

Professionals 0.062 0.107 0.051 0.058 0.074 0.092

Technicians and associate
professionals 0.078 0.153 0.095 0.195 0.115 0.208

Clerks 0.088 0.250 0.085 0.278 0.104 0.211

Service and market workers 0.152 0.132 0.137 0.158 0.220 0.246

Craft and related trades 0.115 0.137 0.087 0.122 0.171 0.161

Operators and assemblers 0.103 0.119 0.149 0.090 0.077 0.163

Unskilled workers 0.108 0.204 0.164 0.157 0.181 0.316

Army 0.000 0.045 0.167 0.100 0.000 0.077

N 1 211 1 008 1 302 1 081 1 330 1 095

Note: Calculated for those who were employed at the beginning and the end of each period and provided information on wage and
hours worked last month. Characteristics of workers and their employment defined for the beginning of each period. Occupational
mobility defined if 3-digit occupational codes are different for the beginning and the end of each period.
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Table A12. Determinants of occupational mobility, 1996–2002, probit-estimation (marginal effects)

Women Men
Independent variables

dF/dX z-statistics dF/dX z-statistics

Marital status (=1, if married) 0.000 –0.007 0.006 0.278

Presence of kids of age 0–7 –0.014 –0.983 –0.043b –2.384

Presence of children of age 7–18 0.002 0.215 –0.018 –1.169

Log per capita household income 0.013c 1.651 –0.026a –2.872

Age, years –0.002a –3.683 –0.003a –4.281

Schooling, years –0.002 –0.628 0.004 1.091

Tenure / 100, years –0.176b –2.148 –0.411a –3.522

Wage in current occupation –0.018 –0.424 –0.060 –1.038

Wage in alternative occupations 0.363 1.385 0.218 0.415

Full-time employment (=0, if part-time) 0.003 0.185 0.031 0.861

Working in "typical" for one's gender occupation
(dummy) –0.007 –0.563 –0.010 –0.508

Presence of subordinates (dummy) –0.030b –2.162 0.031 1.517

State firms –0.039b –2.461 –0.042b –2.305

Firm with mixed ownership –0.012 –0.655 –0.032 –1.459

Number of population in place of one's
residence / 10,000 0.000 0.885 0.000 0.954

City residence (dummy) –0.013 –0.894 –0.010 –0.512

Moscow and SPb –0.047 –0.806 –0.066 –0.733

North-West –0.016 –0.658 0.025 0.712

Central and Central-Black 0.008 0.382 0.005 0.195

Volga-Vyatsky 0.008 0.340 –0.015 –0.519

Ural –0.024 –1.118 0.001 0.039

West Siberia –0.026 –1.015 0.000 0.013

Far East –0.009 –0.361 –0.032 –1.041

1996–1998 –0.104 –1.391 –0.057 –0.367

1998–2000 0.076 1.000 –0.013 –0.098

N 2,703 2,085

Wald сhi2(25) 86.09 86.57

Pseudo R2 0.0465 0.0562

Notes: Omitted variables: working in "non-female" occupation for women; working in "non-male" occupation for men; Private firms;
North Caucasus; 2000 – 2002.

z-statistics are defined with robust standard errors. a — significant at 1% level; b — significant at 5% level; c — significant at
10% level.
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Table A13. Determinants of mobility towards different "gender–dominated" occupations, women, Multinomial logit
model (marginal effects)

Choice of "female" occupation Choice of "male"
or "integrated" occupation

Independent variables

dF/dX z-statistics dF/dX z-statistics

Marital status (=1, if married) 0.144 0.800 0.097 0.390

Number of kids of age 0–7 –0.154 –0.760 –0.167 –0.600

Number of children of age 7–18 –0.037 –0.330 0.076 0.600

Log per capita household income 0.156 1.410 –0.023 –0.170

Age, years –0.043a –4.630 –0.018 –1.530

Schooling, years 0.060 1.250 0.127c 1.940

Tenure / 100, years –3.273b –2.380 –7.933a –2.970

Wage in current occupation –0.661 –1.160 –0.039 –0.040

Wage in alternative occupations 2.423 0.680 9.429c 1.780

Full-time employment (=0, if part-time) –0.174 –0.780 0.109 0.310

Working in "female" occupation –0.101 –0.530 0.194 0.690

State firms 0.251 0.880 0.423 1.040

Private firms 0.792a 2.630 1.049b 2.430

Number of population in place of one's
residence / 10,000 0.002 1.440 0.005c 1.920

Moscow and SPb –1.218 –1.110 –3.724c –1.670

North-West 0.370 1.000 –0.342 –0.550

Central and Central-Black 0.316 0.950 0.260 0.610

Volga-Vyatsky 0.426 1.260 –0.010 –0.020

Ural –0.125 –0.340 0.055 0.120

West Siberia 0.267 0.680 –0.003 0.000

Far East –0.216 –0.500 0.633 1.320

1998–2000 1.301 0.610 5.279 1.590

2000–2000 0.695 0.570 3.600c 1.860

N = 2,731 Prob > chi2 = 0

Wald сhi2(46) = 161.51 Pseudo R2 = 0.0775

Notes: Omitted variables: working in "male" or "integrated" occupations; Mixed ownership firms; North Caucasus; 1996 – 1998.

z-statistics are defined with robust standard errors. a — significant at 1% level; b — significant at 5% level; c — significant at 10%
level.
Base category: no occupational mobility.
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Table A14. Determinants of mobility towards different "gender–dominated" occupations, men, Multinomial logit
model (marginal effects)

Choice of "male" occupation Choice of "female"
or "integrated" occupation

Independent variables

dF/dX z-statistics dF/dX z-statistics

Marital status (=1, if married) –0.189 –0.820 0.034 0.120

Number of kids of age 0–7 –0.038 –0.210 0.009 0.050

Number of kids of age 7–18 0.033 0.320 0.150 1.090

Log per capita household income –0.117 –1.230 0.111 0.920

Age, years –0.029a –3.470 –0.028a –2.680

Schooling, years –0.050 –1.310 0.214a 3.730

Tenure / 100, years –4.520a –2.990 –5.494a –3.050

Wage in current occupation –0.512 –1.010 –0.334 –0.450

Wage in alternative occupations –1.540 –0.350 –5.059 –0.890

Full-time employment (=0, if part-time) 0.777 1.640 0.562 1.130

Working in "male" occupation –0.206 –1.030 0.148 0.590

State firms –0.258 –1.230 0.261 0.830

Private firms 0.179 0.790 0.936a 2.930

Number of population in place of one's
residence / 10,000 –0.001 –0.620 0.003 1.300

Moscow and SPb 0.909 0.890 –1.665 –0.920

North-West 0.151 0.460 0.847c 1.770

Central and Central-Black 0.121 0.460 0.361 0.840

Volga-Vyatsky –0.252 –0.860 0.631 1.410

Ural –0.194 –0.660 0.576 1.290

West Siberia –0.251 –0.680 0.888c 1.820

Far East 0.093 0.290 0.477 0.950

1998–2000 –0.925 –0.370 –3.087 –0.930

2000–2000 0.028 0.020 –1.384 –0.740

N = 2,117 Prob > chi2 = 0

Wald chi2(46) = 155.59 Pseudo R2 = 0.0833

Notes: Omitted variables: working in "female" or "integrated" occupations; Mixed ownership firms; North Caucasus; 1996–1998.
z-statistics are defined with robust standard errors. a — significant at 1% level; b — significant at 5% level; c — significant at
10% level.
Base category: no occupational mobility.
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Table A15. Returns to occupational mobility — traditional specification of the model, OLS .

Women Men

Independent variables

Coefficient t-statistics Coefficient t-statistics

Occupational Mobility 0.123b 2.229 0.064 1.186

Age, years –0.004a –2.831 –0.004a –2.693

Tenure / 100, years –0.034 –0.195 0.281 1.317

Schooling, years 0.011c 1.694 0.000 0.010

Changes in log of hours worked last month 0.147a 4.637 0.097b 2.409

City residence (dummy) 0.012 0.325 –0.021 –0.467

Moscow and SPb 0.085 1.107 0.113 1.271

North-West 0.029 0.335 0.295a 2.848

Central and Central-Black 0.057 0.851 0.064 0.852

Volga-Vyatsky 0.039 0.584 0.081 1.039

North Caucasus 0.040 0.553 0.002 0.018

Ural 0.023 0.333 0.057 0.738

Far East 0.012 0.137 0.166c 1.667

1998–2000 0.729a 19.768 0.743a 16.714

2000–2002 0.938a 26.373 0.909a 22.235

Constant –0.488a –4.029 –0.401a –3.333

N 3,097 2,462

R-squared 0.2139 0.1897

Notes: Dependent variable — changes in logarithms of monthly wage. Omitted variables: West Siberia, 1996–1998.
t-statistics are defined with robust standard errors. a — significant at 1% level; b — significant at 5% level; c — significant at
10% level.



Economics Education and Research Consortium: Russia and CIS 48

Table A16. Returns to occupational mobility — modified specification of the model, OLS

Women Men

Independent variables

Coefficient t-statistics Coefficient t-statistics

Initial occupation — "female" for women,
"male" for men 0.009 0.278 –0.084b –2.068

Movement to "typical" for one's gender
occupation 0.081 1.194 0.014 0.211

Movement to "non-typical" for one's gender
occupation 0.189b 2.139 0.144c 1.728

Age, year –0.004a –2.825 –0.005a –2.879

Tenure / 100, years –0.035 –0.199 0.296 1.382

Schooling, years 0.011c 1.680 –0.006 –0.836

Changes in log of hours worked last month 0.011c 1.680 –0.006 –0.836

City residence (dummy) –0.035 –0.199 0.296 1.382

Moscow and SPb 0.086 1.127 0.106 1.198

North-West 0.028 0.315 0.303a 2.919

Central and Central-Black 0.057 0.859 0.067 0.888

Volga-Vyatsky 0.039 0.582 0.077 0.986

North Caucasus 0.040 0.554 –0.001 –0.015

Ural 0.022 0.321 0.058 0.749

Far East 0.012 0.139 0.169c 1.703

1998–2000 0.729a 19.777 0.746a 16.776

2000–2002 0.938a 26.310 0.912a 22.334

Constant –0.493a –3.976 –0.256c –1.882

N 3,097 2,462

R-squared 0.2143 0.1916

Notes: Dependent variable — changes in logarithms of monthly wage. Omitted variables: Initial occupation — non-typical for an
individual of given gender (i.e. "male" or "integrated" for women and "female" or "integrated" for men); No occupational mobility;
West Siberia; Village residence; 1996–1998.
t-statistics are defined with robust standard errors. a — significant at 1% level; b — significant at 5% level; c — significant at
10% level.
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