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In his “Reflections on Recent Generations of Mobility Research,” James N.
Baron (1994) observed that mobility and attainment researchers have been
very successful in refining their measurements of some of the “surface
phenomena” concerning stratification – specifically, the movement of
individuals through the occupational ... structure – but less so in refining and
developing their theories about the “deep structures” that generate those
movements (390). We agree with this assessment. Inspired by research in
labor−market economics, we propose to incorporate in theoretical and
empirical inquiries two factors bringing about career mobility of people in
the job market. These two factors are: (1) the creation of new positions and
(2) the destruction of old positions. New positions are definitely pull factors
in that they provide extra opportunities for assuming specific jobs, that is, in
addition to already existing opportunities on the job market. In contrast,
terminated positions are push factors in that people are forced to leave their
job. They may seek employment in the pool of other jobs – old and newly
created – they may become unemployed, or retire.

To our knowledge, this is the first attempt to apply the concepts of the
creation of new positions and the destruction of old positions to the mobility
process. We demonstrate the usefulness of these concepts using data from
Poland. In Poland, during 1988–98, changes in the labor force were
particularly pronounced.
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Theoretical Background and Research Questions

Because the literature on social mobility is not always consistent and clear in
its terminology, we start with three conceptual comments. The first comment
deals with the distinction between an occupational position (job), on the one
hand, and an individual (person), on the other. This distinction goes back to
Weber’s studies on bureaucratic systems in which he notes that positions in
the administrative hierarchy are defined as roles independently of
incumbents. However, in a large part of mobility research this distinction is
neglected, especially in analyses of mobility tables. In particular, in these
analyses the representativeness of positions – in contrast with the
representativeness of persons – is usually not even addressed. Only in a small
part of mobility research is this distinction clearly made and used, that is, in
research based on queuing theory. Queues of jobs are distinguished from
queues of persons (Thurow 1975; Reskin and Roos 1990).

The second comment is about closed vs. open labor−market systems.
Closed labor−market systems are assumed frequently in economics and
sociology, in particular, in vacancy competition models. Such systems exist
under the following stipulation: “When employees have control over access
to the job, others can only get access to the job when incumbents leave.
Hence, a vacancy must exist for a person to get access to a job” (Sorensen
and Kalleberg 1981: 66).

Of course, in a realistic situation, a person can obtain a job without this
requirement, because jobs are continuously created. The more vibrant the
economy, the more jobs are produced on the labor market and new slots are
waiting for the first incumbents. The creation of new jobs may occur as an
effect of building new firms and as an expansion of existing ones. In such
cases, new jobs are created for employees. In addition, on a smaller scale,
people create jobs for themselves; self−employment involves the formation of
new slots on the labor market as well.

The concept of new jobs – that is, jobs existing at the destination but not
at the origin of the mobility process – plays an important role when we
consider open labor−market systems. In these systems, not only job creation
is taken into account but also its opposite: job destruction. Job destruction
means the closing of occupational positions – or slots – because of the
bankruptcy of entire enterprises or for other reasons, terminating all jobs in
firms or in some divisions of firms. In any real labor market, some jobs cease
to exist and their incumbents must leave.

In the context of job creation and job destruction, open and closed
positions are defined differently than in Sorensen’s (1983) interesting chapter
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in which the same terms are used. Sorensen defined open and closed position
by reference to the nature of the social relationships that they involve. In our
chapter, an open position is a position that can be occupied. The creation of
new jobs provides new open positions. In addition, the term “closed position”
refers to the fact that a given position does not exist any longer.

The third comment deals with the population involved in an
intra−generational mobility process. In a given time span, for example, a
ten−year interval, some people have the same job and some change their
occupational position. In typical mobility studies only these two categories of
people are included. We propose to extend the population to three other
categories: (1) those who entered the labor force, (2) those who left the
occupational system for retirement, and (3) those who were unemployed at
the beginning or at the end of the interval. In this chapter we present a
complex mobility table that accommodates our distinctions regarding
categories of positions and categories of persons.

Data

The interview schedule used in the 1988 study included an extensive set of
questions on the job situation of the respondent. In 1993 respondents were asked
about all their jobs in the period 1988–1993, and in 1998 respondents were asked
about all their jobs in the period 1993–1998. Thus, we have a full job history.

In the 1993 and 1998 waves of the panel study, respondents were also
asked why they ceased each particular job. The categories of answers included
the option indicating that the job had been terminated either because the
enterprise went out of business or because the position was eliminated. With
respect to the new jobs, respondents were asked whether a given position was
occupied before they assumed that position or whether it was created and they
were first to occupy it. Thus, on the basis of this information, we were able to
classified all positions into those that were closed (eliminated), those that were
new (opened), and those that remained (stable).

Basic Mobility Table

The numerical results of the flow of persons among positions is summarized
in a table with the realized sample size N = 1,853 (Table 3.1). Actually, this
sample contains parts of both the panel study, conducted in 1988–1993–1998
(N = 1,750), and the incoming cohort study, conducted in 1998 (N = 350),
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including those twenty−one to thirty years old. From each of these studies some
respondents were eliminated for our analyses. First, among those thirty−one to
seventy−five years old, we eliminated all persons who in 1988 were retirees and
pensioners with permanent disabilities and who did not assume any job in the
next ten years. Second, from the incoming cohort study, that is, among those
twenty−one to thirty years old, we eliminated all persons who in 

Table 3.1. Persons Economically Active in 1988 and Those Who Joined the Labor Force
in 1988–1998, According to Their Status in 1988 and 1998 and the Type of
Occupied Position. Raw Data

Categories of respondents in 1988 

Managers Self−
and Office and employed 

profes− service Manual and Not 
sionals workers workers  owners Farmers  working Total

Positions

Old New Old New Old New Old New Old New A B 

Managers Open 57 17 18 6 2 1 0 18 1 1 3 40 164
and profes− Closed 2 1 1 4 1 0 1 7 0 0 0 4 21
sionals 

Office and Open 14 12 122 36 14 6 1 19 8 3 23 115 373 
service Closed 1 1 17 8 6 0 0 5 0 1 14 10 63 
workers 

Manual Open 0 1 23 3 128 29 3 13 18 1 28 120 367 
workers Closed 0 0 5 5 29 14 0 7 10 1 26 20 117 

Self− Open 1 0 2 2 4 1 3 29 2 0 2 14 60 
employed Closed 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 8
and owners 

Farmers Open 1 0 2 0 9 1 4 5 87 9 9 123 250 
Closed 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 2 8 

Not C 4 1 15 9 12 1 0 15 2 2 33 14 108 
working D 15 7 59 32 79 19 8 14 19 3 59 0 314 

Total 95 40 266 105 286 73 20 135 148 21 201 463 1853

A – “Unemployed” B – Retirees C – “Unemployed” D – Entered labor force after 1988

Source: Panel study of men and women aged twenty−one to sixty−five in 1988 and interviewed in
1988, 1993, and 1998, with an additional sample of those aged twenty−one to thirty−one in 1998.

Categories of
respondents in

1998 and 
their positions
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the period of 1988–98 did not begin their occupational careers and who in
1998 did not seek employment. In a sense, both these categories were outside
the labor force for the entire period under investigation. It is worthwhile to
note that the restriction of our sample does not introduce any substantial bias.
Age−wise, the combined sample presented in Table 3.1 mirrors well the
participants in the labor force in the period 1988–98.

The majority of persons included in our sample were active members of
the labor force in the sense that they occupied a specific occupational position
either in 1988 or in 1998, or in both these years. However, we included
inactive participants in the labor force as well. Assuming that in 1988 there
was no unemployment in Poland, for that year we included those who did not
work because they had chosen not to. In accordance with the economic
approach, we treat this category as a category of inactive participants in the
labor force, in that theoretically and practically they could seek employment.
Thus, these people were unemployed in the broad meaning of the term. In a
narrower sense, the unemployment is restricted to seeking a job. We include
this category for 1998 when unemployment in Poland became pronounced.
We should also note that among the inactive participants in the labor force we
have retirees in 1998; however, in our sample in Table 3.1 all of them were
active participants in the labor force because they were working in 1988. It is
convenient to present the data with the sample standardized to N = 10,000, as
in Table 3.2.

Accounting for Persons and Positions

An inspection of Table 3.2 allows one to make a clear distinction between
persons and positions. From this table it is clear that in 1988 around 77.2
percent of people were working in one of five occupational categories, while in
1998 the corresponding number is around 64.2 percent. The question that arises
is: how many positions are necessary and sufficient in order to place all these
respondents in their occupational positions? To answer this question, we
should note that some positions, closed and new, are used only once. However,
this is not the case for open and old positions: some of these could be used once
(“open−old” combination) and some twice (vacated and then occupied).

To account for all persons and positions we have made the following
assumptions:

1. Every person occupies at most one position at a given time. However,
if a person is unemployed, not working yet, or retired, he or she may occupy
no position,
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Table 3.2. Persons Economically Active in 1988 and Those Who Joined the Labor Force
in 1988–1998, According to Their Status in 1988 and 1998 and the Type of
Occupied Position. Standardized Data

Categories of respondents in 1988 

Managers Self−
and Office and employed 

profes− service Manual and Not 
sionals workers workers  owners Farmers  working Total

Positions

Old New Old New Old New Old New Old New A B 

Managers Open 308 93 96 32 11 5 0 96 5 5 17 217 885 
and profes− Closed 11 5 5 22 5 0 5 38 0 0 0 22 113
sionals 

Office and Open 77 65 658 194 77 32 5 102 42 17 124 620 2,013
service Closed 5 5 93 42 32 0 0 27 0 5 77 54 340
workers

Manual Open 0 5 124 17 692 156 17 70 98 5 151 646 1,981
workers Closed 0 0 27 27 155 77 0 38 54 5 140 108 631

Self− Open 5 0 11 11 22 5 17 155 11 0 11 76 324  
employed Closed 0 0 11 0 5 0 0 17 0 0 5 5 43 
and owners

Farmers Open 5 0 11 0 48 5 22 27 471 48 48 664 1,349 
Closed 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 5 0 17 11 43

Not C 22 5 81 48 65 5 0 81 11 11 177 77 583
working D 80 38 318 174 426 103 42 77 102 17 318 0 1,695

Total 513 216 1,435 567 1,543 393 108 728 799 113 1,085 2,500 10,000

A – “Unemployed” B – Retirees C – “Unemployed” D – Entered labor force after 1988

Source: Panel study of men and women aged twenty−one to sixty−five in 1988 and interviewed in
1988, 1993, and 1998, with an additional sample of those aged twenty−one to thirty−one in 1998. 

2. Every position is occupied by at most one person at a given time. The
position may be vacated and not filled by another person. In this case, the
position is not occupied.

3. If a position is closed, it is closed permanently.
4. If a position is open at the beginning of the study period, it continues

to be open at the end (even if it has been vacated and occupied again).

Categories of
respondents in

1998 and 
their positions
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Under these assumptions, the solution of the problem takes into account
that all persons not working in 1988 but working in 1998 can occupy
vacated open positions – they can enter old positions. The full accounting
for the 9,739 positions that were occupied either in 1988 or 1998, or in both
years, is given in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3. Number of Persons and Number of Positions Involved in Mobility Process in
Poland, 1988–1998, Standardized for Persons to N = 10,000

Persons or positions
in 1988 Persons or positions in 1998 Total

A. Persons

Working Not working

Working 4,709 3,013 7,722 
Not working 1,706 572 2,278 
Total 6,415 3,585 10,000 

B. Positions

Occupied Not occupied

Occupied 4,398 3,324a 7,722 
Not occupied 2,017b 0 2,017
Total 6,415 3,324 9,739

a This includes 1,070 closed positions and 2,254 vacated positions.
b This includes 559 new positions occupied in 1998 by persons who did not work in 1988

and 1,458 new positions occupied by persons who worked in 1988.

In Table 3.3, the totals for the first column and first row are the same when
accounting for persons (panel A) and for positions (panel B). It is interesting to
note two features of the four kinds of positions defined above. The first is the
symmetry between closed and new positions: one is a mirror image of the other
in the sense of leaving and entering a position. A closed position’s existence ends
with its occupant leaving it, and a new position’s existence begins with an
occupant entering it. The second feature is the similarity of the open and the old
positions. The open position may simultaneously be the old one: it is possible that
a person leaves an open position and at a later time another person enters the same
position, which is an old one according to our definition. Open and old positions
may last from the beginning to the end of the survey period. Open and closed
positions are anchored to the starting point of the survey period (1988), while old
and new positions are anchored to the end point of the survey period (1998).
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The Impact of Closed Positions on Unemployment 
and Retirement

Table 3.4 provides an answer to the following question: Do positions
occupied in 1988 and subsequently closed have an impact on unemployment
and retirement – in contrast to maintaining a job – in 1998? The answer is
yes, they do, especially in the case of unemployment. Generally, those
persons who in 1988 occupied positions that were subsequently closed have
had four times (4.070) greater chances to become unemployed in 1998 than 

Table 3.4. The Impact of Closed Positions on Unemployment and Retirement:
Multinomial Regression Analysis

Unemployment (1998)a Retirement (1998)a

Variables B SE ExpB  B SE ExpB

A. All closed positions togetherb

Gender (Male = 1) –0.806 0.218 0.447 –0.700 0.155 0.496
Age (Years) –0.050 0.015 0.957 0.179 0.010 1.196
Closed position (Yes = 1) 1.404 0.226 4.070 –0.031 0.234 0.969
Intercept –0.011 0.670 –9.759 0.527 

B. Closed positions in specific occupational categoriesc

Gender (Male = 1) –0.898 0.229 0.407 –0.732 0.157 0.481
Age (Years) –0.044 0.015 0.957 0.182 0.010 1.200 
Closed position: 

White collar  (Yes =1) 0.995 0.334 2.704 –0.634 0.352 0.531
Closed position: 

Manual (Yes = 1)  1.667 0.284 5.298 0.514 0.318 1.672
Closed position:

Self−employed  (Yes =1) 1.089 1.101 2.972 –0.908 1.143 0.403 
Closed position: 

Farmer (Yes = 1) 2.356 0.852 10.552 1.985 1.116 7.277
Intercept –0.129 0.678 –9.889 0.553 

a “Employed in 1998” is the reference category.
b Model fitting information: –2 log likelihood for intercept only 1,397.7, for final model 601.5

(6 degrees of freedom). Pseudo R2: Cox and Snell 0.409, Nagelkerke 0.500. N = 1,430.
c Model fitting information: –2 log likelihood for intercept only 1,354.2, for final model

634.6 (12 degrees of freedom). Pseudo R2: Cox and Snell 0.414, Nagelkerke 0.506.
N = 1,430.
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those who in 1988 occupied positions that remained open. These chances are
much greater for farmers (10.5 times) and for manual workers (5.3 times), but
somewhat smaller for the self−employed (3.0 times) and white−collar
employees (2.7 times). Thus, what is important here is not only whether the
position is closed but also in what occupational category the closing of the
position occurs.

The effect of a closed position with respect to the initial occupational
category is also present in the case of retirement. If we look at the data for all
closed positions, then their impact on retirement is negligible. However, in
the case of white−collar employees, leaving closed positions significantly
diminishes the chances of becoming a retired person – in comparison with
those who in 1988 occupied open positions. For other occupational groups,
the effect of a closed position on retirement varies but is not statistically
significant.

The Relationship Between Pull and Push Factors: New
Positions and Closed Positions

Does obtaining a new occupational position in a specific occupational
category in 1998 depend on the type of position – closed or open – held in
1988? In some cases this is evident. Panel A of Table 3.5 shows that those
who in 1988 occupied closed positions (rather than open positions) appear to
have greater chances of assuming new positions (rather than old positions) in
two categories: office workers (2.6 times) and manual workers (2.3 times).
When we consider movers only (Panel B of Table 3.5), the impact of closed
positions on assuming new positions is statistically significant in the case of
office workers. For the remaining categories standard errors are relatively
large and their impact is not clear.

Conclusions

To our knowledge, this is the first research in which individuals could be
precisely identified with respect to the type of structurally induced job
movements. We are able to answer the fundamental questions of the career
mobility studies. For example, what proportion of people who leave
eliminated positions move to newly created positions and what proportion of
them “push out” those from well−established old positions? Do younger
people more frequently – in relative terms – fulfill newly created positions
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than older people? Three main conclusions can be derived from the analyses
presented in this chapter:

Table 3.5. The Impact of Closed Positions on New Positions: Multinomial Regression

New positionsa

Professionals Self−
and Office Manual employed 

managers workers workers  and owners Farmers

Variables B ExpB B ExpB B ExpB B ExpB B ExpB

A.  Movers and stayersb

Gender –0.07 0.93 –0.75 0.47 0.95 2.65 0.66 1.95 –0.08 0.93
(Male = 1) (0.36) (0.27) (0.35) (0.35) (0.51)

Age (Years) 0.03 1.03  –0.01 0.99  –0.03 0.97  0.02 1.02  0.01 1.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)  (0.03) 

Closed positions –0.73 0.48 0.94 2.56 0.84 2.32 0.565 1.76 –0.01 0.99
(Yes =1) (0.75) (0.31) (0.33) (0.27) (0.77)

Intercept –4.23 –1.66   –1.86   –3.21   –4.11 
(1.05)  (0.82) (0.93) (0.64) (1.50)

B. Movers onlyc

Gender  –0.75 0.47 –0.27 0.76   0.66 1.93 0.02 1.02  –0.42 0.66  
(Male = 1) (0.65) (0.50) (0.81) (0.30) (0.78)

Age (Years) 0.02 1.02  0.01 1.01  –0.02 0.98  –0.01 0.99  0.00 1.00 
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)  (0.04)

Closed positions –1.05  0.35 1.31 3.69 –0.76 0.46 0.37 1.45 0.56 1.76  
(Yes =1) (1.07) (0.51) (0.69) (0.34) (0.88)

Intercept –2.77   –2.75  –2.43  –0.31   –3.18 
(1.57) (1.49) (1.96) (0.85) (2.31)

a “Old positions in 1998” is the reference category.
b Model fitting information: –2 log likelihood for intercept only 475.4, for final model

460.6 (15 degrees of freedom). Pseudo R2: Cox and Snell 0.061, Nagelkerke 0.069.
N = 873.

c Model fitting information: –2 log likelihood for intercept only 1,354.2, for final model
634.6 (15 degrees of freedom). Pseudo R2: Cox and Snell 0.051, Nagelkerke 0.056.
N = 281.
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1. We generalized the mobility table by means of classifying persons with
respect to the type of position at the origin and destination. The extended
table also includes four categories of persons not in the labor force at origin
or at destination.

2. We determined the minimal number of occupational positions that is
sufficient to accommodate all persons in the extended mobility table. We
constructed a measure of the utilization of positions.

3. We demonstrated that the conceptual distinctions among the types of
positions are empirically useful in mobility studies. For example, logistic
regression shows that closed positions, in contrast to open positions, push
persons into unemployment but not into retirement. Moreover, closed
positions influence the rate at which persons obtain new positions in various
occupational categories. Specifically, persons leaving closed positions have
much higher chances of obtaining new positions in the office workers
category as compared to all others. However, leaving closed positions
diminishes chances of filling new professional and managerial positions.
Generally, the distinction between closed and open positions allows one to
discover new patterns of mobility.

Our analysis goes beyond the description of the data. We also propose a
new model of the career−mobility process involving the distinction between
structurally induced transitions and exchange−type transitions. In particular,
this model postulates different chances of obtaining a position in a given
occupational category for those persons whose previous positions were
eliminated and those who changed jobs for other reasons. In addition, we
treat newly created positions as providing different opportunities for job
transitions than do old positions. Thus, in our analyses, we incorporate push
and pull factors stemming from the radical change in the distributions of
available positions at the beginning and at the end of the ten−year period.


