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Abstract 

The inequality of the labour market has long been a discussed and studied 

topic and today we know that women earn less than their comparable male 

colleagues. Many studies have been conducted to find out if there is a glass 

ceiling effect for women in the labour market but most of these have used 

wages as their outcome variable. We wanted to see if women in the labour 

market face a glass ceiling when looking at the probability of holding a 

managerial position. We also wanted to see if there was any difference in the 

glass ceiling when comparing different countries so we studied the glass 

ceiling in Sweden, France and Great Britain. In order to study the glass 

ceiling, we use two separate probit regressions. The variable of interest in the 

first regression is the gender variable while in the other it is also an 

interaction term that shows the difference in the gender gaps between the 

private and public sector. The results show that there seems to be a glass 

ceiling effect in both France and Great Britain since the gender gap increases 

further up in the workplace hierarchy while the results for Sweden show that 

there is a gender gap throughout the workplace hierarchy. We also find that 

the gaps differ in the public and the private sector indicating that where you 

work can affect the probability of holding a managerial position. 
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1 Introduction 

Inequality between the genders has long been discussed in the labour market. 

It is today well known by most that women earn less than their comparable 

male colleagues. Even after controlling for individual characteristics and 

factors that can affect the pay gap between the genders, such as the 

segregation into different occupations, there is still an unexplained wage gap. 

More recent discussions in the gender debate have concentrated on the 

underrepresentation of women in higher positions in the workplace (Statens 

offentliga utredningar, 2014). The representation of women on the boards of 

the largest listed companies in 2017 for most countries in the EU was below 

the gender balance zone, which is at least 40 percent of each gender 

(European Commission, 2018). 

  

The glass ceiling effect means that a certain group in the society is facing 

more difficulties to advance as they move higher up in the workplace 

hierarchy compared to others. This effect is often used when discussing the 

gender debate in the labour market since it is thought to be the explanation to 

why we generally see more men than women in the higher positions in the 

labour market. In other words, it is believed that women at some point in 

their career path run into a barrier that prevents them from any further 

movement upwards in the hierarchy (Baxter and Wright, 2000). 

  

We want to compare Sweden, France and Great Britain to see if there is a 

glass ceiling effect in these countries that can explain the lack of women in 

managerial positions. As mentioned above, many of the European countries 

do not reach the gender balance zone on the boards. However, France and 

Sweden are the ones with the highest representation of women on the boards 

in the EU with 43.4, and 35.9 percent respectively. United Kingdom on the 

other hand only has a representation rate of 27.2 percent. This implies that 
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there is a difference in the gender composition in the top positions between 

these countries and this contributes to the interest in comparing them 

(European Commission, 2018).  

 

These three countries are also different in other aspects as they belong to 

different types of welfare states. Sweden is a social democratic country with 

the working class and the middle class as the most important political 

regime. France is a conservative country where well-established businessmen 

in alliance with the upper class have the most political influence. Great 

Britain is a liberal welfare state and is known as the “two-third society” since 

only the middle class and upper class are influenced in the politics and get 

benefits from the market resource allocation (Esping-Andersen, 1990). We 

argue that the difference in welfare states between the countries might 

explain the potential differences in the probability of reaching a managerial 

position between the countries. We also argue that the family policies and 

how these are implemented in the three countries might explain the glass 

ceiling as well since these policies differ somewhat between the countries 

and since previous studies have found a relation between the parental leave 

and the glass ceiling effect. This indicates that the family policies in a 

country may affect the glass ceiling for women (Albrecht et.al., 2015). 

  

The aim of this paper is to examine if there is a glass ceiling effect for 

women in the labour market. Furthermore, the aim is to see if there is a 

difference between the three countries studied and try to find out what could 

explain the potential presence of a glass ceiling and the potential differences.  

 

In this paper, we are studying the glass ceiling effect by looking at the 

probability of having a managerial position rather than using wages as has 

been done to a larger extent in previous studies. We do this by comparing the 

gender gap in the probability of having a managerial position by level of 
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education. The education in this study indicates the level of managerial 

position that the individual has; a higher education indicates that the 

individual has a managerial position higher up in the workplace hierarchy 

and the opposite for the low educated. A larger gender gap among the highly 

educated compared to the low educated would indicate that there is a glass 

ceiling in the labour market. Studying the probability rather than the wage is 

a contribution since we are capturing the power that comes with managerial 

positions in a better way than earnings does since higher earnings do not 

always mean more power. Another strength with using the probability of 

reaching a managerial position compared to higher earnings is the fact that a 

small earnings gap between the genders can depend on the overall small 

earnings gap in a country. This for example is the case in Sweden which has 

a very small earnings gap overall compared to other countries and this can 

create some problems when doing cross-country comparisons. We further 

contribute to the literature by looking deeper into the public and private 

sector since this can contribute to the understanding of the forces behind the 

glass ceiling. The public sector is often highly female dominated and the 

private sector male dominated. Moreover, the public sector often has stricter 

gender policies that promote equality between the genders which means that 

the opportunities to excel in the workplace should be more equal in this 

sector (Arulampalam et.al., 2007). This could partly explain the gender 

segregation in the labour market and why women to a larger extent choose to 

work in the public sector compared to men. Therefore, by studying the effect 

of working in the public sector we are able to shed some light on the gender 

composition in the workplace and its effect on the glass ceiling. Another 

contribution to previous literature is the choice of countries that we aim to 

study and compare since there is no previous literature of these specific 

countries and how their different welfare states can affect the outcomes for 

women in the labour market.  
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To answer the research question, we will first present a section about welfare 

states and family policies including some differences between the countries 

in Section 2. Then we will introduce the theory in Section 3 and previous 

research about the glass ceiling subject in the literature review in Section 4. 

Later, the data that is used in this study is presented in Section 5 and the 

methodology is described in Section 6. Finally, we will present our results in 

Section 7 and discuss these in Section 8. Lastly, we present the main 

conclusions of this essay in Section 9. 

 

2 Welfare states and family policies 

Sweden, France and Great Britain are all members of the European Union 

and therefore follow the same regulations to some extent (European Union, 

2019). However, these three countries do differ in their type of welfare state 

which can be one possible explanation to potential differences between the 

genders in both earnings and managerial positions. Esping-Andersen (1990) 

describes three different types of welfare states; the social democratic, the 

conservative and the liberal welfare state. Sweden, France and Great Britain 

are signature countries of these three welfare states as mentioned earlier in 

this paper and differ substantially in their tax systems, policies etc. 

 

Sweden belongs to the social democratic welfare state and is characterized 

by a harmonization between the state and the market, between the working 

class and the middle class rather than having a situation of dualism. It is 

important to promote equality of the highest standards instead of equality of 

the minimal needs that is pursued in the other two welfare states. In this 

model, all people benefit, all people are dependent and all people will 

commit to pay and contribute. There is an important balance between the 

market and the family in this welfare state where the society has a 
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responsibility of the family's welfare and is obliged to step in and help when 

it is needed. Subsidies direct to children and direct responsibility of caring 

for children, the aged and the helpless are benefits that come with living in a 

social democratic welfare state. The work conditions and opportunities for 

women are at a very high level compared to the other welfare states and 

Sweden is a country with a high female labour force participation rate 

because of the freedom to choose between work and household. Another 

important part of the high female participation rate is the large public sector 

that hires many females. In a social democratic welfare state, the taxes and 

subsidies are income related and individual-based with both ceilings and 

floors to regulate the level of compensation. Because of this, there are only 

moderate income differences in this welfare state. Another important part is 

the social insurance system that is general and in public regime (Esping-

Andersen, 1990). 

 

France is a conservative country and differ a lot from the social democratic 

welfare state. Social rights have hardly ever been a seriously contested issue 

since rights are strongly attached to class and status. The market is not 

viewed as a provider of welfare and hence private insurance and 

occupational fringe benefits play a minimal role. This welfare state is partly 

shaped by the church and is therefore very attached to the traditional family 

and gender roles. The conservative social insurance typically excludes non-

working wives and the family benefits encourage motherhood. The benefits 

that exist in a social democratic society when having children is very 

underdeveloped in the conservative welfare state. Day-care and similar 

family services are very scarce. On top of this, the conservative welfare 

system does not have a responsibility for helping families. They only step in 

when “the family’s capacity to service its members is exhausted”. The 

female labour force participation rate is very low and it is in part due to the 

traditional view of the gender roles but it is also a consequence of the tax 
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system that is family-based instead of individual-based. The public sector is 

also very small and does not provide many work possibilities for women 

which also contributes. The state has a large commitment in the social 

insurance system but with separate pools for different occupations which are 

jointly funded by the state, the employers and the individuals. 

Compensations are portioned after the payments in each pool which implies 

that this system reinforces the income differences that already exists in this 

society (Esping-Andersen, 1990).   

 

Great Britain is a liberal welfare state where the market allocates resources, 

social services and insurance protection. The social policy is very scarce and 

focuses on the poorest in the society in comparison to the social democratic 

social policy that is redistributional and equalizing. There is a large private 

and low-paid service sector that employs a large share of women which 

contributes to a high female labour force participation rate since women can 

escape the household-work and be employed. However, the income 

differences in a liberal society are very large compared to the social 

democratic society where most women are employed in the public sector 

(Esping-Andersen, 1990). 

  

All of the three countries are, as we have discussed, quite different but even 

so, they are all part of the European Union and therefore have much of the 

same regulations regarding discrimination. This should, in theory, mean that 

women in all of these three countries would face the same labour market 

opportunities. However, it has been shown that men and women can receive 

different returns across the wage distribution even if the distribution of 

characteristics are the same for both genders. One possible explanation for 

this that has been discussed in previous studies is the differences in family 

and childcare policies between different countries. Gender-specific policies 

such as anti-discrimination laws and equal opportunities as well as the 
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availability of parental leave and childcare are factors that may contribute to 

different outcomes between the genders (Arulampalam et.al., 2007). 

  

The parental leave provisions and state provisions of childcare for children 

below school-age vary substantially across countries and are likely to affect 

the genders differently. This can be an important explanation of the gender 

differences in outcomes (Arulampalam et.al., 2007). When comparing the 

three countries of interest in this study, we can see differences in both length 

of the parental leave and the payment rate that parents receive during this 

leave. There are three types of childcare leaves. The first is the maternity 

leave that gives an employed woman the possibility of leaving work for some 

time before and after having a baby. The second is the parental leave that the 

parents can divide between themselves and which gives them the right to be 

absent from work for a period of time, this often follows the maternity leave. 

The third is the paternal leave which is the time of childcare leave that is 

reserved only for the employed father. However, this is not so well 

established in most countries (OECD, 2016b). 

  

Of the three countries, the United Kingdom is the one with most maternity 

leave with its 52 weeks, while Sweden and France are at a lower level and 

has about 20 and 16 weeks respectively. When looking at parental leave, 

there is a significant difference between these three countries. France is at the 

top with 146 weeks of parental leave while Sweden has 65 weeks and the 

United Kingdom only has 18 weeks. The high parental leave in contrast to 

the maternity leave implies that parents in France have a lot more freedom to 

choose which parent that should be home and take care of the children 

compared to the parents in the United Kingdom where the maternity leave is 

much higher than the parental leave (OECD, 2016a). This is positive for the 

women's career in France since interruptions in work affects the career path 

negatively (De la Rica et.al., 2005). When comparing the last leave which is 
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the father specific leave, we can see that France has the longest leave with 28 

weeks at most, while Sweden has about 14 weeks and the United Kingdom 

only has 2 weeks. Interestingly, France has more father specific weeks than 

maternity weeks, which is quite uncommon (OECD, 2016a). 

  

As mentioned above, there are also differences in the paid maternity leave 

across these countries. The average payment rate of gross earnings in the 

United Kingdom is only 30.9 percent while it is 77.6 percent in Sweden 

(OECD, 2016b). At the same time, the childcare costs for these countries 

differ, where Sweden has a cost of 7 percent of the household net income, 

France has a cost of 17 percent and Great Britain 27 percent. This high cost 

for childcare together with the low compensation and the long period of 

maternity leave in contrast to the parental leave in Great Britain could make 

it more difficult for these women on the labour market compared to the 

women in the other two countries (OECD, 2006).  

 

3 Theory 

There are many reasons behind an individual’s decision about how much 

time of one’s life one will choose to spend in the labour market. We are in 

this paper interested in the labour supply decision of women since we want 

to examine if there is a glass ceiling for the women in the labour market. The 

labour supply decision for women can depend on both supply- and demand 

side factors and the theory section below will, therefore, include theories 

concerning both of these.  
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3.1 Glass ceiling 

The glass ceiling theory is widely used and one of the most compelling 

theories when analysing gender inequalities in the workplace. A glass ceiling 

refers to an invisible barrier that blocks women from any further movement 

upwards in the hierarchy for no other reason than that they are women. This 

means that women can excel at the lower levels in the workplace but past a 

certain point this is no longer possible. This does not mean that it is always 

easy for men to get promoted as they move up the hierarchy but instead 

indicate that the difficulties of getting promoted are larger for women 

compared to men (Baxter and Wright, 2000). 

  

There is no one explanation to why we have glass ceilings in the labour 

market, but many possible explanations have been discussed in the literature. 

The hypothesis in the study by Albrecht et.al. (2003) was that the parental 

leave system in Sweden was an important factor in explaining the glass 

ceiling. It has been argued that career interruptions may be related to lower 

levels of human capital since the human capital may depreciate while one is 

absent from work. Another explanation to why parental leave and lower 

human capital should be related is that workers who expect future career 

interruptions are less likely to invest in human capital today in comparison to 

workers who expect to work continuously. A second potential explanation to 

the glass ceiling is the gender differences in career orientations and that 

women self-select into jobs that are more family-friendly such as the public 

sector. The formation of the market for household services may differ 

between countries and this can in part explain why we might observe 

different glass ceiling effects for different countries since women in top 

positions may need these services in order to succeed in the labour market. In 

countries such as Great Britain, families can hire people to clean the house, 

drive the children to school etc. at a relatively low wage. These services are 
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much more expensive in Sweden which leads to a limited market for 

household services (Albrecht et. al., 2015).  

 

The primary hypothesis for the glass ceiling in the study by Albrecht et. al. 

(2015) is, however, the one of statistical discrimination. Employers 

understand that a generous parental leave system encourages women to 

participate in the labour force but also encourages them to use their legal 

time off work and to be less flexible with working hours once they return to 

their jobs. A long period of absence and lack of flexibility are costly for 

employers, especially when employees hold top positions. Therefore, 

employers hire relatively few women to these positions. Moreover, even 

women who would otherwise be strongly career-oriented understand that 

their possibilities to be promoted are limited by employers’ beliefs and they 

therefore respond rationally by seeking jobs that are more family-friendly 

and by fully utilizing their parental leave benefits. This implies that the 

situation is a result of self-confirming beliefs since the “choice” into family-

friendly jobs reflects both preferences and constraints.  

 

3.2 The households time allocation 

The theory about time allocation is concerned with what individuals in a 

household choose to do with their time. This choice determines how much 

time an individual will devote to the labour market and the time allocation is, 

therefore, a supply-side factor. One has seen that there is a significant 

difference in the behaviour of individuals on the labour market depending on 

their household composition. For example, it has been shown that the labour 

market behaviour of married women is significantly different from that of 

men, but only a small difference can be seen between unmarried women and 

men. In most countries, married women have a lower labour force 

participation rate than both men and unmarried women. This can be 
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explained by the household’s labour supply models (Kooreman and 

Wunderink, 1997). It has also been shown that children can affect both 

women’s wages and labour force participation. This is due to the traditional 

gender roles that state that the woman has a larger responsibility for 

nonmarket work which in this case includes the children. The presence of a 

child can affect women’s time allocation in more than one way. The first is 

that women with children, even though we today have parental leaves, may 

choose to withdraw entirely from the labour market in order to stay home 

with their child or that they choose to change the workplace to a more “child-

friendly” job. It could also be the case that the women face discrimination in 

the labour market due to the fact that she has a child or even because the 

employer expects her to have a child in the near future. This discrimination 

could result in either that the woman does not get the job or that she is hired 

but with a lower wage compared to an equally competent man. This could 

also be one explanation to why women with children have a lower labour 

market participation rate compared to men (Blau and Kahn, 2017). 

 

The labour supply of the individuals in a household is determined by the 

household’s utility. The household utility depends on the joint household 

consumption and leisure of both partners, 𝑈ℎ(𝑥, 𝑙𝑚, 𝑙𝑓). This model assumes 

that there are only two possible uses of time; labour and leisure. Each 

individual in the household will select the combination of hours of work and 

leisure that maximizes the household’s utility and the weights for each of 

these will therefore play a significant role. This means that both individuals 

in the household will spend the number of hours at work that generates the 

highest utility for the household as a unit. However, the man’s and woman’s 

leisure may be used for household production since there is no distinction 

between household labour time and leisure in this model (Kooreman and 

Wunderink, 1997). Therefore, one of the possible explanations to why 

married women spend less time in the labour market compared with married 



 

12(49) 

 

men is that they are more efficient at nonmarket work compared to the men 

and they, therefore, maximize the household utility by performing this kind 

of work to a larger extent than market work (Jacobsen, 2007). Another 

explanation is that the women receive lower wages in the labour market 

compared to their men and therefore spend all their time in doing nonmarket 

work so that the man can spend all of his time in the labour market making 

money (Kooreman and Wunderink, 1997). In order to maximize the 

household utility, the neo-classical model is solving the problem by 

maximizing the following equation: 

 

𝑈ℎ(𝑥, 𝑙𝑚, 𝑙𝑓) =  𝛼 log( 𝑥 − �̅�) + 𝛽1log (𝑙𝑚 − 𝛾𝑚) +  𝛽2log (𝑙𝑓 − 𝛾𝑓)    (1)  
  

with 𝛼 + 𝛽1 + 𝛽2 = 1    (2)  

 

Where 𝑥 is the household expenditures, 𝑙𝑚 is the leisure time for the man in 

the household and 𝑙𝑓 is the leisure time for the woman in the household. �̅� is 

the subsistence level of consumption while 𝛾𝑚 and 𝛾𝑓 is the subsistence level 

of leisure time for the man and woman in the household respectively. The 

utility level is, therefore, the sum of the consumption and leisure time for 

both partners that excel the subsistence level. 𝛼, 𝛽1 and 𝛽2 are weights that 

represents the relative importance of consumption, leisure time for the man 

and the woman respectively for the household’s utility. The sum of these 

parameters should be equal to 1 and the size of these parameters in relation to 

each other decides how important they are for the household’s total utility. 

For example, if 𝛽1<𝛽2, the man’s leisure time adds less value to the 

household utility than the woman’s leisure time does (Kooreman and 

Wunderink, 1997). Since we will assume that the relative prices of the goods 

within the household consumption bundle of expenditures, 𝑥, does not 

change, the decision variables; 𝑥, 𝑙𝑚 and 𝑙𝑓  must satisfy the following 

budget constraint (Ashenfelter and Heckman, 1974): 
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s.t. 𝑌 = 𝑥 + 𝑤𝑚𝑙𝑚 + 𝑤𝑓𝑙𝑓 = 𝑦0 + 𝑤𝑚𝑇 + 𝑤𝑓𝑇    (3)  

 

Where 𝑌 is the full income of the household, 𝑤𝑚 is the marginal wage rate of 

the man and 𝑤𝑓 is the marginal wage rate for the woman. 𝑦0 is the unearned 

income in the household and 𝑇 is the total time available per period. The 

utility function should be maximized so that the full income, 𝑌, is equal to 

the sum of the expenditure, 𝑥, plus the opportunity cost of leisure time for 

both partners, 𝑤𝑚𝑙𝑚 + 𝑤𝑓𝑙𝑓, or equal to the sum of the unearned income, 𝑦0, 

plus the income that can be earned for the available time period for both 

partners, 𝑤𝑚𝑇 + 𝑤𝑓𝑇 (Kooreman and Wunderink, 1997). However, it is 

sometimes more instructive to write the budget constraint in the equivalent 

form 

 
 

𝑤𝑚(𝑇 − 𝑙𝑚) + 𝑤𝑓(𝑇 − 𝑙𝑓) +  𝑦0 = 𝑥    (4)  
 

 

in order to bring out the important fact that it implies nothing else than the 

equality of total income and expenditures of the household (Ashenfelter and 

Heckman, 1974). The maximization of the utility function subject to the 

budget constraint leads to the first order condition: 

 

𝑤𝑚

𝑤𝑓
=

(𝑙𝑓−𝛾𝑓)

(𝑙𝑚−𝛾𝑚)
 
𝛽1

𝛽2
    (5) 

 

This means that, if the marginal wage rate of the man, 𝑤𝑚, increases then the 

time spent in the labour market will increase for the man and the time not in 

paid labour, (𝑙𝑚 − 𝛾𝑚), will at the same time decrease. The man in the 

household will also spend more time in the labour market if the women’s 

productivity parameter of leisure time and household work, 𝛽2, increases.  
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3.3 Segregation into different occupations 

Gender segregation is the tendency for men and women to work in different 

occupations and can be found in most countries across Europe. The 

segregation into different occupations can take different forms and change 

over time. It is connected to the gender inequalities that exist in the labour 

market since it is creating different opportunities for men and women, which 

results in different earnings and working conditions. The explanations for the 

gender segregation can be found both on the demand- and supply-side. 

Supply-side explanations emphasise the impact of women’s role as a mother 

on their choice of career as well as differences in talents and orientations 

between the genders (Burchell et.al., 2014). Women do often have the largest 

responsibility of taking care of the home and the children in the household 

which leads to the case where women spend more time at home for 

household work. Because of this, some women do self-select into more 

family-friendly jobs after having a child in order to be able to both take care 

of the home and work at the same time (Blau and Kahn, 2017). It has also 

been shown that women are affected by the conditions at their workplace and 

their childcare support options in the labour market when they are making 

their “choice”. One demand-side explanation is that the employer’s 

behaviour helps to create and preserve gender segregation through their 

hiring practices that may exclude women from certain jobs (Burchell et.al., 

2014). Even if some women do not intend to have kids, they may suffer from 

the fact that the employer will act on the overall information about the group 

and choose to not hire women or only hire them in certain occupations. This 

pushes women into jobs that are more family-friendly and where women can 

use their legal rights when having a child without being punished (Blau and 

Kahn, 2017).  
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3.4 Taste-based discrimination 

Taste-based discrimination is another possible explanation of the glass 

ceiling effect in the labour market. According to Becker’s theory (1971) 

discrimination occurs when a worker is prejudiced against because of his or 

her belonging to a certain group. For example, employers may have a 

prejudice against female workers. Discrimination due to gender is therefore 

present when employers act with a prejudiced behaviour towards a female 

worker. 

  

A competitive employer will compare the cost of hiring a female worker to 

the cost of hiring a male worker and if the employer is prejudiced against 

females, he or she will act as if there is an additional cost of hiring a woman 

instead of a man. The cost of hiring a man is therefore only the wage, Wm, 

while the cost of hiring a woman is the wage plus the additional cost that is 

due to the disutility of hiring a woman, Ww(1+ d). This additional cost is 

often referred to as “the coefficient of discrimination”. The employer will 

base the hiring decision on these costs and hire the worker with the lowest 

cost. This implies that female workers will only be hired if Ww(1+d) is lower 

than Wm (Becker, 1971; Altonji and Blank, 1999). 

 

Based on this theory, it is reasonable to expect that an employer who is 

prejudice against female workers will have a disutility from interacting and 

working with them and will, therefore, hire only male workers. Alternatively, 

he/she will hire female workers but at lower wages. In both cases, the firm 

will receive lower profits than at the profit-maximizing level (Becker, 1971; 

Altonji and Blank, 1999). Hence, it is not profitable to behave discriminatory 

due to taste and this implies that this type of discrimination only will exist in 

the short run in a perfectly competitive market since unprejudiced firms will 

drive prejudiced firms out of the market. However, we seldom observe 

markets that are perfectly competitive in reality which is why researchers 
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have found discrimination due to taste that does persist over time (Charles 

and Guryan, 2008). Moreover, the female-dominated public sector is largely 

non-profitable and could therefore more easily discriminate due to taste 

(Arulampalam et.al., 2007).  

 

3.5 Statistical discrimination 

Another possible explanation of the glass ceiling effect is the statistical 

discrimination that is a result of asymmetric information about an 

individual’s true productivity or performance. The lack of knowledge of the 

specific individual can lead to a case where employers rely on the average 

productive characteristics of the group when making hiring and promotion 

decisions concerning the individual. The employer will discriminate women 

if he or she, for example, believe that women are less qualified, reliable, 

long-term and will have more labour market interruptions etc. compared to 

men. The difficulties and large costs of obtaining information about the 

individual further contribute to the statistical discrimination (Phelps, 1972). 

Women often tend to take more responsibility at home and there is a larger 

probability of labour market interruptions when they are having children 

compared to men. This statistical fact about the group can make it more 

difficult for women to get promoted into higher positions even if they do not 

intend to have children. This is a classic example of statistical discrimination 

where the employer acts on the overall information of the group and not on 

the information about the specific individual due to lack of knowledge (De la 

Rica et.al., 2005; Lazear and Rosen, 1990). From an economic perspective, 

this behaviour from the employer is rational but it is still discriminating 

against the individual. This is the difference between statistical and taste-

based discrimination. Acting on statistical information is rational from an 

economic perspective while acting on one’s own preferences is irrational 

behaviour from the employer. It is also possible that the employer has the 
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wrong perception of the productivity of a certain group and choose to act on 

this. This would mean that the individuals in the group that is believed to be 

less productive would be hired for the less advanced jobs and the employer 

would also be less willing to invest in education and experience for this 

group. In this way, the perception of productivity could be self-fulfilled and 

the statistical discrimination will persist over time even if the employer gains 

more information about the women workers after a time in employment 

(Boschini, 2017). 

  

3.6 Implicit discrimination 

Implicit discrimination is something between the two extremes that have 

been discussed above. Implicit discrimination occurs due to implicit attitudes 

in contrast to explicit attitudes. According to modern psychologists we all 

have explicit attitudes which indicate the attitudes that we are aware of and 

express. But we also have implicit attitudes that we are not aware of that can 

go against our expressed attitudes and feelings (Bertrand et al, 2005). These 

implicit attitudes are often based on social norms and stereotypes about 

genders in society. Some common norms are that men for example often are 

active, competent, dominant, independent, competitive and have leadership 

abilities. Women, on the other hand, are often described as caring, emotional, 

kind and empathetic. An employer can act on these beliefs and behave 

discriminatorily. This is often done unknowingly since most individuals do 

not know to what extent these norms affect our choices (Boschini, 2017).  
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4 Literature review 

Several studies have been conducted in order to find out if the theory of the 

glass ceiling can be confirmed in the labour market. The definition of the 

glass ceiling is somewhat different between the different studies and the 

glass ceiling has therefore also been found at different levels in the hierarchy. 

  

Several studies have found that women do face a barrier at a point in the 

hierarchy for example in Sweden, Australia, the US, and a large part of 

Europe (Albrecht et.al., 2003; Arulampalam et.al., 2007; Baxter and Wright 

2000; Maume 1999). For example, Albrecht et.al. (2003) found a larger wage 

gap in the top of the wage distribution in Sweden while Baxter and Wright 

(2000) found a larger wage gap in the middle part of the wage distribution 

for Sweden and Australia. De la Rica et.al. (2005) performed a similar study 

to the one made in Sweden by Albrecht et.al. in Spain by looking at different 

educational levels. They found that the gender wage gap was increasing only 

in the sample group with highly educated individuals. The less educated 

groups did have a greater wage gap at the bottom of the distribution which 

implies that there is only a glass ceiling for the more educated in Spain and 

not for the less educated. 

  

It has been shown in all of these studies that controlling for differences in 

individual characteristics such as education, age and experience cannot 

explain the initial difference that can be seen between the genders both in 

wages and promotion probability. This thereby indicates that there is 

something else rather than the characteristics of the individuals that causes 

this inequality. 

  

Many studies have examined the glass ceiling effect, but the focus and 

outcome variable has differed between these studies. For example, in the 

studies by Albrecht et.al. (2003) and Arulampalam et.al. (2007), they have 
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examined the wage gap between men and women and used the wage 

distribution to see if there is a glass ceiling effect. This means that they have 

examined if the gender wage gap is larger at the top of the wage distribution 

compared to further down in the distribution since this would show that there 

is a glass ceiling effect. However, Baxter and Wright (2000) and Maume 

(1999) have instead chosen to study the difference in probability of being 

promoted between the genders. Baxter and Wright (2000) studied if the 

probability of promotion changes as one moves up the workplace hierarchy. 

If the probability decreases more for women compared to men higher up in 

the hierarchy the results indicate the existence of a glass ceiling. 

  

Previous studies that have been discussed above have focused on finding if 

there is a glass ceiling or not by looking at the wage distribution and earnings 

inequalities as well as the probability of reaching higher managerial 

positions. More recent research, however, has focused on the glass ceiling 

effect by studying the gender composition of the boardroom of different 

companies. This is because the attention to boardroom quotas has increased 

substantially in recent years (Jansson and Tyrefors, 2018). Born et.al. (2018) 

found that women in male-dominated groups are facing more difficulties and 

are less supported by their team members than women in female-dominated 

groups. Moreover, they found that the absence of women in male-dominated 

groups may be a self-reinforced process since the male-dominated group 

affects the self-confidence negatively for women which makes them feel less 

confident in their own ability. Boyallian et.al. (2018) found similar results of 

the disadvantage for women where they emphasize that the under-

representation of women in boardrooms is a consequence of both supply- and 

demand-side factors. The time allocation and the fact that women often take 

larger responsibility of household work plays a significant role in women’s 

labour supply. At the same time, the smaller demand for female labour 
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causes a lack of opportunities for women to climb to higher positions in 

firms. 

  

As mentioned earlier several studies have discussed possible explanations to 

why there is a glass ceiling. One of the explanations that have been discussed 

when comparing the glass ceiling in different countries is the differences in 

family and childcare policies. It has been shown that countries with more 

generous family policies have a lower wage gap at the bottom of the wage 

distribution and a larger wage gap at the top of the wage distribution. This 

implies that work-family policies are negatively related to sticky floors and 

positively related to glass ceilings (Arulampalam et.al., 2007). The study 

conducted by Maume (1999) states that the segregation in the labour market 

can be one of the explanations to the glass ceiling. This study showed that if 

the percentage of women in the workplace increased, the probability of 

receiving a position at the top of the workplace hierarchy decreased for 

women. The study by Hultin (2003) shows similar results, it shows that men 

in female-dominated occupations are much more likely to get promoted to 

the top level in the hierarchy compared with their comparable female co-

workers.   

  

The study by Baxter and Wright (2000) is similar to ours since the dependent 

variable is the probability of promotion rather than the earnings differences. 

We will also analyse the effect of the level of education on the probability of 

having a managerial position as has been done for the gender wage gap in the 

study by De la Rica et.al. (2005). Moreover, we will examine if the public 

and private sectors have any effect on the glass ceiling as has similarly been 

done in the article by Albrecht et.al. (2003). This is interesting since these 

sectors often are highly gender segregated as mentioned before. 
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5 Data 

In this section, the data that will be used in this paper is introduced. The data 

is from the European Social Survey database and is collected for 36 

European countries every two years through surveys. The European Social 

Survey was established in 2001 and the first dataset was collected in 2002 

(ESS, 2019).  

 

In order to analyse the three countries of interest, data from 2008 to 2016 is 

used in 5 different datasets; 2008, 2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016 and the data 

from these years is merged into one dataset for each country separately. This 

means that there will be three different datasets, one for each country, that 

will be used when running the regressions. There are initially 8 516 

observations for Sweden, 9 756 observations for France and 11 283 

observations for Great Britain in the dataset.  

 

The sample is then restricted to all individuals in working age, which 

includes individuals between 20 and 64 years old. Another restriction in the 

sample is to include individuals that are wage employed and currently active 

in the labour market only. Individuals that are self-employed or works in a 

family business are therefore excluded since there is a high probability that 

these individuals are their own manager. We also exclude all observations 

where there are missing values in any of our chosen variables. After these 

restrictions, the final data sample consists of 3 784, 3 733 and 3 939 number 

of observations for Sweden, France and Great Britain respectively.         

  

The dependent variable in this study is managerial position. This variable is 

collected by asking the question “What is/was the name or title of your main 

job?”. In the variable manager, we have then included all individuals that in 

any way has answered that they are managers, in all industries and both in 

large and small companies. The optimal way to study the glass ceiling would 
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be to have different levels of managers where one could see if the individual 

was a manager in the top of the workplace hierarchy or further down. This 

data, however, was not available so we have therefore used education level in 

our model in order to get some indication of where in the hierarchy the 

individual is most likely to be a manager. We assume that most of the 

managers that are at the top of the hierarchy have a high education while the 

lower managers are more likely to have lower education. However, this is not 

always the case but it gives some indication on the level of the managers.  

 

To explore whether the gender gap in the probability of holding a managerial 

position differs by level of education we use the highest level of education 

that the individual has completed. This variable is divided into 5 levels that 

follow the International Standard Classification of Education. The first level 

contains all individuals that have less than lower secondary education. In the 

second level, the individuals that have completed lower secondary education 

are included. The third level consists of individuals that have completed 

upper secondary education. In the fourth level, all individuals that have 

completed post-secondary non-tertiary education are included. And the final 

level consists of individuals that have completed tertiary education. We have 

merged these five education levels into two levels, low and high education.  

 

We study if the type of organisation the individuals work for can have an 

effect on the probability of holding a managerial position and therefore 

include the variable public. Individuals who work in the central or local 

government, in other public sector areas such as education and health, as well 

as those working in a state-owned firm, are all counted as working in the 

public sector. All individuals working in private firms are counted as 

working in the private sector. 
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Apart from the information above we also have information about the 

individuals age, age squared, marital status, if there are any children living at 

home, if the individual was born in the country in question or not, if the 

individual is working a full time or part time job, area of residence, 

occupation as well as the year of the survey. 

  

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Managerial Position 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

Private 

Sector 

Public 

Sector 

Panel A: Sweden 

Female 0.0459 0.0215 0.0685 0.0651 0.0325 

      

Male 0.0763 0.0529 0.117 0.0767 0.0753 

      

Panel B: France 

Female 0.0406 0.0222 0.0643 0.0408 0.0403 

      

Male 0.0580 0.0257 0.116 0.0615 0.0472 

      

Panel C: Great Britain 

Female 0.0885 0.0756 0.102 0.119 0.0523 

      

Male 0.136 0.100 0.175 0.153 0.0851 

      
mean coefficients 

 

 

Table 1 shows the initial gender gap in the probability of having a 

managerial position. We can see that the males are overrepresented in the 

managerial positions in all three countries. However, the largest difference 

between the genders can be found in Great Britain where 13.6 percent of the 

males have a managerial position compared to the women with only 8.9 

percent. Furthermore, we can see that about 7.6 percent of the men in 

Sweden have a managerial position while this value is only around 4.6 

percent for women in Sweden. We can also see that this gap is about the 

same size among the low educated but substantially larger among the highly 
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educated. Moreover, we can see that the smallest gap in Sweden can be 

found in the private sector and when comparing this gap to the public sector 

we see that the gap in the public sector is much larger. In France, there is also 

an initial gender gap when looking at the whole population. However, we can 

see that among the low educated this gap decreases and becomes quite small. 

Among the highly educated, on the other hand, the gap is quite large. The 

pattern seen in Sweden in the private and public sector can also be seen in 

France; a larger gap in the private sector compared to the public. Lastly, 

when looking at Great Britain we can see that the initial gap is larger in Great 

Britain compared to the other two countries. This gap can be seen in both 

education levels and in both the private and public sector. However, the gap 

is larger among the highly educated compared to the low educated as it is in 

both Sweden and France. But in contrast to the other two countries, there is 

no large difference in the gap between the public and the private sector in 

Great Britain. This is overall what we expect from previous literature and the 

theory. Apart from the differences between the genders in the three countries, 

we can also observe that the fraction of workers that do have a managerial 

position are much larger in Great Britain compared to the other two 

countries. This is the case for both men and women where the men have a 

share of 6-8 percent while the women have a share of 4-5 percent in Sweden 

and France but almost 9 and 14 percent in Great Britain for the genders 

respectively. 
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Sweden, France and Great Britain 

 Sweden France Great Britain 

 (1) (2) (1) (2)  (1) (2) 

 Males Females Males Females Males Females 

Age 42.53 43.69 41.80 42.11 42.25 42.10 

 (12.06) (11.75) (10.62) (10.75) (11.58) (11.17) 

High 

Education 

0.365 0.520 0.356 0.437 0.484 0.479 

 (0.482) (0.500) (0.479) (0.496) (0.500) (0.500) 

Public Sector 0.287 0.588 0.246 0.375 0.244 0.461 

 (0.453) (0.492) (0.431) (0.484) (0.430) (0.499) 

Married 0.473 0.497 0.514 0.481 0.550 0.495 

 (0.499) (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.498) (0.500) 

Children 

Living at 

Home 

0.496 0.518 0.488 0.553 0.392 0.505 

 (0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.497) (0.488) (0.500) 

Born in Other 

Country 

0.122 0.126 0.102 0.0905 0.141 0.116 

 (0.327) (0.332) (0.303) (0.287) (0.348) (0.321) 

Working Part-

time 

0.237 0.435 0.0955 0.306 0.111 0.484 

 (0.425) (0.496) (0.294) (0.461) (0.314) (0.500) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.154 0.147 0.220 0.194 0.0938 0.0783 

 (0.361) (0.354) (0.414) (0.396) (0.292) (0.269) 

Medium City 0.580 0.577 0.422 0.448 0.701 0.719 

 (0.494) (0.494) (0.494) (0.497) (0.458) (0.450) 

Small City 0.265 0.276 0.358 0.357 0.206 0.203 

 (0.442) (0.447) (0.479) (0.479) (0.404) (0.402) 

Observations 1847 1937 1811 1922 1781 2158 
mean coefficients; sd in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

  

In Table 2 the mean values of the variables used in this study are presented. 

In the age variable, we can see that there is not much difference between the 

genders or the countries. When looking at the variable high education one 

can see that the share of women that have a high education is larger than the 

share of men in both Sweden and France. In Great Britain however, there is 

no significant difference between the genders in the level of education. The 
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largest difference is found in Sweden where 36.6 percent of the males and 52 

percent of the women are highly educated. There is an overall 

overrepresentation of women in the public sector compared to men in all of 

the three countries. This pattern shows evidence of the gender segregation 

into different occupations to some extent since the public sector seems to be 

female dominated. This will be discussed in more detail later in this paper. 

No large difference can be seen in the married variable. In the variable 

children living at home, women seem to have children living in the 

household to a slightly larger extent than the men in all countries but the 

difference between the genders is quite small. The variable born in other 

country does not differ much either between the genders in any of the 

countries. The women are overrepresented in the part-time works where the 

largest difference between the genders can be found in Great Britain. 

However, the difference is rather large in all countries and not only in Great 

Britain. The last three variables that signal where the individuals live does 

not show any differences, the individuals seem to be evenly distributed in the 

different cities. 

 

6 Methodology 

In this section, we will present the method that has been used in this study. In 

order to study if there is a glass ceiling effect in the three countries a probit 

regression model has been used. The probit regression is a non-linear 

regression model that is often used when calculating the probability that a 

specific hypothesis will occur. The dependent variable in this model is forced 

to become a value between 0 and 1 which is an advantage with the probit 

compared to OLS (Stock and Watson, 2015).  

 

In this study, we use two different equations to answer two different parts of 

our research question. Equation 1 aims to answer the research question about 



 

27(49) 

 

the difference between the genders in the probability of having a managerial 

position. We therefore run Equation 1 first for all individuals in our sample 

in order to see if there is a gender gap in the probability of holding a 

managerial position. Thereafter we run the same equation only including 

those with low education and then one more time only including the 

individuals with high education. The results from the low and high educated 

are then compared in order to see if there is evidence of a glass ceiling effect. 

If the gap between the genders is larger among the highly educated compared 

to the gap among the low educated this would indicate that there is a glass 

ceiling. 

 

Pr(𝑌𝑖 = 1) =  𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽𝑋𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖    (1) 

 

The dependent variable, 𝑌𝑖, is a dummy variable that is equal to 1 if the 

individual has a managerial position and 0 otherwise. The variable female is 

also a dummy that is equal to 1 if the individual is a woman and 0 if the 

individual is a man. This is the variable of interest where males are the 

reference group. The value of α1 will show us if gender affects the 

probability of holding a managerial position, in other words, it will show if 

there is a gender gap in this probability. If α1 is negative this means that there 

is a gap between the genders where women have a lower probability of 

having a managerial position compared to men.  

 

The X vector consists of a number of control variables. The variable age is 

included in X as well as age squared. This is controlled for since it gives an 

indication of the amount of experience an individual has acquired. X also 

includes the variable high education that is a dummy equal to 1 if the 

individual has high education and 0 otherwise. In this study, the individuals 

that have at most completed post-secondary non-tertiary education is counted 

as low educated while all individuals with completed tertiary education or 
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higher count as highly educated. We divide the education levels into two 

groups because of the fact that most individuals have at least finished post-

secondary non-tertiary education and a further division of this group is not 

possible since there would be too few observations in each group.  

 

The variable public is a dummy variable that is also included in X. This 

variable is equal to 1 if the individual is working in a sector that counts as a 

public sector and 0 if the individual instead is working in the private sector. 

All individuals who work in the central or local government, in other public 

sector areas such as education and health, as well as those working in a state-

owned firm, are all counted as working in the public sector. All individuals 

working in private firms are counted as working in the private sector. 

 

X also includes the dummy variables married and if there are any children 

currently living in the household. The married variable takes the value of 1 if 

the individual is married and 0 otherwise. In this paper an individual is 

defined as married if he/she is legally married or in a legally registered civil 

union. All others count as not married. The variable children living in 

household is equal to 1 if there are any children living in the household 

regardless of the age and number. If there are no children currently living in 

the household this variable is 0. Apart from these, X also includes the 

variable immigrant that is equal to 1 if the individual was born in another 

country than the one in question and 0 otherwise.  

 

X also includes a control for part-time work. This is also a dummy that takes 

the value of 1 if the individual does not work full-time and 0 if he/she does. 

The variable part-time is defined differently for the three countries. In 

Sweden, one counts as a full-time worker if one works 40 hours or more per 

week and part-time worker if one works less than 40 hours per week. In 

France and Great Britain, one is defined as a full-time worker if one works 
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35 hours or more per week and part-time worker if one works less than that. 

In Sweden and France, there are specific regulations stating how many hours 

per week one has to work in order to state that one has a full-time job. In 

Great Britain however, there are no such clear regulations. There are 

however some norms that say that a full-time job should consist of between 

35 and 40 hours per week and for this reason the limit for full-time work in 

Great Britain is set to 35 hours per week in order to include all of those 

working full-time. This also means that all individuals that are included in 

the part-time group will most likely be working part-time 

(Arbetsförmedlingen, 2019; Venturi, 2014; Gov.uk, 2019). 

 

X also includes the variable area of residence that consists of three groups. 

The first group includes individuals living in a big city. The second group is 

called medium city and includes individuals who live in a suburb or the 

outskirts of a large city as well as the people living in a town or a small city. 

The third group is called small city and includes people living in a country 

village, on a farm or in a home in the countryside. The area of residence is 

described with two dummy variables, the first is equal to 1 if the individual 

lives in a big city and the other is equal to 1 if the individual lives in a 

medium city. If the individual lives in a small city both of the above are 

equal to 0 which means that the variable small city, in this case, is the 

reference group. We include the area of residence in order to make sure that 

our results do not include a higher probability of holding a managerial 

position that is caused by where you live. For example, it could be that the 

managerial positions are situated in the larger cities and therefore the 

probability of having a managerial position could be higher among those 

living in a large city. We control for this in order to avoid a biased result.   

 

In X the variable occupation is also included. In the data, the information 

about the occupations is collected according to the NACE rev in slightly 
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different versions. In this study, we have chosen to use this division but 

divide them into groups based on only the first digit in the originally two-

digit codes. This means that the individuals have been divided into 10 

possible occupation groups. From these, we have then used nine possible 

occupation groups by merging two of the groups that had too few 

observations.  

 

Lastly, X also includes four dummies that control for year. Since our sample 

consists of data form 5 different datasets we have 4 dummy variables that 

control for year. The year variable is the year in which the survey was 

conducted. We control for this since there might be a time trend that can 

affect the probability of having a managerial position. 

 

Equation 2 aims to answer the question about the gender gap in the 

probability of having a managerial position in female- and male-dominated 

industries since the public and private sector are gender segregated to a large 

extent. This equation, like the first, is run three times, one time including all 

individual thereafter by educational attainment. And just like in the first we 

then compare the results from the two education levels in order to see if there 

is a glass ceiling. 

 

Pr(𝑌𝑖 = 1) = α0 + α1𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑖 + α2𝑝𝑢𝑏𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑖 + α3𝑓𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑖 × 𝑝𝑢𝑏𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑖 +
 𝛽𝑋𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖     (2) 

 

In Equation 2 we have three variables of interest, female, public and female x 

public. The variables public and female x public are the main differences 

between the two equations. The control variables in X, as well as the female 

variable, are the same with the exception that high education and the public 

sector are excluded from X. The parameter α1 will as in the first equation 

show the gender gap in the probability of having a managerial position but in 
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this case in the private sector. The parameter α2 will show the gap in the 

probability of holding a managerial position between the men working in the 

private and the public sector. Since we are interested in the gender gap this 

variable will not be discussed in detail. Lastly, the parameter α3 shows if the 

gender gap in the private sector, α1, is different from the gender gap in the 

public sector, α3.  

 

If we find a difference in the probability of having a managerial position 

even after controlling for all explanatory variables this could indicate that 

there is a glass ceiling effect for women in the labour market. However, there 

is also a possibility that the difference can be caused by omitted variables, 

meaning that we have not been able to control for everything that affects the 

probability of having a managerial position in the labour market. One such 

possible variable that we have not been able to control for is the experience 

of the individuals since this data is only available for a couple of years and 

not for all countries. We argue however that since we control for the age of 

the individuals and the education level that the individuals have this will not 

affect the results in any significant way. But to test the sensitivity of the 

results to this we also conducted a sensitivity test for the two countries that 

had data on experience with the two years for which it was available. Even if 

we control for experience there could however be other omitted variables 

that could explain a possible difference between the genders but which we do 

not have access to. Individual ability and motivation are two such variables 

that are difficult to measure and therefore they are often omitted in this type 

of studies. We should, therefore, be careful in our interpretation of the 

results.  
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7 Results  

In this section of the paper we will present the results from our regressions. 

Table 3 presents the results from Equation 1 and Table 4 shows the results 

from Equation 2.   

Table 3: Probability of Having a Managerial Position 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Panel A: Sweden 

Female -0.186** -0.240* -0.179* 

 (0.076) (0.126) (0.097) 

ME Female -0.020**     -0.027** -0.018*    

    

Constant -3.704*** -3.145*** -4.025*** 

 (0.632) (0.800) (1.035) 

    

Observations 3,784 2,102 1,682 

Pseudo R-Square 0.101 0.0895 0.0935 

    

Panel B: France 

Female -0.147* -0.013 -0.242** 

 (0.083) (0.132) (0.108) 

ME Female -0.013*    -0.001    -0.033**     

    

Constant -3.688*** -3.011*** -3.291*** 

 (0.737) (1.050) (1.029) 

    

Observations 3,733 2,248 1,485 

Pseudo R-Square 0.156 0.0784 0.158 

    

Panel C: Great Britain 

Female 0.053 0.193** -0.069 

 (0.063) (0.097) (0.085) 

ME Female 0.009    0.027**      -0.014     

    

Constant -3.343*** -3.525*** -2.727*** 

 (0.477) (0.688) (0.679) 

    

Observations 3,939 2,043 1,896 

Pseudo R-Square 0.106 0.122 0.0991 

Standard errors in parentheses 
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*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

In Table 3 we can see the results from Equation 1 that aims to answer the 

research question about the difference between the genders in the probability 

of having a managerial position. The variable named Female shows us the 

overall gender gap in the probability of holding a managerial position and the 

variable named ME Female shows us the marginal effects for the female 

variable. The marginal effects show the same effect that the results for the 

female variable does with the difference that the marginal effects can be 

interpreted as the difference in percentage points. In the first column, we see 

the results for the group including all individuals and in the two following 

columns, we see the results for the low and highly educated respectively. 

Overall, we can see that most of the results in Table 3 seem to be negative, 

this indicates that there is a gender gap in the market and that women have a 

lower probability of holding a managerial position compared to men. When 

looking at the marginal effects in the first column we see that the results are 

negative for both Sweden and France but positive for Great Britain. The 

marginal effects of being a woman are -2 and -1.3 percentage points for 

Sweden and France respectively and 0.9 percentage points for Great Britain. 

This indicates that women in Sweden and France have a lower probability of 

reaching a managerial position compared to men while there seems to be no 

difference between the genders in Great Britain since the values are quite low 

and not statistically significant. The largest gender gap can, however, be 

found in Sweden.  

 

In order to examine if there is a glass ceiling in the different countries, we 

compare the gap between the low and highly educated. This is done since the 

education level is used to determine if the individual is a manager in the top 

or further down in the workplace hierarchy. If the gap is larger among the 
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highly educated this would indicate that there is a glass ceiling in the labour 

market. The results show that there are very different trends in the three 

countries. When looking at the marginal effects in Sweden the gender gap is 

larger amongst the low educated compared with the highly educated, 

amounting to -2.7 and -1.8 percentage points respectively. This does not 

mean that men and women have an equal probability of being manager 

among the highly educated but rather that the gender gap is smaller than 

among the low educated. In France however, the results show the opposite. 

When looking at the marginal effects for France we see that among the low 

educated the marginal effect is close to zero and not statistically significant 

indicating that there is no gender gap in the probability of holding a 

managerial position among the low educated in France. When comparing this 

with the highly educated we see that the gap is larger among the highly 

educated, amounting to -3.3 percentage points. This indicates that there is a 

gender gap among the highly educated in France but not among the low 

educated. In Great Britain, the marginal effect for the low educated is 

positive and amounts to 2.7 percentage points. This indicates that women in 

Great Britain have a higher probability of being managers compared to men 

among the low educated. When comparing these results to the highly 

educated we see that the negative effect is larger. However, the gender gap 

for the highly educated in Great Britain is not statistically significant, so we 

need to be careful when interpreting it, but there seems to be a small gap in 

this group. 

 

When looking at the explanatory variables in Table 1A, 2A and 3A in the 

Appendix, we can see that most of these variables have the expected sign and 

direction. For example, the variables age and high education are positive, 

meaning that the probability of having a managerial position increases with 

age and higher education. This is expected since the experience is increasing 

with age as well. The variables born in other country, working part-time and 
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public sector are all negative, with the exception of the public sector variable 

for low educated individuals in France, which is positive. However, this 

result is not statistically significant and should, therefore, be interpreted with 

some caution. The negative sign of these variables means that the probability 

of having a managerial position decreases if one is an immigrant and if one is 

working part-time or in the public sector. These results are also expected 

when looking at the theory and previous research.   

  

Table 4: Probability of Having a Managerial Position with Interaction Terms 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Panel A: Sweden 

Female -0.060 -0.119 -0.065 

 (0.094) (0.142) (0.132) 

Public Sector -0.039 0.139 -0.184 

 (0.117) (0.179) (0.156) 

Female x Public -0.321** -0.466* -0.240 

 (0.147) (0.280) (0.188) 

ME Private Sector -0.007    -0.011 -0.012 

ME Public Sector -0.036***    -0.028** -0.038** 

    

Constant -3.760*** -3.205*** -4.091*** 

 (0.633) (0.802) (1.039) 

    

Observations 3,784 2,102 1,682 

Pseudo R-Square 0.104 0.0936 0.0951 

 

Panel B: France 

Female -0.212** -0.063 -0.332*** 

 (0.098) (0.156) (0.129) 

Public Sector -0.161 0.082 -0.357* 

 (0.141) (0.225) (0.186) 

Female x Public 0.224 0.172 0.301 

 (0.175) (0.282) (0.227) 

ME Private Sector -0.019**    -0.003 -0.051*** 

ME Public Sector 0.001* 0.006 -0.003    

    

Constant -3.645*** -2.976*** -3.240*** 
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 (0.737) (1.051) (1.029) 

    

Observations 3,733 2,248 1,485 

Pseudo R-Square 0.157 0.0792 0.160 

    

Panel C: Great Britain 

Female 0.077 0.148 -0.004 

 (0.071) (0.103) (0.102) 

Public Sector -0.330*** -0.619** -0.341** 

 (0.113) (0.242) (0.140) 

Female x Public -0.098 0.368 -0.186 

 (0.132) (0.278) (0.164) 

ME Private Sector 0.016 0.025 -0.001 

ME Public Sector -0.002    0.032** -0.027 

    

Constant -3.361*** -3.479*** -2.780*** 

 (0.478) (0.689) (0.681) 

    

Observations 3,939 2,043 1,896 

Pseudo R-square 0.106 0.123 0.100 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

In Table 4 we can see the results for Equation 2 that aims to answer if there 

is a difference between the genders in the probability of having a managerial 

position in female- and male-dominated industries since the public and 

private sector are gender segregated to a large extent. The interpretation of 

the female variable is the gender gap in the probability of having a 

managerial position in the private sector. The public variable will show the 

gap in the probability of having a managerial position between the men 

working in the private and the public sector but since we are interested in the 

gender gap this variable will not be discussed in detail. The interaction term, 

female x public, should be interpreted as the difference in the gender gap in 

the probability of having a managerial position between the public and 

private sector. This means that if the interaction term is zero there is no 

difference and the gender gap in the private and public sector are the same 

indicating that the sector you work in does not affect your probability of 
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having a managerial position. However, a negative interaction term indicates 

that the gender gap is larger in the public sector compared to the private 

sector, if we have a negative gender gap in the private sector, while the 

opposite interpretation is true for a positive interaction term. 

 

When looking at the female variable for the group including all individuals, 

we can see that there is no significantly large gender gap in the private sector 

in Sweden and Great Britain. The results are close to zero and statistically 

insignificant. However, we can see a negative gender gap for France in the 

private sector of -0.212. When looking at the interaction term in the same 

group, we can see that there seems to be a difference in the gender gap 

between the public and private sector for Sweden and that the gender gap is 

larger in the public sector since the interaction term is negative. We can also 

see that the gender gap in France is smaller in the public sector than it is in 

the private sector since the interaction term is positive. However, the result of 

the interaction term is not statistically significant. It seems to be a difference 

in the gender gap between the public and private sector in Great Britain as 

well, the gender gap seems to be larger in the public sector compared to the 

gap in the private sector. This could imply that women in Great Britain are 

not at a disadvantage because of their gender, but rather because of their 

workplace type. These results are however not statistically significant and 

not particularly large making it difficult to draw any conclusions.  

 

When comparing the low educated and high educated individuals we can see 

that the gender gap is still very small in the private sector in Sweden and 

Great Britain, and there are no large differences in the gender gap between 

the two education groups. In France however, there is a significantly large 

gender gap of -0.332 in the private sector for the highly educated group while 

only a small gender gap can be seen in the low educated group. The 

interaction term is negative for both education groups in Sweden but more 
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negative for the low educated than the highly educated group. This indicates 

that the gender gap in the public sector is larger compared to the private 

sector among the low educated than among the highly educated. Among the 

highly educated the difference between the gaps is smaller. When looking at 

the interaction term for France we can see that it is positive for both groups. 

However, it is more positive for the highly educated group. This means that 

the difference in the gender gap between the public and private sector is 

larger among the highly educated group in France where the positive result 

indicates that the gender gap is smaller in the public sector compared to the 

private sector. However, these results are not statistically significant. The 

low educated group in Great Britain has a positive interaction term, meaning 

that the gender gap is smaller in the public sector. The opposite can be found 

in the highly educated group where the interaction term is negative which 

indicates that the gender gap is larger in the public sector. However, these 

results are not statistically significant and should be interpreted with some 

caution.  

 

The marginal effects show the results in percentage points and do correspond 

to the results from Table 4 discussed above. The marginal effect for the 

private sector shows the gender gap in the probability of having a managerial 

position in the private sector while the marginal effect for the public sector 

shows the same gender gap in the public sector. When comparing the two in 

Sweden the gender gap is larger in the public sector than in the private sector 

in all three groups. The marginal effects of the private sector in Sweden are 

however not statistically significant. In France, the opposite pattern can be 

observed. Here, the gender gap is smaller in the public sector than in the 

private sector and the marginal effects for the public sector are not 

statistically significant. The marginal effects for Great Britain are relatively 

small and not very statistically significant and therefore these results do not 

say much. However, the gender gap is larger in the public sector compared to 
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the private sector when looking at the group with highly educated 

individuals. 

 

7.1 Sensitivity test 

In this section, we will present a sensitivity test in order to see if the omitted 

variable experience has an important impact on the results when it is 

included in the analysis. This is done by running Equation 1 for the two years 

where the variable experience was available for the two countries for which 

it was also available, Sweden and Great Britain. First with experience 

excluded and after that one more time with experience included. When 

comparing Table 10A and 11A, which shows the results from the sensitivity 

test done with Swedish data, and table 12A and 13A, which shows the results 

from the sensitivity test done with data from Great Britain, we can see that 

the results do not differ substantially from one another which implies that 

experience does not affect the results substantially either. This implies that 

the effect that experience has on the probability of reaching a managerial 

position is captured in the age variable. This strengthens our results when 

experience is excluded. 

 

8 Discussion 

In this section, the results presented earlier in this paper will be discussed in 

more detail. In Table 3 we saw that the effect of being a woman was negative 

in both Sweden and France as well as for the highly educated in Great 

Britain. This shows us that women have a lower probability of holding a 

managerial position compared to the men with the same characteristics. 

When comparing the results for the highly educated and low educated we 

saw that the negative effect was larger for the highly educated in both France 

and Great Britain. This pattern indicates that there is a glass ceiling effect for 
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women in these countries. One possible explanation for this pattern is that 

men have a higher probability of having a managerial position when they 

have a higher education compared to men with lower education. It could also 

be the case however that women have a lower probability of having a 

managerial position when they are highly educated compared to the low 

educated women. In Sweden, the negative effect is not larger for the highly 

educated compared with the low educated it is instead large for the highly 

educated but even larger for the low educated women. This means that the 

results indicate that there is no glass ceiling for women in Sweden but 

instead suggest that the women in Sweden have an overall disadvantage 

throughout the workplace hierarchy compared to the men with similar 

characteristics. This means that women in Sweden do have lower 

probabilities of reaching a managerial position, compared to men, no matter 

what level of education they have. This implies that women do not face 

larger barriers into managerial positions at the top of the workplace hierarchy 

than the barriers that they face when they try to reach managerial positions 

further down in the workplace hierarchy. 

 

The fact that there is still a difference in the probability of becoming a 

manager between the genders after including all control variables in the 

regression would suggest that there remains a difference that cannot be 

explained. This means that there is a possibility that there is a discriminatory 

behaviour towards women in the labour market in all of the countries studied 

in this thesis. However, it is possible that a part or all of this gap can be 

explained by omitted variables. This would mean that we have not been able 

to control for everything that affects the probability of having a managerial 

position. It could also be the case that some of the control variables used 

does not capture the effect that we want. One such example could be the 

education variable that has been used to determine where in the workplace 

hierarchy the individual is a manager. If our assumption that the managers in 
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the top of the workplace hierarchy have a higher education and the other way 

around is violated, the results may be incorrect.  

 

In Table 4 we saw that the interaction term had different effects for the three 

countries. The interaction term in Sweden indicates that the gender gap in the 

probability of having a managerial position is larger in the public sector 

compared to the private sector for all education levels. We also saw that the 

gender gap was larger among the low educated which indicates that there is 

no glass ceiling effect in Sweden, instead we can see signs of sticky floors. In 

France, the results indicate that the gender gap is smaller in the public sector 

compared to the private sector in all three groups. Moreover, we saw that the 

interaction term is larger for the highly educated which implies that there are 

some signs of a glass ceiling effect. The results from the interaction term in 

Great Britain suggests that the gender gap is larger in the public sector 

among all individuals as well as among the highly educated. Among the low 

educated, however, the gap is smaller in the public sector compared to the 

private sector. The results for France and Great Britain are however not 

statistically significant. This tells us that the type of workplace of an 

individual can affect the probability of becoming a manager, but the effects 

are different in different countries and different for the different education 

levels. 

 

The differences between the effects for the three countries can in part be 

explained by the differences in welfare systems. Sweden is a social 

democratic welfare state with a large female labour force participation rate. 

This large participation rate is said to be possible because of the large public 

sector in Sweden that provides job opportunities for women where there are 

good possibilities of combining family and work. The public sector often has 

stricter gender policies that prevent discrimination and this also provides 

opportunities for women to join the labour force. Another factor that could 
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explain the large female labour force participation rate in Sweden is the 

relative generous child care policies that enable women to combine family 

and work. The large female labour force participation rate in Sweden is 

concentrated to the public sector and we have seen in our results that this is 

the case. This indicates that the segregated labour market in Sweden may 

contribute to the difficulties for women to reach a managerial position in the 

public sector. This has been shown to be the case in studies by Maume 

(1999) and Hultin (2003) as mentioned before where Maume, for example, 

showed that if the percentage of women in the workplace increased, the 

probability of receiving a position in the top of the workplace hierarchy 

decreased for women. Another possible explanation to why women seems to 

have difficulties in reaching managerial positions in the public sector is the 

fact that this sector often is non-profitable. A non-profitable organisation can 

afford to discriminate women since they are not affected by the profit losses 

in the same way as ordinary for-profit organisations are.   

 

France on the other side is a conservative welfare state that has a strong 

attachment to traditional family and gender roles. This leads to a low female 

labour force participation rate since the stereotypes in a way force woman to 

stay home instead of working. Another reason for the low female labour 

force participation rate in France could be that the childcare costs are 

relatively high which may force women to stay home and take care of the 

children despite the generous parental leave policies. The public sector is 

very small in comparison to the Swedish public sector and is therefore not 

able to provide as many job opportunities for women. The positive effect of 

working in a public sector for women in France can partly be explained by 

their conservative view of gender roles. This traditional view makes it harder 

for women to get a job and especially to get a managerial position in the 

private sector since the employers discriminating behaviour are less 

controlled in this sector. The public sector does often have more strict 
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regulations regarding discrimination and this can explain why it is easier for 

women in France to have a managerial position in this sector. This can 

explain why we see a gender segregated labour market in France as well.  

 

The large positive effect of working in the public sector for the low educated 

women in Great Britain could be explained by the liberal view of saving the 

poorest in society. The political focus and the policy framework in liberal 

welfare states are concentrated of helping those who are worst of in society 

and this could explain why we see a positive effect for the low educated 

women only. If the state wants to help the weakest in the society, the public 

sector is a good way of doing this since job opportunities can be provided. In 

Table 1 we also saw that Great Britain seems to be a country with many 

managers overall for both genders since the share of individuals that have a 

managerial position was significantly higher for Great Britain compared to 

the other two countries. This could be explained by the fact that Great Britain 

is a society with a hierarchical structure. 

9 Conclusion 

In this paper, we have studied if there is a glass ceiling when looking at the 

probability of becoming a manager in three different labour markets. A larger 

gender gap among the high educated than among the low educated is 

interpreted as a glass ceiling. The results show that there is a glass ceiling in 

both France and Great Britain but there is no sign of a glass ceiling in 

Sweden. However, there is an overall disadvantage of being a woman in the 

Swedish labour market since they have lower probabilities of holding a 

managerial position compared to men throughout the whole workplace 

hierarchy when comparing education levels. This means that women do not 

seem to face larger difficulties in reaching higher managerial positions than 

reaching managerial positions further down in the workplace hierarchy. This 
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glass ceiling effect and disadvantage for women can be caused by 

discriminatory behaviour but also by the differences in preferences between 

the genders when it comes to time allocation between home and work. The 

results further show that where you work matters. Working in a public sector 

has different effects for the different countries but also for the different 

education levels. This can in part be explained by the fact that the three 

countries do have different welfare states.  

 

In this study, we did not find a glass ceiling in Sweden which differs from 

the results from Albrecht et.al (2003) who found a glass ceiling for Sweden 

when they analysed the wage distribution. The difference in our results can 

be explained by the usage of different outcome variables as well as data from 

a different time period. For example, Albrecht et.al (2003) did use the wage 

as an outcome variable when they analysed the glass ceiling in Sweden while 

we are using the probability of becoming a manager. This difference is likely 

to provide different results. We also found that there is a glass ceiling for 

women in both France and Great Britain which is in line with the results 

from Arulampalam et.al. (2007) who found a glass ceiling for Europe at large 

and for France and Great Britain separately. 

 

There are some improvements that could be done in future research when 

analysing the glass ceiling effect with the probability of reaching a 

managerial position as the outcome variable as well as the reason for the 

existence of a glass ceiling. Ideally, we would have wanted to have different 

levels of managerial positions and compare the probability between these 

levels in order to see if the probability decreased for women when looking at 

the highest positions compared to lower managerial positions. This data was 

not available in our study but it is a suggestion for future research. Another 

suggestion for future research is to look deeper into the policy implications 

and how these can improve women’s opportunities to reach managerial 
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positions more easily, both in general but also positions in the top of the 

workplace hierarchy. 
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Appendix 
 

Table 1A: Probability of Having a Managerial Position in Sweden 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female -0.186** -0.240* -0.179* 

 (0.076) (0.126) (0.097) 

Age 0.081*** 0.055 0.129*** 

 (0.029) (0.038) (0.046) 

Age Squared -0.001** -0.001 -0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 

High Education 0.536***   

 (0.080)   

Married 0.334*** 0.270** 0.386*** 

 (0.079) (0.119) (0.108) 

Children Living at Home 0.006 0.001 -0.038 

 (0.085) (0.126) (0.120) 

Born in Other Country -0.102 -0.069 -0.131 

 (0.107) (0.168) (0.142) 

Working Part-time -0.339*** -0.320** -0.352*** 

 (0.085) (0.129) (0.116) 

Public Sector -0.192** -0.021 -0.313*** 

 (0.096) (0.158) (0.121) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.105 0.323* -0.035 

 (0.113) (0.180) (0.149) 

Medium City -0.028 0.025 -0.121 

 (0.083) (0.123) (0.115) 

Constant -3.704*** -3.145*** -4.025*** 

 (0.632) (0.800) (1.035) 

    

Observations 3,784 2,102 1,682 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.101 0.0895 0.0935 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 2A: Probability of Having a Managerial Position in France 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female -0.147* -0.013 -0.242** 

 (0.083) (0.132) (0.108) 

Age 0.066* 0.050 0.066 

 (0.035) (0.051) (0.049) 

Age Squared -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

 (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) 

High Education 0.694***   

 (0.085)   

Married 0.079 0.033 0.093 

 (0.086) (0.133) (0.116) 

Children Living at Home 0.033 -0.102 0.127 

 (0.093) (0.141) (0.129) 

Born in Other Country -0.247* -0.146 -0.335* 

 (0.145) (0.220) (0.202) 

Working Part-time -0.356*** -0.212 -0.452*** 

 (0.121) (0.188) (0.160) 

Public Sector -0.044 0.172 -0.197 

 (0.104) (0.165) (0.137) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.152 0.053 0.158 

 (0.110) (0.194) (0.140) 

Medium City 0.075 0.097 0.033 

 (0.090) (0.133) (0.125) 

Constant -3.688*** -3.011*** -3.291*** 

 (0.737) (1.050) (1.029) 

    

Observations 3,733 2,248 1,485 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.156 0.0784 0.158 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3A: Probability of Having a Managerial Position in Great Britain 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female 0.053 0.193** -0.069 

 (0.063) (0.097) (0.085) 

Age 0.085*** 0.080** 0.088*** 

 (0.022) (0.031) (0.031) 

Age Squared -0.001*** -0.001** -0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

High Education 0.411***   

 (0.062)   

Married 0.022 0.043 0.020 

 (0.063) (0.093) (0.087) 

Children Living at Home 0.156** 0.154 0.155* 

 (0.065) (0.095) (0.091) 

Born in Other Country -0.185** -0.314* -0.079 

 (0.091) (0.162) (0.113) 

Working Part-time -0.591*** -0.682*** -0.526*** 

 (0.080) (0.119) (0.109) 

Public Sector -0.385*** -0.370*** -0.436*** 

 (0.086) (0.139) (0.113) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.145 0.288 0.097 

 (0.115) (0.180) (0.155) 

Medium City -0.013 -0.118 0.078 

 (0.071) (0.105) (0.098) 

Constant -3.343*** -3.525*** -2.727*** 

 (0.477) (0.688) (0.679) 

    

Observations 3,939 2,043 1,896 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.106 0.122 0.0991 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 4A: Marginal effects for Sweden: Equation 1 

 All Low Education High Education 

    

Female -0.020** -0.027* -0.018** 

    

Age 0.009*** 0.019*** 0.004 

    

Age Squared -0.000** -0.000** -0.000 

    

High Education 0.060***   

    

Married 0.036*** 0.054*** 0.021** 

    

Children Living at 

Home 

0.001 -0.005 0.000 

    

Born in Other 

Country 

-0.011 -0.018 -0.005 

    

Working Part-time -0.033*** -0.046*** -0.022*** 

    

Public Sector -0.021** -0.047** -0.002 

    

Area of Residence: 

    

Big City 0.012 -0.005 0.031 

    

Medium City -0.003 -0.018 0.002 

    

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 5A: Marginal effects for France: Equation 1 

 All Low Education High Education 

    

Female -0.013* -0.001 -0.033** 

    

Age 0.006* 0.003 0.009 

    

Age Squared -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

    

High Education 0.065***   

    

Married 0.007 0.002 0.013 

    

Children Living at 

Home 

0.003 -0.005 0.017 

    

Born in Other 

Country 

-0.019** -0.007 -0.038** 

    

Working Part-time -0.026*** -0.010 -0.052*** 

    

Public Sector -0.004 0.010 -0.026 

    

Area of Residence: 

    

Big City 0.014 0.003 0.022 

    

Medium City 0.007 0.005 0.004 

    

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 6A: Marginal effects for Great Britain: Equation 1 

 All Low Education High Education 

    

Female 0.009 0.027** -0.014 

    

Age 0.014*** 0.011*** 0.017*** 

    

Age Squared -0.000*** -0.000** -0.000** 

    

High Education 0.070***   

    

Married 0.004 0.002 0.004 

    

Children Living at 

Home 

0.027** -0.005 0.031** 

    

Born in Other 

Country 

-0.029** -0.007** -0.015 

    

Working Part-time -0.086*** -0.010*** -0.090*** 

    

Public Sector -0.061*** 0.010*** -0.084*** 

    

Area of Residence: 

    

Big City 0.026 0.003 0.020 

    

Medium City -0.002 0.005 0.015 

    

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 7A: Probability of Having a Managerial Position with Interaction 

Terms in Sweden 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female -0.060 -0.119 -0.065 

 (0.094) (0.142) (0.132) 

Public Sector -0.039 0.139 -0.184 

 (0.117) (0.179) (0.156) 

Female x Public -0.321** -0.466* -0.240 

 (0.147) (0.280) (0.188) 

Age 0.082*** 0.056 0.130*** 

 (0.029) (0.038) (0.046) 

Age Squared -0.001** -0.001 -0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 

High Education 0.531***   

 (0.080)   

Married 0.331*** 0.275** 0.383*** 

 (0.079) (0.119) (0.108) 

Children Living at Home 0.005 -0.001 -0.039 

 (0.086) (0.127) (0.121) 

Born in Other Country -0.104 -0.076 -0.133 

 (0.107) (0.168) (0.142) 

Working Part-time -0.344*** -0.313** -0.359*** 

 (0.086) (0.129) (0.116) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.105 0.326* -0.036 

 (0.114) (0.181) (0.149) 

Medium City -0.026 0.035 -0.123 

 (0.083) (0.124) (0.115) 

Constant -3.760*** -3.205*** -4.091*** 

 (0.633) (0.802) (1.039) 

    

Observations 3,784 2,102 1,682 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.104 0.0936 0.0951 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 8A: Probability of Having a Managerial Position with Interaction 

Terms in France 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female -0.212** -0.063 -0.332*** 

 (0.098) (0.156) (0.129) 

Public Sector -0.161 0.082 -0.357* 

 (0.141) (0.225) (0.186) 

Female x Public 0.224 0.172 0.301 

 (0.175) (0.282) (0.227) 

Age 0.065* 0.049 0.065 

 (0.035) (0.051) (0.049) 

Age Squared -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 

 (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) 

High Education 0.694***   

 (0.085)   

Married 0.081 0.034 0.096 

 (0.086) (0.133) (0.116) 

Children Living at Home 0.038 -0.092 0.128 

 (0.093) (0.142) (0.130) 

Born in Other Country -0.249* -0.148 -0.335* 

 (0.145) (0.220) (0.201) 

Working Part-time -0.351*** -0.202 -0.451*** 

 (0.121) (0.189) (0.161) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.156 0.055 0.164 

 (0.110) (0.194) (0.141) 

Medium City 0.075 0.096 0.037 

 (0.090) (0.134) (0.125) 

Constant -3.645*** -2.976*** -3.240*** 

 (0.737) (1.051) (1.029) 

    

Observations 3,733 2,248 1,485 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.157 0.0792 0.160 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 9A: Probability of Having a Managerial Position with Interaction 

Terms in Great Britain 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female 0.077 0.148 -0.004 

 (0.071) (0.103) (0.102) 

Public Sector -0.330*** -0.619** -0.341** 

 (0.113) (0.242) (0.140) 

Female x Public -0.098 0.368 -0.186 

 (0.132) (0.278) (0.164) 

Age 0.085*** 0.079** 0.090*** 

 (0.022) (0.031) (0.031) 

Age Squared -0.001*** -0.001** -0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

High Education 0.410***   

 (0.062)   

Married 0.021 0.049 0.018 

 (0.063) (0.093) (0.087) 

Children Living at Home 0.156** 0.157* 0.158* 

 (0.065) (0.095) (0.092) 

Born in Other Country -0.186** -0.315* -0.083 

 (0.091) (0.162) (0.113) 

Working Part-time -0.593*** -0.682*** -0.526*** 

 (0.080) (0.119) (0.110) 

Big City 0.145 0.287 0.093 

 (0.115) (0.180) (0.155) 

Medium City -0.015 -0.122 0.072 

 (0.071) (0.105) (0.098) 

Constant -3.361*** -3.479*** -2.780*** 

 (0.478) (0.689) (0.681) 

    

Observations 3,939 2,043 1,896 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.106 0.123 0.100 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 10A: Sensitivity Test for Sweden: Experience Excluded 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female -0.273** -0.291 -0.260 

 (0.135) (0.209) (0.182) 

Age 0.146** 0.181** 0.115 

 (0.058) (0.082) (0.085) 

Age Squared -0.001** -0.002** -0.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

High Education  0.493***   

 (0.136)   

Married 0.319** 0.534*** 0.125 

 (0.136) (0.196) (0.199) 

Children Living at Home 0.020 -0.012 0.009 

 (0.152) (0.216) (0.222) 

Born in Other Country1 -1.222***  -1.018** 

 (0.425)  (0.470) 

Working Part-time -0.426*** -0.301 -0.477** 

 (0.146) (0.210) (0.214) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.438** 0.642** 0.137 

 (0.188) (0.273) (0.258) 

Medium City 0.080 0.235 -0.129 

 (0.146) (0.204) (0.215) 

Constant -5.342*** -6.234*** -3.983** 

 (1.219) (1.715) (1.775) 

    

Observations 1,586 1,013 573 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.155 0.168 0.120 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 

  

                                                      

1 The variable immigrant has been excluded from this regression since the 

sample only contained 1 individual that had a managerial position and was 

from another country. 
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Table 11A: Sensitivity Test for Sweden: Experience Included 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female -0.264* -0.255 -0.251 

 (0.136) (0.214) (0.184) 

Age -0.013 0.024 -0.043 

 (0.091) (0.150) (0.140) 

Age Squared -0.000 -0.001 0.000 

 (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) 

Experience 0.108** 0.116 0.104 

 (0.047) (0.079) (0.068) 

Experience Squared -0.001* -0.001 -0.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

High Education 0.629***   

 (0.152)   

Married 0.327** 0.559*** 0.120 

 (0.138) (0.199) (0.202) 

Children Living at Home 0.008 -0.016 0.013 

 (0.153) (0.219) (0.226) 

Born in Other Country2 -1.154***  -0.983** 

 (0.443)  (0.484) 

Working Part-time -0.431*** -0.293 -0.516** 

 (0.146) (0.210) (0.217) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City 0.492*** 0.712** 0.207 

 (0.190) (0.277) (0.263) 

Medium City 0.089 0.237 -0.100 

 (0.147) (0.204) (0.217) 

Constant -2.713* -3.754 -1.119 

 (1.648) (2.564) (2.616) 

    

Observations 1,586 1,013 573 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.166 0.182 0.131 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

                                                      

2 The variable immigrant has been excluded from this regression since the 

sample only contained 1 individual that had a managerial position and was 

from another country 
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Table 12A: Sensitivity Test for Great Britain: Experience Excluded 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female 0.079 0.267** -0.184 

 (0.092) (0.125) (0.141) 

Age 0.081*** 0.047 0.133** 

 (0.031) (0.037) (0.057) 

Age Squared -0.001** -0.001 -0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 

High Education 0.442***   

 (0.091)   

Married 0.083 0.201 -0.064 

 (0.094) (0.127) (0.146) 

Children Living at Home  0.141 0.053 0.227 

 (0.096) (0.127) (0.159) 

Born in Other Country -0.252* -0.509** -0.046 

 (0.145) (0.247) (0.189) 

Working Part-time -0.868*** -1.116*** -0.561*** 

 (0.122) (0.171) (0.182) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City -0.040 -0.383 0.218 

 (0.167) (0.298) (0.226) 

Medium City -0.120 -0.145 -0.073 

 (0.100) (0.129) (0.164) 

Constant -2.803*** -2.136*** -3.250*** 

 (0.633) (0.778) (1.147) 

    

Observations 1,517 955 562 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.119 0.130 0.128 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 13A: Sensitivity Test for Great Britain: Experience Included 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All Low 

Education 

High 

Education 

    

Female 0.084 0.283** -0.187 

 (0.094) (0.130) (0.142) 

Age -0.025 -0.087 0.064 

 (0.047) (0.067) (0.079) 

Age Squared 0.000 0.001 -0.001 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Experience 0.077*** 0.098** 0.056 

 (0.024) (0.038) (0.037) 

Experience Squared -0.001** -0.002** -0.001 

 (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) 

High Education 0.492***   

 (0.094)   

Married 0.100 0.220* -0.057 

 (0.094) (0.128) (0.146) 

Children Living at Home 0.121 0.054 0.206 

 (0.097) (0.128) (0.160) 

Born in Other Country -0.171 -0.391 0.020 

 (0.149) (0.254) (0.194) 

Working Part-time -0.837*** -1.088*** -0.525*** 

 (0.123) (0.172) (0.183) 

Area of Residence: 

Big City  0.051 -0.316 0.284 

 (0.170) (0.301) (0.230) 

Medium City -0.109 -0.125 -0.066 

 (0.100) (0.129) (0.165) 

Constant -1.257 -0.313 -2.117 

 (0.816) (1.082) (1.406) 

    

Observations 1,517 955 562 

Occupation FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-Square 0.128 0.141 0.135 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 


