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ABSTRACT


We draw upon an in-depth longitudinal analysis of the labor market for attorneys in international law firms in Hong Kong and examine the effect of the structural positioning of both employees and employing organizations on inter-firm mobility. In contrast to prior literature, we examine multiple levels of analysis and also consider the influence of both organizational and individual category memberships and status. A central finding of this study is that while category spanning by employees tends to reduce inter-firm mobility, category spanning by organizations may promote such mobility. Similarly, while individual status moderates the negative consequences of category spanning at the employee-level, organizational status moderates the negative consequences of individual category spanning non-monotonically. 
INTRODUCTION

The movement of workers from one firm to another, or inter-firm mobility, has important consequences for both individuals and organizations. Hiring employees away from rival firms may enable the acquisition of beneficial resources (Zucker, Darby, & Brewer, 1998) including knowledge (Song, Almeida, & Wu, 2003), routines (Wezel, Cattani, & Pennings, 2006), or social capital (Dokko & Rosenkopf, 2010). Conversely, an employee’s movement to a competitor may deprive firms of these important assets (Rao & Drazin, 2002). Not surprisingly, inter-firm mobility is a phenomenon of central interest to organization and management theorists.

Prior research has greatly contributed to our understanding of the movement of employees. Within this literature, workers are often conceptualized as repositories of embedded skills, routines, and knowledge (Corredoira & Rosenkopf, 2010: 159) that may be applicable in multiple organizational contexts (Argote & Ingram, 2000). From this perspective, the quality of an employee’s resources will influence the likelihood of their transfer to an alternative employer (Sturman, Walsh, & Cheramie, 2008). Since an individual’s attributes act as a selection device (Granovetter, 1981), much of the movement of individuals across organizational boundaries is predicated on the ability of organizational decision-makers to capably recognize and assess the value of individuals’ job relevant resources. 

Yet processes of evaluation for external job shifts differ substantially from mobility within organizations (Wilks & Craig, 1998). The informational disadvantages that accrue in inter-firm mobility (Barnett, Baron, & Stuart, 2000) suggest that the evaluation of external job candidates is quite difficult. Internal job shifts leverage direct information, revealed over time, about a worker’s ability (Jovanovic, 1979). In contrast, employers and market intermediaries that are hiring externally are unable to directly observe the potential employee’s capabilities (O’Mahoney & Bechky, 2006). Instead, external employers must infer the expected productivity of a potential employee from the job candidates’ signals (Arrow, 1973; Spence, 1974). 


Due to the increased strain that results from the need to make a valuation decision under conditions of significant uncertainty, external employers rely on information drawn from their social context (Felps et al., 2009) “… to assess the abilities of actors by creating a competency ordering among them” (Wade, Porac, Pollock, & Graffin, 2006: 643). A competency or social ordering (Rao, 1994) is the ranking of actors in a given domain through criteria that are considered credible and legitimate (Wade et al., 2006). This creates a common metric that facilitates candidate comparison and provides a solution to external mobility’s asymmetric information problem. Insofar as external labor markets are characterized by the use of signals, an individual’s position within this social ordering, or their social position, is an additional source of information that contextualizs the receiver’s interpretation of the signal. In sum, an individual’s social position reduces the uncertainty associated with external signals in labor markets. 


While the influence of intra-organizational structure on decision making has been established (e.g., Barnett, 2008; Ocasio, 1997) and previous research has found that social criteria influence internal evaluation processes (Pfeffer, 1989), there is surprisingly little work on the determinants of inter-firm mobility that arise from external or inter-organizational structure. Perhaps this lack of attention stems from a focus in mobility research on individual attributes. Despite important work on the salience of social predictors for turnover (Felps et al., 2009) and job search (Greve, 1994), the influence of an employee’s position within a social ordering on inter-firm mobility has been largely ignored (Pfeffer, 1991: 195). 


Therefore, this article examines the effect of social position on inter-firm mobility, which is defined in terms of the job applicant’s placement within or across market categories and their social status, two key dimensions along which candidates are ordered (Jensen, 2010). Market categories are classification schemes for capabilities in labor markets (O’Mahoney & Bechky, 2006); placement within a market category draws attention to an individual’s job relevant resources (Zuckerman, Kim, Ukanawa, & Rittmann, 2003). We also examine social status; status informs employers of the relative quality (e.g., Podolny, 1993) of an applicant’s skills, and facilitates the differentiation of employees that may possess similar skills. 

Moreover, and in contrast to previous research, this study examines a labor system that features individual and firm-level status and category membership, as research suggests that organizations are a key source of both social standing and category membership (Baron & Pfeffer, 1994; Reid & Rubin 2003). Not only does an integrated approach allow for the comparison of distinct mechanisms associated with the positioning of actors in separate social orderings, it also allows for an elucidation of different sources of validation. In other words, the effect of a firm’s claim to membership in a category may vary from an individual’s claim, given differences in capabilities between individuals and firms. We argue and empirically show that the detrimental effect of category spanning at the individual level does not extend to the organizational level. Similarly, the influence of organizational status is more nuanced than individual status. Thus we not only contribute to a better and more comprehensive understanding of mobility patterns, but also add to the literatures on status and categorization.

To explore these issues, we study the movements of lawyers within the population of international law firms in Hong Kong from 1998 to 2008. This context enabled the examination of the effect of both law firm and attorney category membership and social status as attorneys moved from one law firm to another. A longitudinal analysis of this unique data set supports the predictive validity of our model. We then discuss the implications of our model.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Inter-Firm Mobility 


Firms typically rely on two different labor markets when filing positions: internal labor markets, where positions are filled from within, and external labor markets, where positions are filled from without (Lazear & Oyer, 2004). The quality of an external job applicant’s attributes often acts as a selection device in inter-firm mobility as employers hire from outside of the organization to either reinforce existing capabilities or to gain the potential to build new capabilities (Lacetera, Cockburn, & Henderson, 2004). For example, when knowledge is tacit and difficult to replicate, rival employers must purchase this information by hiring the employee that possesses it (Zucker, Darby, & Brewer 1998). 


Previous research has found that, when hiring from the outside, employers generally hew to the following process. First, the hiring competitor examines and compares the resources of all possible job applicants before filtering out those candidates that do not merit further consideration for the position (Pfeffer, 1989). Once only individuals that do satisfy the position’s requirements remain, employers then select the most promising individual from the pool of filtered applicants (Zuckerman et al., 2003). Thus external assessment involves both the recognition, on the part of the employer, that a job candidate possesses the appropriate resources for the position, and the evaluation of these resources. 

However, these processes of evaluation are often difficult. Research in marketing has addressed the issue of experience goods (Nelson, 1974), items whose qualities cannot be wholly assessed by consumers until after their purchase. Similarly, research into financial assessment has found that social proof, the use of the actions of others to infer a course of action, may lead analysts to overestimate a firm’s profitability (Rao, Greve, & Davis, 2000). While the inspection of a product may lead to an inference of value, processes of inspection and evaluation may be biased so that the actual value of the product differs from the expected value.


Studies on labor mobility have determined that employers are often greatly hampered when assessing external applicants as information about a worker’s capabilities is only gradually revealed over time (Jovanovic, 1979). While a worker may not be a pure experience good, as there is often a correlation between indicators of attributes and performance (Huang & Cappelli, 2010), the only way to fully ascertain the value of a worker’s resources is to ‘experience it.’ As a result, processes of internal valuation differ substantially from external evaluation (Pfeffer, 1989; Rosenfeld, 1992). Internal appraisal relies on direct information about an individual’s capabilities, personal characteristics, and learning habits (Pfeffer & Baron, 1988). In contrast, external employers must infer expected productivity and skills (Arrow, 1973) from alternative sources of information, such as an individual’s track record and credentials. Despite the informational value of these signals, it is worth noting that they only partially ameliorate the evaluative uncertainty that arises from the preclusion of direct observation (Granovetter, 1974). 

The Social Positioning of Job Candidates 


We advance the thesis that the social position of job candidates, their classification through information drawn from their social context that is considered to be credible and legitimate (Porac, Thomas, Wilson, Paton & Knafer, 1995; Wade et al., 2006: 644; White, 1981) influences inter-firm mobility by alleviating the informational disadvantages of external assessment. In framing this comprehensive theory, we consider two key dimensions of social positioning in markets: the horizontal dimension of market categories and the vertical dimension of social status (DiMaggio, 1987; Jensen, 2010; Jensen, Kim, & Kim, 2010). 


To start with the former, job candidates may position themselves within ‘horizontal’ market categories. They encompass “sets of product features and practical guidelines that govern the underlying production process” (Jensen, 2010: 40) and may range from the gastronomical codes used to distinguish between classical and nouvelle cuisine (Rao, Monin, & Durand, 2003) to movie genres (Hsu, 2006). 
 Previous studies on market categories in external labor markets found that employers in the film and software industries rely heavily on the applicants’ presence in a market category as a proxy for their skills or knowledge in a line of work (Leung, 2010; O’Mahoney & Bechky, 2006; Zuckerman et al., 2003). To the extent that a category is associated with proficiency, an individual’s category membership draws attention to their capabilities; category membership indicates that a worker’s skills are either at or above a ‘threshold’ of competence required for employment (Zuckerman et al., 2003: 1026). Category membership acts as a crude screening mechanism that facilitates the determination of which applicants, from the pool of potential job candidates, merit further consideration for the position (Pfeffer, 1989). 


Candidates are also positioned within various ‘vertical’ status orderings, defined as the prestige attributed to individuals because of the hierarchical positions they occupy in a social structure (Gould, 2002). Social status signals the underlying quality of one actor to other market actors (Podolny, 1993) and certifies or legitimates alternative sources of information, such as market categories (Rao, Monin, & Durand, 2005). Within external labor markets, employers often rely on the applicant’s status position when sorting and evaluating job candidates. In D’Aveni’s (1996) research into the inter-organizational mobility of U.S business school faculty, affiliation with a highly regarded credentialing organization, such as the university that granted the Ph.D, affected mobility. Similarly, Miller, Glick, and Cardinal (2005) found that doctoral program prestige contributed to a pattern of accumulated advantage, in which the status of a prior affiliation influenced the inter-firm mobility of organizational science faculty.


Within the category-status framework, inter-firm mobility rather arises from a complex combination of attributes with social position (Jensen et al., 2010: 92-93; Zuckerman et al., 2003: 1022-1023). An individual that spans multiple categories may occupy a less coherent position than an individual that is only present in a single category. However, this same individual may find that this incoherence is reduced by their vertical position, or social status (Uzzi & Lancaster, 2004). It is their position within both the horizontal category dimension and the vertical status dimension that facilitates the recognition and ranking of promising candidates. Furthermore, as noted, we argue that current employers can be similarly mapped in such a social structure and that their positioning too affects whether their employees depart for jobs at hiring competitors.

Examining Individual and Organizational Category Membership and Status Positions 


Inter-firm mobility may be driven by matches or mismatches between levels, as the current employer’s social position contextualizes that of the individual (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Hannan, Pólos, and Carroll (2007: 72) note in their discussion of identity assessment that job seekers often jointly consider and even contrast the details of a job offer with the features of the firm making the offer. This calculus of appeal is also likely to occur during the appraisal of employees by potential employers, as information that flows from the social position of the employer may have a positive or negative effect on the evaluation of employees. 


For the horizontal dimension, the category membership of the employer may promote or limit the visibility of their employees. Employees that occupy categories that are not populated by their employer may also face different mobility levels than those whose category membership is aligned with that of their employer. Similarly, although research into multiple status orders (Bothner, Kim, & Edwards, 2010) has not examined the effect of different levels, it does suggest that expectations of quality may vary depending on whether the status attribute is sourced to the individual or organizational level (Zhao & Zhou, 2010).

In sum, we study the impact of positioning along two key dimensions of a social structure, social status and category membership, on inter-firm mobility and do so with respect to both individuals and firms. That is, we study the effect of category spanning and status of the individual and the employing organizations on the likelihood of transferring to a competitor. While existing research on the job market implications of actors’ social positioning discusses the evaluation of either individuals (Zuckerman et al., 2003) or of organizations (Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001), it does not conjointly address both the positioning of the individual and the organization. Considering status and categories at both the individual and firm-level, allows for better isolation of distinct theoretical mechanisms associated with each of these constructs, mechanisms that may be conflated in any partial analysis of these issues.  Thus we argue that membership in multiple categories lowers attention at the individual level, affecting evaluation, and increases attention at the organizational level. Similarly, while status at the individual level moderates the negative effects of category spanning through its impact on evaluation, status at the organization level has a non-monotonic moderation effect.
HYPOTHESES

Spanning Multiple Categories and Inter-Firm Mobility

A jobseeker’s category membership conveys information about her skills to the external employer. We argue that in the absence of alternative signals that would lead to a more precise inference of expected value, spanning multiple categories reduces the likelihood of external mobility (Zuckerman et al., 2003). External employers will have difficulty matching the job candidates to a specific set of skills. Spanning multiple categories may raise doubts in the employers mind that the applicant actually possesses such a diverse range of capabilities. An external employer may thus perceive that the job seeker in question lacks ability in each category “even if this is not actually the case” (Hsu, Hannan, & Koçak, 2009: 151). This follows the principle of allocation (Levins, 1968), which states that candidates have a fixed capacity for allocating resources to any category, resulting in a trade-off between the number of categories an employee may target and the resources that can be allocated to each category. 


Furthermore, as external employers have distinct tastes and evaluation criteria for each category (Hannan, 1988), external job seekers need to signal the possession of a different set of qualities for each external employer in order to indicate the likelihood of a strong future performance. Category spanning puts the candidate in a precarious position in terms of signaling these qualities. As a result, employees that span multiple categories tend to receive less attention (Zuckerman, 1999) or are even devalued or sanctioned (Hsu, 2006; Rao et al., 2005) with negative consequences for inter-firm mobility. 


Specifically, when the candidate claims multiple categories in either a resume, an interview, or in indirect references such as industry directories, the external employer (or intermediaries such as recruitment agencies) will have difficulty determining the job seeker’s expected value based on this available information. Since mobility depends on an evaluation of any candidate’s expected value, claiming membership in multiple categories can lower the likelihood of transferring to an alternative employer. This suggests the first hypothesis.
HYPOTHESIS 1: The greater the number of categories being spanned by an 

organizational member the lower the likelihood of an external job-shift.

Social Status and Inter-Firm Mobility 

Individual status. Status plays a significant role in the downgrading of pressure to conform to a single market category (Rao et al., 2005). High status actors are often considered to be ‘appropriate’ (Merton, 1968) even when their actions, such as establishing claims to multiple categories, normally face censure. This moderating effect of status is based on the association between status and quality (Jensen, 2003); a high status individual benefits from the tendency of others to overestimate the quality of her work performance (Stewart, 2005). An external employer would perceive a prominent category spanner as potentially competent in multiple areas. Given the beneficial effects of hiring employees that possess a diverse skill set (Song et al., 2003), social status will, in conjunction with information on category membership, increase the likelihood of transferring to an external employer. 

The type of status signal that is likely to be wholly beneficial to external labor mobility is an affiliation at the individual level with an elite credentialing organization that exists outside of the market, such as a prestigious university (Oxoby, 2008). Individuals who acquire their professional training and education from a prestigious university enjoy greater mobility (e.g, Allison, Krauze, & Long, 1982; Miller et al., 2005). The graduates of these universities benefit from a strong presumption of ability that accompanies this credential (Cole & Cole, 1973). In the eyes of an external employer, the possession of an elite credential, such as an educational degree from a top university (Phillips, 2002), creates an association between the potential employee’s category information and the job seeker’s quality (Willer, Lovaglia, and Markovsky, 1997). This increases the likelihood that the credentialed individual will receive a positive hiring decision when spanning more categories and suggests the second hypothesis.

HYPOTHESIS 2: Individual status moderates the effect of individual-level category 
spanning on the likelihood of an external job shift such that high individual-level status reverses the negative effect of individual-level category spanning on inter-firm mobility.

Organizational status. The status of the current employer, or organizational status, also plays an important role in the evaluation of their category spanning employees (e.g,, Burton, Sørensen, & Beckman, 2002). However, this effect is likely to be more nuanced than that of individual status. Previous research has shown that, under certain circumstances, higher status firms tend to be punished to a greater extent than lower status firms for the same action (Bothner et al., 2010). For example, when product recalls occur, firms that possess some status are penalized more for the recall than low status firms (Rhee & Haunschild, 2006). 


Insofar as status legitimates the information contained in signals, a low degree of status may legitimate deviant behavior; a paucity of status suggests that this behavior is not abnormal. Thus deviance from accepted norms does not suffer the same penalty at the lower rungs of the status hierarchy as at somewhat higher rungs (Bothner et al., 2010). Following research on conformity to social norms (Phillips & Zuckerman, 2001), the employees of low and high status organizations feel less pressure to conform to these norms while middle status firms face the harshest punishments for this non-conformity. 


One reason behind this assertion is that individuals that work for organizations that are relatively low in status face few a priori expectations regarding their quality as the status of their organization provides little guidance on the skills and knowledge that may be expected of these employees. Working for a low-status employer may provide employees with some latitude in signaling qualities that indicate membership in a number of market categories. In other words, to the degree that claiming membership in multiple categories is deviant action, category spanners who are affiliated with low status firms benefit from poor audience side expectations regarding their capabilities. Thus, sategory spanners employed by low status firms would be likely to have greater levels of mobility when compared to the category spanning employees of firms that possess at least some level of status. 
On the other hand, those working at high status organizations may benefit from an image of having superior capabilities so that external employers will be more likely to be receptive to category spanning behavior. The quality signal that comes from their employment at a high status firm thus weakens uncertainty on the part of hiring competitors regarding the skills of category straddling employees. The employees of medium status firms will experience the most negative relationship between category spanning and inter-firm mobility compared to the individuals who work for either low or high status companies. This suggests the third hypothesis,

HYPOTHESIS 3: Organizational status will at first strengthen, and then weaken, the negative relationship between individual level category spanning and the likelihood of making a job shift to an external employer. 

Organizational Category Membership and Inter-Firm Mobility

Previous research into labor market segmentation suggests that organizations are a key source of categorical context as employees often claim membership in the categories that their employer occupies (Kalleberg, Wallace, & Althauser, 1981; Reid & Rubin, 2003). An impressive body of research into category systems has shown that claiming membership in multiple categories often has deleterious consequences (Hannan, 2010). Yet we propose that the employees of category-straddling firms will find it easier to transfer to a competing organization. 

Hiring organizations engaged in job-search behavior in external labor markets (Devine & Keifer, 1993) often monitor the subset of intra-industry firms that possess ‘attractive’ employees (Barron, Bishop, & Dunkelberg, 1985). A minimum requirement of attractiveness is presence within a labor market category. When a firm claims a membership in a category it signals to hiring competitors who are monitoring the market that it, in all likelihood, employs at least some workers who may possess category relevant skills. In other words, a firm that spans multiple categories would have the advantage of greater visibility to other hiring organization in the categories that it occupies. Since an external employer’s attention must be directed to the job applicant’s social position before this information is able to reduce evaluative uncertainty (Pfeffer, 1989; Pollock & Gulati, 2006), greater visibility could positively impact evaluation by directing the external employers focus towards the category spanning firm’s employees. As Pollock and Gulati (2006: 343) observe, “for actor characteristics to serve as signals, those who make evaluative decisions must first focus on them.”


Underlying this effect is the increased familiarity that accompanies visibility (Kuran & Sunstein, 1999; Pollock, Rindova, & Maggitti, 2008). Research in marketing on the effect of familiarity has shown that it may positively influence evaluative judgments (Johnson & Russo, 1984). Specifically, experienced consumers expect certain features of a product class to be present in an item that belongs to that class; consumers that are familiar with the sub-compact class of cars expect certain features common to that class to be present in the actual models under consideration (Johnson & Russo, 1984). Experienced consumers have an easier time in recognizing desirable features over consumers who are new to a particular class. An employer that is monitoring the market areas that it is interested in hiring within has greater familiarity with the features of productive employees, facilitating the recognition of capabilities. Thus organization level category spanning becomes an additional source of information that improves the precision of the employee’s category claim via added visibility.


 However, although the category spanning firm’s employees may benefit from visibility, they may also be subject to the same penalties that affect category spanning individuals. Yet in the external labor market context, these firms are not subject to the categorical imperative described by Zuckerman (1999) because it is the employee, not the employer that is evaluated for potential hiring. In the case of inter-firm mobility, evaluation and comparison processes occur at the employee level, as external employers are not examining organizations and trying to compare them to other organizations but rather investigating all of the individuals under consideration for a particular position (Pfeffer, 1989). Note that for this same reason this visibility argument does not apply to Hypothesis 1. The fact that the employee is subject to evaluation and comparison creates spanning-dependent penalties that override any advantages created by a broader visibility. At the individual level, category spanning has a negative effect on evaluation while at the organizational level category spanning has a positive effect on evaluation as it increases the visibility and consequent familiarity of category spanning employees. 


HYPOTHESIS 4: The greater the number of categories being spanned by an 
organization, the greater the likelihood of external job-shifts by its employees.

The benefits of visibility do not equally apply to all employees of a category-spanning firm but are instead dependent on the match between the employer’s and the employee’s respective category membership. Since employees may occupy categories that their firm has no presence in, these individuals in particular would be exposed to the negative penalties that occur as a result of category spanning. The visibility of a firm’s category membership could not act as additional evaluative criteria (Stark, 1996) that would counter the penalty. Conversely, for employees who span categories that also are spanned by their employer, the visibility of their employer in various market categories could legitimate their presence in these multiple market categories. The negative relationship between category spanning by employees and their likelihood of lateral mobility is likely to be stronger when the categories involved are not also occupied by their current employer compared to when there is greater overlap between employer and employee level category spanning. This suggests the fifth hypothesis:   
HYPOTHESIS 5: The negative relationship between individual-level category spanning on the likelihood of an external job shift is stronger when the spanned categories are not also occupied by the current employer.

EMPIRICAL SETTING

Industry Structure 


To test our hypotheses, we examine the external labor market for attorneys working for international law firms in Hong Kong. Law firm employees are either associates, who draw a salary from the firm, or partners, who are not salaried but share in firm profits (Wholey, 1985). Associates progress from junior to senior. After several years of employment, a partnership decision is made. The associates who do not make partner are expected to leave (Nelson, 1983) although some associates may be retained on a permanent non-partner basis.


Lawyers’ work tends to be organized into distinct clusters (Heinz & Laumann, 1982), the most general of which is the divide between work for corporate and personal clients. Within the corporate hemisphere, several researchers (e.g., Heinz, Laumann, Nelson, & Michelson, 1998; Heinz, Nelson, Sandefur, & Laumann, 2005; Nelson, 1983) have observed that work in law firms is increasingly compartmentalized into discrete fields that correspond with doctrinal areas in legal education and distinct sets of clients. Thus lawyers and law firms specialize in market categories, such as banking, or shipping law. While the distinctions between various legal fields within corporate law are clearly salient (Heinz & Laumann, 1982), they are not insurmountable. 

Status attributes also affect inter-firm mobility in legal labor markets. Virtually all law firms are prestige sensitive; law firms establish their brand among clients by hiring students from the best law schools and giving them the best training (e.g., Regan, 1995). The possession of an elite credential is marketable throughout an attorney’s career as it signals the skills, training, and the disposition of a good lawyer (Wilkins & Gulati, 1998). Moreover, the importance of status to the legal profession may be seen in the rise of public rankings of law firms within various categories, which indicate the law firms’ success and power (Sauder, 2008). Thus, given the salience of both category membership and status attributes in the legal industry, these dimensions of social structure could play a prominent role in external labor mobility.
Hong Kong and International Law Firms


Hong Kong. The choice of the population of international law firms in the legal market of Hong Kong was made for the following reasons. First, Hong Kong is one of the largest legal markets in the world. As of 2009, according to the Martindale Hubbell legal directory, there were 712 international law firms operating within Hong Kong. In comparison, and drawn from the same directory, there are 97 law firms operating in Brussels, Belgium, 90 law firms operating in Tokyo, Japan, and 244 law firms in London, U.K. The size of the legal market facilitates law firm specialization in multiple practice areas (Garciano & Hubbard, 2008) and suggests that Hong Kong is a major hub for international lawyers and law firms (e.g., Henderson, 2007). 

Second, the fact that we study international law firms originating from a diverse set of nations also facilitates the generalizability of our results, as the internal composition of the international law firm population may resemble those of other major cities around the world with significant concentrations of law firms. Third, since Hong Kong is geographically small, law firms operate within close physical proximity of one another, which may facilitate mobility as relocation costs are reduced. We expect a high degree of inter-firm mobility to occur in a large contested market that occupies a geographically small space, as firms try to poach one another’s partners and associates, who in turn have a wide range of options to choose from when contemplating an external job shift. Finally, the context was also suitable for studying status dynamics. The possession of an elite education signals a star attorney, especially in Hong Kong where academic achievement corresponds closely with socio-economic status (Cheng, 1997).

International law firms. An international law firm is defined as a law firm that operates one office (the home office) within their home country and one office (the branch office) within a foreign jurisdiction. International law firms may be considered a distinct organizational form as they differ from local law firms in terms of organizational structure (Cooper et al., 1996) and corporate governance (Hitt et al., 2006). Law firms that have the resources to cross national borders are, generally, firms that enjoy a high status in their home country (Silver, 2007). This ensures that our empirical sample contains a sufficient number of high status organizations and individuals, as the branch office will often look for associates who attended elite law schools to a greater degree than low status local law firms (Silver, 2007). 
DATA

We collected data on law firms and attorneys in Hong Kong from the following annual legal directories. The Hong Kong Law Society Law List lists the name of the law firm, the size of the firm, and the job-position of attorneys at each firm. The Asia Pacific Legal 500 provided information on various areas of legal practice. Martindale Hubbell and the AsiaLaw Leading Lawyers List provided information on the demographic characteristics of lawyers, such as their educational and professional background. Our final dataset covers the entire population of international law firms in Hong Kong over an eleven-year period beginning on January 1, 1998 and ending on December 31, 2008. Our data is specified at the lawyer-level, and describes 1,684 employment relationships within 190 firms as a lawyer may engage in multiple employment relationships over the course of her career. The mean tenure of an attorney at a law firm was 3.80 years. Women comprised 34% of the sample while men made up 66%. Since we rely on annually updated information on these employment relationships, our dataset contains a total of 8,076 unique observations describing these 1,684 attorney-law firm pairs. 498 employment relations ended with an exit outside of the international law firm population. These workers could have moved outside of Hong Kong or transferred to a non-international law firm within Hong Kong. Another 861 attorneys did not leave their employer, resulting in right-censored observations. 
Dependent Variable

A total of 325 spells ended with a transfer to a competitor in Hong Kong, an event that constitutes the basis for our dependent variable. The binary variable marking this event indicates whether a different internal law firm in Hong Kong hires this attorney in a given year. When an attorney leaves his current employer for the hiring competitor, this job change is coded as 1 and continuance with the current employer is coded as 0. Given that the number of lawyer-years at risk of transferring to a competitor over 1998–2008 is 8,076 and the number of observed transfers is 325, the simple hazard of an external job shift (in yearly time units) is 0.04. If the hazard was constant through this eleven-year period, the implied probability of transfer is 0.36.
Independent Variables


Attorney-level category membership. As practice areas represent market categories in legal markets (Garciano & Hubbard, 2009; Heinz & Laumann, 1982; Heinz et al., 2005), we first derived thirteen areas of practice area specialization from Martindale Hubbell and the Asia Pacific Legal 500: banking, mergers and acquisitions, dispute resolution, finance, insurance, intellectual property, information technology, labor and employment, project finance, property, restructuring and insolvency, shipping, and tax and trusts. We then noted per year each attorney’s own declaration of category membership, signified by the inclusion of a field of law in each attorney entry in the Martindale Hubbell (Phillips, 2002). The category spanning variable thus measures the number of practice areas a lawyer is active in. To control for missing values, we constructed the dummy variable non-zero lawyer categories, which measured whether data on practice area specialization was available for a specific attorney. A value of one indicates that the attorney is listed in at least one category. 

Attorney-level status. The status variable is operationalized as the possession of a degree from an elite law school (D’Aveni, 1996; Redding, 2003). In legal markets, the possession of an elite education is a credential that suggests that they are the best of the best in terms of education, performance, and training (Galanter & Henderson, 2008). Furthermore, the status of an attorney’s educational credentials represents an alternative source of status separate from the status of their employer that may also contextualize uncertainty regarding their capabilities. 


Because of the diversity of the Hong Kong attorney population, a large number of elite schools were included. To ascertain which elite schools were most relevant in this setting, we examined various lists that capture the quality of education (i.e., US News and World Report) and conducted interviews with Hong Kong law firm partners The final list included the following universities: Harvard, Yale, Columbia, NYU, Chicago, Northwestern, Stanford, Berkeley, Duke, McGill, University of Toronto, Oxford, Cambridge, LSE, and the University of Paris I, II. 
As jurisdictions differ in their degree requirements (an L.L.b. credentials an attorney in the UK or Australia while a J.D. is required in the U.S), the only source of educational status was the university granting the degree that enabled the individual to eventually obtain a license to practice law. If the attorney is American and attended Harvard for their undergraduate degree but did not attend a listed law school for their J.D., this attorney was not coded as having an affiliation to a high status law school or faculty. If an attorney at any job level possessed a degree from one of these schools at either the graduate (for American law schools) or undergraduate (for U.K. and continental Europe law faculties) this variable coded as one. To test the relationship between individual status and category spanning, we constructed an interaction term that is the product of individual status and individual category spanning.

Firm level category membership. We relied on the Martindale Hubbell and Asia Pacific Legal 500, which contains detailed information about a law firm’s practice areas, when constructing the firm level category spanning variable as the number of practice areas a firm is active in per year. To control for missing values, we constructed the dummy variable non-zero firm categories, which measured whether data on practice area specialization was available for a specific firm. A value of one indicates that the firm is listed in at least one category while a zero indicates that this information is not available.  

Firm-level status. We used detailed information from the Asia Pacific Legal 500 on law firm rankings in each practice area, which indicate a status ordering over various tiers ranging from one to six to determine the status of law firms in Hong Kong. Following Uzzi and Lancaster (2004), law firm status may be represented in clusters ordered from low to high. Each tier in the practice areas rankings is a cluster of firms ranked from high (tier 1) to low (tier 6) that represents the firm’s ability to enter into relations with high status clients. We first constructed a scale in which the highest value of the scale represents the highest status tier and then took the natural log of each status ranking to normalize its distribution (firms with no or low status in specific practice areas were disproportionally represented). We first calculated the status of the firm on a yearly basis as the mean over the practice areas in which it was active. We took the square term of this status ranking, to control for the non-monotonic effects of status. To test for the relationship between individual category spanning and law firm status, we created two interaction terms as the product of law firm status and individual category spanning and the square term of status and individual category spanning.


Firm-Individual Category Mismatch. In order to test for congruence between the category membership of the firm and the individual, we examined whether the firm and the individual both signaled occupancy of a market category in the same year. Thus, if the firm and the individual claimed membership in banking, we were able to determine if a match was present in banking. Having identified matches, we defined a mismatch as a year in which an individual declared membership in a category in which the firm did not declare membership. Returning to the previous example, a mismatch may occur when an individual claims membership in banking but the firm does not. The mismatch variable is the number of practice areas that an individual claims to be active within that their current employer does not occupy. 
Human Capital Variables


One competing hypotheses is that an external employer does not draw on information contained within an attorney’s social position as the signals embedded in the lawyer’s track record contain sufficient information for evaluation.
These signals may be seen as evidence of the attorney’s human capital. Therefore, we control for the following human capital variables.

Job level. If an attorney is a partner in a given year, this variable was coded one for that year. Associates served as the reference category. Following Phillips (2002), minor gradations in the associate rank are merged into this reference category. Unlike Phillips (2002), we also constructed a third variable, consultant, as these positions command that are consistent with neither the associate nor the partner position. If an attorney is designated as a consultant in a given year, this variable was coded one for that year, zero otherwise. 

Education. In order to examine whether this is the case, we created a scale variable for the level of education of attorneys using the biographical data in Martindale Hubbell. A 1 indicated the possession of an L.L.B., 2 indicated possession of an L.L.M., 3 indicated possession of a Juris Doctorate (J.D.) and 4 indicated possession of a Ph.D. (in law). 


Experience. We also created a lawyer experience variable, which measures time between the attorneys experience in the industry since the attorney’s bar exam. Over time, individuals acquire firm and industry-specific knowledge, which is of value to the organization. In addition, to the degree that an attorney’s elite educational qualifications fail to capture the impact of an attorney’s experience in the legal industry (Uzzi and Lancaster, 2004) the experience variable captures this effect. We included a squared version of the lawyer experience variable, lawyers’ experience squared, to control for non-monotonic effects.

Market Demand 

A potential confound is that employer demand may not be constant throughout all categories; in a given year there could be greater demand for finance lawyers then for alternative categories. An attorney who spans popular categories may be more likely to be presented with external job opportunities than an attorney who spans an equal number of unpopular categories. In order to determine if a given category is popular within our event window, we calculated the proportion of firms in each category from 1998 – 2008. The results are summarized in Figure 1. 

------------------------------
Insert Figure 1 about here
-------------------------------

According to Figure 1, the corporate-M&A, dispute resolution, and finance categories were the most popular among firms during the sample’s time span. In order to control for a possible hitching effect, in which a lawyer becomes more mobile due to membership in one of these three practice areas, we created the binary hiring opportunity variable. A value of one indicates that the attorney is listed in one or more of these categories. A zero indicates that the attorney does not have membership within them.
Internal Organizational Mobility. 


In addition to human capital and market demand, external job shifts may be predicated on the absence or presence of beneficial internal mobility opportunities, such as promotions. Category spanning employees may be less mobile than non-category spanners because they are better suited to their current labor opportunity structures. Similarly, the employees of category spanning firms may be highly mobile because they are either ill suited to their current jobs or, alternatively, they are unable to progress in their current jobs.


We use the following variables to control for the effects of internal job shifts on external mobility. First, Partner growth captures the number of new partners added to a law firm in a given year; we divided it by 1000 to facilitate interpretation of the otherwise small coefficients. This allows us to determine whether external mobility is solely for the purpose of advancing to partnership. Similarly, the internal promotion hazard allows us to determine whether external mobility is motivated by a dearth of internal promotion chances. We calculated the conditional likelihood of a promotion by the current employer (Phillips, 2002), and took the natural log of this probability to normalize the distribution. We also examined whether an individual had been promoted to partner. This binary variable took a value of one if an individual had moved from associate to partner in any previous year in our event window. 


Finally, we also calculated the partner-to-associate ratio, which was measured by dividing the partner density at each law firm by the associate density. As associates compete with one another for the promotion to partnership, a low partner to associate ratio may indicate a greater possibility of promotion, if performance is relatively high. A high partner to associate ratio is equated with a lower likelihood of promotion. Attorneys that are unlikely to be promoted to partner may be more likely to transfer to other organizations.
Control Variables



Size. We examined the total size of a firm by counting all employees in a given firm per year and then scaled this variable by dividing it by 1000 in order to facilitate interpretation of the otherwise small coefficients. Population density was calculated as the total number of international law firms in Hong Kong in a given year (Haveman and Cohen, 1994). 

Additional controls. To control for spells that are left censored (Tuma & Hannan, 1984; Iceland, 1997), we added entry pre-1998 variable that indicates whether an ndividual was employed in the market at the start of 1998, the beginning of the observation window. The gender of each attorney was noted in the Hong Kong Law Society Law List. In the gender variable, zero indicates that the lawyer is female and one male. We used the natural log of GDP, the annual gross domestic product of Hong Kong in millions of Hong Kong dollars, to proxy for the munificence of the legal market. Tables 1 and 2 summarizes and correlates all variables.
------------------------------

Insert Table 1 and 2 about here

-------------------------------

STATISTICAL MODEL


Since our data is an unbalanced panel and our dependent variable records when an attorney left one international law firm in Hong Kong for another, we used event-history analysis (Tuma & Hannan, 1984) applied at the lawyer level to estimate lawyers’ likelihood of moving to a new job at a new firm. This was formally defined as: 
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this reads as the likelihood that a lawyer leaves and joins a competitor between tenure u and Δu, provided that she did not exit at or prior to u. A piece-wise constant exponential hazard specification was used to model the likelihood of an inter-firm transfer. In a piece-wise specification, the risk of a transfer to another law firm is allowed to vary between tenure segments, but is constant within each of the segments. The advantage of this specification is that it does not impose any functional form on the relation between a lawyer’s tenure within a firm and her likelihood of transferring to another firm. The piece-wise constant exponential model had the following general form:
μ(t)=exp( αp + β’xt)     p=1……P,
where α is a constant that is allowed to vary between the tenure segments p, and β’xt is a row vector of coefficients (β) and covariates (x). The models were estimated using the stpiece function of the STATA statistical software package (SØrensen, 1999).

When estimating a piece wise model, it is important to choose time segments that are long enough to contain a meaningful number of events (i.e. external job shifts) as a segment that examines a period in which no attorneys move from one firm to another could not be estimated. We first divided the data into yearly spells (Hannan & Freeman, 1989); however, these specifications did not point to a statistically significant pattern of tenure dependence in the exit rate. We then relied on evidence from the empirical context to determine our time segments. Interviews with legal recruitment firms revealed that associates typically move from one law firm to another either within the first two years of their employment or between their fourth and fifth year. Following the description of the up or out process (Wholey, 1985), associates receive either a promotion, an offer of permanent employment at the associate level, or are asked to the leave the firm between their fifth and ninth year. We then examined estimates with breaks at tenure 1, 2, 4, 5, and 9. Although these estimates were not statistically significant, these time periods did lead to an improvement in the chi-square fit of the failure rate model (p<0.05). Given the economic significance of the coefficients (Ziliak & McCloskey, 2004), and the chi-squared model improvement, the piece-wise model is preferred over an exponential hazard model.


To account for the fact that individual attorneys are nested in law firms and that observations may not be independent, we implemented a shared frailty model (analysis available upon request from the authors). A shared frailty model is a multilevel extension of the proportional hazards model whereby a frailty (random intercept) term, which varies from firm to firm, is introduced in the regression model (Maples, Murphy, & Axinn, 2002). We assumed the frailty to follow an inverse Gaussian pattern, but obtained identical results with gamma-distributed frailty. While our results did not change, the intercept of the frailty model was statistically significant indicating that unobserved heterogeneity was possible. To control for this possibility, we calculated robust standard errors clustered on each organization – attorney pair, implemented by the cluster option in Stata (Wooldridge, 2002). We also included 11 year dummies, one for each year in our event window, to control for historical trends. The year dummies were not significant and the analysis yielded substantively the same results as the frailty analysis. 
RESULTS

Table 3 presents the results of the event history analysis of interfirm mobility. Model 1 in Table 3 regresses the likelihood of a job shift to an external employer on the baseline model consisting of firm and attorney control variables and the main effect of attorney status. Model 2 adds the individual level category spanning variable. Model 3 examines the interaction of individual level category spanning and status. Model 4 adds the law firm status variables and the interaction of organizational status with individual level category spanning. Model 5 examines the law firm category spanning variable and Model 6 examines the mismatch variable. 
--------------------------------
Insert Table 2 about here

---------------------------------

Hypothesis 1 predicted that employees that claim membership in multiple categories are less likely to move through a progression of jobs at different employers. Our results in Model 2, which improves significantly over the baseline model (likelihood ratio χ²= 14.28; Δd.f.=3; p<.01) in Table 3 indicate support for Hypothesis 1, showing that spanning multiple categories had a statistically significant and negative impact on inter-firm mobility. The results of this model suggest that an employee who spans three categories will have likelihood of transferring to a competitor that is almost 20 percent lower than that of an employee who spans two categories. Additional analyses not reported here indicate that this effect holds for both partners and associates although partners in general are significantly less likely to seek employment at a new firm than associates (p<.01). 


Hypothesis 2 predicted that high status organizational members who claim membership in multiple categories are more likely to move to an external employer, which is supported by statistically significant interaction in Model 3 in Table 3 (likelihood ratio χ² model 3 vs. 2= 8.74; Δd.f.=1; p<.01). When an employer assesses a prospective employee and considers multiple claims of category membership in conjunction with status attributes, the conjunction of the two signals may shift the employer’s perception of the category spanning employee. Category information informs the employer of the employee’s variety of skills, which is buttressed by the quality implication of the status attribute. To illustrate, Figure 2 shows how the status of an employee moderates the impact of category spanning.

--------------------------------

Insert Figure 2 about here

-------------------------------

It is worth noting that the elite education term becomes significant when the interaction term is included in the model. The main effect of the elite education variable is negative, which could suggest high status organizational members prefer to remain with their employer, and it is only a certain type of high status employee, the category spanner, who is more likely to shift jobs. Alternatively, it may be that those firms wish to retain employees with an elite education to help maintain the social status of the overall firm. In Model 3, the hiring opportunity variable remains non-significant, suggesting that the demand for the high status category spanner is not linked to a prevalence of a certain type of category specific work.


Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between organizational status, category spanning, and the likelihood of an external job shift will be dissimilar to the relationship elucidated in Hypothesis 2. Specifically, Hypothesis 3 predicted that the employing organization’s status will moderate the relationship between employee-level category spanning and the likelihood of a job shift to an external employer. Model 4 in Table 3 supports this hypothesis, albeit with a weak improvement over Model 3 (likelihood ratio χ² = 7.28; Δd.f.=4; p<.10). Closer inspection reveals that the implied inflection point for the curvilinear moderating role of status falls well within the bounds of our status measure. To illustrate, Figure 3 displays the effect of category spanning for various levels of organizational status.

--------------------------------

Insert Figure 3 about here

-------------------------------

Hypothesis 4 predicted that firms that span numerous categories experience a greater number of external job shifts into and out of the firm as a result of the high visibility of the firm in numerous practice areas. Our results in Model 5 which improves significantly over Model 4 (likelihood ratio χ² = 10.96; Δd.f.=2; p<.01) indicate support for Hypothesis 4, as firm level category spanning has a statistically significant and positive impact on inter-firm mobility. For instance, an employee working for a firm that spans three categories is 18.5 percent more likely to transfer to an external employer than one that works for a firm that spans only two categories. These effects also hold for both job levels, although partners are more likely to remain with their firm than associates. Combined, the support for Hypotheses 1 and 4 suggest that we would see most mobility for those employees with a specialist identity working for category straddling organizations. The raw data indeed indicates that 117 out of the 325 inter-firm transfers concerned employees who indicated membership in just one category but worked for firms that straddled two or more market categories.


Hypothesis 5 finally predicted that the negative relationship between individual-level category spanning and mobility is stronger when the categories concerned are those not occupied by the current employer of that individual. When we add the variable measuring the number of categories not spanned by the employer in Model 6, it appears that this variable completely takes over the significant negative relation between individual category spanning and mobility found earlier in support of Hypothesis 1, rendering the number of categories spanned (now representing only those also occupied by the employer) statistically insignificant. This suggests that individual-level category spanning only deters lateral mobility when it concerns categories the current employer does not explicitly claim. This provides support to Hypothesis 5.
Sensitivity Checks  


As any study is subject to limitations, we explored the sensitivity of our findings to a number of possible concerns. One such concern may be that an alternative explanation for our baseline finding regarding the relative mobility of individuals who claim membership in fewer categories is that specialists are not as valued internally as generalists. Consequently, specialists are more likely to seek out external work opportunities. In order to test this alternative, we examined the effects of individual and firm category spanning and status characteristics on the likelihood of internal promotion to partner. Model 7 in Table 4 shows that individual category spanning, including category spanning by high status employees, has little consequence on the likelihood of internal promotion. 


This finding buttresses our claim regarding the suitability of external mobility, namely that the alternative factors related to the direct observation of productivity and issues such as politics or power dynamics within the organization (Pfeffer, 1989) influence an individual’s access to internal mobility opportunities. Thus, the partner associate ratio has the strongest bearing on whether an associate is likely to be promoted to partner. In order to further control for whether it is only attorneys who ‘lose’ this internal tournament for partnership who are mobile, and that these ‘losers’ are, for the most part, specialists, we performed a supplementary analysis on the mobility of attorneys who are leaving dissolving, or failing law firms. This analysis is not featured in the paper due to the difficulty of determining the final locations of those attorneys that leave either Hong Kong or the legal world altogether but is available upon request. The category spanning attorneys of failing law firms are also significantly less likely to not move to a hiring competitor within Hong Kong, regardless of whether they are the winners or the losers. However, these attorneys may find themselves far more mobile outside of Hong Kong, which is a limitation of this additional analysis. 

A second possible limitation is that our models predict mobility but do not distinguish between various rationales for moving (e.g. separating voluntary and involuntary turnover). However, it is worth reiterating that we study movements among international law firms only. Our dependent variable does not capture movements to local law firms in Hong Kong, other types of firms in Hong Kong, to firms outside Hong Kong, or movements into unemployment. In all likelihood, this strict limitation increases the (unobserved) proportion of mobility that takes place as a function of a competitor’s assessment of valuable and relevant skills previously employed elsewhere, relative to involuntary turnover due to a lack thereof. In other words, the fact that we observe mobility between competitors implies that there are still hiring competitors who perceive the employees in question to have valuable job-relevant skills.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper made two claims about employer recognition of employee capabilities. First, the social position of job candidates influences inter-firm mobility by ameliorating the informational disadvantages of external labor markets. Second, the influence of organizational category membership and status on inter-firm mobility is fundamentally different from individual category membership and status. Overall, there was strong support for this thesis.



Individual level mobility. Individual category spanning acts as a constraint on inter-firm mobility although it does not appear to affect internal mobility (promotion). This supports the notion that external labor markets differ from internal labor markets and that external employers are more reliant on employee signals of capability to moderate the uncertainty that arises when opportunities for direct observation are curtailed. Elite credentials, such as a degree from an elite institution, moderate the negative effect of individual category spanning. In accord with previous research on category spanning, the ‘boundaryless career’ is a realistic aspiration for a certain type of worker whose competence is recognized by the employer (Zuckerman et al. 2003) as opposed to a realistic aspiration for all workers.


Organizational context. Organizational status has a non-monotonic moderating effect on the relationship between individual level category spanning and inter-firm mobility; the opportunities for mobility vary for the employees of high status firms, middle status firms, and low status firms. Organizational category spanning, in contrast to individual category spanning, promotes inter-firm mobility, leading to one of the strongest implications of this study, namely that organizational category spanning enhances the visibility of their employees. By differentiating between the individual and the organizational level, we are able to clarify an important nuance in the relationship between category spanning and inter-firm mobility in the labor market for the employees of international law firms in Hong Kong. Organizational level category spanning acts as additional evaluative criteria, similar to social status, which legitimates an individual’s capabilities. Our examination of the effects of mismatches between individuals and organizations category membership supports this claim, as the effect of category spanning is the strongest for individuals whose category membership does not overlap with their firms. 

Theoretical Implications and Contributions

Our findings inform current research on mobility, as they show inter-firm mobility is either constrained or facilitated by an individual or an organization’s social position. Consistent with research on the ‘boundaryless career’ (Defillipi & Arthur, 1994), many workers in our sample chose to pursue careers that span organizations. However, as the movement between organizations is never frictionless, our results suggest that external job shifts may be patterned as a result of the overarching social context (O’Mahoney & Bechky, 2006: 935). In other words, the portability of skills hinges on the ability of an employer to recognize the value of these skills, and an individual’s social position, in conjunction with the individual attribute, influences this assessment. Thus, hidden social influences may lead to frictions in the transfer of employees between firms. Future research may test whether these social influences also effect the incorporation of skills into the new organization post transfer, or examine which specific employee tactics are most effective in drawing employer attention to their skills. 

In addition to mobility, this study also contributes to recent developments in research on market categories and social status.  Research on market categories has noted how category straddling organizations with a limited degree of membership in a given category-defined organizational population face detrimental outcomes (Hannan, 2010). Our study speaks to this issue from the viewpoint of labor market mobility; straddling organizations will have a broad visibility with diverse set of audiences. Although this conclusion finds support in one setting and should be generalized with caution, presuming general validity it suggests one particular mechanism by which category straddling organizations are disadvantaged, namely the greater likelihood of losing (valuable) organizational members. 

Recent work on status has begun to go beyond a focus on the effects of a single status order (Zhao & Zhou, 2010) and examined the influence of multiple status orders in a single market setting. Our study contributes to these recent developments by examining the influence of multiple sources of social status, although it cannot be said that the attorney and organizational status orders are wholly distinct from one another. One intriguing extension of our findings is that while status is not always a wholly beneficial attribute (Rhee & Haunschild, 2006), the benefits of status may depend on the level of analysis, suggesting that greater care should be taken in future research on the influence of status on labor market outcomes. 

Conclusion 

These results illustrate the benefit of frameworks that control for both the influence of organizational and individual level processes in terms of identifying and separating relevant social mechanisms underlying the consequences of category spanning. A central finding of this study is that while category spanning by employees tends to reduce inter-firm mobility, category spanning by their employing organizations may promote such mobility. Similarly, while employee status moderates the negative relationship between category spanning and mobility, organizational status moderates this negative relationship in a non-monotonic fashion.
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TABLE 1
Descriptive Statisticsa
	Variables
	Mean
	S.D.
	Min
	Max

	1. Entry pre-1998
	0.57
	0.49
	0
	1

	2. Gender 
	0.66
	0.47
	0
	1

	3. Partner
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	1

	4. Consultant
	0.05
	0.22
	0
	1

	5. Education
	0.65
	0.66
	0
	4

	6. Elite education
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	1

	7. Experience
	11.9
	8.43
	0
	54

	8. Promotion to partner
	0
	0.01
	0
	1

	9. Internal promotion hazard† 
	0.03
	0.17
	0
	1

	10. Partner growth 
	3.14
	1.26
	0
	34.2

	11. Law firm size 
	0.09
	0.06
	0
	0.18

	12. Partner-associate ratio
	0.69
	0.57
	0
	9

	13. Law firm density
	130.73
	9.94
	119
	154

	14. GDP†
	14.12
	0.09
	14.03
	14.33

	15. Hiring opportunity†
	8.91
	3.89
	0
	11.43

	16. Lawyer spanning
	1.19
	1.09
	0
	7

	17. Firm status†
	0.54
	0.4
	0
	1.15

	18. Law firm spanning
	7.13
	4.46
	0
	13

	19. Law firm-lawyer mismatch
	0.12
	0.47
	0
	7




	Variables
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	1. Entry pre-1998
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Gender 
	0.07*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Partner
	0.30*
	0.17*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Consultant
	0.04*
	0.03*
	-0.22*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Education
	0.02*
	-0.07*
	0.09*
	-0.03*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Elite education
	-0.06*
	0.04*
	-0.07*
	-0.03*
	-0.27*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Experience
	0.28*
	0.18*
	0.36*
	0.16*
	0.12*
	0.05*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Promotion to partner
	0.17*
	-0.02
	-0.06*
	-0.01
	0.04*
	-0.01
	-0.06*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Internal promotion hazard† 
	-0.01*
	0.01*
	0.13*
	-0.03*
	0.00*
	-0.02*
	-0.05
	-0.03*
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Partner growth 
	-0.07*
	-0.03*
	-0.40*
	0.10*
	-0.05*
	0.09*
	0.01*
	0.02*
	-0.18*
	
	
	
	

	11. Law firm size 
	0.05*
	-0.14*
	-0.08*
	-0.05*
	0.14*
	-0.11*
	0.04*
	0.13*
	-0.02
	0.01*
	
	
	

	12. Partner-associate ratio
	0.07*
	0.02*
	0.12*
	0.04*
	0.03*
	-0.07*
	0.08*
	-0.05*
	0.04*
	-0.09*
	-0.22*
	
	

	13. Law firm density
	-0.26*
	-0.02
	0.06*
	0.02
	0.02
	-0.01
	0.17*
	-0.24*
	-0.02*
	-0.09*
	0.04*
	-0.01
	

	14. GDP†
	-0.18*
	-0.02
	0.05*
	0.02*
	0.01*
	0.00
	0.16*
	-0.11*
	-0.03*
	-0.06*
	0.02
	-0.02
	0.91*

	15. Hiring opportunity†
	-0.16*
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.04*
	0.00*
	0.00
	-0.03*
	-0.47*
	0.04*
	-0.02*
	0.01
	0.01
	-0.17*

	16. Lawyer spanning
	0.14*
	0.06*
	0.21*
	-0.01*
	0.06*
	-0.07*
	0.20*
	-0.04*
	0.01*
	-0.10*
	0.13*
	0.08*
	0.02

	17. Firm status†
	0.06*
	-0.07*
	-0.01
	-0.03*
	0.11*
	-0.09*
	0.03*
	0.09*
	0.00
	-0.02*
	0.82*
	-0.24*
	-0.05*

	18. Law firm spanning
	0.00
	-0.06*
	0.02
	-0.02*
	0.10*
	-0.10*
	0.04*
	0.03*
	0.00
	-0.05*
	0.78*
	-0.24*
	0.04*

	19. Law firm-lawyer mismatch
	0.07*
	0.03*
	0.05*
	0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01
	0.06*
	-0.04*
	0.02
	-0.02
	-0.29*
	0.22*
	0.00


	Variables
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18

	15. Hiring opportunity†
	-0.30*
	
	
	
	

	16. Lawyer spanning
	0.01
	0.02
	
	
	

	17. Firm status†
	-0.08*
	0.02
	0.14*
	
	

	18. Law firm spanning
	-0.02*
	0.04*
	0.13*
	0.96*
	

	19. Law firm-lawyer mismatch
	0.01
	0.04*
	0.31*
	-0.48*
	-0.51*





TABLE 3

Piecewise Exponential Hazard Models Predicting the Likelihood of a Job Shift to a Different International Law Firm (Clustered at Law-Firm Level) a
	Variables
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	Tenure
	
	
	
	
	
	

	u ≤ 1
	-11.76
	-11.35
	-11.28
	-10.5
	-22.79
	-20.03

	
	(-24.05)
	(-25.36)
	(-25.25)
	(-24.61)
	(-25.42)
	(-25.42)

	1 < u ≤ 2
	-11.18
	-10.76
	-10.7
	-9.92
	-22.18
	-19.44

	
	(-24.01)
	(-25.38)
	(-25.27)
	(-24.62)
	(-25.44)
	(-25.44)

	2< u ≤ 4
	-11.24
	-10.81
	-10.75
	-9.97
	-22.3
	-19.54

	
	(-24.06)
	(-25.43)
	(-25.31)
	(-24.67)
	(-25.49)
	(-25.5)

	4< u ≤ 5
	-11.97
	-11.53
	-11.47
	-10.67
	-23.05
	-20.25

	
	(-24.01)
	(-25.38)
	(-25.26)
	(-24.61)
	(-25.44)
	(-25.45)

	5< u ≤ 9
	-11.58
	-11.13
	-11.06
	-10.3
	-22.73
	-19.97

	
	(-24.07)
	(-25.44)
	(-25.32)
	(-24.69)
	(-25.52)
	(-25.52)

	u > 9
	-9.74
	-8.95
	-8.94
	-9.37
	-20.95
	-18.64

	
	(-21.58)
	(-21.82)
	(-21.82)
	(-21.89)
	(-22.19)
	(-22.17)


	Control Variables: Lawyers
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Entry pre-1998
	-0.08
	-0.08
	-0.06
	-0.06
	0.06
	0.06

	
	(-0.22)
	(-0.2)
	(-0.2)
	(-0.21)
	(-0.21)
	(-0.21)

	Gender (1=male)
	0.09
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.12
	0.12

	
	(-0.14)
	(-0.13)
	(-0.13)
	(-0.13)
	(-0.13)
	(-0.14)

	Partner
	-0.64*
	-0.58*
	-0.57*
	-0.55*
	-0.56*
	-0.56*

	
	(-0.18)
	(-0.19)
	(-0.19)
	(-0.18)
	(-0.18)
	(-0.18)

	Consultant
	0.27
	0.28
	0.29
	0.29
	0.26
	0.26

	
	(-0.25)
	(-0.25)
	(-0.24)
	(-0.21)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.21)

	Education
	-0.06
	-0.06
	-0.05
	-0.08
	-0.07
	-0.07

	
	(-0.11)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.11)

	Elite Education
	-0.01
	-0.04
	-0.55**
	-0.51**
	-0.48**
	-0.45**

	
	(-0.14)
	(-0.15)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.21)
	(-0.21)

	Experience
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.01

	
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)

	Experience Squared
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Controls: Internal Mobility
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Partner Growth
	9.59
	6.62
	5.47
	8.18
	14.29
	13.37

	
	(-17.77)
	(-16.89)
	(-16.88)
	(-16.11)
	(-15.96)
	(-15.81)

	Promotion to Partner
	-0.19
	-0.2
	-0.21
	-0.22
	-0.24
	-0.24

	
	(-0.35)
	(-0.35)
	(-0.35)
	(-0.35)
	(-0.35)
	(-0.34)

	Internal Promotion Hazard 
	-0.04
	-0.05
	-0.05
	-0.05
	-0.06
	-0.06

	
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.06)
	(-0.06)

	Control Variables: Law Firm
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Law Firm Size
	0.36
	0.96
	0.95
	-0.20
	0.59
	1.25

	
	(-1.41)
	(-1.83)
	(-1.74)
	(-1.67)
	(-1.67)
	(-1.7)

	Partner Associate Ratio
	0.25**
	0.27**
	0.28**
	0.26**
	0.28**
	0.28**

	
	(-0.12)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.12)

	Control Variables: Industry 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Law Firm Density
	-0.02
	-0.02
	-0.02
	-0.02
	-0.03
	-0.03

	
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)

	GDP 
	0.81
	0.81
	0.81
	0.74
	1.76
	1.52

	
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.03)
	(-0.03)

	Independent Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Zero Lawyer Categories
	
	0.03
	-0.01
	0.14
	0.14
	0.33

	
	
	(-0.34)
	(-0.32)
	(-0.3)
	(-0.31)
	(-0.31)

	Hiring Opportunities
	
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	
	
	(-0.03)
	(-0.03)
	(-0.03)
	(-0.03)
	(-0.03)

	Attorney Category Spanning
	
	-0.22*
	-0.29*
	-0.27**
	-0.29*
	-0.16

	
	
	(-0.09)
	(-0.1)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.07)

	Elite Education* Spanning
	
	
	0.41*
	0.36*
	0.35*
	0.33*

	
	
	
	(-0.11)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.12)

	Law Firm Status
	
	
	
	-0.1
	-2.59
	-1.92

	
	
	
	
	(-1.29)
	(-1.82)
	(-1.78)

	Firm Status (Squared)
	
	
	
	0.57
	1.15
	0.83

	
	
	
	
	(-1.03)
	(-1.16)
	(-1.17)

	Firm Status * Attorney Category Spanning
	
	
	
	-4.65**
	-3.98*
	-6.95*

	
	
	
	
	(-2.33)
	(-2.11)
	(-1.92)

	Firm Status (Squared)  * Attorney Spanning 
	
	
	
	15.40*
	14.81*
	18.69*

	
	
	
	
	(-5.89)
	(-5.52)
	(-5.15)

	Non-Zero Firm Categories
	
	
	
	
	0.46
	0.52

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.35)
	(-0.33)

	Law Firm Category Spanning
	
	
	
	
	0.17*
	0.13**

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.07)
	(-0.1)

	Law Firm / Attorney Category Mismatch
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.57**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.25)

	Year dummies
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Log-Likelihood
	-970.38
	-963.24
	-958.87
	-955.23
	-949.75
	-946.47

	Observations
	8076
	8076
	8076
	8076
	8076
	8076

	Number of Groups
	108
	108
	108
	108
	108
	108



a  **p<.05;  *p<.01
Robust standard errors in parentheses

TABLE 3
Piecewise Exponential Hazard Models Predicting the Likelihood of Internal Promotion and Job Shifts to Larger and Higher-Status International Law Firms (Clustered at Law-Firm Level) a
	
	Model  7

	Variables
	Promotion

	Tenure
	

	u ≤ 1
	54.86

	
	(-45.69)

	1 < u ≤ 2
	55.61

	
	(-45.6)

	2< u ≤ 4
	55.48

	
	(-45.56)

	4< u ≤ 5
	53.91

	
	(-45.19)

	5< u ≤ 9
	54.92

	
	(-45.46)

	u>9
	42.90

	
	(-45.59)

	Control Variables: Lawyers
	

	Entry pre-1998
	0.61

	
	(-0.5)

	Gender (1=male)
	0.59

	
	(-0.57)

	Partner
	n.a.

	
	n.a.

	Consultant
	n.a.

	
	n.a.

	Education
	-0.23

	
	(-0.23)

	Elite Education
	-0.23

	
	(-0.74)

	Experience
	0.06

	
	(-0.05)

	Experience Squared
	0.01

	
	(0.01)

	Controls: Internal Mobility
	

	Partner Growth
	33.05

	
	(-48.52)

	Promotion to Partner
	n.a.

	
	n.a.

	Internal Promotion Hazard (log)
	n.a.

	
	n.a.

	Control Variables: Law Firm
	

	Law Firm Size
	1.71

	
	(-4.01)

	Partner Associate Ratio
	0.35**

	
	(-0.16)

	Control Variables: Industry 
	

	Law Firm Density
	0.04

	
	(-0.04)

	GDP (log)
	-4.64

	
	(-3.53)

	Independent Variables
	

	Non-Zero Lawyer Categories 
	1.02

	
	(-0.74)

	Hiring Opportunities
	0.01

	
	(-0.06)

	Attorney Category Spanning
	-0.25

	
	(-0.24)

	Elite Education* Spanning
	0.24

	
	(-0.35)

	Law Firm Status
	-1.02

	
	(-4.83)

	Firm Status (Squared)
	-0.77

	
	(-3.42)

	Firm Status * Attorney Category Spanning
	-7.74

	
	(-6.91)

	Firm Status (Squared)  * Attorney Spanning 
	25.95

	
	(-15.29)

	Non-Zero Firm Categories
	1.37

	
	(-0.62)

	Law Firm Category Spanning
	0.13

	
	(-0.16)

	Law Firm / Attorney Category Mismatch
	-1.42*

	
	(-0.72)

	Year dummies
	Included

	Log-Likelihood
	-193.90

	Observations
	8076

	Number of Groups
	108






a *p<.05;  **p<.01




Robust standard errors in parentheses

FIGURE 1
Category Membership among International Law Firms in Hong Kong, 1998-2008
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FIGURE 2 

The Relationship between Lawyer Category Spanning, Individual Status, and Inter-Firm Mobility in Hong Kong Law Firms, 1998-2008
[image: image3.emf]0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Categories spanned

Multiplier of the rate

Low indiv. status

High indiv. status


FIGURE 3 

The Relationship between Lawyer Category Spanning, Organizational Status, and Inter-Firm Mobility in Hong Kong Law Firms, 1998-2008
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a n=8,076 observations. † Log-transformed.








a The data has 8076 observations. *p<.05 † Log-transformed








TABLE 2


Bivariate Correlationsa








a The data has 8064 observations. 


*P<(0.5)
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