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Abstract
This paper attempts to update one of the most entrenched controversies in the field of social 
mobility: the idea, as maintained by Featherman, Jones & Hauser (1974) in their well-
known FJH hypothesis, that societies exhibit a fundamental similarity in social mobility 
rates. To do that, we exploit the main historical international database that allows a large 
degree of quality in the comparison due to standardization procedures. To achieve this 
goal, we utilize the main international historical databases (ISSP, EVS and ESS), enabling 
extensive cross-national comparisons. We use an alternative nonparametric approach based 
on the average of the global odds ratios (without requiring any statistical assumptions (as 
difference uniform). Our results confirm that there is no clear presence of distinct regimes 
of social mobility; rather, there is only a continuum with two breaking points above or 
below the threshold that includes the majority of countries. Those outside this threshold 
are few and are consistently recurrent.

Keywords  FJH hypothesis · Relative mobility · Nonparametric approach · Global odds 
ratios · Cross-national comparisons

1  Introduction

One of the most prolonged debates about social mobility revolves around the invariance of 
relative rates across countries.1 Since David Featherman et al., (1975) postulated that relative 
rates of social mobility are basically similar for all countries where the nuclear family and 
the market economy exist. Several studies have supported this hypothesis (Grusky & Hausser, 
1984; Erikson & Goldthorpe, 1987a, 1987b; Bukodi et  al., 2019; Bukodi & Goldthorpe, 
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2022). Such studies show that, beyond the influence of technological, demographic and eco-
nomic factors (Marshall et  al., 1997), the net structure of the transmission of opportunities 
between parents and sons and daughters is very similar across a wide range of countries. The 
Featherman, Jones & Hauser hypothesis (FJH, onwards) was based on the work of Lipset-Zet-
terberg (1959), who claimed that absolute mobility patterns could be the same across nations. 
Contrary to what they had thought, similarity in social mobility rates was detected not at the 
level of absolute mobility but at the level of relative mobility. The degree of social openness, 
or in other words, social fluidity, did not vary from country to country.

The FJH hypothesis, also called the invariance thesis, has been refuted by some scholars 
(Ganzeboom et al., 1989; Sørensen, 1992). Two of the most respectable scholars described 
FJH as “long-obsolete” (Hout & Hauser, 1992). Unlike those who found evidence support-
ing the invariance thesis, they not only identified significant cross-national variations in social 
fluidity rates but also endorsed the idea that these fluctuations may be modelled through mac-
rosocietal factors such as modernization, educational reforms and social democracy.

The aim of this paper is to test the extent to which the cross-national invariance thesis is 
appropriate for the study of social fluidity. As is well known by social mobility experts, this is 
a well-researched and infringing topic. In our view, our research brings two significant innova-
tions. On the one hand, we employ a nonparametric measure that tests the validity of the FJH 
hypothesis without any statistical assumptions. By employing the average of global odds ratios 
(AGLORs, onwards) by Cox et al. (2009), we set aside one of the assumptions that creates the 
greatest difficulties in testing the validity of the FJH: the existence of a common model, pat-
tern standard, for all nations (which varies only by the action of a log-multiplicative). It should 
be noted that unlike in some cohort studies, the pattern of log-odds ratios may differ among 
countries (Breen, 2006). Currently, since the adoption of log-linear and log-multiplicative 
models, we have powerful measures that allow for a more nuanced analysis of social fluidity 
(Bearman & Deane, 1992). On the other hand, we use exceptional, standardized, and sizeable 
international databases that contain cross-national information about social origins and desti-
nations. We take advantage of the fact that over the years, international databases (ISSP, ESS 
& EVS) are beginning to contain a large amount of collected information. It should be noted 
that much of the discussion on cross-national variations in social mobility has been affected 
by the lack of standardization of the data sources used (mainly different coding and sampling 
methods) (Beller & Michael, 2006; Sørensen, 1992).

Our results are clear: as the invariance thesis postulates in terms of cross-national com-
parisons, there is a significant degree of commonality among nations. We do not find distinct 
mobility regimes, but rather a continuum with two breaking points above or below the thresh-
old that encompasses the majority of countries. These variations seem to be linked to the limi-
tations of social mobility theory (Bukodi & Goldthorpe, 2018), suggesting that some nations 
have the potential for economic change and social development. In any case, parents ensure 
that their sons and daughters largely reproduce the social position of their ancestors. It appears 
that the widely accepted microfoundation, which posits that parents seek to prevent any form 
of downward mobility, has a broad applicability.2

2  This paper was elaborated in the context of the INCASI2 project that has received funding from the Euro-
pean Union’s Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under the Marie Sklodowska-Curie grant 
agreement No. 101130456 (https://incasi.uab.es ). Views and opinions expressed are however those of the 
author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Research Execu-
tive Agency. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. All 
authors certify that they have no affiliations with or involvement in any organization or entity with any 
financial interest or non-financial interest in the subject matter or materials discussed in this articule.
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2 � Theoretical Overview

2.1 � Initial Controversy

The idea of cross-national similarity in social fluidity arises in the context of a compari-
son between two nations: Australia and the United States. More than a strong theoriza-
tion this work was an “empirical generalization” (Sørensen, 1992) derived from limited 
empirical evidence. FJH stated that “the genotypical pattern of mobility (circulation 
mobility) in industrial societies with a market economy and a nuclear family system is 
basically the same (1975: 340)”. In other words, despite the broad diversity of historical 
processes and social structures, social fluidity is very similar in all industrial nations. 
The initial studies dedicated to comparative social mobility, although they compared 
only a single pair of countries, began to entertain the idea that this concept could be true 
(Erikson et al., 1979; for Britain & France; Kerckhoff, Campbell & Lair, 1985; for the 
USA).

Grusky & Hausser, (1984) also found evidence that supports such an idea, consider-
ing that not only industrialized nations but also non-industrialized nations could exhibit 
similar invariance in relative mobility rates.

This hypothesis was soon refuted by Slomczynski and Krauze, (1987), who stated 
that circulation mobility is less similar to patterns of observed mobility when analysing 
16 different countries. Including six more nations, they found that social mobility cor-
relates with some macrostructural characteristics associated with modernization.

However, the most comprehensive assessment of FJH was conducted by Erikson and 
Goldthorpe in several papers at the end of the 1980s (1987a; 1987b). They analysed the 
role played by 9 nations in terms of relative mobility. These papers were compiled into 
their work The Constant Flux (1992). They tested and amended the FJH hypothesis and 
partially defended the scenario of only the slightest variations between countries due 
to some historical particularities. It should be noted that similarity in terms of level 
and pattern of social mobility may be expected. The movements from one class loca-
tion to another may be incorporated into a conjoint model called core social fluidity. It 
should be noted that West Germany exhibited the greatest deviations from core social 
fluidity. In terms of the strength of social mobility, it is not feasible to anticipate sub-
stantial disparities. However, Sweden and the former communist countries seemed to 
have more fluidity than Italy, West Germany, the Netherlands and Ireland. England and 
France were located in the middle. Erikson & Goldthorpe propose that these variations 
defy simple generalization, marking a significant milestone for future research (Beller & 
Michael, 2006).

These results obtained by Erikson and Goldthorpe (1987a, 1987b) were strongly refuted 
by Ganzeboom et al. (1989). After analysing 35 countries, they stated that the idea of com-
mon social fluidity was” simply incorrect” (1989: 44) since “the between country variance 
accounts for about one third of the total of variance in the mobility parameters”. On the 
one hand, the pattern is not exactly the same across nations; there are disparities in terms of 
social distances, although they might admit a basic similarity.

On the other hand, there are profound differences in terms of the extent of social flu-
idity, more precisely, approximately one-third of the total variance. Wong’s (1990) study 
examined cross-national variations in the United States, England and Wales, Japan, Hun-
gary, Poland, and Brazil. Although he rejected any systematic or universal trend, he found 
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differences between the countries. In general, communist countries are more open than 
England and Wales, Japan has an unusual level of inheritance, and Brazil has a very closed 
society.

Several years later, using the same database, Sørensen, (1992) attempted to validate the 
alleged cross-national variation in patterns of relative mobility of industrial nations. Ana-
lysing 23 countries, his conclusions contradict the similarity in terms of patters offering 
evidence of the existence of different cleavages. There is enough cross-national variation 
to suggest that life’s chances are structured according to a specific profile of relative social 
mobility.

2.2 � The Current Debate

At the beginning of XXI century, Breen returned to the question in the course of a project 
about social mobility in Europe. Selecting eight countries over three decades (the 1970s, 
1980s, and 1990s), he concluded that neither FJH nor common social fluidity should be 
accepted. Profound differences were observed between countries such as Sweden and 
Israel on the one hand and between Germany and France on the other, at least in terms of 
the strength of the association, although not so much in terms of patterns (Breen, 2005). 
Likewise, Beller and Michael (2006) found deviations of 63 points in the parameter that 
measures social mobility from Ireland to Latvia. They linked the differences in the rela-
tive social mobility rates to the type of welfare state and the type of postsecondary state 
they promoted. Social democratic and socialist states are more mobile and they have more 
educated.

Bukodi et  al. (2019) revisited the previous issue, expanding the study to include 30 
countries. They did not find any possibility of classifying the countries on a continuum 
of social fluidity. This excluded the possibility of relating continuous dimensions, such as 
GDP, as postulated by industrialism theories. Instead, a cross-national commonality pre-
vailed, situated between two poles: a high fluidity pole consisting of Baltic countries, Rus-
sia, and the UK, and a low fluidity pole comprising Eastern European countries such as 
Poland, Hungary, and the Iberian countries. Nordic countries seem to reduce their typically 
high rates, as older cohorts are replaced by younger cohorts. Furthermore, these authors 
conducted a reconceptualization of the FJH hypothesis: there are limits to social fluidity, 
primarily of a political nature. In societies with market economies, nuclear families and 
liberal political systems (the authors added this last condition), it is difficult to cross certain 
thresholds.

Bukodi and Goldthope (2022) formalized the social mobility trends of each European 
welfare regime according to the limits of social mobility in those societies that had a capi-
talist market economy, a nuclear family system and a liberal democratic polity. In Europe, 
some societies, due to their historical trajectories, have more room at the top, as is the case 
with Southern and West-Central European societies, while other societies, such as Nordic 
or liberal ones, have fewer opportunities because they have already undergone profound 
reforms.

In Appendix 1, we sketch some selected papers to give rise to disputes about similarity 
vs variability in relative social mobility rates. We show the names of the authors, the paper 
titles, the publication years, the numbers of countries analysed and the general conclusions.
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3 � Data Sources and Variables

We integrated cross-sectional data from three distinct global surveys where tables on social 
mobility can be analysed: the International Social Survey Program (ISSP, onwards), the 
European Social Survey (ESS, onwards), and the European Values Study (EVS, onwards). 
Each survey comprises a national representative sample in the year of data collection.

The selected variables were occupation, supervision and ownership, which are needed 
to construct the Erikson, Goldthorpe and Portocarero social scheme for fathers and chil-
dren. Occupation was coded using the ISCO-88 and ISCO-08 classifications, detailed at 
the four-digit level.

We restricted our sample to people aged between 25 and 65. We have employed the 
EGP scheme instead of ESeC because we wanted to include agricultural workers, and the 
EGP scheme is more commonly used in the literature (Table 1).

The ISSP covers 45 countries worldwide, including several countries in South America, 
Asia, Oceania and Africa (South Africa). However, not all countries can be selected for our 
sample because some variables, such as fathers’ occupation, were not collected. Finally, 
we selected 24 countries included in the 5 surveys (ISSP 2024). Our first dataset consists 
of four-wave files of cumulative social inequality, to which we added the fifth wave of 
social inequality for 2019. Our analytical sample size is limited to n = 58,552. To achieve 
a greater degree of representativeness, we did not divide the sample by gender (which is 
the usual practice in most studies dedicated to contrasting the FJH). By using cohorts from 
the ISSP, the sample was divided into five birth cohorts ranging from 1922 to 1994. The 
cohorts were as follows (Table 2):

Table 1   Adaptation of the 
Erikson, Goldthorpe & 
Portocarero scheme to the six-
category version

EGP11 EGP6 Title

I I + II Higher managerial and professional workers
II Lower managerial and professional workers
IIIa IIIa + IIIb Routine clerical work
IIIb Routine service and sales work
IVa IVa + IVb Small self-employed with employees
IVb Small self-employed without employees
V V + VI Manual supervisors
VI Skilled manual workers
VIIa VIIa Semi and unskilled manual workers
VIIb VIIb + IVc Agricultural labourers
IVc Self-employed farmers

Table 2   Age composition across cohorts and waves in ISSP

Source: ISSP

Wave

1987 1992 1999 2009 2019
Cohort 1922–1962 1927–1967 1934–1974 1944–1984 1954–1994
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The ESS is a cross-national survey that has been conducted in 40 European countries. 
The ESS data were collected in seven waves between 2008 and 2020 (ESS ERIC 2018 & 
2020). This sample also includes individuals aged between 25 and 65  years. After data 
cleaning, the analytical sample size of the ESS is n = 184,970. It comprises seven cohorts: 
1943–1983 (n = 28,949), 1945–1985 (n = 28,485), 1947–1987 (n = 28,561), 1949–1989 
(n = 22,099), 1951–1991 (n  = 24,798), 1953–1993 (n  = 24,696), and 1955–1995 (n = 
27,982). Regarding the ESS, the respondents spanned between 1943 and 1995 and were 
divided into four cohorts as follows (Table 3):

The European Values Study (EVS) is a vast survey research program conducted across 
various nations that examines fundamental human values over a long period. The EVS data 
differ from previous sampling methods and are divided into two sections: 2008–2009 (EVS 
2009)  and 2017–2021  (EVS 2022). However, it is essential to note that the sample size 
does not represent all the years within these periods but rather a particular year. To check 
the robustness of our compilation, in Appendix 1, we show a test of homogeneity. It should 
also be noted that there is a change in the way social origin was collected in the two waves. 
While the 2008–2009 survey asked about the father, the 2017–2021 survey focused on the 
main earner. This may be problematic for some countries, so we will be more cautious in 
our interpretation (Table 4).

4 � Hypothesis and Methodology

In this section, we formulate our empirical strategy to test the FJH hypothesis. In fact, how 
to detect the “basic similarity” in cross-national relative rates is the fundamental problem 
in testing such hypothesis (Erikson & Goldthorpe, 1992: 116). The traditional approach 
distinguishes between three well-known hypotheses. The first is the strong version of the 
FJH hypothesis, which assumes that rates of social mobility are identical or almost iden-
tical (H1) (Breen, 2006). In such a model, the pattern of log-odds ratios is the same for 
all countries (the strength consequently is ϕcountries = 1 for all countries). Second, the weak 
version establishes that the pattern of the odds ratios is the same in all countries but that 
their magnitude can be different (Xie, 1992). Using a log-multiplicative layer, it is pos-
sible to reproduce the variation in the pattern of log odds ratios across countries (H2). To 

Table 3   Age composition across cohorts and waves in ESS

Source: ESS

Wave

2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Cohort 1943–1983 1945–1985 1947–1987 1949–1989 1951–1991 1953–1993 1955–1995

Table 4   Age composition across 
cohorts and waves in EVS

Source: EVS

Wave

2009 2021
Cohort 1944–1984 1956–1996



Revisiting the FJH Hypothesis: New Data and New Measure for an…

the extent that these two hypotheses (strong and weak) are not valid because there is no 
fundamentally similar pattern, both hypotheses are rejected (H3). This hypothesis would 
postulate a complete heterogeneity in social fluidity.

These hypotheses have been tested using statistical parametric techniques. We have to 
adapt the same hypothesis to a nonparametric scenario characterized by the calculation of 
the average of global log odds ratios (Cox et al., 2009). The global odds ratio (AGLORs) is 
an extension of the basic odds ratio for a 2 × 2 contingency table. It is defined as the odds 
ratio of a 2 × 2 contingency table obtained by combining adjacent rows and columns from 
a contingency table with more than two rows and columns (Williamson et al., 1995). All 
of our contingency tables for intergenerational mobility, with each table being presented 
in the form of 6 rows and 6 columns, resulting in 36 data points. If we represent the rows 
and columns as i & j. Respectively, then analysing the overall association requires examin-
ing every 2 × 2 association created by the full I x J table. By solely considering the 2 × 2 
sub-tables made from adjacent rows and columns of the overall table, there would be (i-1) 
x (j-1) sub tables. Using this approach with our data, every country has a total of 25 sub-
tables, calculated from 5 × 5. Three fundamental advantages of using AGLORs have been 
identified. First, they are easier to interpret given their ordinal nature (Dale, 1986). Second, 
they are better adapted to ill-defined cut-off points. This is especially important when com-
paring the social structures of very different nations (Mahgoub, 1989). Third, they are less 
sensitive to structural and nonstructural zeros (Mahgoub, 1989). This is a recurrent prob-
lem for social mobility tables.

The AGLOR statistic provides a measure of the strength and direction of the associa-
tion, and its value can be interpreted in terms of its statistical significance. Unlike the log-
multiplicative layer model (Xie, 1992), the AGLOR statistic does not assume that the pat-
tern of mobility is the same in all countries. This is the main difference regarding other 
parametric measures as Uniform Difference Model (or log-multiplicative layer model). The 
following equation expresses its calculation.

The summation part specifies the origin categories and the destination categories for all 
possible combinations. Indicates that the formula analyses all combinations of categories. 
In the log odds ratio component, the numerator represents the odds of moving from cat-
egory i to j and the denominator represents the odds within category i (i.e., the autocorrela-
tion odds). The log function scales the odds ratios to a logarithmic scale, making compari-
sons more intuitive and avoiding differences in direct proportions. In essence, the statistic 
evaluates the relative likelihood of transitions between origin and destination categories 
across all possible pairings, summarizing the overall patterns of association in the data.

The first step consists of partitioning each 91-mobility table into 2272 sub-tables to cal-
culate 24 global log odds ratios for every table. The initial global log odds ratio is com-
puted by dividing the table between the initial row and the initial column. The subsequent 
value is computed by dividing the table between the initial row and both the first and sec-
ond columns. Next, we average across all 24 global log odds ratios. Figure 1 graphically 
illustrates how the first two AGLORs were calculated.

We use the same hypotheses that have been tested in previous studies but adapt them to 
the context of our AGLOR statistics. The FJH hypothesis will receive empirical support 
once the differences in the AGLORs between countries are only marginally significant. 
This would mean that cross-national fluidity is basically the same and that the association 

(1)Δ = +

i−1∑

i=1

+

j−1∑

i=1

ln
Odds destination =< classj|Origin =< classi)

Odds destination =< classi|Origin > classi)
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between origins and destinations is unchanged (Breen, 2006). Then, the strong version 
of the FJH will be accepted. According to the weak version of the FJH hypothesis, while 
some countries will retain similar relative mobility rates, others will exhibit significant dif-
ferences—whether minor or not—from the former. Under this scenario, a group of coun-
tries will find gradual variations from a core country whose relative social rate will be 
identical. Only a few exceptional countries will deviate significantly from the commonal-
ity, in statistical terms, according to a p-value of 0.05.

Finally, the FJH will be rejected if the majority of countries differ significantly in their 
social fluidity. That is, the majority of countries do not share similar relative social rates. 
As usual, the statistical deviation based on the z test will be our criterion for determining 
whether a country belongs to the group of countries with average relative mobility rates. 
As mentioned earlier, the z test serves as a valuable measure for comparing means, proving 
especially effective in determining the significance of differences.

Table 5 displays the equations of the parametric model and their correspondence to the 
nonparametric scenario. If, in the context of the strong version of the parametric approach, 
the strength (ϕk) remains constant across all social mobility tables, then, in the nonpara-
metric approach, all the averages of global odds ratios are identical or almost identical. 
While the weak version allows the pattern of the combined tables (Vij) to vary according 
to a multiplicative factor (ϕ for each k), in the nonparametric approach, the averages are 
basically the same (μ1 = μ ij), but it allows a certain amount of variation towards more or 
less fluidity (± δi). In our case, as mentioned earlier, the additive term of the degree of vari-
ability may be statistically significant in some instances (δi = 2 se). Last, while the rejection 
of the hypothesis in the parametric approach would entail distinct patterns for each social 
mobility table, in the case of the nonparametric approach, it would signify varying average 
ratios for each country.

Fig. 1   Graphic ilustration of the calculation of AGLOR statics

Table 5   Adaptation to FJH 
hypothesis from log–log-
multiplicative to average global 
odds ratios model

Vij corresponds to the pattern, ϕ represents strength, μ denotes the 
average of the global odds ratios, and δ is an additive term used to 
express the degree of variability

Hypotheses Parametric approach Non-parametric approach

Strong Version ϕk = 1 for all k μ1 = μi

Weak Version Vij = ϕ Vij for k = 2…, k μ1 = μi ± δi

No validity Vij(k) ≠ Vij(k’) μi ≠ μi for i ≠ j
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5 � Results

For the sake of parsimony and clarity, the country with the most centered mean, based on 
the AGLORs within each survey, is used as a benchmark. But in Appendix 2, 3 & 4, we 
show all the contrasts of each pair of countries in such a way that one can determine, for 
instance, the differences between Spain and New Zealand in terms of the significance of 
social mobility rates. It can be assumed that the nation that is located with the most cen-
tered mean of overall global odds ratios represents the core of FJH. On the basis of such a 
criterion, we take Hungary for the ISSP and Germany for the ESS and France for the EVS 
as the reference categories.

According to the ISSP (1987–2019) depicted in Fig. 2, 15 out of 24 (62.5%) countries 
fell within the FJH. While the group of the least fluid countries consists of some Southern 
European countries (Cyprus, Portugal), Austria and Poland. In addition to the European 
countries, Chile is to be included in the aforementioned group. The group of the most fluid 
countries consists of the Philippines, former Soviet Union countries (Russia, Latvia) and 
Australia. Given the Philippines’s social and economic distance from the rest of the world, 
it might seem surprising that it tops the list of most mobile countries.

As shown in Fig. 3, for the ESS (2008–2020), the AGLORs produce comparable results. 
17 out of 31 countries (54.8%) had common social fluidity rates. Some Eastern cluster 
countries (Poland, Bulgaria, Hungary) and Southern European countries (Cyprus, Italy) 
and the central country Switzerland demonstrate a lack of social mobility. (Austria is very 
close but not significant). The high fluidity clusters are formed by Nordic countries (Swe-
den, Iceland, Denmark) and former URSS (Russia & Estonia) countries, except for Great 
Britain & Israel, which now appear as one of the countries with the highest social mobility 
rates.

Given the small size of the samples of those surveys, it is not surprising to observe that 
the AGLORs limit the number of countries that fall into either low or high social fluidity 
clusters when observing Fig. 4. Currently, 28 out of 35 countries (80% more) belong to the 
common social fluidity group. Again, Eastern countries (non- ex-Soviet: Poland) lead the 

Fig. 2   Results of the Unidiff for ISSP (1987–2019)



	 M. P. Ildefonso, X. Sun 

clusters with the lowest social fluidity rates, and Nordic countries and Great Britain are the 
clusters with the highest social relative social mobility rates.

It is worth noting the robustness and stability of the data obtained in the three surveys, 
whose rankings are very similar. Indeed, the ranges of variation in the average global odds 
ratios are very similar across different countries.

The persistence with which the most and least fluid countries repeat their level of fluid-
ity in each of the surveys shows that we are not dealing with a continuum of social fluidity 
but rather with a majority group characterized by medium fluidity and a small group char-
acterized by infrequent fluidity (either above or below). Apart from the fact that one can be 

Fig. 3   Results of the Unidiff for ESS (2008–2020)

Fig. 4   Results of the Unidiff for EVS (2008 & 2021)
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more or less demanding on the p value, the countries that move away from centrality are 
always the same (southern and eastern European countries vs former Soviet countries vs. 
Nordic countries). The highest and lowest mobility countries are also the same in almost 
all the surveys. There is hardly any movement of countries from one level of intensity to 
the other as we move from one survey to the next. Approximately 68% of countries can be 
considered to belong to the core group with common rates of relative social mobility.

Given the variability of social fluidity across countries, it would be illustrative to con-
trast the conjoint of global odds ratios of one of the less fluid countries with another char-
acterized by high levels of social fluidity. To do that, we collapse all the previous surveys 
into a social mobility table (ISSP, ESS & EVS).

To facilitate interpretation, we have colored every log odds ratio according to the level 
of social fluidity. Three regions (white, grey and black) indicate a greater or lesser degree 
of dependence on the association of the parents with the offspring for a given log odds 
ratio. When the log odds ratio is greater than1.5, the cells become black, when the log odds 
ratio decreases to 1.5 to 1.0, the cells are grey, and the cells are white when they are below 
one.

As seen below, a brief glance of Portugal reflects a large number of black cells, indicat-
ing that social barriers are very difficult to overcome. In contrast, the case of Sweden is 
quite distinct, as black and grey cells are limited to a certain region of contingency tables 
(Table 6).

A closer inspection of the log odds ratios reveals the reasons for the low mobility in 
Portugal. As more different social destinations are included, access from lower social back-
grounds to more socially desirable social classes do not change log odds. In other words, 
it is just as difficult for an unskilled worker to enter the service class as it is to enter the 
service class plus any intermediate class. However, the highest barriers correspond to agri-
cultural classes whose access to any class is very unlikely.

In contrast to Portugal, the sets of log odds of Sweden, except for agricultural classes, 
are approximately 0.60 and 0.70, respectively. This means that people from the service 
class (or intermediate class) have better access to more desirable social classes than people 

Table 6   Global log-odds ratios for portugal versus Sweden

Portugal I + II IIIab IVab V + VI VIIa VIIb + IVc

I + II
IIIab 1.96 1.96 2.03 1.93 1.92
IVab 1.53 1.47 1.48 1.31 2.2
V + VI 1.4 1.27 1.34 1.19 1.98
VIIa 1.34 1.14 1.14 1.12 1.98
VIIb + IVc 1.06 1.04 0.95 1.05 2.41

Sweden I + II IIIab IVab V + VI VIIa VIIb + IVc

I + II
IIIab 1 0.96 1 0.86 0.95
IVab 0.9 0.85 0.9 0.78 1.07
V + VI 0.8 0.72 0.83 0.69 0.97
VIIa 0.73 0.6 0.65 0.65 1.41
VIIb + IVc 0.77 0.63 0.64 0.73 2.13
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from the other social classes, but a significant number of people from the working class 
also enter them. Despite the fact that the level of social reproduction in Portugal is not 
comparable to that in Sweden, it is worth noting the way in which the social origins of the 
agricultural classes influence their social class destinations, even in this country in north-
ern Europe.

6 � Conclusions

This paper has made three specific contributions to the international literature on cross-
national variations in relative social mobility rates. First, as FJH postulated, it is undeni-
able that societies exhibit a pronounced degree of uniformity in social fluidity rates. When 
Featherman et al. (1975) initially formulated their hypothesis with just two empirical cases 
(the USA & Australia), they likely did not realize that they were positing one of the most 
powerful and robust regularities in the history of social stratification. In all types of socie-
ties, whether prosperous or not, whether they have generous systems of social provision or 
not, and whether they enjoy liberal democratic societies or not, parents ensure that their 
sons and daughters largely reproduce the social position of their ancestors. Consequently, 
there is no distinct presence of what could be considered different regimes of social mobil-
ity; instead, there is only a continuum with two breaking points above or below the thresh-
old that encompasses the majority of countries. As Wong points out, it is easier to docu-
ment the existence of change but more difficult to explain the differences (Wong, 2010). 
Perhaps instead of expecting broad narratives to explain social mobility (educational 
expansion, major economic changes, social progress), we should expect “small” associa-
tions that are no less socially unimportant (Di Prete, 1993).

Likewise, these results are consistent with the arguments regarding the limits of social 
mobility (Bukodi & Goldthorpe, 2018): the Philippines has the potential for economic 
change and social development that other countries have achieved. It seems also that the 
well-established micro foundation, which assumes that parents try to avoid any kind of 
déclassement (downward mobility), has a general scope.

Second, we used a nonparametric measure to test the validity of the FJH without requir-
ing any statistical assumptions (such as difference uniform) called the average of global 
odds ratios by Cox et  al., (2009). We set aside one of the assumptions that creates the 
greatest difficulties in testing the validity of the FJH: the existence of a common model, 
pattern standard, for all nations (which varies only by the action of a log-multiplicative). 
In addition, global odds ratios have several other advantages: they are easier to interpret 
(Dale, 1986), are better adapted to ill-defined cut points (Mahgoub, 1989), and are less sen-
sitive to structural and nonstructural zeros (Mahgoub, 1989).

In each survey, our results paint a similar picture: one set of countries whose global 
average odds ratios are almost identical, another set in which social fluidity rates are mov-
ing away from the core, and another set of deviant countries that are far from the average. 
Therefore, in line with the hypotheses, the weak version of the FJH was confirmed (Xie, 
1992): most countries have nonsignificant but not identical means. We have obtained the 
same evidences by using other measure for which such hypothesis is going to be supported.

Third, the highest and lowest mobility countries are also the same in almost all the sur-
veys. Apart from the fact that one can be more or less demanding on the p value (very 
sensitive to sample size), the countries that move away from centrality are always the 
same (Southern and Eastern European countries vs former Soviet countries vs. Nordic 
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countries). Given that Sweden and Portugal represent deviant cases, either towards more 
or less social fluidity, we have examined them in more detail. The first is the well-stud-
ied issue of particularism in social mobility studies (Ganzeboom et al., 1992; Erikson & 
Goldthorpe, 1992; Breen et al., 2015). The second one has hardly been studied, but when 
it has been included in international comparisons, it has always shown low relative social 
mobility rates. (Beller & Michael, 2006; Bukodi et al., 2019). The key distinction between 
the two countries lies in the fact that as more diverse social destinations are considered, 
access from lower social backgrounds to more socially desirable social classes does not 
alter log odds.

The results obtained support and extend those found by Bukodi et al. (2019): in terms of 
relative rates, countries can be categorized into groups of relatively high and low fluidity, 
within which there is a notable consistency in cross-national patterns. We remind that they 
propose a restatement of the FJH-hypothesis, suggesting that in societies with a capitalist 
market economy, a nuclear family system, and a liberal-democratic polity, there exists a 
limit to equalizing class mobility rates. However, we think that future research should pay 
attention to what a lack of better name could be called the “Catholic hypothesis”, Poland, 
Hungary, Slovenia, Austria, Spain, Portugal, Italy, which are located in one survey or 
another in the low social mobility cluster. Ongoing inquiry should look at the common, 
possibly familiar, institutional mechanisms behind these figures, although in social mobil-
ity, it is always possible that, even with the same relative mobility rates, the mechanisms 
are confined to specific national settings. Finally, future research should focus not only on 
global variations (social fluidity) from one country to another but also on particular dis-
tinctions. To do so, constrained models, which have been overlooked by the social mobil-
ity literature for some time, should be reintroduced. It led us to shift from cross-national 
comparisons of global social fluidity rates to cross-national comparisons of specific social 
fluidity rates.

Appendix 1

To validate the invariance hypothesis, we should not expect substantial variations in social 
mobility rates within countries across surveys. Such changes would indicate time varia-
tions, making it impossible to collapse mobility tables. It should be noted that the FJH 
hypothesis focuses on institutional changes. To test for time variations, we run two mod-
els: The Constant Social Fluidity model, which assumes no differences across surveys, and 
the Unidiff model, which assumes some differences across surveys. We present the L2, the 
BIC, the dissimilarity index, and the degrees of freedom. For the sake of parsimony, we 
will prioritize the BIC over other statistics.

A chi-square difference test is also conducted to determine if there are significant differ-
ences between the models. The Table 8 displays the results for ISSP, the Table 9 for ESS 
and the Table 10 for EVS. As can be seen, there are hardly any differences in time varia-
tions. Only for the last survey (EVS) and just in some countries (Albania, Bosnia, Hungary, 
and Sweden), as we previously mentioned, the Unidiff models fit better than the Constant 
model (We have highlighted the more appropriate model values in bold black).

See appendix Tables 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13
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Table 8   Robustness checks of ISSP 1987–2019

Australia L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Constant 99.62 − 518.33 5.13% 75
Unidiff 98.11 − 495.12 4.99% 72 1.51 3 0.68
Austria
Constant 123.69 − 666.41 6.30% 100
Unidiff 113.93 − 644.57 5.82% 96 9.76 4 0.05
Chile
Constant 53.28 − 317.36 6.13% 50
Unidiff 51.8 − 304.02 5.92% 48 1.48 2 0.48
Cyprus
Constant 31.03 − 148.07 5.62% 25
Unidiff 31 − 140.93 5.58% 24 0.03 1 0.86
Czech
Constant 93.71 − 516.16 5.59% 75
Unidiff 83.19 − 502.28 5.05% 72 10.52 3 0.01
France
Constant 84.18 − 326.14 5.17% 50
Unidiff 72.89 − 321.01 4.5% 48 11.29 2 0.004
Germany
Constant 100.23 − 729.15 5.2% 100
Unidiff 86.52 − 709.68 4.37% 96 13.71 4 0.008
Hungary
Constant 64.37 − 558.36 3.81% 75
Unidiff 52.65 − 545.16 3.48% 72 11.72 3 0.008
Israel
Constant 40.78 − 142.95 5.02% 25
Unidiff 35.9 − 140.18 4.34 24 4.88 1 0.03
Italy
Constant 25.53 − 153.45 4.42% 25
Unidiff 25.44 − 146.38 4.31% 24 0.09 1 0.76
Japan
Constant 18.68 − 155.54 4.07% 25
Unidiff 13.1 − 154.16 3.23% 24 5.58 1 0.02
Latvia
Constant 27.95 − 147.15 5.1% 25
Unidiff 26.84 − 141.25 5.03% 24 1.11 1 0.29
New Zealand
Constant 59.35 − 345.23 5.34% 50
Unidiff 58.83 − 300.77 5.3% 48 0.52 2 0.77
Norway
Constant 72.73 − 533.51 4.84% 75
Unidiff 69.39 − 512.61 4.5% 72 3.34 3 0.34
Philippines
Constant 35.48 − 169.18 2.83% 25
Unidiff 33.54 − 162.92 2.51% 24 1.94 1 0.16
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Table 8   (continued)

Australia L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Poland
Constant 54.88 − 332.05 4.71% 50
Unidiff 51.4 − 320.04 4.37% 48 3.48 2 0.18
Portugal
Constant 32.69 − 147.43 4.39% 25
Unidiff 31.79 − 141.13 4.22% 24 0.9 1 0.34
Russia
Constant 77.24 − 524.33 4.88% 75
Unidiff 71.75 − 505.76 4.36% 72 5.49 3 0.14
Slovakia
Constant 44.68 − 323.14 5.3% 50
Unidiff 42.78 − 310.32 5.12% 48 1.9 2 0.39
Slovenia
Constant 58.23 − 318.03 5.38% 50
Unidiff 52.1 − 309.1 5.25 48 6.13 2 0.05
Spain
Constant 21.04 − 156.38 4.9% 25
Unidiff 19.69 − 150.64 4.52% 24 1.35 1 0.25
Sweden
Constant 46.93 − 342.3 3.37% 50
Unidiff 46.03 -327.62 3.13% 48 0.9 2 0.64
Switzerland
Constant 70.52 − 335.21 4.43% 50
Unidiff 59.03 − 330.47 3.61% 48 11.49 2 0.003
USA
Constant 53.48 − 554.35 3.45% 75
Unidiff 52.29 − 531.23 3.24% 72 1.19 3 0.76



	 M. P. Ildefonso, X. Sun 

Table 9   Robustness checks of ESS 2008–2020

Austria L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Constant 90.35 − 544.94 3.74% 75
Unidiff 86.18 − 523.7 3.62% 72 4.17 3 0.24
Belgium
Constant 141.04 − 1182.08 4.45% 150
Unidiff 126.23 − 1143.97 3.99% 144 14.81 6 0.02
Bulgaria
Constant 122.89 − 754.46 4.51% 100
Unidiff 113.1 − 729.16 4.28% 96 9.79 4 0.04
Switzerland
Constant 190.27 − 1126.43 5.33% 150
Unidiff 184.44 − 1079.6 5.17% 144 5.83 6 0.44
Cyprus
Constant 109.05 − 684.79 5.99% 100
Unidiff 96.6 − 665.49 5.7% 96 12.45 4 0.01
Czech
Constant 150.91 − 1220.53 3.68% 150
Unidiff 146.53 − 1170.05 3.58% 144 4.38 6 0.63
Germany
Constant 158.06 − 1269.74 2.98% 150
Unidiff 153.18 − 1217.52 2.89% 144 4.88 6 0.56
Denmark
Constant 123.85 − 718.51 5.44% 100
Unidiff 120.32 − 688.34 5.2% 96 3.53 4 0.47
Estonia
Constant 188.36 − 1136.64 5.35% 150
Unidiff 169.18 − 1102.81 4.79% 144 19.18 6 0.004
Spain
Constant 193.7 − 1155.07 5.04% 150
Unidiff 179.52 − 1115.3 4.78% 144 14.18 6 0.03
Finland
Constant 143.89 − 1196.1 3.94% 150
Unidiff 141.04 − 1145.35 3.9% 144 2.85 6 0.83
France
Constant 161.03 − 1181.45 5.03% 150
Unidiff 140.56 − 1148.22 4.42% 144 20.47 6 0.002
Great Britain
Constant 145.5 − 1198.13 4.11% 150
Unidiff 140.21 − 1149.67 3.98% 144 5.29 6 0.51
Greece
Constant 78.89 − 339.28 4.53% 50
Unidiff 74.8 − 326.64 4.41% 48 4.09 2 0.13
Croatia
Constant 87.21 − 509.99 4.99% 75
Unidiff 81.16 − 492.16 4.91% 72 6.05 3 0.11
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Table 9   (continued)

Austria L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Hungary
Constant 196.75 − 1117.81 4.54% 150
Unidiff 174.01 − 1087.97 4.12% 144 22.74 6 0.0009
Ireland
Constant 169.96 − 1187.97 4.3% 150
Unidiff 165.92 − 1137.69 4.17% 144 4.04 6 0.67
Israel
Constant 154.91 − 947.38 4.39% 125
Unidiff 169.13 − 909.07 427% 120 5.78 5 0.33
Iceland
Constant 63.82 − 508.75 5.42% 75
Unidiff 63.33 − 486.34 5.28% 72 0.49 3 0.92
Italy
Constant 84.07 − 541.4 4.07% 75
Unidiff 78.25 − 522.19 4.01% 72 5.82 3 0.12
Lithuania
Constant 163.94 − 907.28 4.82% 125
Unidiff 154.05 − 874.33 4.41% 120 9.89 5 0.08
Latvia
Constant 46.87 − 329.09 4.24% 50
Unidiff 45.83 − 315.09 4.08% 48 1.04 2 0.59
Netherlands
Constant 178.83 − 1153.44 4.56% 150
Unidiff 174.32 − 1104.66 4.34% 144 4.51 6 0.61
Norway
Constant 157.95 − 1158.46 4.33% 150
Unidiff 146.98 − 1116.76 4.08% 144 10.97 6 0.09
Poland
Constant 191.55 − 1126.19 4.82% 150
Unidiff 181.01 − 1084.02 4.56% 144 10.54 6 0.1
Portugal
Constant 197.55 − 1109.11 5.95% 150
Unidiff 181.36 − 1073.04 5.57% 144 16.19 6 0.01
Russia
Constant 81.5 − 553.57 3.89% 75
Unidiff 81.29 − 528.38 3.83% 72 0.21 3 0.98
Sweden
Constant 201.35 − 1121.86 5.34% 150
Unidiff 184.62 − 1085.66 5.05% 144 16.73 6 0.01
Slovenia
Constant 143.07 − 1116.36 5.16% 150
Unidiff 135.36 − 1073.69 4.99% 144 7.71 6 0.26
Slovakia
Constant 119.82 − 725.99 4.35% 100
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Table 9   (continued)

Austria L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Unidiff 115.86 − 696.12 4.47% 96 3.96 4 0.41
Ukraine
Constant 66.81 − 332.85 4.65% 50
Unidiff 65.92 − 317.75 4.63% 48 0.89 2 0.64
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Table 10   Robustness checks of EVS 2009 & 2021

Albania L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Constant 31.32 − 151.91 4.49% 25
Unidiff 18.52 − 157.37 3.03% 24 12.8 1 0.0003
Austria
Constant 43.63 − 144.68 4.49% 25
Unidiff 41.91 − 138.86 4.9% 24 1.72 1 0.19
Armenia
Constant 19.4 − 165.1 3.91% 25
Unidiff 16.26 − 160.87 3.62% 24 3.14 1 0.08
Bosnia
Constant 48.78 − 130.09 6.58% 25
Unidiff 34.26 − 137.45 3.6% 24 14.52 1 0.0001
Bulgaria
Constant 63.54 − 123.6 7.28% 25
Unidiff 55.96 − 123.69 6.64% 24 7.58 1 0.006
Belarus
Constant 34.96 − 152.55 4.01% 25
Unidiff 34.76 − 145.26 3.46% 24 0.2 1 0.65
Croatia
Constant 29.93 − 152.98 4.32% 25
Unidiff 29.74 − 145.86 4.47% 24 0.19 1 0.66
Czech
Constant 25.56 − 165.12 3.64% 25
Unidiff 25.55 − 157.5 3.64% 24 0.01 1 0.92
Denmark
Constant 30.77 − 169.19 3.1% 25
Unidiff 28.34 − 163.62 2.89% 24 2.43 1 0.12
Estonia
Constant 19.33 − 165.04 3.6% 25
Unidiff 17.31 − 159.68 3.13% 24 2.02 1 0.16
Finland
Constant 25.17 − 154.86 4.14% 25
Unidiff 24.68 − 148.15 4.15% 24 0.49 1 0.48
France
Constant 23.58 − 166.98 3.19% 25
Unidiff 23.56 − 159.38 3.2% 24 0.02 1 0.89
Georgia
Constant 30.51 − 157.54 4.16% 25
Unidiff 29.24 − 151.29 3.88%· 24 1.27 1 0.26
Germany
Constant 26.56 − 167.82 2.44% 25
Unidiff 26.44 − 160.17 2.44% 14 0.12 1 0.73
Hungary
Constant 31.82 − 155.45 4.15% 25
Unidiff 18.85 − 160.92 2.92% 24 12.97 1 0.0003
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Table 10   (continued)

Albania L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Iceland
Constant 33.88 − 149.45 4.89% 25
Unidiff 30.97 − 145.02 3.84% 24 2.91 1 0.09
Italy
Constant 27.83 − 160.99 4.03% 25
Unidiff 27.82 − 153.44 4.02% 24 0.01 1 0.92
Latvia
Constant 28.91 − 156 4.09% 25
Unidiff 25.71 − 151.8 3.48% 24 3.2 1 0.07
Lithuania
Constant 39.01 − 145.15 5.52% 25
Unidiff 34.73 − 142.07 4.67% 24 4.28 1 0.04
Montenegro
Constant 37.24 − 136.84 5.94% 25
Unidiff 29.25 − 137.86 4.26% 24 7.99 1 0.005
Netherlands
Constant 34.68 − 158.04 3.15% 25
Unidiff 34.46 − 150.36 3.17% 24 0.02 01 0.89
Norway
Constant 34.48 − 148.25 4.92% 25
Unidiff 30.4 − 145.03 4.18% 24 4.08 1 0.43
Poland
Constant 33.06 − 151.5 4.29% 25
Unidiff 32.59 − 144.58 4.36% 24 0.47 1 0.49
Portugal
Constant 28.93 − 152.74 5.01% 25
Unidiff 27.9 − 146.5 4.91% 24 1.03 1 0.31
Romania
Constant 23.78 − 155.36 4.84% 25
Unidiff 19.46 − 152.51 4.01% 14 4.32 1 0.04
Russia
Constant 39.37 − 149.76 4.9% 25
Unidiff 34.98 − 146.59 3.86% 24 4.39 1 0.04
Serbia
Constant 36.82 − 146.91 4.59% 25
Unidiff 36.4 − 139.98 4.55% 24 0.42 1 0.52
Slovakia
Constant 20.44 − 166.8 3.43% 25
Unidiff 20.37 − 159.38 3.44% 24 0.07 1 0.79
Slovenia
Constant 22.61 − 156.82 4.32% 25
Unidiff 22.03 − 150.22 4.16% 24 0.58 1 0.45
Spain
Constant 29.52 − 154.03 4.67% 25
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Table 10   (continued)

Albania L BIC DI DF L1-L2 DF1-DF2 Chi2-Test

Unidiff 29.45 − 146.76 4.71% 24 0.07 1 0.79
Sweden
Constant 58.87 − 121.93 7.22% 25
Unidiff 49.97 − 123.6 5.48% 24 8.9 1 0.003
Switzerland
Constant 32.16 − 166.85 2.73% 25
Unidiff 29.81 − 161.24 3.01% 24 2.35 1 0.13
Ukraine
Constant 26.97 − 163.16 3.97% 25
Unidiff 22 − 160.53 3.23% 24 4.97 1 0.03
Macedonia
Constant 41.96 − 133.63 6.41% 25
Unidiff 37.55 − 131.02 5.56% 24 4.41 1 0.04
Great Britian
Constant 26.7 − 161.92 3.31% 25
Unidiff 25.51 − 155.57 3.2% 24 1.19 1 0.28
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Table 13   Sample by country and survey

Source: EVS 2008–2020

Sample Size original Sample Size Analytical

Country Survey Total Survey Total

2008–2009 2017–2021 2008–2009 2017–2021

Albania 1534 1435 2969 751 773 1524
Austria 1510 1644 3154 865 1002 1867
Armenia 1500 1500 3000 733 871 1604
Bosnia 1512 1724 3236 526 754 1280
Bulgaria 1500 1558 3058 903 879 1782
Belarus 1500 1548 3048 731 1078 1809
Croatia 1525 1487 3012 591 914 1505
Czech 1821 1811 3632 988 1065 2053
Denmark 1507 3362 4869 945 2031 2976
Estonia 1518 1304 2822 871 724 1595
Finland 1134 1199 2333 727 614 1341
France 1501 1870 3371 942 1102 2044
Georgia 1500 2194 3694 713 1135 1848
Germany 2075 2170 4245 1120 1261 2381
Hungary 1513 1514 3027 905 886 1791
Iceland 808 1624 2432 454 1076 1530
Italy 1519 2277 3796 732 1174 1906
Latvia 1506 1335 2841 784 846 1630
Lithuania 1500 1448 2948 738 844 1582
Montenegro 1516 1003 2519 564 493 1057
Netherlands 1554 2404 3958 892 1318 2210
Norway 1090 1122 2212 729 766 1495
Poland 1510 1352 2862 792 815 1607
Portugal 1553 1215 2768 751 681 1432
Romania 1489 1613 3102 574 720 1294
Russia 1504 1825 3329 827 1103 1930
Serbia 1512 1499 3011 620 935 1555
Slovakia 1509 1432 2941 911 878 1789
Slovenia 1366 1075 2441 639 670 1309
Spain 1500 1209 2709 803 741 1544
Sweden 1187 1194 2381 713 670 1383
Switzerland 1272 3174 4446 813 2052 2865
Ukraine 1507 1612 3119 903 1106 2009
Macedonia 1500 1117 2617 547 578 1125
Great Britain 1561 1788 3349 815 1076 1891
Total 51,613 57,638 122,735 26,912 33,631 60,543
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Appendix 2 ESS

Country B
Country 
A IS DK IL SE NO GB NL FR EE RU FI GR HR BE DE UA SI CH LV ES CY LT CZ AT IE SK IT BG PL HU PT

IS

DK

IL

SE

NO

GB

NL

FR

EE

RU

FI

GR

HR

BE

DE

UA

SI

CH

LV

ES

CY

LT

CZ

AT

IE

SK

IT

BG

PL

HU

PT

Note: Black symbols: Average global log-odds ratio in Country B is significantly larger 
than that in Country A. Gray symbols: Average global log-odds ratio in Country B is sig-
nificantly smaller than that in Country A.
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Appendix 3 EVS

Country B
Country 
A SE NO IS FI GB BA DK LV NL CH BY EE RS AM UA MK ES HR CZ DE RU IT LT AT FR SI ME BG RO GE HU PL SK AL PT

SE

NO

IS

FI

GB

BA

DK

LV

NL

CH

BY

EE

RS

AM

UA

MK

ES

HR

CZ

DE

RU

IT

LT

AT

FR

SI

ME

BG

RO

GE

HU

PL

SK

AL

PT

Note: Black symbols: Average global log-odds ratio in Country B is significantly larger 
than that in Country A. Gray symbols: Average global log-odds ratio in Country B is sig-
nificantly smaller than that in Country A.



Revisiting the FJH Hypothesis: New Data and New Measure for an…

Appendix 4 ISSP

Country B
Country 
A JP IL NZ AU LV NO PH RU SK CH FR US SE CZ IT CL DE AT PL HU SI PT CY ES

JP

IL

NZ

AU

LV

NO

PH

RU

SK

CH

FR

US

SE

CZ

IT

CL

DE

AT

PL

HU

SI

PT

CY

ES

Note: Black symbols: Average global log-odds ratio in Country B is significantly larger 
than that in Country A. Gray symbols: Average global log-odds ratio in Country B is 
significantly smaller than that in Country A.
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