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ABSTRACT

Many empirical studies of labor market questions rely on estimating relatively simple pre-
dictive models using small, carefully constructed longitudinal survey datasets based on
hand-engineered features. Large Language Models (LLMs), trained on massive datasets,
encode vast quantities of world knowledge and can be used for the next job prediction
problem. However, while an off-the-shelf LLM produces plausible career trajectories
when prompted, the probability with which an LLM predicts a particular job transition
conditional on career history will not, in general, align with the true conditional proba-
bility in a given population. Recently, Vafa et al. (2024) introduced a transformer-based
“foundation model”, CAREER, trained using a large, unrepresentative resume dataset,
that predicts transitions between jobs; it further demonstrated how transfer learning tech-
niques can be used to leverage the foundation model to build better predictive models
of both transitions and wages that reflect conditional transition probabilities found in
nationally representative survey datasets. This paper considers an alternative where the
fine-tuning of the CAREER foundation model is replaced by fine-tuning LLMs. For
the task of next job prediction, we demonstrate that models trained with our approach
outperform several alternatives in terms of predictive performance on the survey data,
including traditional econometric models, CAREER, and LLMs with in-context learning,
even though the LLM can in principle predict job titles that are not allowed in the
survey data. Further, we show that our fine-tuned LLM-based models’ predictions are
more representative of the career trajectories of various workforce subpopulations than
off-the-shelf LLM models and CAREER. We conduct experiments and analyses that
highlight the sources of the gains in the performance of our models for representative
predictions.
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1 Introduction

Predictive models of individual career trajectories are important components of many labor economic
analyses and career planning tools. These predictive models are building blocks used in empirical analyses
in economics and social sciences to understand labor markets. For example, such models are used for
labor market turnover (Hall et al., 1972) and to quantify and decompose wage gaps by gender (Blau
and Kahn, 2017) and race (Fairlie and Sundstrom, 1999). For many applications, it is important to have
predictions of job transitions conditional on career history that are representative of the general population.
For example, models that predict outcomes conditional on worker history are used to estimate average
(over a representative set of workers in a defined subpopulation, such as U.S. high school graduates)
counterfactual differences in outcomes that result from a policy intervention, for example when estimating
the causal effect of interventions such as training programs (Ashenfelter, 1978; Dehejia and Wahba, 1999),
or when estimating the causal effect of displacement (Jacobson et al., 1993). Policy-makers may also
need to predict the future transitions for particular subgroups of workers when considering policies that
affect them or their families (Athey et al., 2024). In the context of recommendation systems (de Ruijt and
Bhulai, 2021), in some settings, it may be desirable that job recommendation tools predict the most likely
outcomes for a worker conditional on their history and context.

With sufficiently large data from a representative longitudinal dataset, estimating a predictive model with
unbiased conditional predictions about labor market outcomes such as transitions would boil down to
training a sufficiently flexible model of transitions conditional on history. However, in practice, the number
of possible career paths for workers is extremely large relative to the population, let alone relative to
available data. In the U.S., there are a few relatively small, survey-based longitudinal datasets broadly
available to researchers where the surveys attempt to find a representative sample of the population.
Although labor economists have studied a wide range of questions using these survey datasets (Rothstein
et al., 2019; Johnson et al., 2018), because of their small size, traditional models estimated on these datasets
impose restrictive functional form assumptions. For example, models that condition career history often
assume that the next occupation of a worker depends only on their last occupation and some covariates
(Hall et al., 1972) or a few summary statistics about their past (Blau and Riphahn, 1999). As a result,
traditional models have limited predictive power.

Recent advances in deep sequential models (e.g., RNNs and transformers), which encode career histories
as low-dimensional representations, offer a promising way to design better occupational prediction models.
These deep learning models often require a lot of data to train on, and existing small-scale survey datasets
fail to meet this requirement. Fortunately, online sources, from job posting websites to news articles
about the labor market, encode a large amount of information about career transitions and can be used
as a supplementary data source. Breakthroughs in artificial intelligence offer a method to leverage these
online data sources: one can train a foundation model (Brown et al., 2020) using large-scale datasets.
Because foundation models are built on a backbone of larger data, they can learn the general structure
underlying observed data (i.e., labor market) (Bommasani et al., 2022). Then, the researcher can fine-tune
the foundation model on much smaller survey datasets of interest. For example, (Vafa et al., 2024) develop
the CAREER framework, which uses a transformer architecture to model transitions as first, a discrete
choice of whether to change jobs at all, and second, a discrete choice among a set of occupations. CAREER
is trained using a large, unrepresentative resume dataset and fine-tuned using U.S. survey data. Vafa et al.
(2024) shows that this approach yields more accurate predictions than models trained only on survey data,
and improves predictive power substantially over traditional econometric models.

Large language models (LLMs) are foundation models for natural language. They consist of tens or
hundreds of billions of parameters, are trained on massive, broad text corpora (Brown et al., 2020), and
encode a wide variety of world knowledge, potentially capturing a more comprehensive range of labor
market information. The public release of LLMs, pre-trained on massive amounts of text data using
substantial computational resources, has ushered in a new era where these models are used for tasks
beyond Natural Language Processing (NLP), such as protein sequence generation (Taylor et al., 2022),
scientific research (Rives et al., 2021) and more. It is natural to consider using these models for the next
job prediction problem.

In this paper, we propose the LAnguage-Based Occupational Representations with Large Language Models
(LABOR-LLM) framework, which incorporates several approaches to leveraging LLMs for modeling labor
market data and producing representative predictions. The simplest way to produce next-job predictions is
to condition an LLM on job history and demographics by prompting the LLM using a text representation
of such a job history and demographics, produced using a text-based template. We also consider more
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complex approaches, including fine-tuning as well as approaches that extract embeddings from LLMs
and incorporate them into multinomial classifier models trained to predict the choice of next job for a
worker given the embedding that summarizes worker history. We compare the performance of several
alternative models within the LABOR-LLM framework, and further we contrast these with alternative
baselines, including in particular the state-of-the-art CAREER (Vafa et al., 2024) framework.

A concern with approaches that build on general-purpose LLMs is that they may or may not yield
predictions that are representative of the job transitions of the general public. An LLM is generally not
trained on representative data, or even for the task of next job prediction, so it may produce poor predictions
for demographics that are underrepresented in its training set (Buolamwini and Gebru, 2018). If we query
an LLM to predict a job trajectory for an individual, it will likely generate a coherent and plausible
trajectory. However, there is no guarantee that the probability that a particular transition is specified by an
LLM will be consistent with the true probability of that career transition for workers with similar histories
in the population at large.

Questions about the use of foundation models for tasks have arisen in other areas, such as opinion
surveys. A recent literature has emerged that aims to assess whether the outputs of foundation models are
representative of larger populations (Santurkar et al., 2023; Argyle et al., 2023). A common strategy to
assess this for LLMs is to query them with survey responses from long-standing opinion surveys and see
how aligned their responses are with the survey average. For example, if 70% of the survey respondents in
these surveys respond “Yes” when asked “Do you support taxing the rich?”, we can query an LLM with
the same question and assess if it responds with “Yes” 70% of the time.

In this paper, we propose to evaluate representative predictions in a stronger sense: the distributions of
predicted next jobs should be representative of true next jobs conditional on job histories. This type of
conditional representativeness can be analyzed with reference to a particular population, and in some
contexts, it may be important that a model be sufficiently representative within subpopulations of interest,
such as disadvantaged socioeconomic groups or groups that are the target of policy interventions. In
general, a transformer model such as an LLM trained with the objective of accurate next-token prediction
(conditional on a sequence of past tokens) will make predictions that are representative of the set of
next-token prediction examples from the training data. However, the training data may or may not be
representative of the population of interest to an analyst. Further, there are a variety of subtle choices
to be made when defining the population of next-token predictions that would be used in an ideal test
set for evaluating performance, as well as in how to measure performance. These choices include which
subpopulations to focus on, whether to take the perspective of a population of individuals (and their full
careers) or a population of transitions (where individuals with longer careers have more transitions), and
what evaluation measures to use (e.g., accuracy of the most likely prediction or the complete likelihood
assigned by the model to all possible next jobs). Different substantive goals lead to different choices of
objective function as well as different weightings of examples in training and testing.

In this paper, we make several choices about how to operationalize representativeness. First, a language
model, such as a transformer, can be viewed as estimating conditional probability distributions over future
tokens given past tokens. For the task of next job prediction, we evaluate the model’s performance at
estimating conditional probabilities over the next occupation (which, when considered as text, consist of
several tokens) given job history and various covariates. We evaluate the quality of the estimates produced
by a model using measures such as perplexity (Jelinek et al., 2005) constructed from the log-likelihood of
the observed occupation according to a model’s estimates. For expositional and computational simplicity,
we consider our target population to be a population of career transitions, so that workers with longer
careers are weighted more heavily; and we focus the set of career transitions that appear in three widely
used government-collected representative U.S. administrative surveys as a target population of interest. We
further examine representativeness within subpopulations.

Our results suggest that off-the-shelf LLMs provide unsatisfactory performance using these datasets
compared to previous baseline models, but that fine-tuning LLMs on survey data improves performance
beyond the state-of-the-art methods (e.g., Vafa et al. (2024)). This is a surprising fact: while CAREER was
created using resumes specifically for the problem of job prediction, general-purpose LLMs acquire this
ability passively.

Furthermore, we find that the predictions from these fine-tuned LLMs are representative of career trajecto-
ries of various demographic subgroups in the workforce, conditioned on job histories. This allows us to
use these models as predictive modules conditioned on various demographic subgroups and job histories
despite LLMs being pre-trained on datasets that are not representative of the entire workforce.
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Importantly, these LLMs we develop are more accessible than CAREER because CAREER requires
proprietary resume data. Instead, anyone with computational resources can fine-tune the publicly available
LLMs. We will release our best-performing LLM.

We conduct a series of experiments and analyses to understand the advantages brought by LLMs, analyzing
how the knowledge base of an LLM informs its predictions. We also compare model performance on
subpopulations defined by different educational backgrounds, which indicates that fine-tuned LLMs make
more accurate predictions overall and by subgroup.

Our findings demonstrate a method for adapting LLMs to make representative labor market predictions
without relying on proprietary models or data.

2 Related Work

Career Trajectory Modeling and Next Job Prediction Economists have historically fitted relatively
simple predictive models of labor markets to relatively small datasets. These methods typically only
predict a few occupation categories. Boskin (1974) used conditional logit models to study workers’ choices
among 11 occupational groups with estimated earnings, training expenses, and costs due to unemployment.
Schmidt and Strauss (1975) utilized logit models to assess how race, sex, educational attainment, and labor
market experience influence the probability that individuals attain five different occupational categories,
revealing significant effects of these variables on occupational outcomes. Although future occupations can
have complex dependencies on the entire sequence of previous jobs, traditional methods typically only
leverage the most recent past job with curated features summarizing the job history (Hall et al., 1972) or
some summary statistics (Blau and Riphahn, 1999).

Machine Learning Methods for Next Job Prediction In the context of resume datasets, researchers
have utilized deep learning and graph neural network methods to develop machine learning algorithms
that model sequences (Li et al., 2017; Meng et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2021). Extending these methods,
Vafa et al. (2024) developed CAREER, a transformer model pre-trained on a massive resume dataset of
24 million resumes. However, the model was then fine-tuned on survey datasets; the CAREER model
demonstrated superior performance compared to other approaches for the next job prediction problem on
these survey datasets. Our paper introduces an alternative approach to CAREER, starting with a pre-trained
LLM instead of pre-training our own model. We show how to leverage this model to the task of predicting
the next job on survey data sets.

Natural Language Process and Language Modeling In the approaches mentioned above, jobs are
represented as individual discrete choices. However, job titles also have an inherent linguistic meaning. We
review recent developments in the Natural Language Processing (NLP) and LLM literature, which inform
our approach to modeling the next job prediction problem as a language modeling problem. Recurrent
Neural Network (RNN) models based on architectures such as GRU (Cho et al., 2014) and LSTM
(Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997) were an important class of performant NLP methods. However, they
process tokens in a sentence sequentially, forcing high computational complexity due to the dependence on
sequential processing. Transformer architectures (Vaswani et al., 2017) with attention broke through this
computational barrier by utilizing a key-query-value design to allocate attention while making the prediction
dynamically. These models were accompanied by powerful unsupervised training methods such as Causal
Language Modeling (CLM) (Brown et al., 2020) and Masked Language Modeling (MLM) (Devlin et al.,
2019). Recently, industry practitioners have leveraged transformers’ scalability and developed LLMs with
billions of trained parameters, such as GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020) and Llama (Touvron et al., 2023).

The Biases and Representativeness of LLMs LLMs have since been used in several open-ended tasks,
such as dialog (Yi et al., 2024) and recommendations (Geng et al., 2022), and have begun to have an
impact on public opinion. Social science researchers have begun using them to emulate survey responses,
leading to an emerging research agenda on the study of LLM’s biases and their effectiveness in simulating
survey responses. Recent work has shown that LLMs produce responses to public opinion surveys that are
not representative of various demographic groups, even after being steered toward them (Santurkar et al.,
2023). (Dominguez-Olmedo et al., 2024) show that a binary classifier can almost perfectly differentiate
model-generated data from the responses of the U.S. census in the context of the American Community
Survey. However, other work (O’Hagan and Schein, 2024) has shown that LLMs can be used to characterize
complex manifestations of political ideology in text. Argyle et al. (2023) shows that language models can
be used to simulate human samples through prompting and appropriate conditioning on sociodemographic
backstories, making these samples effective proxies for specific human subpopulations. We contribute
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to this literature by showing that off-the-shelf LLMs are not representative of survey responses for job
transitions, and we show methods to make them representative. Further, for the next job prediction
problem, we seek a stronger form of conditional calibration - model predictions should be calibrated within
demographic subgroups conditional on job histories. We show that our models produce more conditionally
representative predictions than CAREER.

Adapting LLMs to Build Domain-Specific Models Training these LLMs from scratch requires
computational resources that cost millions of dollars and a high carbon footprint (Luccioni et al., 2022).
The pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm proposes a practical, tractable, and more sustainable way to use
LLMs. The paradigm involves training a model on a large dataset to learn general knowledge and then
refining it on a smaller, task-specific dataset to adapt its learned patterns to specific applications (Wei
et al., 2022). Research has demonstrated that fine-tuning a pre-trained LLM on the dataset of interest can
yield superior results than directly training a large model from scratch. This pre-training and fine-tuning
paradigm has produced state-of-the-art models for dialogue systems (Yi et al., 2024), code generation
(Chen et al., 2021), music generation (Agostinelli et al., 2023), scientific knowledge (Taylor et al., 2022),
protein structure prediction (Rives et al., 2021), chemistry (Zhang et al., 2024), medicine (Singhal et al.,
2022), and other settings. The literature on the adaptation of LLMs for recommendation systems is
also closely related. Geng et al. (2022) introduced a general paradigm to adapt the recommendation
task to language processing. We propose a language modeling approach to the next job prediction task.
Moreover, we can predict the complete distribution over the next jobs treated as discrete choices with
higher performance than prior state-of-the-art models while framing this problem as a causal language
modeling problem.

Machine Learning in Economics Machine Learning methods are increasingly used in economics (Athey
and Imbens, 2019) as modules for prediction (Kleinberg et al., 2015) and causal inference with high-
dimensional data (Athey et al., 2018b). The following line of work in economics is closely related to our
work and uses machine learning methods for discrete choice modeling. Athey et al. (2018a) introduces
SHOPPER, a Bayesian demand model that builds item embeddings from large-scale grocery datasets
and predicts customers’ choices, combining ideas from language modeling and econometrics. Donnelly
et al. (2021) shows how to estimate a similar demand model using a nested Bayesian matrix factorization
approach, while sharing parameters across products, customers, and product categories (Rudolph et al.,
2016), while modeling product choice, on a per category basis, jointly for several categories. We contribute
to this literature by further extending ideas from language modeling and discrete choice models with
language modeling to build a model for labor choice.

3 Representative Occupation Modeling

The goal of occupation modeling is to predict an individual’s career trajectory. In many cases, it is
important for these predictions to be representative of a larger population. In this section, we formalize the
problem of occupation modeling and describe a data source that can be used to assess whether a model’s
predictions are representative: national longitudinal survey datasets.

Occupation Modeling. An individual’s career trajectory can be defined as a sequence of occupations,
each held at a different timestep of their career history. An occupation model is a probabilistic model
over these occupational sequences. We consider the case where occupations are represented as discrete
variables. For example, survey datasets typically encode jobs into discrete occupations using taxonomies
like the Standard Occupational Classification System (SOC) and the Occupation Classification Scheme
(OCC).

More formally, denote by yi,t ∈ Y the occupation that an individual i has at time t, with Y denoting the set
of all occupations. Each worker is also associated with covariates — static covariates xi (e.g., ethnicity) are
fixed over time, while dynamic covariates xi,t (e.g., education level) may change throughout the worker’s
career. We use the shorthand yi,<t = (yi,1, . . . , yi,t−1) to denote an individual’s job sequence prior to
their t’th observation (for t ≤ 1, define yi,<t = ∅), and similarly xi,≤t = (xi,1, . . . , xi,t) to denote the set
of dynamic covariates up to the t’th observation. Lastly, we use Ti to denote the total number of records
from individual i.

An occupation model is a predictive model of an individual’s next occupation:

P (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t). (1)
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The model conditions on all previous occupations and all current and previous covariates. Covariates are
treated as “pre-transition”; for example, a model may condition on an individual’s current education to
predict their next job.

Representative Predictions. In many settings, it is important for an occupation model to make repre-
sentative predictions for several reasons. In economic analysis settings, when performing counterfactual
simulations and policy analysis, it is necessary to have representative model predictions so that estimation
within different demographic groups is unbiased. In a recommendation system setting, representative
models may sometimes be required in recommendation system settings where it is important to surface
recommendations that resemble the true underlying job transitions in a subgroup. For instance, a career
guidance tool aimed at low-income workers may want to suggest feasible and common job transitions
for that demographic rather than high-paying but unrealistic options. Further, it is important that career
trajectory predictions are representative not only conditional on demographic subgroups but also con on
job histories.

Representative Surveys. To assess whether occupation models make representative predictions, we use
longitudinal survey datasets. These datasets follow individual workers who are regularly interviewed about
their lives and careers. Crucially, these datasets are constructed to be nationally representative. As a result,
we can assess whether a model makes representative predictions by comparing predicted job sequences to
actual sequences from survey data. We analyze three well-known survey datasets in the United States: the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979 (NLSY79), and
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY97). Each survey is constructed differently and
thus follows different populations. PSID, which began in 1968, aims to be representative of the United
States as a whole and continues to add new workers over time. In contrast, the NLSY datasets follow
specific birth cohorts: NLSY79 began in 1979 and followed individuals aged 14-22 at the time, while
NLSY97 began in 1997 and followed individuals aged 12-16 at the time.

4 How Representative are LLMs as Occupation Models?

Any conditional distribution over job sequences is an occupation model. Here, we study the occupation
modeling capabilities of LLMs and assess how accurately LLMs could model such conditional distributions.

LLMs are trained primarily to predict missing words from text culled from the Internet. However, they are
capable of performing many tasks extending far beyond the next-word prediction task they were trained to
perform, such as solving logic puzzles (Mittal et al., 2024) and modeling time series data (Jin et al., 2024).
While LLMs are not explicitly trained to predict occupational sequences, they are trained on massive
amounts of data containing information about career trajectories — such as news articles about the labor
market and reports from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. This information may equip them with the ability
to make accurate and representative predictions of occupational sequences.

Predicting occupational trajectories using LLMs requires converting occupational sequences to textual
prompts that LLMs can understand. In this section, we describe a prompting strategy for eliciting
occupational predictions from LLMs. With this strategy, LLMs predict plausible-sounding occupational
trajectories. We then assess whether these predictions are representative of the American population
by comparing them to trajectories from three nationally representative surveys. We show that LLMs
consistently make unrepresentative predictions.

4.1 Prompting LLMs to Predict Occupations

LLMs are conditional probability distributions over text sequences; conditional on a sequence of text
(i.e., a prompt), an LLM provides conditional probabilities over all possible continuations of the prompt.
Therefore, repurposing LLMs to predict occupations requires representing occupational trajectories as text.

We create a text template, a function that transforms an individual’s career history into a textual summary;
this function is denoted by T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t). Our text template takes advantage of the fact that each
occupation has a natural textual representation: its title. For example, the title of the occupation with SOC
code 19-1022 is Microbiologists2. Job titles can be variable in length, depending on how an LLM

2Readers can refer to the official Bureau of Labor Statistics (https://www.bls.gov/OES/CURRENT/oes_stru.htm)
for a list of the latest SOC titles.
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tokenizes words; for our experiments, the length of job titles ranged from 2 to 28 tokens, with an average
length of 8 tokens. (Figure 11 in Appendix D presents a word cloud example of job titles). We use a similar
strategy for representing covariates as text; for example, we represent an individual’s educational status
using values such as graduate degree.

To elicit an LLM’s predictions of an individual’s next job, we include all previous job information (along
with all previous and current covariate information) in a text template. To predict an individual’s t+ 1’st
job, the text template will begin with a description of the static covariates and then include a row for each
of the t previous occupations and dynamic covariates. It will conclude with a partial row for the occupation
to be predicted. For example, the following text template would be used to elicit an LLM’s prediction of
an individual’s third job:

<A Resume from the NLSY79 Dataset>
The following is the resume of a male white US worker residing in the

northcentral region.↪→

The worker has the following work experience on the resume, one entry per line,
including job code, year, education level, and a description of the job:↪→

1988 to 1989 (graduate degree): Secretaries and administrative assistants
1989 to 1990 (graduate degree): Carpet, floor, and tile installers and

finishers↪→

1990 to 1991 (graduate degree):

The template omits the title of the individual’s third job (“Elementary and middle school teachers”). When
an LLM is prompted with this template, we can record its response as its prediction of the next job.

We can also use the text template to build the individual’s full job history. The example below shows
the text representation of a worker’s entire career history generated by our text template. Note that the
individual can stay in the same job for multiple records; the text representation explicitly reflects this
information. This individual will have five prediction tasks in total, one for each record, throughout their
job history. With a slight abuse of notation, let T (xi, xi,≤Ti , yi,≤Ti) denote the paragraph representing the
entire career history of worker i.

<A Resume from the NLSY79 Dataset>
The following is the resume of a male white US worker residing in the

northcentral region.↪→

The worker has the following work experience on the resume, one entry per line,
including job code, year, education level, and a description of the job:↪→

1988 to 1989 (graduate degree): Secretaries and administrative assistants
1989 to 1990 (graduate degree): Carpet, floor, and tile installers and

finishers↪→

1990 to 1991 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers
1991 to 1992 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers
1992 to present (graduate degree): Adult Basic and Secondary Education and

Literacy Teachers and Instructors↪→

<END OF RESUME>

The corpus of text representations of full career histories is useful when fine-tuning language models.

4.2 Evaluating Representativeness

To assess the representativeness of an LLM’s occupational predictions, we compare its predictions to actual
occupational trajectories from survey datasets. We study three commonly used survey datasets: the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) (Johnson et al., 2018) and two cohorts from the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth (NLSY79 and NLSY97) (Rothstein et al., 2019).

We randomly construct “test samples” containing 20% of individuals in each dataset (test samples contain
all observations for each included individual). Table 10 in Appendix C presents summary statistics about
each dataset.

For each individual in the test set, we prompt LLMs to predict each recorded observation of their career:
predicting their first job from just their covariates, predicting their second job from their first job and
covariates, etc. We evaluate a model’s representativeness by comparing its predictions of an individual’s
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Prompt Format Model PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Llama-2 (7B) 3820.31 (241.71) 473.52 (11.58) 505.27 (18.85)
Without list of job titles Llama-2 (13B) 1711.50 (82.79) 236.19 (5.95) 291.59 (9.92)

Llama-2 (70B) 1527.95 (70.97) 162.80 (3.78) 216.09 (7.25)

Llama-2 (7B) 179.96 (5.81) 53.71 (0.91) 71.13 (1.78)
With list of job titles Llama-2 (13B) 131.26 (4.53) 44.97 (0.77) 50.13 (1.20)

Llama-2 (70B) 131.29 (3.79) 39.53 (0.58) 46.24 (0.99)

— CAREER (Vafa et al., 2024) 13.88 (0.30) 11.32 (0.12) 14.16 (0.24)

Table 1: The test-set perplexity of LLMs for predicting next occupations on three nationally representative
survey datasets (lower is better). Standard errors are reported in parentheses.

next job to their actual next job. Specifically, we evaluate models by computing their perplexity, a
commonly used metric in NLP. The perplexity is a monotonic transformation of log-likelihood, with
lower perplexity indicating that a model’s predictions are more representative. Formally, for a model
P̂ (yi,t|xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) that assigns a probability to each possible occupation, perplexity is given by

exp

{
− 1∑

i Ti

∑
i

Ti∑
t=1

wit

[
log P̂ (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)

]}
, (2)

where Ti is the number of observations for individual i; wit denotes the sampling weight for the individual;
we can adjust these weights to assess the model’s performance on different subpopulations or other
objectives. For example, we can set these weights to be such that we weight each transition equally, or we
weight each individual equally. We can also set them such that we seek representative predictions only
on the first few or last few transitions for every individual; In Section 4 and Section 5, we set wit = 1 to
evaluate models’ performances on the general population. We consider additional evaluation metrics (such
as calibration) in Section 6.

While perplexity evaluates the probabilities assigned to occupations, LLMs assign probabilities at the
token level. Occupation titles typically span multiple tokens; for example, the title “software engineer”
may be tokenized into two tokens, one for “software” and one for “engineer”. However, because LLMs
are probabilistic models, we can use the chain rule of probability to extract probabilities assigned to full
occupation titles. Equation (3) illustrates how one can obtain the conditional probability assigned to
“software engineer”. See Appendix F for more details.

P̂ (yi,t = “Software Engineer” | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)

= PLLM(“Software Engineer” | Prompt)
= PLLM(“Software” | Prompt)PLLM(“Engineer” | Prompt, “Software”)

(3)

Because evaluating perplexity requires accessing a model’s assigned probabilities, we can only study
LLMs whose probabilities are accessible. We study three open-source LLMs from the Llama-2 family of
models: Llama-2 (7B), Llama-2 (13B), and Llama-2 (70B); these models were trained on 2 trillion tokens
of text from the Internet, and are among the most capable open-source LLMs (Touvron et al., 2023).

When we prompt these LLMs to predict an individual’s future occupations, they provide plausible-sounding
trajectories. Readers can refer to Appendix A for examples. However, they also assign mass to strings that
are not valid job titles. To encourage models to predict only valid occupations, we consider an additional
prompting strategy that includes the list of all possible titles before the prompt.

Table 1 contains the perplexity of each model with both prompting strategies. As a comparison, we
also include the perplexity of CAREER (Vafa et al., 2024), a non-language model developed solely to
predict nationally representative occupational trajectories. The LLMs consistently make unrepresentative
predictions, with perplexities ranging from 39.53 to 3820.31. For comparison, a completely uninformative
model that assigns uniform mass to each possible occupation would achieve a perplexity of |Y|, which
is 335. LLM predictions are improved by including the list of job titles in the prompt, but they’re still
significantly worse than the CAREER model. Part of this poor performance is due to models assigning
mass to occupational titles that do not exist (i.e.,

∑
y∈all jobs P̂ (titley | prompt) is far less than 1); however,
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explicitly removing this mass by renormalizing a model’s predictions does not make up a large difference.
Readers can refer to Appendix G for more details on our experiments with baseline language models.

5 Modifying LLMs to Make More Representative Predictions

Extract embedding

with fine-tuned model

Text template

(a) Approach 1: Fine-tuning LLMs

(b) Approach 2: Extracting embeddings for a new classifier

Prompt Individual career history

Text template

Prompt Individual career history 
and three other trajectories

Predict the next occupation using job titles

with the fine-tuned model
and text representation as the prompt

Survey datasets

Text template

Prompt Individual career history

= PLLM(                    |   )
= PLLM(          |   )× PLLM(         |   ,         )

Extract embedding
with pre-trained model

Train 

multinomial 
classifier

Predicted distribution of the 
next occupation

Extract embedding

with pre-trained model

Survey datasets

LATEST CANDIDATE

Figure 1: Illustration of the inference pipeline for our career trajectory prediction approaches. To predict
the individual’s tth occupation using our fine-tuned model, we first build a text representation of individual
i’s career history before the tth record, then we feed the text representation into our language models for
prediction. (a) In approach 1, we ask the model to predict the next occupation as tokens in job titles. (b)
In approach 2, we extract embeddings from the language model (fine-tuned or off-the-shelf) and train
a multinomial classifier to predict occupations from embedding vectors. We also explore an in-context
learning approach to predict the individual’s tth occupation: we feed full-text representation examples and
the partial text representation covering information up to record t all together into the off-the-shelf Llama
model; then, we extract the embedding and run a classifier to predict the next occupation.

In Section 4, we showed that while LLMs can generate plausible-sounding occupational trajectories, these
trajectories are not representative of the broader population. Here, we consider two approaches to generate
more representative occupational predictions from LLMs: one based on fine-tuning models and one based
on training new classifiers on top of extracted embeddings. These approaches are illustrated in Figure 1.

5.1 Fine-Tuning Language Models

Our first strategy is to fine-tune LLMs to predict occupational trajectories on survey data. Fine-tuning
on survey data would encourage models to make more representative predictions while retaining the
knowledge they acquired during pre-training. Since LLMs make predictions at the token level, we fine-tune
models to predict each token of a textual summary of worker careers. Specifically, we randomly divide
each dataset into 70/10/20 train/validation/test splits. Splits are constructed at the individual level; if
an individual is in a split, all of their observations are in the same split. We use the same test splits as
for the exercises in Section 4. We then create a text template for each individual consisting of all of the
observations of their career, as the second example template illustrated in Section 4.

We fine-tune the three Llama-2 models used in Section 4 on the training set text templates and evaluate
models on the test split as in Section 4. Figure 2 illustrates the fine-tuning procedure. We perform
fine-tuning by maximizing a model’s assigned likelihood to the true next token conditional on all previous
tokens in a text template. Our objective includes each token of each template, regardless of whether or not
it’s an occupation title (we do not include the full list of occupations in the prompts; as we will show later,
fine-tuned models indeed learn the set of valid job titles). We perform full parameter and full precision
fine-tuning for 3 epochs with a batch size 32. To improve computational efficiency for inference, we
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Large Language Model Fine-Tuning

Survey Datasets
Text Representation

Complete Career History
of Individual 𝒊

Text Template
Unsupervised CLM Fine-Tuning

Optimize next-token-prediction 
losses on all tokens Fine-Tuned LLAMA-2

for Career Trajectory
Pre-trained LLAMA-2 Model

LLAMA-2

Tokenizer

+
Figure 2: Illustration of the model fine-tuning procedure. For each individual in the survey dataset, we
build a text representation of their entire career trajectory using our text template T . We then fine-tune
variants of Llama-2 models to minimize losses in next-token prediction on the training corpus. It is worth
noting that the fine-tuning procedure minimizes losses on every token, not only tokens corresponding to
job titles; this design is crucial for the model to learn our text template.

Model PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Bi-gram Markov 27.16 (0.49) 19.80 (0.19) 23.67 (0.34)
CAREER (Vafa et al., 2024) 13.88 (0.30) 11.32 (0.12) 14.16 (0.24)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) 13.62 (0.30) 11.37 (0.12) 14.62 (0.24)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) 13.32 (0.29) 11.27 (0.12) 14.15 (0.23)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) 13.14 (0.28) 11.03 (0.11) 13.87 (0.23)

Table 2: The test-set perplexity of fine-tuned LLMs for predicting next occupations on three nationally
representative surveys (lower is better). Standard errors are reported in parentheses.

quantize fine-tuned language models to 8-bits. In Appendix E, we show that running model inference in
full precision does not significantly improve performance.

Table 2 reports the test set perplexity of the three fine-tuned Llama-2 LLMs along with two baselines
trained on the training split: a bi-gram Markov model that only predicts an individual’s next job from
the empirical frequency of transitions, and CAREER (Vafa et al., 2024), a foundation model designed to
make representative predictions on survey data. Fine-tuned models make significantly more representative
predictions than the original models Table 1.

Surprisingly, the fine-tuned LLMs make more representative predictions than CAREER, which was trained
on 24 million resumes and designed specifically to make accurate predictions on survey data. Although
the Llama-2 models are not explicitly trained to model occupations, the information they acquire about
career trajectories in the training process enables them to outperform CAREER. While CAREER is trained
on proprietary resume data, the pre-trained Llama-2 models are open-source, making it possible for
practitioners with computational resources to build state-of-the-art models.

It is worth noting that two models’ perplexities on the same observation are often correlated; we use a
bootstrap method to better understand how significantly and consistently our models outperform CAREER.
Table 3 compares the performance of different variants of fine-tuned Llama-2 models and the previous
CAREER transformer by analyzing the perplexity differences in pairs of models. Specifically, we generated
1,000 bootstrap samples from each of the three survey datasets; then, we computed two perplexities on
each bootstrap sample using CAREER and one of our fine-tuned Llama-2 models. Readers can refer to
Appendix I for visualizations and more comparison results.

Since LLMs make predictions on the token level, they may place mass on job titles that do not exist. In
Appendix H, we show that fine-tuning encourages models to assign only mass to existing occupations.
For example, the fine-tuned Llama-2 models place an average of 99% of their mass on valid occupations.
As a result, renormalizing the predictions of fine-tuned LLMs to ensure that they only place mass on real
occupations has little effect.

5.2 Extracting Embeddings from Language Models

While the fine-tuning approach is effective for generating representative predictions, it is computationally
expensive. Here, we consider another approach with a lower computational cost. Our approach is based on
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Perplexity Improvement over CAREER PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) -0.27 (0.10) 0.04 (0.03) 0.46 (0.07)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) -0.56 (0.09) -0.05 (0.03) -0.00 (0.05)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) -0.77 (0.09) -0.30 (0.03) -0.28 (0.05)

Table 3: Perplexity improvement of models over the CAREER model. The table shows the perplexity
difference between our fine-tuned LLMs and the previous state-of-the-art CAREER model. Since a lower
perplexity stands for better model performance, a negative value in this table suggests that fine-tuned
Llama-2 outperforms CAREER. Numbers in parenthesis are standard deviations of perplexity differences
computed on 1,000 bootstrap samples of the test set.

Embedding method PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

OpenAI Text Embeddings 16.29 (0.33) 14.42 (0.14) 20.48 (0.31)
Off-the-shelf Llama-2 (7B) 15.45 (0.32) 13.17 (0.14) 17.15 (0.27)
Off-the-shelf Llama-2 (13B) 15.21 (0.32) 12.90 (0.12) 16.62 (0.25)
Off-the-shelf Llama-2 (70B) 15.69 (0.34) 13.13 (0.14) 17.54 (0.31)
Off-the-shelf Llama-2 (7B) (with in-context learning) 15.02 (0.35) 12.53 (0.10) 16.07 (0.22)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) 14.42 (0.40) 11.64 (0.12) 15.38 (0.26)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) 13.39 (0.27) 11.33 (0.11) 14.90 (0.24)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) 14.04 (0.33) 11.48 (0.11) 15.65 (0.29)

Table 4: The test set perplexity (lower is better) of methods that form predictions from embeddings
extracted from LLMs. Each row corresponds to a different method for generating embeddings. Standard
errors are reported in parentheses.

passing in a text description of an individual’s career to an LLM and extracting the model’s embedding. A
new classification model is trained on top of the embedding to predict the individual’s next job.

We first convert each job sequence to text using the template discussed in Section 4.1. When we pass in a
text template to a language model, the model embeds the text in d-dimensional Euclidean space to predict
the individual’s next job. To predict an individual’s next job from their embedding, we train a multi-class
classifier using multinomial logistic regression. Because we are training new models on top of embeddings,
we are no longer constrained to make predictions on the token level. So we train the classifier to predict
occupation codes directly rather than the job title. Crucially, this approach only requires performing
inference steps for each prediction (i.e., to build the emebdding), and so it is more computationally efficient
than fine-tuning model parameters. See Appendix J for more details.

To extract embeddings from the Llama-2 models (fine-tuned and off-the-shelf), we use the final-layer
model representation of each model. We consider both the off-the-shelf Llama-2 models considered in
Section 4 and the fine-tuned models described above. We also consider an approach that takes advantage
of the in-context learning capabilities of LLMs. Specifically, in addition to including an individual’s job
trajectory in the template, we also include the complete trajectories of three randomly sampled individuals
at the beginning of the prompt. See Appendix K for more details.

In addition to extracting embeddings from LLMs, we also consider models that are designed specifically
to provide embeddings. Specifically, we generated text embeddings using three models available from
OpenAI: text-embedding-3-small, text-embedding-3-large, and text-embedding-ada-002.
For each survey, we report results for the model with the best performance.

Table 4 contains the results summarizing model performance. All models form far better predictions
for the survey population than the original LLMs. However, there is still a substantial gap between
these models and the fully fine-tuned LLMs, pointing to the importance of fine-tuning for generating
representative predictions. The embeddings extracted from the LLMs form better predictions than those
from the embedding-only models. In-context learning also appears to provide additional benefits at minimal
computational cost. It’s worth noting that the 70B parameter models form worse predictions than the
13B parameter models. However, this may be due to regularization challenges; the 70B parameter model
contains 8,192 embedding dimensions compared to 5,120 for the 13B parameter model.
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Approach Fixed cost Per-observation cost Performance
Econometric models
(e.g. logit models) Model training (typically fast) Extremely low Fair

Non-LLM machine learning models
(e.g. CAREER)

Pre-training on large-scale resume dataset
Fine-tuning on small-scale survey dataset
Hyper-parameter tuning required

Low Good

Predict jobs as titles from LLMs (off-the-shelf) None (model is already pre-trained) Medium (inference step for each observation) Poor

Extract embeddings from LLMs (off-the-shelf) Training classifier on top of model Medium (inference step for each observation) Fair

Extract embeddings from LLMs (off-the-shelf)
with in-context learning examples in prompt Training classifier on top of model Higher (inference step for each observation;

the LLM needs to process a much longer prompt) Fair

Predict jobs as titles from LLMs (fine-tuned) Fine-tuning on survey dataset (expensive) Medium (inference step for each observation) Best

Extract embeddings from LLMs (fine-tuned) Fine-tuning on survey dataset (expensive)
Training classifier on top of model Medium (inference step for each observation) Good

Table 5: Comparison of different approaches for predicting representative career trajectories.

5.3 Summary

Table 5 compares various approaches for predicting the next occupation in a career trajectory, evaluating
them based on fixed cost, variable cost per observation, and representativeness. Classical methods such
as logit models have relatively low fixed computational costs for model estimation; the variable cost per
prediction is also extremely low. Since these models are not capable of capturing complicated temporal
dependencies in job histories, their predictions are only moderately representative of survey datasets.
Non-LLM deep learning approaches, like CAREER, require significant model training and hyperparameter
tuning effort. However, they demonstrate more representative predictions compared to classical methods.
The bottom three rows summarize the methods described in this paper. While using LLMs out-of-the-box
requires no additional training, their predictions are poor. Fine-tuning these models results in the most
representative predictions, albeit at a high fixed computational cost. The embedding approach alleviates
the cost, yet the representativeness of predictions suffers.

One of the most surprising results is that fine-tuned LLMs form better predictions of occupational
trajectories than CAREER, a model designed specifically to form representative predictions. CAREER
was trained on a proprietary dataset of 24 million resumes. In contrast, Llama-2 is only trained on publicly
available data, and it is open-source. The success of the Llama-2 model lowers the barrier to entry for
researchers interested in studying career trajectories, as they no longer need access to proprietary datasets
or significant computational resources to train deep learning models from scratch.

6 Analyses

Our experiments demonstrate that our best-performing approach, which is to directly predict jobs through
text tokens using a fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) model, achieves superior perplexity scores compared to the
previous state-of-the-art CAREER model, even without training on an extensive resume dataset. These
findings imply that future researchers might forgo training transformers from scratch using large datasets
while still producing an excellent labor choice model and potentially use it in other economic modeling
contexts. Given our results, we investigate why this approach outperforms the previous state-of-the-art
CAREER model, which is pre-trained on a massive resume dataset. This section delves deeper into the
performance differences between the previous state-of-the-art CAREER model and our best-performing
approach. Our experimental results demonstrate that our fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) model is our best-
performing model. Consequently, we will use this model as a reference point for comparison with other
approaches.

6.1 Binary Prediction

We start with inspecting models’ performance on the binary task of whether an individual will change her
job (i.e., yi,t ̸= yi,t−1) or not. Specifically, we define stayi,t = 1{yi,t = yi,t−1}. The model predicts if an
individual will stay in the same occupation with the following probability:

P̂ (stayi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) = P̂ (yi,t−1 | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) (4)

and define movei,t = 1{yi,t ̸= yi,t−1}; the predicted probability of moving is therefore
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P̂ (movei,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) = 1− P̂ (stayi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) (5)

We exclude the first record t = 1 for every individual from our analysis.

ROC Curve The ROC curve is a graphical representation that illustrates the performance of a binary
classifier by plotting the true positive rate against the false positive rate across various threshold settings.
Figure 3 compares the ROC curve of different models with moving as the positive label, which suggests
that the fine-tuned language model outperforms the CAREER model by a slight margin.

Model Calibration Model calibration is crucial, as it ensures that predictive models accurately reflect
real-world outcomes, enhancing their reliability and applicability in scientific research. We investigate
different models’ calibration in predicting whether an individual will change her job (i.e., yi,t ̸= yi,t−1) or
not. To assess how well-calibrated each model is, we split observations into ten groups based on deciles
of predicted probability of changing jobs P̂ (movei,t) (i.e., the next occupation yi,t is different from the
previous one yi,t−1). Then, for each group, we compute the empirical percentage of movers. If a model is
well-calibrated, the average predicted P̂ (movei,t) should match the actual proportion of movers within
each group. Figure 4 demonstrates the calibration plot for CAREER and our best-performing approach,
in which the diagonal line represents a perfectly calibrated model. Despite both models being calibrated
on average, we observe that our best-performing approach is better-calibrated in predicting staying and
moving than the CAREER model, which underestimates moving in some groups and overestimates it in
others.

Figure 3: The ROC curves of our best fine-tuned
language model (Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B))
and the previous state-of-the-art (CAREERv1) on
the task of predicting staying versus moving. The
number in parentheses presents the area under curve
(AUC); a higher AUC indicates a better model fit.

Figure 4: The calibration plots of our best fine-
tuned language model (Fine-tuned Llama-2
(70B)) and the previous state-of-the-art CAREER
on the task of predicting staying in a job versus
changing jobs. The closer the calibration plot is to
the diagonal line, the better the model fits.

6.2 Performance on the multinomial prediction task conditional on moving

Figure 5 shows that the fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) performs better on movers uniformly across the three
datasets. However, we also note that it assigns a lower overall probability of staying in the same job. In
this part, we investigate whether fine-tuned Llama-2 performs better on movers because of its tendency to
allocate more probability mass to job changes in general, rather than its ability to accurately predict the
specific job an individual transitions to, conditional on them moving to a new job.

To assess model performance for movers, we compute the probability of the next occupation conditional
on moving:

P̂ (yi,t | yi,t ̸= yi−1,t, xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) =
P̂ (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)

P̂ (movei,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)
(6)
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In Table 7, we further compute the differences in model perplexity between our fine-tuned Llama-2 models
and CAREER using bootstrapping. We see that the fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) outperforms all other models.
We note that the perplexity measured on the conditional modeling problem in Table 6 is much higher
than the perplexities reported in Table 16 in the experiments section, which is why we also report higher
differences between these models.

Embedding Model \ Dataset PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

CAREER 39.05 (1.15) 29.52 (0.38) 58.98 (1.03)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) 38.58 (1.15) 29.10 (0.39) 62.12 (1.12)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) 37.67 (1.17) 29.22 (0.40) 58.95 (1.12)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) 36.55 (1.10) 27.70 (0.37) 54.84 (0.98)

Table 6: Perplexities of regularized multi-nominal regression on language model embeddings conditional
on moving. We use the same multi-nominal classification model discussed previously; then, we calculate
the conditional probability of moving to a particular job using Equation (6). The number in parenthesis
represents the standard deviation of perplexities computed on 1,000 bootstrap samples of the test set.

Perplexity Improvement over CAREER
Conditional on Moving PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) -0.51 (0.54) -0.39 (0.15) 3.06 (0.64)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) -1.44 (0.54) -0.29 (0.15) -0.04 (0.50)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) -2.49 (0.53) -1.82 (0.15) -4.14 (0.50)

Table 7: Difference between perplexities of regularized multi-nominal regression on language model
embeddings conditional on moving. For example, the first row shows the Perplexity(fine-tuned Llama-2
(7B) - Perplexity(CAREER). Since a lower perplexity indicates a better model fit, a negative value in this
table suggests that fine-tuned Llama-2 outperforms CAREER. The number in parenthesis represents the
standard deviation of perplexity differences computed on 1,000 bootstrap samples of the test set.

Figure 5: Performance differences by category and dataset. We first compute the log-likelihood values of
both models on each observation and then calculate the difference in log-likelihood (the x-axis). A positive
value of log-likelihood difference suggests fine-tuned Llama-2 outperforms CAREER on that observation.
We plot histograms of log-likelihood differences by categories of observations: the first observation, the
observation captures a move, or the observation captures a stay.

6.3 Explaining the Advantages of the LLM Approach

We explore the advantages of LLMs in predicting future occupations by asking the following question: for
what kind of observations (yi,t, xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) do language models outperform the previous specialized
transformer?

We define our prediction target as the difference in the log-likelihood of the ground truth between predictions
from the fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER. To analyze the heterogeneity in this prediction target,
we employ a cross-fitting approach. First, we split the test set into ten folds. We then loop through the
folds, where in each case, one of the folds is a held-out quintile evaluation fold, while the complement, the
training folds, are used to construct a mapping from feature Xit into quintiles. Using the data from the
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training folds, we train a regression forest (Athey et al., 2018b). We then rank the predicted values in the
training fold and determine the thresholds for quintiles; this in turn determines a mapping from features
into quintiles. Next, we apply this trained function to the data points in the evaluation fold, assigning
each point to its corresponding quintile. We then calculate the mean value of the prediction target within
each quintile using the assigned points. This process is repeated for all folds, where in each fold, the
within-quintile means are estimated using an evaluation fold that is distinct from the data used to estimate
the quintile mapping for that fold. Finally, we present the mean values per quintile averaged across all
folds. The presence of heterogeneity in these quintile-level means, estimated on held-out data, indicates
that the intensity of differences in performance between fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER vary as a
function of the features Xit. Then, we show the values of each of several features in each quintile, allowing
us to understand the factors that vary systematically between higher and lower quintiles. We conduct
this analysis separately for two prediction scenarios: binary move vs. stay, and job choice conditional on
moving. 3

∆P̂move = P̂Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B)(movei,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)− P̂CAREER(movei,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) (7)

∆P̂job = P̂Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B)(yi,t | yi,t ̸= yi−1,t, xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)− P̂CAREER(yi,t | yi,t ̸= yi−1,t, xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)
(8)

We craft features Xit from (yi,t, xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) and use generalized random forests to discover hetero-
geneity in the space of Xit with different treatment effects (i.e., the performance gap between fine-tuned
Llama 2 and CAREER).

Since the feature set Xit heavily depends on previous occupations, we exclude the first prediction (t = 1)
of each worker from our analysis. We also merge observations from test splits of the three survey datasets,
analyze them together, and retain a dataset indicator.

Specifically, the feature Xit includes:

• rank: The rank of the job title yi,t within the individual’s career trajectory, which is the integer t.

• job_freq: The number of occurrences of occupation yi,t in the dataset.

• prev_job_freq: number of occurrences of occupation yi,t−1 in the dataset

• job_freq.prev_job_freq: the product of job_freq and next_job_freq

• num_tokens_label: number of tokens in the next job title yi,t.

• num_tokens_prev_label: number of tokens in the previous job title yi,t−1

• num_tokens_text: number of tokens in the text representation of the job history
T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)

• empirical_transition_freq: The empirical number of transitions yi,t−1 → yi,t, which is
calculated as #[yi,t−1 → yi,t].

3This method used to measure prediction heterogeneity is closely related to existing methods for analyzing
heterogeneous treatment effects (HTE) (Athey et al., 2018b) where conditional average treatment effects (CATEs)
are estimated from observational or randomized data where units are exposed to treatment at random. However,
unlike in traditional CATE estimation, where only one potential outcome is observed for each unit, we observe both
counterfactuals (i.e., the log-likelihoods from fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER) for every observation. In
this context, the "treatment" is the use of fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) instead of CAREER for prediction, and the
"treatment effect" is the difference in log likelihood between the two models. The Conditional Average Treatment
Effect (CATE) represents the expected treatment effect given a set of features Xit. By sorting observations into
quintiles based on estimated CATE, we can assess whether there is detectable heterogeneity in the treatment effect as
a function of the features. If the CATE estimates within each quintile group, which are estimated on held-out data,
exhibit monotonicity, this implies that there is significant heterogeneity in the treatment effect that can be explained by
the features (Chernozhukov et al., 2023). Furthermore, by examining heatmaps of feature values across the CATE
quintiles, we can identify which features are associated with larger or smaller improvements in prediction performance
when using fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) compared to CAREER. This analysis allows us to interpret the sources of
heterogeneity in the treatment effect and understand which features drive the differences in model performance. The
fact that we observe both counterfactuals for each observation strengthens the validity of our heterogeneity analysis,
as it eliminates the need for assumptions typically required in CATE estimation when only one potential outcome is
observed.
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• empirical_transition_prob: The empirical probability of transition yi,t−1 → yi,t, which is
calculated as #[yi,t−1→yi,t]

#[yi,t−1]
.

• I.PrevSOC.Group...SOC.Group...approx..30.groups and
I.PrevSOC.Group...SOC.Group...approx..30.groups: These variables are only defined
for movers. We use the SOC hierarchy to cluster yi,t−1 (yi,t) into SOC-group(yi,t−1)
(SOC-group(yi,t)) and SOC-detailed-group(yi,t−1) (SOC-detailed-group(yi,t)). The SOC hi-
erarchy generates around 10 SOC groups and 30 detailed SOC groups. We add two ad-
ditional indicators intuitively measuring the magnitude of job transition for movers from
yi,t−1 to yi,t, 1{SOC-group(yi,t−1) = SOC-group(yi,t)} and 1{SOC-detailed-group(yi,t−1) =
SOC-detailed-group(yi,t)}.

• dataset_indicator.NLSY79, dataset_indicator.NLSY97 and
dataset_indicator.PSID - indicator variables for the dataset that each point comes
from.

• PCA_32: A 32-dimensional PCA representation of the full 8192-dimensional representation of
the text representation T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t). While these features are not easily interpretable, they
help discover heterogeneity, and we only analyze the interpretable features in the subgroups in
our analyses.

6.3.1 Heterogeneous Treatment Effects for the Binary Staying versus Moving Prediction

First, we conduct heterogeneity analysis for the binary choice of staying versus moving (see Equation 7).
Figure 6 shows that the observations predicted to be in the highest quintile have higher average differences
as estimated using heldout data using our method, indicating that elements of job histories have strong
predictive power for the gap in performance between fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER. Furthermore,
Figure 7 splits observations into 5 quintiles based on estimated treatment effects and shows average values
of each feature over observations belonging to each of these quintiles.

Figure 6: Average difference in prediction log likelihood (y-axis), estimated on a holdout split, within each
quintile (x-axis) as defined by a prediction of this difference on the binary prediction problem. Here, the
difference in prediction log likelihood within a group is measured as the mean difference between mean
log likelihood of fit of fine-tuned Llama-2(70B) and CAREER. The higher the difference, the better the
improvement with fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) over CAREER. Quintile groups and values within groups are
estimated using different samples; monotonically increasing difference with quintile groups shows that the
intensity of the difference is a function of history.
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Figure 7: Average covariate values within each ranking as defined by predicted difference in log likelihood
on binary prediction. Each row depicts the corresponding feature’s values for each quintile by the estimated
difference. For instance, we see that the value of empirical_transition_freq is lower for a higher
quintile index. This shows that the improvements from using fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) are higher for job
transitions which are rarely observed in the data. Standard errors of feature values are shown in parentheses.

From the heatmap, we find that observations in the higher quintiles have lower values for the feature
empirical_transition_frequency and slightly higher values for the features rank and lengths of the
text from the text template, num_tokens_text. This indicates that the world knowledge embedded in
Llama-2 through natural language in the pre-training phase transfers to our problem, and helps it predict
better over rare transitions and longer job histories, analogous to performance results of LLMs over NLP
tasks (Vaswani et al., 2017).

6.3.2 HTE for Movers Conditional on Moving

We now conduct heterogeneity analysis for the conditional choice problem of modeling job choice
conditional on moving (see equation 8). Figure 8 shows that the difference in performance between
fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER systematically differs as a function of characteristics of job history.
The corresponding heat map is shown in Figure 9.

Similarly to the binary prediction case, 9 shows that fine-tuned Llama-2 performs better for the movers, as
rank increases and num_tokens_text increases. This can again be attributed to the attention mechanism
and pre-training.

6.4 Model Performance by Populations with Different Educational Backgrounds

Previous sections have shown that our new language-based approach models our target population better
than previous state-of-the-art CAREER models. In this section, we explore how models perform on
different subgroups defined by educational backgrounds. Table 8 presets the perplexity differences between
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Figure 8: Average difference in prediction log likelihood (y-axis), estimated on a holdout split, within each
quintile (x-axis) as defined by a prediction of this difference on the conditional prediction problem. Here,
the difference in prediciton log likelihood within a group is measured as the mean difference between
mean log likelihood of fit of fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER. The higher the difference, the better
the improvement with fine-tuned Llama-2(70B) over CAREER. Quintile groups and values within groups
are estimated using different samples; monotonically increasing difference with quintile groups shows that
the intensity of the difference is a function of history.

fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) and CAREER on different subgroups in different datasets, suggesting that
our language-based approach consistently outperforms the previous state-of-the-art model for different
subpopulations.

Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B)) - Perplexity(CAREER) PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Subpopulation: College or Above -0.60 (0.15) -0.57 (0.06) -0.61 (0.12)
Subpopulation: Non-College -0.90 (0.12) -0.35 (0.04) -0.52 (0.08)

Table 8: Perplexity difference between CAREER and our fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) Model. The numbers
in parentheses show the standard deviation of the perplexity different from 1,000 bootstrap samples of the
test set.

Figure 10 depicts the calibration plots models’ performance of predicting moving and staying in different
subgroups after combining three datasets. Our experiment results indicate that the fine-tuned language
model is consistently better calibrated than CAREER across subpopulations. We thus show that fine-tuning
allows us to adapt an LLM such that its predictions, conditional on both demographic characteristics
and job history, are well calibrated. Figure 13 in Appendix L suggests that our conclusion holds when
analyzing different datasets separately. Readers can refer to Appendix L for more details.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose LABOR-LLM, a method for encoding workers’ career histories using texts and
building representative occupational models with LLMs. Experiment results indicate that one can leverage
pre-trained, publicly available LLMs to achieve state-of-the-art performance on career trajectory prediction
via fine-tuning. The LABOR-LLM approaches provide researchers with ways to circumvent pre-training
transformer models on massive resume datasets, which require excessive computational resources, cost of
data access, and engineering effort. Our results further show that the perplexities of our best-performing
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Figure 9: Average covariate values within each ranking as defined by predicted difference in log likelihood
on conditional prediction. Each row depicts the corresponding feature’s values for each quintile by the
estimated difference. For instance, we see that the value of rank is higher for a higher quantile index. This
shows that the improvements from using the fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) are higher for when predicting job
transitions later in an individual’s job history. Standard errors of feature values are shown in parentheses.

approach of fine-tuning an LLM and predicting jobs based on its next token distribution are better than those
in Table 4, suggesting that fine-tuned Llama models are more effective in predicting future occupations
as tokens of job titles. One potential explanation is that the fine-tuned model integrates its knowledge of
the general English language from pre-training with the specific job titles in the dataset it learns during
fine-tuning. We also find that a fine-tuned model outperforms off-the-shelf models paired with in-context
learning. While LLMs generate plausible career trajectories with prompting, these predictions are not
representative of the workforce. We find that our fine-tuned LLMs produce representative career trajectory
predictions, conditioned on demographics within subpopulations, as well as job history. Our approach
produces predictions that are more representative than CAREER, a transformer-based dedicated next job
prediction model, pre-trained on resume datasets. Thus, we show how to adapt LLMs for the purpose of
next job prediction on nationally representative survey datasets.

We conclude our paper with an outline of future research directions. Due to the constraint on computational
resources, we did not conduct the normalization step for the largest language model fine-tuned. The current
perplexity metrics underestimate the performance of the fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) model. We plan to
compute the performance of the largest model after normalization to obtain a more accurate estimation
of the potential of language models in the career trajectory prediction problem. In our second approach,
using language models as embedding engines, we use a simple multinomial logistic regression with weight
decay to generate predicted distributions from embeddings. We observe that such simple linear models
fail to decipher the high-dimensional embeddings from the 70 billion parameter model. Exploring more
sophisticated predicting head models, such as deep neural networks, could fully unleash these embeddings
from the large model and potentially improve the perplexity. Our experimental results indicate that
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Figure 10: Calibration plots for predicting staying versus moving of different models on different education
groups. The closer the calibration plot is to the diagonal line (indicating perfect calibration), the better the
model fits.The figure includes all observations from three survey datasets.

incorporating in-context learning examples enhances the predictive performance of pre-trained models.
However, due to the limited context length of the Llama-2 models, we were constrained to adding only
three in-context learning examples. In future research, we intend to investigate the value of information
added by varying the number of in-context examples, leveraging language models with extended context
windows.

Taken together, our approach and results show that LLMs can be used as powerful base models for predictive
models of the labor market, and can be adapted using fine tuning to make nationally representative labor
market predictions. More generally, our results indicate that LLMs may also be helpful for other economic
modeling problems. They obviate the need to collect large datasets for pre-training and circumvent the
challenges of training, which demands significant time and engineering expertise.
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Appendix A Examples of Career Trajectories Generated by Off-the-Shelf LLMs

LLMs gain knowledge about the labor market and hierarchy among different occupations from the pre-
training data. Therefore, off-the-shelf LLMs can generate plausible sequences of future occupations
conditional on one’s job history via appropriate prompt engineering. These sections demonstrate a few
examples of career trajectories generated by the off-the-shelf Llama-2 (7B) model. In each example, we
inform the model with the worker’s career history and the desired data format by prompting the following
text. We use a model with 8-bit quantization and top_k = 50, top_p=0.6, temperature=1.0 to
generate texts. To save space, we only show the first five occupations generated in this section. The prompt
text above is denoted with <JOB HISTORY PROMPT> in the following examples.

A.1 Examples on an Individual with Low Education Level

We use the following text as the prompt summarizing the individual’s career history.

The following is the resume of a female white US worker residing in the
northeast region.↪→

The worker has the following work experience on the resume, one entry per line,
including year, education level and the job title:↪→

1979 to 1980 (high school diploma): Cashiers
1980 to 1981 (high school diploma): Not in labor force
1981 to 1982 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant
1982 to 1983 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant
1983 to 1984 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant
1984 to 1985 (high school diploma):

Generation Example 1 (Low-Education)

<JOB HISTORY PROMPT> Waiters and waitresses
1985 to 1986 (high school diploma): Cashiers
1986 to 1987 (high school diploma): Cashiers and office clerks, general
1987 to 1988 (high school diploma): Office clerks, general
1988 to 1989 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant

Generation Example 2 (Low-Education)

<JOB HISTORY PROMPT> Cooks, short order
1985 to 1986 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant
1986 to 1987 (high school diploma): Cooks, short order
1987 to 1988 (high school diploma): Cooks, short order
1988 to 1989 (high school diploma): Waiters and waitresses

Generation Example 3 (Low-Education)

<JOB HISTORY PROMPT> Cashiers
1985 to 1986 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant
1986 to 1987 (high school diploma): Food servers, nonrestaurant
1987 to 1988 (high school diploma): Waiters and waitresses
1988 to 1989 (high school diploma): Cashiers

A.2 Examples on an Individual with High Education Level

The second example illustrates model’s capability on the high-education group. We use the following
prompt text in this example.

The following is the resume of a female white US worker residing in the
northeast region.↪→

The worker has the following work experience on the resume, one entry per line,
including year, education level and the job title:↪→

1984 to 1985 (college): Business Teachers Postsecondary
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1985 to 1986 (college): Postmasters and mail superintendents
1986 to 1987 (graduate degree): Sales Representatives Services All Other
1987 to 1988 (graduate degree): Wholesale and retail buyers, except farm

products↪→

1988 to 1989 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers
1989 to 1990 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers
1990 to 1991 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers
1991 to 1992 (graduate degree):

Generation Example 1 (High-Education)

<JOB HISTORY PROMPT> First-line supervisors of retail sales workers
1992 to 1993 (graduate degree): First-line supervisors of retail sales workers
1993 to 1994 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers
1994 to 1995 (graduate degree): Sales representatives, services, all other
1995 to 1996 (graduate degree): Postmasters and mail superintendents

Generation Example 2 (High-Education)

<JOB HISTORY PROMPT> Sales representatives services all other
1992 to 1993 (graduate degree): Postmasters and mail superintendents
1993 to 1994 (graduate degree): Business teachers postsecondary
1994 to 1995 (graduate degree): Sales representatives services all other
1995 to 1996 (graduate degree): Elementary and middle school teachers

Generation Example 3 (High-Education)

<JOB HISTORY PROMPT> Secondary school teachers
1992 to 1993 (graduate degree): Postsecondary teachers
1993 to 1994 (graduate degree): Postsecondary teachers
1994 to 1995 (graduate degree): Social scientists and related workers
1995 to 1996 (graduate degree): Social scientists and related workers

Appendix B Notation

Table 9 summarizes the notations we use in this paper.

Appendix C Summary of Datasets

Table 10 shows the number of observations and number of individuals in each split of each dataset. For
example, there are 8,684 workers in the training split of the PSID dataset, and there are

∑
i Ti = 44, 231

prediction observations in the same split.

Table 11 summarizes the training corpus used to fine-tune our language models. Note that the maximum
length of each prompt is less than 1,000 tokens, significantly shorter than the 4,096 context window size
for the Llama-2 family.

Appendix D Details of the Job Titles

Figure 11 presents example job titles in a word cloud, weighted by their popularity. The popularity of an
occupation title is determined by the frequency of its total occurrences across the test splits of the three
datasets.

Appendix E Full-Precision versus Quantization

Model quantization is a technique for improving models’ computational efficiency and decreasing memory
usage by reducing the numerical precision of model parameters (e.g., from 32-bit to 8-bit or 4-bit). Existing
research has shown that LLMs with quantization can achieve similar performance to full-precision models
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Notation Definition

i Index for individual workers.

t Index for records within individual worker’s career.

Ti The total number of records from individual i.

yi,t The occupation in individual i’s tth record.

yi,<t
The sequence of individual i’s occupations before the tth records,
which is a short-hand for (yi,1, yi,2, . . . , yi,t−1).

Y The set of all occupations.

xi The set of static covariates of individual i, such as gender and ethnicity.

xi,t
The set of dynamic covariates of individual i in his/her tth record,
such as the level of education.

xi,≤t
The sequence of individual i’s dynamic covariates before the tth records,
which is a short-hand for (xi,1, xi,2, . . . , xi,t−1, xi,t).

P (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)
The probability individual i takes occupation yi,t,
conditioned on past occupations and past/current covariates.

P̂ (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) The predicted value of P (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) from model.

T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) The text representation of past occupations and past/current covariates.

T (xi, xi,≤Ti , yi,≤Ti) The text representation of individual i’s entire career history.

text ⊕ text The text concatenation operator.

PLLM(response | prompt) The probability that a LLM generates “response”,
as the continuation of the “prompt” text.

Table 9: Summary of mathematical notations used in this paper.

Dataset PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Train Split 44,231 (8,684) 169,008 (8,637) 80,975 (6,184)
Validation Split 6,247 (1,229) 23,625 (1,221) 11,247 (879)

Test Split 12,187 (2,425) 46,912 (2,412) 21,919 (1,707)

Table 10: Summary statistics of dataset splits.

Dettmers et al. (2023). All Llama experiments in the main paper used the 8-bit quantized versions of
models to save computational resources. In this section, we compare performance of the full-precision
and 8-bit quantization versions of the fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B). Specifically, the Llama-2 (7B) model was
fine-tuned under full precision; then, we query predicted probabilities of future job titles using the two
variants of the fine-tuned model, one in full precision and the other quantized to 8-bit. Table 12 compares
models’ performance on different datasets. These results suggest no significant difference between the full-
precision and quantized models in average normalization constant, perplexity (normalized), and perplexity
(unnormalized).
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Dataset # Workers Mean (# Tokens) Std (# Tokens) Min (# Tokens) Median (# Tokens) Max (# Tokens) Total (# Tokens)

NLSY79 8,637 528.08 198.39 90 604 979 4,561,023
NLSY97 6,184 388.49 103.48 90 408 675 2,402,417

PSID 8,684 187.86 72.56 103 171 528 1,631,381

Table 11: Summary statistics of text lengths when job sequences are converted to textual prompts in the
training set. The table reports the number of tokens in the prompt text T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) given by the
Llama-2 tokenizer. The last column presents the total number of tokens used to fine-tune our language
models.

Figure 11: Word cloud of job titles, scaled by title popularity.

Precision Dataset Average Normalization Constant Perplexity (Normalized) Perplexity (Unnormalized)

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (Full-Precision) PSID 0.986347 13.44 (0.30) 13.64 (0.28)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (8-bit) PSID 0.986448 13.45 (0.29) 13.63 (0.30)

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (Full-Precision) NLSY97 0.99338 14.51 (0.24) 14.62 (0.23)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (8-bit) NLSY97 0.993262 14.53 (0.23) 14.63 (0.24)

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (Full-Precision) NLSY79 0.996024 11.33 (0.12) 11.37 (0.13)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (8-bit) NLSY79 0.996003 11.33 (0.12) 11.37 (0.12)

Table 12: Performance of full-Precision and quantized fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) models.

Appendix F Predict Future Occupations as Tokens in Job Titles

We can directly leverage LLMs’ next token prediction capabilities to predict future occupations without
building an additional classifier. To obtain the predicted probability of the next occupation, we first
tokenize each job title titley into a sequence of tokens. Suppose the string titley is tokenized into n tokens
{token(1)y , token(2)y , . . . , token(n)y }. Then, the unnormalized probability of predicting y is the likelihood
the language model assigns to the token sequence {token(1)y , token(2)y , . . . , token(n)y } as the continuation
of the text representation T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t). The predicted probability can further be expanded using the
chain rule of probability, as shown in Equation (9).

P̃LLM(y | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) = PLLM({token(1)y , token(2)y , . . . , token(n)y } | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t))

=

n∏
j=1

PLLM(token(j)y | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t), token(1)y , token(2)y , . . . , token(j−1)
y )

(9)

The PLLM(token(j)y | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t), token(1)
y , token(2)

y , . . . , token(j−1)
y ) is operationalized by (1) ap-

pending all tokens token(1)y , token(2)y , . . . , token(j−1)
y to the text representation T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) and (2)

querying the likelihood the language model assigned to token(j)y as the next token conditioned on all the
previous tokens.
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It is worth noting that we cannot guarantee that the model only assigns positive probabilities to valid
job titles. In fact, given the presence of the softmax function in our language model, PLLM(· |
T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) > 0 for any sequence of tokens of any length. Therefore, the sum of all possi-
ble job titles’ probabilities is not necessarily one. We would need the following normalization to calculate
the probability of predicting yt so that

∑
y P̂ (y | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) = 1.

P̂ (yi,t | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) =
P̃LLM(yi,t | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t))∑
y′∈Y P̃LLM(y′ | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t))

(10)

The normalization operation in Equation (10) is computationally expensive, since we need to perform LLM
inference |Y| times. In the experiments section, we will assess the necessity of this normalization step by
examining how well P̃LLM(·) approximates P̂LLM(·). It is worth noting that since the denominator in 10 is
less than 1 (since the total probability mass on the subset of job title tokens is less than the total probability
mass on all tokens), P̃LLM is always an overestimate of P̂MODEL. As a result, TEST PERPLEXITY calculated
using the former is also an overestimate of the latter since the normalization constant is less than one.

Appendix G Off-the-Shelf Language Models

To examine the performance of pre-trained LLMs without fine-tuning, we use the prediction-as-token
approach (see Appendix F) and construct P̂ (y | xi, xi,≤t, yi,t) = PLLM(titley | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)). Table
13 presents perplexity scores of the Llama-2 (7B) with bootstrap standard deviations. Our results indicate
that off-the-shelf models fail to accomplish the career trajectory task well. One possible explanation
for this inferior performance is that the pre-trained model lacks knowledge of the set of valid job titles.
Consequently, the model assigns a significant probability mass to strings that are not valid job titles,
resulting in small values of PLLM(titley | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)).

To improve the baseline model, we prepend the complete list of job titles to the text representation
T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) in the prompt. The list of titles is a paragraph with a single titley on each line and a
total of |Y| lines, the total length of this list is around 2,500 tokens. The predicted probability of landing at
occupation y is PLLM(y | List of Titles ⊕ T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)), where ⊕ denotes the string concatenation
operation. The results in Table 13 indicate that providing the model with a list of job titles enhances its
performance. However, even with this improvement, off-the-shelf models still perform worse than other
baseline models.

Prompt Format Model Size PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

7B 179.96 (5.81) 53.71 (0.91) 71.13 (1.78)
List of Titles ⊕ T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) 13B 131.26 (4.53) 44.97 (0.77) 50.13 (1.20)

70B 131.29 (3.79) 39.53 (0.58) 46.24 (0.99)

7B 3820.31 (241.71) 473.52 (11.58) 505.27 (18.85)
T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) 13B 1711.50 (82.79) 236.19 (5.95) 291.59 (9.92)

70B 1527.95 (70.97) 162.80 (3.78) 216.09 (7.25)

Table 13: Perplexities of off-the-shelf Llama-2 models with different prompt formats.

We also examine how often the off-the-shelf Llama-2 (7B), without any fine-tuning, predicts valid job
titles. Specifically, we randomly sample 10% of the test split of each survey dataset and evaluate the
“normalization constant” in Equation (10), defined as

∑
y∈Y PLLM(titley | prompt). The average normal-

ization constant is only around one-third using Llama-2 (7B) with T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) as the prompt. After
adding the list of job titles to the prompt, the average normalization constant rises to around two-thirds but
is still far away from one; the relatively low chance of hitting valid job titles partially explains the poor
performance of LLMs off-the-shelf. Table 14 enumerates average normalization constants across datasets
using different prompt formats.

Finally, for the sample studied above, we perform the explicit normalization in Equation (10) and compute
the perplexity (bootstrap standard deviations in paraphrase). Table 15 reports perplexities on different
datasets using two different prompts. We see that, even after constraining the model to predict valid job
titles through normalization, the off-the-shelf Llama-2 (7B) model still failed to match the performance of
baseline models examined by Vafa et al. (2024).
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Prompt Format and Normalization Constant PSID NLSY79 NLSY97∑
y∈Y PLLM(titley | List of Titles ⊕ T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) 0.54 (N=1,219) 0.74 (N=4,691) 0.67 (N=2,192)∑
y∈Y PLLM(titley | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) 0.26 (N=1,219) 0.33 (N=4,691) 0.33 (N=2,192)

Table 14: Normalization constants of baseline off-the-shelf Llama-2 (7B) models with different prompt
formats.

Prompt Format PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

List of Titles ⊕ T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) 57.20 (5.11) 33.69 (1.62) 38.31 (2.69)
T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) 237.48 (37.02) 111.69 (8.36) 101.47 (10.45)

Table 15: Perplexities of Llama-2 (7B) off-the-shelf after explicitly normalizing the predicted probability
using Equation (10).

Appendix H Effects of Normalization in Occupation-as-Token Prediction

This section examines the performance of fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) and fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) models
on the three survey datasets using the first approach discussed (i.e., predict the next occupation as tokens)
with explicit normalization. We could not run the same experiment with the Llama-2 (70B) model because
the normalization operation required excessive computational resources.

We conduct experiments to investigate the necessity of the computationally expensive normalization
procedure. The third column in Table 16 shows that the average normalization constant is close to one for
the fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) and Llama-2 (13B) models on all three test datasets. Therefore, it is possible
to approximate P (yt | T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) using Equation (9) without normalization, which would enable
us to scale to up much larger language models such as Llama-2 (70B). The last two columns in Table 16
report perplexities from unnormalized probabilities in Equation (9) and perplexities from the normalized
probabilities in Equation (10). Our experiment results indicate that it is feasible to use unnormalized
probabilities for prediction in larger models without significantly affecting performance. Moreover, as
noted earlier, since the denominator in 10 is less than 1 (since the total probability mass on the subset of job
title tokens is less than the total probability mass on all tokens), P̃LLM is always an overestimate of P̂MODEL.
As a result, TEST PERPLEXITY calculated using the former is also an overestimate of the latter since the
normalization constant is smaller than one. In other words, in table 16, the unnormalized perplexity is
a strict overestimate of the normalized perplexity. We have shown that even without normalization, our
approach outperforms the state of the CAREER model. Thus, we can bypass the computational overhead
associated with normalization, making it practical to scale up to models like Llama-2 (70B).

Model Dataset Avg. Norm. Const. Perplexity (Normalized) Perplexity (Unnormalized)

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (8-bit) PSID 0.986448 13.43 (0.29) 13.61 (0.30)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (8-bit) NLSY79 0.996003 11.32 (0.12) 11.37 (0.12)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) (8-bit) NLSY97 0.993262 14.53 (0.24) 14.62 (0.24)

Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) (8-bit) PSID 0.989791 13.17 (0.29) 13.30 (0.29)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) (8-bit) NLSY79 0.995048 11.22 (0.11) 11.27 (0.12)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) (8-bit) NLSY97 0.992862 14.07 (0.24) 14.17 (0.24)

Table 16: Normalization constant and perplexities of Llama-2 (7B) and Llama-2 (13B) models. Perplexity
(normalized) is computed using Equation (10), and perplexity (unnormalized) is computed using Equation
(9) without explicit normalization. The number in parentheses represents the standard deviation of
perplexities computed on 1,000 bootstrap samples of the test set.

Appendix I Details of Model Pairwise Performance Differences

Figure 12 illustrates the distributions of (Perplexity of Model 1, Perplexity of Model 2) pairs across
different model pairs and datasets. Our observations indicate that larger models (represented on the y-axis)
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consistently outperform smaller models (represented on the x-axis) in terms of perplexity, suggesting
significant returns from scaling model size.

Figure 12: Distribution of the difference between model perplexities on 1,000 bootstrap samples of the
test set. Each point shows the perplexities of the two models on the x-axis and y-axis on a bootstrap
sample of the test set. A dot on the diagonal indicates that two models have exactly the same perplexity for
that bootstrap sample. Since a lower perplexity indicates better model fits, a dot above the diagonal line
indicates the x-axis model outperforms the y-axis model on that bootstrap sample.
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Difference between Model Perplexities PSID NLSY79 NLSY97

Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B)) - Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B)) -0.21 (0.07) -0.25 (0.03) -0.29 (0.04)
Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B)) - Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B)) -0.49 (0.07) -0.34 (0.03) -0.74 (0.05)
Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B)) - Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B)) -0.29 (0.07) -0.09 (0.02) -0.45 (0.05)
Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B)) - Perplexity(CAREER) -0.77 (0.09) -0.30 (0.03) -0.28 (0.05)
Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B)) - Perplexity(CAREER) -0.56 (0.09) -0.05 (0.03) -0.00 (0.05)
Perplexity(Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B)) - Perplexity(CAREER) -0.27 (0.10) 0.04 (0.03) 0.46 (0.07)

Table 17: Difference in perplexities between models using Approach 1, predicting future occupations as
tokens. The number in parenthesis represents the standard deviation of perplexity differences computed on
1,000 bootstrap samples of the test set.

Appendix J Details of Language Models used as Embedding Engines

Table 18 summarizes the embedding models we use in our experiments and the dimensions of embeddings
they generate.

Text Embedding Model Dimension Trained on the Survey Data

OpenAI Ada 2 1,536 No
OpenAI Ada 3 (small) 1,536 No
OpenAI Ada 3 (large) 3,072 No
Meta Llama-2 (7B) (off the shelf) 4,096 No
Meta Llama-2 (13B) (off the shelf) 5,120 No
Meta Llama-2 (70B) (off the shelf) 8,192 No
Our Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) 4,096 Yes
Our Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) 5,120 Yes
Our Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) 8,192 Yes

Table 18: Summary of language models used to construct embeddings in Approach 2, use language models
as embedding engines.

The most straightforward prediction head to use is to use a multinomial regression model to predict the
next occupation. The estimate of the conditional probability of the next occupation is given by:

P̂MNL(y | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t) =
exp(β⊤

y Ei,<t)∑
y′∈Y exp(β⊤

y′Ei,<t)
(11)

where {βy}y∈Y is the set of trainable parameters. We train βs in the prediction head to minimize the
cross-entropy loss between the predicted distribution and the true distribution of the next occupation,
defined in Equation (12). We use L2 regularization on the βs to avoid overfitting.

β⋆ = argminβ∈R|Y| −
1∑

i∈TRAIN SET Ti

∑
i∈TRAIN SET

Ti∑
t=1

∑
y∈Y

1{yi,t = y} log P̂MNL(y | xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)

(12)

Finally, we plug in the estimated β⋆ into Equation (11) to obtain the predicted probability for every
occupation, and we use the same test set perplexity in Equation (2) to evaluate the model.

It is worth noting that βy’s in Equation (11) can be interpreted as a latent representation of job y; βy’s were
initialized randomly and learned during the training process. In contrast, the direct prediction from the job
tokens approach in Section 5.1 incorporates the LLMs’ understanding of the information embedded in job
titles while making the prediction; therefore, we expect a slightly worse performance from this second
approach. Researchers can also deploy other prediction heads, such as random forests, gradient boosting,
and neural networks, to predict the next occupation.

We fit a |Y|-class multinomial regression on the train split of the respective survey dataset to capture
the ground truth occupation yi,t with the Adam optimizer, a learning rate of 0.003, and a weight decay
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(i.e., regularization) hyperparameter. Since the loss landscape of multinominal regressions is generally
well-behaved, we only conduct a hyper-parameter search on the weight decay, ranging from 10−6 to 1 in
log space. To avoid over-fitting and speed up the experiment, a training strategy with early stopping (on
the validation set loss) was implemented, and the final regularization parameter was chosen to minimize
the validation set loss.

Appendix K Details of In-Context Learning

Formally, let Tj = T (xj , xj,≤Tj , yj,≤Tj ), Tk = T (xk, xk,≤Tk
, yk,≤Tk

), and Tℓ = T (xℓ, xℓ,≤Tℓ
, yℓ,≤Tℓ

)
denote text representations of the three in-context learning examples. Given individual i’s history
(xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t), we compute an embedding vector

Ẽi,<t = MODEL(Tj ⊕ Tk ⊕ Tℓ ⊕ T (xi, xi,≤t, yi,<t)) ∈ Rd (13)

where T (·) is the text representation function as defined in Section 4.1 and ⊕ denotes the string con-
catenation operation. Finally, we train a |Y|-class logistic regression model on Ẽi,<t to predict the next
occupation, following the same procedure as in Section 5.2.

To ensure the robustness and replicability of our findings, this experiment is replicated five times for each
dataset, with each iteration utilizing a different set of randomly selected examples. This procedure allows
us to evaluate the stability of in-context learning across various career trajectories. Although generating
the embedding in Equation (13) requires the language model to process a longer sequence of text, which
would increase the inference cost, this approach requires a significantly lower amount of computational
resources, since it does not require model fine-tuning.

Appendix L Model Performance by Different Education Groups

Table 19 presents the perplexities of the CAREER and fine-tuned language models on different survey
datasets, indicating superior performance of fine-tuned language models compared to previous models.

Dataset PSID NLSY79 NLSY97
Group College or Above Non-College College or Above Non-College College or Above Non-College

CAREER 15.87 (0.49) 12.01 (0.38) 11.84 (0.19) 11.19 (0.15) 10.14 (0.37) 15.91 (0.30)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (7B) 15.83 (0.50) 11.55 (0.37) 11.70 (0.20) 11.13 (0.16) 10.04 (0.36) 16.24 (0.29)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (13B) 15.50 (0.50) 11.38 (0.36) 11.87 (0.20) 11.30 (0.16) 9.80 (0.36) 15.90 (0.30)
Fine-tuned Llama-2 (70B) 15.27 (0.45) 11.11 (0.34) 11.27 (0.18) 10.84 (0.15) 9.55 (0.34) 15.42 (0.28)

Table 19: Perplexities of different models by dataset and education groups. The number in parenthesis
represents the standard deviation of perplexities computed on 1,000 bootstrap samples of the test set.

Figure 13 shows the calibration plots for predicting staying/moving on different datasets and education
groups. Finally, Figure 14 plots ROC curves of different models while predicting staying/moving on
different datasets and education groups.
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Figure 13: Calibration plots for predicting staying or moving of different models on different datasets and
education groups.
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Figure 14: ROC Curves by educational groups in different survey datasets.
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