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ABSTRACT

New insights into the leading issues of comparative social mobility
are gained from a reanalysis of mobility tables for 16 nations. We

_ find considerable suppost.for the Fea:herman-Jones-@gucer hypo:nesis.
. - ! rd

which claims chere is\convergence in mobility processes‘once condi:ions
‘wof occupational supply and demand are con:rolled. We qualify':he
hyoo:hesis with evidence that convergence does not emerge from the
-s:anoardizing logic of 1 dus:rialism. and we elabora:e :he hypo:hesis by -~
specifying the s:ruc:ureiof the common mobili:y\regime. Properties of
>mobi1i:y shared by the Ié{co:n:ries inclide (a) symme:ry of exchangea
between occupational strata, (b) equality of mobility chances off che
umain diagonal, (c) severe immobili:y at the two extremes of the
occupa:ional hierarchy. and (d)’ considerable mobility in the middle of

the hierarchy. These findings do gﬁl preclude systematic effects of 9
political and economic variables on mobility processes. However, :hose

effects are more complex than commonly supposed because they differ

across occupational strata.




‘1.0 INTRODUCTION - | - o

The consequences of ‘economic development and political programs for
. L o ,,

rates and ba::erns of social mobility continue to be matters of

contention, despite a long tradition of research addressing these

isoued.1 Indeed, the current diversity in the field of comparative
social mobility may rival the variation in opinion during the 1960s .

' _ Y : ;
. about mobility trends in the United States (Duncan-1968). That

disparate éonclusions have been reéached even from the same set of data
- & -

may be a’ problem for the sociology of knowledge (chfel 1974)

Pt »

Alternatively, we suggest that SOme of the diversi:y derives from the

application of inadequatq s:a;is:ical methods, and from repeated

failures to distinguish mobilit§ procgssés among occupational strata.

o
2

We elaborate these ideas af:ertifiefly reviewing the current state of

comparative mobility research. _ _ -

Three issues have domina:ed :his field. yet remain largely

unre§olved. \The\firs::issue, and the s:arting,point”for most research,

is the thesis/advanced by Lipset and Ze:Eérbergv(1959) that observed
N . o .

mobility rates are much the same in Western industrialized societies.

" Informed by a theory of developmental convergence, it is argued that the

4

logic of industrialization demands a certain uniformity in .
insti:utional structUros and mobili:y patterns. Rowever, the more

. recen: and detailed data lend little support for this position (Hauser

.

and Fea:herman 1977 Erikson, h\}d:horpe, ahd. Portocarero 1979).

‘

In a comparative analysis of\bcgupaﬂicnal mobility in Aus:ralia and
‘the United States, it was suggested by Featherman, Jones, and Hauser'

N . R :
(1975) that the Lipae:-iéttcrberg-:hesig might be salvaged if

- X o
L i v\\

~
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reformulated to per‘Fin to underlying fluidities rather than ~observed :

. mobility rates. This hypothesia. labelled the FJH revision by krikaon.

LY

Goldthorpe, and Portocarero, argues that the mobility process becomes

invariant only after conditions of occupational supply and demand are
: ’ N [ .
_controlled. Although the FJH revision has been confirmed in pairwise.or )

three—way comparisons (Erikson, Goldthorpe. and Portocarero 1982;
*

McRoberts and Selbee 1981), research with a larger sample of countries
tends to emphasize variabili:y instead (Tyree,; Semyonov, and Hodge 1979-

Hazelrigg and Garnier 1976; McClendon‘l9BOa), There is also some

?

disagreement about the degree to which ‘"structural influences,”
‘reflected in the marginsuo} the mobility table, can account for national

differences in observed mobility rates.. TheJFJﬁ revision implies that

variation in observed mobility must be attributed to marginal R

>

" differences, yet McClendon (l980b) has recently reported results that

’suggest otherwise. This issue wil jbe oisCudsed in.more detail during

. : & ) .
the presentation of results. " At this point, suffice it to say there is

2

considerable evidence :hat the Lipset-Zetterberg thesia in its original

I e

version can no longer be Sustained while theﬁstatus of the FJH revision

" remains unclear. -

A second and alosely related issue is the effect of cconomic‘
‘ develobment on patterns of social mobility. The contention is. that
mobility increases with industrialization, even after controls are
'»introduced for changes in class or occupation dis{E}butions.~ Proponents
of the "inoustrialism thesis" argue’that economic development entails a

‘

prpcess of rationalization that weakens ascriptive allocation of roles.




It is also tugge?ﬁed that the expansion of mass éommqn#ca;ion attehuates

cul:ural‘ba;riers to mobility and :h;t inc;easei in gg&é;aphic movement

reduce parental coﬁfrql over theroccupatioﬁs of theit.;ffﬁpring
‘(freimfn 1970); The industrialism :hesii is to be conﬁraQ:éd with the

FJH re&ision; the latter allows an initial developmen:al effect on

mobility,. but it implies :heré is no further effect once. 'a certain level

of industrialization is reached. Unfortunately, the evidence on the
industrialism ﬁhesis is no more conclusive than tha;_édﬁressing the FJH

revision. While one body of literature reports a positive relationship

~

between industrialization and exchange'mobiiity'(Tyree, Semyonov, and

Hodge -1979; Hazelrigg 1974} Cutright 1968), another reports no
. - . ‘
significant association (Hazelrigg éng-Garnier 1976; Hardy and Hazelrigg

1978). In an effort to reconcile these findings, McClendon (1980a)

claims thaf the positive relationship Wolds only when the s;mple is

restricted to men of nonfarm,origips. Although McClendon's research

‘leads_in a fruitful direétioﬁ:’wé will show that his conclusions aré

incorrect.

’ .
_ A third issue in comparative mobility is‘.the impact of noneconomic

variables on mobility processes. ‘Contrary to the view that the logic of

industrialism results in a uniform institutional s:rué:ure, it has been
; .

-suggestéd that the‘shape of the mobility regime is open to manipuiation

~

by political agencies or social poﬁiciqs. The claim is that’

noneconomic variables rot only influence mobility rates indirectly by

t

affecting the structure of occupa:ionéi demand, but that s?gy also have
5 ' .
implications for fluidities freed from marginal effects. This argument
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. has been advariced persuasively with regard to the consequences of social
S
democratic policies for reducing- class—based 1nequali:ies in life

c::hces (Parkin 1971; S:ephehs 198b; Erik;qn. Goldthorpe, and
Portocarero 1982). AIéhough.it is concede& that social demécra:s have‘
done little to redistribute material rewards, they may have r;ndered 1
such ineqqzli:y more palatable by enshring meritocratic forms of class
Fecrui:men;.

Others argue that s:aze socialist societies of fer yet stronger .
testimony to the roie of political 1deolog§(1n effecting changes in the

‘ . .
stratification system. Aside from incréasing the material rewards and
prestige of skilled manuai workers, socialist policies may also have
consequences for the reproduction of classes over generations. In
particular, a more fluid c;ass system is suggested by blue—qollar‘
educational quotas, the déclassemen: of upper.adminis:rator;; the
abs;ncé of inheritable private proper;;: and the attenuation of a
working class subculture (Giddens 1973; Parkin i971; Simkus 1980). At
:he‘sgme.:ime,':hgre is reason to suppose that the current mobility
regimes of socialist s:;:es m;; not differ altogether from those of
‘capitalist states, since many of the egalitarian policies have been

]
reversed in the "secondary s:ége" of soE}alis: development.

We should mention two further variables that might be classified as
noneconomic de:erminantqﬁbf mobility regimes. First, it has long been
irguéa that the expansion of educational opportunities should produce a
more fluid society. -Not only are opportunities to learn skills

»

equalized when the- locus of training shifts from the home to the school

o



(Featherman and Hauser 1978), b?: cultural barriers to mobility also
diminisg as mass education resocjalizes students to a shared system of
'valge;. Second, it has been suggested receh:ly that rates of mobility
{Fe affected by the distance between social’classes (Tyree, Semyonov,
and Hodge 19?9). Large socioeconomic gaps between cladses imply less
fluidi:y beéause the elite have increased power and motivation to
prevent upward or downward movement.

Tﬁe goals o; this p;per are to address, both the convergence and

] B .

indug:riallsm theses an& to explore the role of noneconomic variables in
mobility processes. The preceding review shows these issues are not
.new, nor are the data we shall employ. These datﬁ are provided in
Appendix 1 as 3 X 3 claseifications ofbion's by father's oécupation for
sixteen countrieqﬁaéach table categorizes oéCUpations as white-collar,
blue-céllar;\or fgfm. The tables were originally assembled Sy ﬁazeirlgg
and Garnier (1976) from "first generation” mobility s:ud;;s in‘:he

]
1960s, but they have been reanalyzed extensively (Hardy and Hazelrigg

1978; McClendon 1980&, 1980b; Tyree, Semyonov, and Hodge 1979; Heath
19815.3 We will not discuss problems of validity and comparability
associated with these data since they have been outlined in detail by

-Hazelrigg and Garnier (1976:500).

It would be fair to argue that the Hazelrigg-Garnier data have been

-

rendered obsolete by the national mobility studies of the early 1970s
(Fegtherman. Hauser, ;nd Sewell 1974; Broom and McDonnell 1977). Data
from those studies have been preservéd in unit-~recard form,vdnd .

comparative studies based upon them may thus specify mobility processes
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within nations in far more detail. Moreover, for those nations where

detailed data are available from repeated surveys, it will be posgible
e

v

to incofpotate a :rue‘temporal dimension into comparative analyses. At
the same time, we think it useful to analyze the Hazelrigg-Garnier data
once more, if only to provide methodolgically sound baseline findings

and a template for future comparative research. In our analysis, we
1

gain new insights (a) by applying improved statistical methods, (b) by

specifying cross-nationally invariant features of mobility, (c) by

specifying mul:ﬂ%gfia:e modelé of the effects of economic, social, and
poli:icallvariables on mobility, and (d) by distinguishing amoﬁg the

inheritance processes of occupational strata. We discuss eaéh of these

“

points in turn. - E .

~

Perhaps the most serious deficiency of prior research with these

data is the use of methods that confound marginal and interaction
effects. Research to date has either rescaled marginals arbitrarily or

has fitted saturated loglinehr models for each country. The former

procedure yields altogether uncertain results. The latter estimates

intéractions that are too large in rows or columns with consistently

weakx;ss%ciationa. and vicé versa (Featherman and Hauser 1978:161-6); in
this manner it mutey disparities between occupational strata in the
strength of inheritance. This is an important point, for we shall argue
that these-dispartties constitute one feature of a substantial
invariance in mobili:y'proc;sses. The analysis presented in thé
following section fits multiplicative ;nd log~multiplicative models that

estimate social fluidity, net of marginai effects. In the later

¢
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sections of this paper, we also fit a series of models that directly

incorporate economic and qgn;conomic determinants of social fluidity.

That is, these models provide an integrated framework for neasuring and

.
interpreting patterns of social mobility, differences in those patterns

among na:ions,‘and sources of those differences. In addition, the

.

models avoid problems of heteroscedasticity associated with methods that

separate the estimation of mobility measures from their regression on
explanatory vari;bles (e.g., Ty?ee, Semyonov, and. Hodge 1979). |

Tﬁese models yield new insights into debates on semipermeable class
barriers (Blau and Duncan 1967), blue-collar status disinheritance
(Goodman 1969a), and vertical class mobility (Hope 1982).
Cross-national re;ui:s are of part;cular.in:;rest‘since the evidence
that currently informs these debates is limited to the United States and
a)feu European coun:fieq: Evidince of this nature will also Qelp
specify the s;ructﬁre of .the mobility regime that is putatively shared
by Western industrial societies. Convergeﬁce theories have remained

notably agnostic on this issue; the FJH revision states there is a

single pattern of mobility but leaves the shapé of this pattern

e

unspecified. We hope to add substance to the FJH thesis by offering

preliminary hypotheses about invariant features of the mobility regime.
. ) )
Although we argue that there is a broad similarity in mobility

processes, this is not to preblude national variations of sociological
interest. Moreover, we believe these variations are best explored using
e . & .

multivariate models that represent the effects of several relevant

political And economic- varidbles. Indeed, the primary points of

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘equality.

-

LN

contention demand multivariate analysis. For example, Ossowski (1937)

¥
argues forcefully that the que.ﬁion to ask is not whether the

introduction of socialism increased mobility, but whether this .increase
N . R

was any greater than might have been expected from the concurrent
AN

-

-

economic expansion. Similarly, the general debate over comnvergence also

pertains to the consequences of political programs net of developmental
processes. In addMtion to resolving claims for an independent
"1dezﬁogica1 effect,"” a multivariate analysis can elucidate the

proclesses by which industrialization influences mgbility chances. In

this respect it is of particular ihterei: {f developmental effects are

R
‘mediated entirely by the expansion of education and the growth of class

3

’

Finally, we investigate differences between occupational strata in

) : Y .
opportunities for mobility or inheritance. We believe that these

v

differences in social fluidity arise primarily from variation in the.
resources and desirability accorded occupations.  However, we emphasize
variation in economic resources since their transmission is perhaps the
.
Cow 4
most decisive and reliable mechanism of intergenerational inheritance

(Goldthorpe 1980:100). It follows that white-collar immobility should

be especially strong, since fathers within this stratum can transmit
of \

4

\
resources in the form of a business enterprise, professional practice,

or privileged education. The de§1r§bility of white-collar positions
strengthens inheritancé further, as‘ihi:e-collﬁr sons wish to retain
- -

positions comparable to their fathers' positions. In contrast, sons

from the blue-collar stratum do not receive economic resources which



