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CHAPTER 13

Demography of Social Stratification
Arthur Sakamoto
and
Daniel A. Powers

INTRODUCTION
Issues pertaining to social stratification are increasingly considered in demographic
research. In recent studies of morbidity and mortality, for example, education, income,
and occupation typically have substantially large net effects (e.g., Cambois, Robine, and
Hayward 2001; Duleep 1989; Gortmaker and Wise 1997; Johnson, Sorlie, and Backlund
1999; Mare 1990; Rogers 1992; Ross and Mirowsky 1999; Ross and Wu 1995).1
Similarly, studies of fertility frequently refer to education and other variables pertaining
to social class (e.g., Li and Choe 1997; Kohler, Behrman, and Watkins 2001; Powers
and Hsueh 1997)—or at least to socioeconomic considerations involved in labor force
participation, child-care costs, and economic opportunity costs (e.g., Blau and Robins
1989; Borg 1989). Socioeconomic motives and consequences are also important issues in
demographic research on immigration and migration (e.g., Boyle et al. 2001; Oropesa
and Landale 2000; Reed 2001).
A recent presidential address to the Population Association of America focused
provocatively on socioeconomic inequality and concomitant social problems (Massey
1996). The address was published in Demography along with the commentaries of noted
experts in the demography of social stratification (Danziger 1996; Farley 1996; Hout,
1

Needless to say, life expectancy and health tend to be better for persons with higher socioeconomic status.
An unusual exception to this general pattern, however, is evident for the military deaths among the North
Vietnamese during the American military involvement in Vietnam between 1965 and 1975 (Merli 2000).
Handbook of the Social Psychology, edited by John Delamater. Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publisher,
New York, 2003.
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Arum, and Voss 1996). A recent editor of Demography is a specialist in the study of
social stratification, as was another recent editor.2 Papers on social stratification topics
are now commonly published in Demography, including studies on income inequality
(e.g., Chevan and Stokes 2000; Deaton and Paxson 1997; Karoly and Burtless 1995),
economic and social mobility (e.g., Duncan, Boisjoly, and Smeeding 1996; Duleep and
Regets 1997; Gittleman and Joyce 1999), poverty (e.g., Bauman 1999; Guo and Harris
2000; Iceland 1997, 2003), educational attainment (e.g., Hannum 2002; Hirschman
2001; Pribesh and Downey 1999), occupational attainment (e.g., Grusky and DiPrete
1990; Hannum and Xie 1998), and occupational gender segregation (e.g., Weeden 1998;
Grusky and Charles 1998).
Increasing attention to the demography of social stratification is evident in the
articles published in Demography, Population Studies, and International Migration
Review during the past few decades. In these journals from 1964 to 1978, only six
articles were published that included in their titles ‘‘social mobility,’’ ‘‘poverty,’’ ‘‘stratification’’ or ‘‘inequality.’’ In the subsequent 15 years, from 1979 to 1993, these journals
published 26 articles that included those terms in their titles. In the seven years from
1994 through 2000, 36 such articles were published by these journals. Thus, these results
show that during the last seven-year period, six times as many articles were published on
the demography of social stratification as were published during the 15-year period
from 1964 to 1978.
Given this increased interest, a review and assessment of the current state of the
demography of social stratification is needed. In the following section we discuss the
definition and scope of this field and consider its linkages with other areas. We then
review major research strands in the demography of social stratification and highlight
some notable contributions. We conclude by pointing out some topics for future
research.

SUBSTANTIVE AND THEORETICAL ISSUES
Definition and Scope
Although topics relating to social stratification seem to have always been accepted as
pertinent to modern demography, formal statements of its scope usually do not refer
explicitly to socioeconomic inequalities as a specific aspect of population composition.
Shryock and Siegel (1976: 1) define demography in its ‘‘broader sense’’ to include the
study of the ‘‘social characteristics and economic characteristics’’ of populations but do
not mention social inequality or stratification per se. Hauser and Duncan (1959: 31) do
recognize ‘‘social mobility’’ as a fundamental population process, but they use that term
very loosely to refer to the change in any status variable (e.g., ‘‘from ‘single’ to ‘married’
with respect to marital status’’). While Hauser and Duncan’s definition of the scope of
demography is clearly meant to be broad enough to include the study of socioeconomic
inequalities, the latter are nonetheless not explicitly referred to or identified.
In recent years, demographic research has shown greater overlap with related
disciplines. More elaborate theoretical arguments have been developed, and increasingly
2

We refer to Daniel T. Lichter and Robert D. Mare, respectively.
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complex data and statistical models have been used (Crimmins 1993). As mentioned
above, demographic research now routinely considers topics and variables that pertain
to social stratification. At this stage, there is an obvious need to clearly define the
scope of the demography of social stratification. Providing a definition of this field is
expedient not only for theoretical clarity, but also because the vast number of studies on
the subject of social inequality requires that we delineate our consideration of this
literature.
The core of demography is the study of the size and territorial distribution of
populations that depend on the components of the demographic equation: fertility,
mortality, and migration. Associated with this core is the study of population composition, which refers to the characteristics of people that are related to fertility, mortality,
and migration. Population composition is typically thought to include sex and age
structure, racial and ethnic characteristics, patterns of health and morbidity, marital
characteristics, family structure, the distributions of nativity and citizenship statuses,
educational attainments, and labor force characteristics, but social inequalities can also
be explicitly included as a relevant feature of population composition. Demography can
thus be defined as the scientific study of the core demographic components (i.e., fertility,
mortality, and migration) and of related aspects of population composition.
Social stratification can be defined as the study of socioeconomic inequality and
mobility. As noted by Otis Dudley Duncan, one of the pioneers of the demography of
social stratification, inequality can be defined as ‘‘the dispersion of the distribution over
a population of any of the rewards and status distinctions conferred by a society on its
members—such as income, wealth, level of living, leisure, prestige, recognition, power,
authority, skill, information, civil liberties, welfare, or life chances’’ (Duncan 1969: 361).
Understanding and investigating the sources of the dispersion of these scarce social and
economic resources is an important task for the field of social stratification.
Although Duncan preferred the term opportunity, mobility can be defined as ‘‘the
probability of finding one’s self at a high, medium, or low position on any of the scales
of status or reward just mentioned’’ (Duncan 1969: 361). As is commonly distinguished,
intragenerational mobility refers to changes in one’s status position during one’s lifetime,
while intergenerational mobility refers to differences in status positions between the
generations of a family. With regard to the latter, the associations between parents’
and offspring’s statuses are the most highly investigated (e.g., Blau and Duncan 1967;
Featherman and Hauser 1978; Hauser and Featherman 1977), although there have been
a few interesting studies of relationships between offspring and grandparents’ generations (Warren and Hauser 1997; Alba, Lutz, and Vesselinov 2001; Borjas 2001).3
Whatever the reference points used, however, the study of mobility in terms of the
attainments and changes in socioeconomic status is a central concern for the field of
social stratification.4
The demography of social stratification may thus be defined as the study of how
fertility, mortality, migration, and related aspects of population composition affect and
3

As noted by Mare (2001: 479), ‘‘the association between the socioeconomic characteristics of parents and
offspring is just one out of a large number of possible socioeconomic associations between pairs of kin, which
include siblings, spouses, individuals and their parents-in-law, parents and parents-in-law, cousins, and
grandparents and grandchildren.’’
4
In contrast to Duncan (1969), we do not focus primarily on intergenerational mobility. Furthermore, we use
the term stratification more broadly than he does. Duncan (1969: 361) defines it as referring to a low level of
intergenerational mobility.
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are affected by inequality and mobility. That is, this field can be defined as the study of
both the causes and consequences of demographic variables in terms of the degree of
dispersion in the distributions of socioeconomic rewards as well as the attainments and
changes in the positions of individuals and their kin in these distributions. Not only do
social stratification processes often help to explain or to predict the sorts of outcomes in
which demographers have traditionally been interested, but demographic factors can
also have major consequences for social stratification.

Methodological Orientation
While the foregoing provides a general definition of the demography of social stratification, perhaps equally important in delineating this field is its methodological orientation. First and foremost, demographic research typically places a high priority on
objective measurement and empirical data analysis involving the scientific use of statistics or mathematics; the methodology for the demography of social stratification
usually involves the quantitative analysis of empirical data. Many of the classic demographic studies of social stratification (e.g., Blau and Duncan 1967; Featherman and
Hauser 1978) are noted for their methodological rigor, whereas other studies that are
more theoretical in orientation (or less rigorous methodologically) are less likely to be
considered demographic research, even though they may be concerned with similar
substantive issues (e.g., Lipset and Bendix 1964).
The empirical and quantitative nature of demographic analysis represents an
exceedingly important approach for the study of social stratification. Social inequality
and mobility are topics that often elicit or relate to fundamental political beliefs, social
values, moral principles, philosophical views, and even emotional responses. Demographic research is important for the study of social stratification because some disciplined, scientific empiricism is needed to help elucidate the relevant empirical facts that
might otherwise become obscured by political passions and ideologies.5
The empiricism of demographic analysis also plays an important role in the study
of social stratification because empiricism serves as a countervailing force against the
tendencies of many explanations of inequality to emphasize unobserved variables. For
example, in explaining various aspects of inequality, economists often refer to processes
in which individuals are assumed to ‘‘maximize utility’’ and employers are said to pay
hourly wages according to ‘‘marginal revenue products,’’ although typically these
concepts are not measured directly (e.g., Mansfield 1979). Marxist sociological discussions emphasize ‘‘exploitation’’ (e.g., Wright 2000), yet their data analyses are devoid of
any actual empirical measure of it. In short, many theories of social stratification often
involve unobservable variables, and the empiricism of demographic analysis plays an
important countervailing role in clarifying what is known about the actual empirical
facts pertaining to social stratification.
In addition to the priority placed on the study of empirical data, demographic
analysis often investigates entry and exit processes or other mobility processes that may
be time-dependent. This analytical perspective derives from the demographic equation
5

Perhaps this point is indirectly evident in Duncan’s (1969: 363) comment about the interpretation of
regression coefficients in a status attainment model: ‘‘Analysts who are intolerant of ambiguity may join the
ideologists, for whom questions have clear and decisive answers.’’
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in which fertility, mortality, and migration depend on exposure time and age. The study
of entry and exit processes is also central to the mechanics of the life table, which is
perhaps the most classic of demographic tools. Although this characteristic is not an
absolutely necessary feature of the demography of social stratification, analyses of
entry, exit, or other mobility and transition processes are common in this field. Indeed,
the study of social mobility per se is sometimes considered virtually synonymous with
the demography of social stratification.
In sum, we define the demography of social stratification as the study of how
fertility, mortality, migration, and related features of population composition affect
and are affected by inequality and mobility. In terms of methodology, the demography
of social stratification usually involves the quantitative analysis of empirical
data and frequently investigates entry, exit, or other mobility processes. This field is
concerned not only with how social stratification variables affect the core demographic
components (i.e., fertility, mortality, and migration) but also how these processes and
their associated aspects of population composition may in turn have consequences for
social inequality and mobility.

Relation to Other Demographic Topics
Given this definition, portions of each of the chapters for Part I and Part II of this
volume are relevant to the demography of social stratification. For example, as
discussed by Parker Frisbie (chapter 9), socioeconomic variables have important effects
on infant mortality. Rogelio Saenz reviews socioeconomic differentials between racial
and ethnic groups (chapter 6). Teresa Sullivan’s discusses underemployment and unemployment, which are inherently socioeconomic in nature, in chapter 7, ‘‘Labor Free.’’ In
addition, social stratification issues may also arise in the intersection between demography and other social sciences (i.e., Part III of this volume).
This chapter focuses primarily on studies that investigate the effects of demographic variables on stratification outcomes (i.e., inequality and mobility). The earlier
chapters of this volume should be consulted for discussions of the effects of
socioeconomic differentials, inequality, and mobility on the core demographic components of fertility, mortality, and migration.6 In our review, we do not devote extensive
consideration to gender, marriage and the family, or race and ethnicity because there are
separate chapters on these aspects of population composition.

Demography and Mobility
An enduring concern in the study of mobility is the degree to which it is explained or
dependent on demographic and ascriptive factors such as age, race, ethnicity, gender,
social class, or other family background characteristics.7 This interest in part derives
from sociological theories that postulate an increase in universalism in modern societies
6

See also Kasarda and Billy (1985) for an excellent summary of the literature on the relationship between
social mobility and fertility.
7
According to Ganzeboom, Treiman, and Ultee (1991: 283–284), the empirical analysis of this issue was
promoted by the ‘‘second generation’’ of cross-national research on social stratification.
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(e.g., Parsons 1970; Treiman 1970). The norm of universalism dictates that mobility and
inequality should depend primarily on achieved factors (e.g., education, training, work
experience, technical skills) rather than ascriptive characteristics per se. According to
this modernization theory, basing social stratification on achieved factors promotes
more rational and efficient social organizations and economic production.
Given this theoretical background, demographic studies of social mobility have
frequently been concerned with monitoring temporal trends in social stratification. For
example, although Herrnstein and Murray (1994) argue that the net effect of cognitive
skills on socioeconomic outcomes has increased in recent decades, Hauser and Huang
(1997) find no evidence for this trend in their analysis of a simple measure of verbal
ability.8 In studies of occupational mobility, a long-standing objective of researchers
over the decades has been to assess the current trend in the level of intergenerational
transmission of occupational status (Blau and Duncan 1967; Featherman and Hauser
1978; Hout 1988; DiPrete and Grusky 1990; Rytina 2000).
Monitoring trends in the net effects of achieved versus ascribed characteristics has
also been of major interest in this literature. An illustration of this concern is provided
by Sakamoto and associates (1998, 1999, 2000), who find increased net effects of
education and decreased net effects of being a racial or ethnic minority on the income
and occupational attainment of American men during the latter half of the 20th century.
In a somewhat related study, when comparing the intergenerational occupational
mobility of African American men before and after the civil rights legislation of the
1960s, Hout (1984) finds a substantial increase in the importance of class of origin
during the latter period.
An additional research concern frequently observed in the literature is how much
social mobility is structural versus circulation mobility. The basic idea is that structural
mobility refers to that which is ‘‘forced’’ due to changes in the distribution of occupations (either intragenerationally or intergenerationally) as reflected by the differences
in the marginal distributions of the mobility table. Structural mobility is generally
assumed to reflect technological change and economic development. On the other
hand, circulation (or ‘‘exchange’’) mobility refers to that which is said to more directly
reflect the degree of openness or inherent social fluidity of a society. Circulation
mobility is usually defined as that which is net of structural mobility.

Demography and Inequality
Empty places is a popular phrase used by Marxists to emphasize the institutional nature
of socioeconomic inequality (Wright 1979: 20). Similarly, among non-Marxist sociologists, ‘‘the distinctive approach by sociology to the study of inequality is probably the
idea that social structure is somehow relevant for the creation of inequality. . . . this idea
is shared by most sociological stratification researchers’’ (Sørensen 1996: 1334). In
short, a central concern of many sociological studies of inequality has been understanding its institutional nature.

8

In a thorough analysis of data from the Wisconsin Longitudinal Survey, Hauser et al. (2000: 223–225) find
that measured mental ability is only one variable among several that have at least equal or greater effects on
the occupational attainment of adults in the early 1990s.
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While we do not doubt the theoretical significance of the institutional perspective
on inequality, an analysis of why some empty places (i.e., jobs) pay higher earnings than
others cannot provide a complete accounting of the degree of inequality across units
within a population. For example, some people may have two jobs while others may
have none so that the degree of earnings inequality among individuals in the population
would be much greater than the degree of earnings inequality among the empty places.
Or, among families, if spouses’ earnings are correlated, then the degree of inequality
across families would be much greater than if persons tended to marry spouses whose
earnings were uncorrelated with their own. Investigating inequality only among persons
with jobs also ignores, as Mare (2001: 478) observes, ‘‘the stratification of the large nonworking part of the population, including (1) children and teenagers; (2) ‘working-age’
persons who do not hold jobs because they are homekeepers, caregivers, students, disabled, incarcerated, independently affluent, or simply unable to find work; and (3) retired
persons who are past the conventional working age.’’ In sum, although organizations and
social institutions certainly do influence the degree of inequality between jobs, the demography of inequality is still important because it analyzes the degree of inequality across
units in a population.
Furthermore, the distribution of various population characteristics may influence
the degree of inequality across jobs as well. Wages are not permanently fixed across all
jobs but instead are often affected by the characteristics of the incumbents of the empty
places. The distribution or supply of well-paid jobs may also be affected by population
characteristics and processes. As Mare (2001: 485) describes, when a change in the
distribution of personal characteristics in the labor force ‘‘affects the relative numbers of
workers trained for various positions, the relative wages of these skill groups may
change and, in turn, change employers’ demands for workers of varying types and the
resulting job and wage distributions.’’9 Thus, demography affects the observed degree of
inequality across workers.

METHODS AND MEASURES
Implicit in the study of attainment and mobility, just as in many areas of demographic
research, is change. Fundamental demographic concepts and statistical methods have
been instrumental in several major lines of inquiry relating to change as applied to social
stratification. This section focuses on the demographic underpinnings of some aspects
of the methodology for the study of social mobility and attainment.
At the individual level, socioeconomic attainment represents a process of change or
a transition from one social status—or social origin—to another destination status such
as current job.10 At the aggregate level, interest often focuses on changes in the
9
Mare (2001: 485) also argues that intragenerational mobility increases the ‘‘transitory’’ component of the
variance in earnings so that ‘‘inequality in earnings at any time is greater in markets where workers make
frequent moves than in markets with limited labor mobility.’’
10
Of course, individuals may end up in the roughly the same social status they started out in. When
considering a strictly quantitative dimension of social status, such as a socioeconomic index that varies over
all occupations or earnings measured in constant units with infinite precision, the probability that an
individual’s destination status equals his or her origin status is infinitesimally small. With less detailed
measures, such as broad occupational categories, such small changes may be undetectable, and individuals
can be considered immobile.
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occupational distribution induced by structural change in the past. Such change would
include the growth and decline in certain types of jobs over time, the expansion and
contraction of certain sectors of the economy, and gross flows of new labor force
entrants as a result of differential fertility and migration. Additional sources of change
in the occupational distribution include institutional changes in occupational barriers to
entry, licensing practices, and educational institutions and policies that affect the supply
of high-skilled labor. Also important is the alteration of normative patterns of labor
market processes that may inhibit the movement of groups out of jobs in which they
have been traditionally overrepresented into jobs in which they have been traditionally
underrepresented.

Change Processes
Change processes can be formulated in many ways. In their now classic study of status
attainment, Blau and Duncan (1967: 165) propose and estimate a path model using the
OCG-I data set. This model was extended by Sewell, Haller, and Ohlendorf (1970) in
their formulation of the so-called Wisconsin Model, which includes social-psychological
variables. In these and later status attainment studies (e.g., Jencks, Crouse, and Mueser
1983), a central objective is to uncover the pathways to attainment and to estimate the
relative impact of social origins on social destinations as mediated by intervening
variables such as education, aspirations, and first job.
Other approaches (e.g., Spilerman 1976) focus more exclusively on the labor
market career per se and take the first job as the starting point in an ongoing sequence
of socioeconomic changes. Individual career lines, job trajectories, and yearly wage
rates are indicators of the attainment process over the life course of individuals. In this
sense, job mobility and changes in earnings can be viewed as natural extensions of the
status attainment model of Blau and Duncan (1967). This approach focuses on the
determinants of individual change over the life cycle (i.e., intragenerational mobility)
and employs a methodology that is closely related to the demographic methods used in
the study of vital rates.
The investigation of intergenerational processes typically considers intergenerational occupational mobility by examining the social origins of a current sample of
workers. Such analyses hinge on the cross-classification of the occupational distribution
of a current sample of sons by the occupations of their fathers when respondents were
adolescents. The square contingency table formed by arraying father’s and son’s occupational categories in this manner provides the data for the statistical analysis of social
mobility.

Methods for Individual Change
The process of attainment entails a temporal component in which individuals’ values on
quantitative dimensions of stratification change over time. When such change in a
continuous variable results in a change in a qualitative dimension, then, in a nominalist
sense, a transition occurs from one social status (or qualitative dimension) to another.
The study of change can be viewed as a study of transitions. A fundamental concept in
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the statistical analysis of change is the transition probability, which has close ties with
several demographic methods, including life tables and population projections. To
study change at the individual level, it is necessary to first define the set of social
statuses that can be occupied at any point in time, or the state space Yt . The probability
that an individual in state i changes to state j(i, j 2 Yt ) in the time interval of from t to
t þ Dt (where t > 0 and Dt > 0) is the transition probability pij . The limit of this
conditional probability as Dt ! 0 is the transition rate rij (t) at time t. Other quantities
of interest are derived from the transition rate. For example, the proportion ‘‘surviving’’
to time t, or remaining
in the origin state until that time, is given by the survival
Rt
function, exp {  0 r(u)du}, which can be derived from the usual life table methods by
setting the radix l(0) ¼ 1.11 With data that have been aggregated by summing the
individual transitions occurring over a set of time intervals, these rates can be defined
empirically as the ratio of the number of i to j transitions divided by person-units of
exposure to the risk of that transition in a particular time interval.12
Researchers typically focus on a subset of possible transitions such as upward
moves, changes in earnings, or job shifts of various kinds. There are several notable
examples of earlier empirical research along these lines. Lipset and Bendix (1952a,
1952b) examine employer change and occupational change and find variation in job
change behavior by occupation and age. Palmer (1954) examines job change patterns in
several mutually exclusive categories comprised of employer, industry, and occupation,
and other shift types. Spilerman and Miller (1973) investigate variation in the quality of
position left and position entered. Sørensen (1974) finds differential socioeconomic
effects of voluntary versus involuntary job shifts. Tuma (1976) shows that the rate of
job mobility decreases as job rewards increase, increases with levels of personal resources including education, social background, and place of origin, but decreases as
duration in the job increases.
Recent work focuses on the linkages between states in Yt . For example, YtA may
represent a fertility transition such as the birth of first child and YtB may represent an
employment transition (e.g., leaving or entering a job). Blossfeld (1986, 1994) outlines a
strategy for analyzing interdependent processes such as these in which the researcher
considers one focal process among the set of interdependent processes as the dependent
one. Subsequent change in a dependent process is viewed as a function of current status,
the past, as well as other exogenous variables in what is termed a semi-Markov process.13 That is, transitions are independent of previous history but depend on the length
of time spent in a previous state. Time dependence in transition rates can be specified
parametrically by making assumptions about the profile of the rate over time and
allowing the shape of the rate to be a function of one or more parameters that may
themselves be functions of observed variables.14
11
Namboodiri and Suchindran (1987) provide a concise treatment of the life table from a Markov perspective.
12
In demography, this method is routinely applied to assess the impact of measured covariates on rates. For
example, a common technique is to treat the counts as Poisson variates and fit a generalized linear model with
the log of the exposure as an offset—a term whose slope coefficient is fixed at unity or some other constant
(e.g., Holford 1980; Laird and Oliver 1981).
13
A Markov process is one in which an individual’s future status depends only on his present status,
independent of the previous history leading up to present status.
14
Time dependence may be specified semiparametrically, in which case transition rates are assumed to be
constant within time intervals but can change in a stepwise fashion over time. Tuma’s (1976) finding of the
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In their work on social change processes, Tuma and Hannan (1984) state that time
itself can be viewed as a proxy for time-varying causal factors which are difficult to
observe. This idea has been used by Blossfeld (1986) to study job shifts by postulating
that unobserved job-specific labor force experience ZLFX assumes a value of 0 at the
beginning of each new job and increases linearly over the a person’s job spell t. The
equation to describe this situation usually incorporates a set of explanatory variables X,
and can be written as:
r(t) ¼ exp{X b þ gZLFX (t)}:

(1)

In this case, the observed job duration t is viewed as a proxy for job-specific labor force
experience resulting in the following Gompertz model:
r(t) ¼ exp(X b þ gt) ¼ exp(X b) exp(gt)

(2)

Thus, g < 0 would support the hypothesis that increasing the stock of job-specific
labor-force experience leads to a monotonic decline in the job shift rate.15 Other
parametric forms would lead to alternative hypotheses about the rate of change in job
shift rates. For example, using the logarithm of job-specific experience ZLFX (t) ¼ log t
would imply that increasing employment duration leads to a relatively smaller stock of
job-specific labor force experience than would be implied by the model above, resulting
in a more gradual decline in the job shift rate as the duration of the employment spell
increases.
Both of these models assume that job shift rates change monotonically over the
length of the employment spell. It is more realistic—and consistent with existing theory
and empirical research—to envision employment as the result of matching employees to
jobs (Mincer and Jovanovic 1981), so that employment may involve an initial adjustment period in which mismatches are likely to be resolved. This results in increasing job
shift rates early in an employment spell and declining job shift rates later on. As noted
by Blossfeld and Rohwer (1995), this empirical relationship would be quite plausible on
theoretical grounds and could result from the interplay of two contradictory forces—
increasing job-specific investments on the one hand and decreasing need to resolve
employment mismatches on the other. To accommodate both of these scenarios requires
a more flexible model that allows for increasing initial rates of job shift followed by
declining rates as employment durations increase.

Demographic Studies of Social Mobility
Cross-classification, or cross-tabulation, is one of the oldest and most widely used
statistical tools available to social scientists. Prior to the upsurge in regression and
regressionlike methods, cross-tabulation was the major analytical method used in
sociology. Classic studies of social mobility rely on cross-classifications of occupational
existence of significant duration dependence in job mobility rates is taken as evidence against a stationary
Markov process for job mobility and evidence in favor of a semi-Markov view that incorporates stationary
person-specific characteristics on the one hand and time-dependence in job-shift rates on the other.
15

The Gompertz model and its modification by Makeham are widely used in demography to describe the
force of mortality at later ages.
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categories (e.g., Glass 1954). Intergenerational mobility is typically studied using a
cross-classification based on as few as 3 and as many as 17 categories of father’s and
son’s occupation, corresponding to table rows and columns respectively. The resulting
square contingency table forms the basis for a statistical analysis of social mobility in
which the joint frequencies fij in the ith row and jth column are the observed outcomes
of a mobility process and denote the number of sons in the jth occupational class
category with social origin category (father’s occupational class) i. Hauser (1978: 921)
states that models for mobility are useful in informing ‘‘us where in the social structure
opportunities for movement or barriers to movement are greater or less, and in so doing
provide clues about stratification processes which are not less important, if different in
kind, from those uncovered by multivariate causal models.’’
It is tempting to view the marginal distribution of fathers’ occupations in a fatherson mobility table as an occupational distribution at an earlier time. A great deal of
early mobility research takes this approach. The basic techniques for analyzing changing occupational distributions are identical to those used for projecting population
growth as a first-order Markov process. Using this perspective, some investigators
equate differences in the marginal distribution of occupations of fathers and sons to
trends or change in the occupational distribution of the workforce (Rogoff 1953; Kahl
1957). Kahl (1957) uses the marginal distributions of occupations in different historical
periods approximately a generation apart, along with additional data on occupationspecific fertility and migration rates, to decompose total intergenerational social
mobility into distinct components attributable to differential reproduction, immigration, and technological sources. Matras (1961) follows in this tradition but considers
different assumptions about mobility and fertility rates in analyzing generation-togeneration change in occupational distributions as well as mobility patterns.
As Duncan (1966) points out, however, this approach is attractive in its elegance
and innovativeness, but it ignores the fact that social surveys begin with a sample of
sons and ask about the occupations of their fathers at the time when sons were age 16.16
Fathers with no sons are not represented in the marginal distributions of mobility
tables, whereas fathers with more than one son are overrepresented. Because major
studies of social mobility (e.g., those based on the OCG-I and OCG-II data sets) are
based on large-scale surveys that interview men ages 20 to 64 in the current year, it is
possible that a father and his son are both represented in the same table. Moreover, sons
in the sample have fathers of different ages and these fathers are likely to have started
their careers at different times, under different structural conditions, and hence the
information corresponds to different points in the careers of fathers. As Duncan (1966:
59) states ‘‘the transformations that occur via a succession of cohorts cannot, for basic
demographic reasons, be equated to the product of a procession of ‘generations.’ ’’
Therefore, the mobility table is probably best viewed as a distribution of the current
occupations of a sample of men. As such, it should be viewed not as information about
mobility, but as information about the dependence of sons’ statuses on fathers’ statuses
(Duncan 1966; Mukherjee 1954).

16
A notable exception to this is Rogoff’s (1953) study in which data are obtained from marriage license
applications eliciting men’s current occupation as well as the current occupation of the respondent’s father.
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Social Mobility as a Probability Process
Despite the aforementioned limitations, early studies of social mobility consider as a
basis for analysis the matrix of transition probabilities, or outflow percentages, implicit
in the father-son occupational mobility table. This forms the starting point for a
mathematical analysis of social mobility that has many close parallels with mathematical population models. Prais (1955a) and Glass (1954) carried out early work on social
mobility in Great Britain using methods based on Markov chains. In a similar vein,
studies by Matras (1961, 1967) provide insights into the interrelationships between
differential fertility, intergenerational mobility, and change in the distribution of occupations using Markov chain theory.17 In this tradition, transition probabilities, outflow
proportions, or mobility rates, denoted by pij , represent the conditional probability of
moving from origin state i to destination state j. The set of transition probabilities forms
the transition matrix, or mobility rate matrix, M ¼ pij .18 If M is stable over time, the
theory of Markov chains can be applied to yield an occupational distribution at a later
time, in the same spirit that a Leslie matrix is used for population projection in stable
population theory (Leslie 1945; Keyfitz 1977). An important question is whether the
marginal distribution of occupations of sons could have been generated from the
occupational distribution of fathers, as a0 M ¼ a1 , or projected out to the tth generation
as a0 Mt ¼ at , where a0 is the row vector of proportions in the respective occupational
origin categories and at is the distribution in the tth generation.
Apart from the aforementioned limitations inherent in the Markov approach to
social mobility, Hodge (1966), Prais (1955b), and others also argue that Markov models
will seldom fit social mobility data due to the phenomenon of clustering on the main
diagonal. That is, a son’s broad occupational category will tend to be more similar to a
father’s broad occupational category owing to status inheritance. This phenomenon is
also exhibited in intragenerational mobility matrices, which typically encompass several
measurement points.19 Although a first-order Markov chain cannot describe the tendency of clustering on the main diagonal, the data may obey some other stochastic
process. In their research on intragenerational mobility, Blumen, Kogan, and McCarthy
(1955) view this tendency as a particular form of unobserved heterogeneity and propose
a ‘‘mover-stayer’’ model, in which a latent class of stayers never leave their origin status
and a latent class of movers move according to a Markov chain.20 White (1970) extends
this idea to intergenerational mobility. Goodman (1965) considers a simplified version
of the mover-stayer model that ‘‘blocks out’’ the diagonal entries and adjusts the
marginal distributions accordingly.21 Goodman’s work can be viewed as the beginning
of a contemporary literature on the statistical analysis of mobility tables.
17
Recent work by Mare (1997) uses generalizations of these methods to examine the process by which a
socioeconomically differentiated population reproduces itself.
18
These are conceptually identical to the pij ’s we defined earlier. By definition the transition probabilities sum
to 1 over rows, Sj pij ¼ 1. The empirical counterparts are outflow proportions (or row proportions) pij ¼ fij =fi: ,
where fij denotes the joint frequency in the ith row and jth column and fi: ¼ Sj fij denotes marginal frequency in
the ith row. By contrast, the cell proportions in the table are fij =N, where N is the sample size.
19
In fact, it is rare to find intergenerational mobility tables that go back more than one generation, making
application of these models problematic.
20
Formally, for a continuous-time process this means that the distribution of t is defective, implying that a
proportion of the population never experience a transition.
21
This is equivalent to fitting a parameter to each diagonal entry in a table or for a subset of diagonal cells.
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While space limitations prevent us from elaborating subsequent developments in
the mathematical modeling of social mobility, suffice it to say that this earlier tradition
spawned a great deal of later work on life-course and career mobility and dynamic
models in general. It also gave rise to a new focus on structural or statistical models of
social mobility. By the mid 1970s, researchers focused less on the study of mobility as a
stochastic process and more on structural models of social mobility.

Statistical Models for Mobility Tables
Models for mobility tables express the expected frequencies in terms of the parameters
describing the marginal and joint distributions. Letting R denote the row variable
(father’s occupation) with row indices i, . . . , K and C denote the column variable
(son’s occupation) with column indices j, . . . , K, yields a model for the expected
frequency in the ith column and jth row Fij as:
C RC
Fij ¼ tt R
i t j t ij

(3)

As Hauser (1979) points out, each observed frequency in a father-son mobility table has
two components—the effects of prevalence and the effects of interaction. Prevalence
effects involve the tendency for the joint frequencies in certain diagonal cells to be large
because the corresponding marginal frequencies are large. For example, using three
occupational ‘‘class’’ categories corresponding to upper-, middle-, and lower-class jobs,
we would expect to find many middle-class sons with middle-class fathers simply
because there are more middle-class jobs. Interaction concerns the varying tendencies
for categories to interact or occur jointly. For example, we would expect to find that
relatively more men ‘‘inherit’’ the broad occupational position of their fathers than end
up very far from their social origins. In Equation 3, prevalence effects are accounted for
C
by the parameters governing the marginal distributions, or the t R
i and t j parameters.
RC
Interaction effects are captured by the t ij parameters. Taking logs, we can write
Equation 3 as a loglinear model:
C
RC
log Fij ¼ m þ mR
i þ mj þ mij :

(4)

We will describe several models that are constrained versions of this model.
RC
When all t RC
ij ¼ 1 or mij ¼ 0 we have the model of independence or perfect mobility.
This model constrains all row-specific and column-specific proportions to be equal to
the respective marginal proportions—a property referred to as marginal homogeneity.
If proportions are not homogeneous across rows or columns, then there is dependence
between son’s and father’s occupational class. As outlined earlier, this model will rarely
fit mobility data due to a failure to account for status inheritance. However, Goodman
(1965) considers the situation where perfect mobility holds, except for those who are in
the same occupational category as their fathers, resulting in a model for quasi-perfect
mobility or quasi-independence.
The model of quasi-independence is obtained if R and C are independent of each
other in the off-diagonal cells. That is, the expected frequencies in the ith row and jth
column are given by Fij ¼ fi :f:j =N, where fi . and f:j denote the marginal frequencies for
the row and column variables respectively. Independence also implies that the odds
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ratio for any 2  2 subtable is equal to 1. Because odds ratios are invariant under
transformations of the marginal distributions, and are byproducts of the estimation of
loglinear models, they are highly useful for studying comparative mobility. Goodman
(1968) makes extensive use of odds ratios to gain information about the association in
selected regions of a mobility table. Hauser (1979) uses the nonredundant odds ratios
obtained from a saturated model to delineate areas in a social mobility table with similar
levels of association.22 The result is what is referred to as the topological model. The
interaction parameters from the topological model can be used to quantify the association between any two occupational origins and any two occupational destinations.
The model of symmetry and the model of quasi-symmetry have also been widely
used. Symmetric association patterns may also provide a good fit to the observed data
in square tables. In terms of model parameters, we constrain interaction terms to be the
RC
same on both sides of the main diagonal t RC
ij ¼ t ji . This model can be decomposed into
two components: marginal homogeneity and symmetric interactions. Fitting the diagonal cells as a special case, so that in addition to the constraint above we also allow
additional t RC
ij parameters for (i ¼ j), results in a model of quasi-symmetry. Similar to
the quasi-independence model, this model allows for marginal heterogeneity.
Sobel, Hout, and Duncan (1985) show that when quasi-symmetry holds, it is
possible to obtain estimates that describe structural mobility derived from differences
in father’s and son’s occupational distributions. As was mentioned above, estimating
structural and circulation mobility has been a long-standing concern in the analysis of
social mobility. Previous approaches were problematic due to the fact that the distribution of a son’s social origins does not correspond directly to the occupational
distribution in the past and due to an inadequate theoretical conceptualization of
structural mobility based on the difference between total and exchange mobility.
Sobel, Hout, and Duncan (1985) equate structural mobility with marginal heterogeneity
and further assume that this effect operates uniformly on all social origin categories.
They define exchange mobility as mobility resulting from equal flows between pairs of
cells in a mobility table, implying symmetry.
Association models represent an alternative approach to modeling interaction
effects in mobility tables. In this case, we incorporate information on the ordering of
occupational categories to construct row and column scores. For a K  K table, the row
and column scores can be constructed as i ¼ 1, . . . , K and j ¼ 1, . . . , K, respectively.23
This results in the uniform association model which can be written as:
C
log Fij ¼ m þ mR
i þ mj þ bij :

(5)

The odds ratios involving adjacent rows and columns are invariant and equal to exp( b).
This result can be used to construct odds ratios for arbitrary pairs (i and i0 for row and
j and j 0 for column) as exp{b(i  i0 )( j  j 0 )}.
Goodman (1979, 1981) proposes two kinds of association models—the row-andcolumn-effects association Model I and the row-and-column-effects association Model
II (referred to as the RC model). Model I estimates row and column scores from the
data and is of the form
22

A saturated model has a single parameter per cell and thus fits the data perfectly.
Here we use integer scoring. The particular values used are inconsequential as long as they are uniformly
spaced. Other scoring methods may be more reasonable, such as using midpoints or weighted means to
linearize categories based on interval measures.
23
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C
log Fij ¼ m þ mR
i þ mj þ jfi þ iwj :

(6)

This model specifies the association between father’s and son’s occupation as the sum of
the two interaction terms involving a row score f (or row effect) and a column score w
(or column effect). It is a generalization of the uniform association model insofar as the
association parameters vary uniformly (linearly) by row and column. Whereas this
model depends on a correct ordering of the occupational categories, Goodman’s
RC model makes no assumptions regarding the correct ordering of categories and can
be written as a log-multiplicative model, in which the two-way interaction is characterized by a multiplicative term involving unknown row and column scores:
C
log Fij ¼ m þ mR
i þ mj þ fi wj :

(7)

The estimated scores not only reveal the ordering of categories but also show the relative
differences in occupational categories (e.g., Clogg 1982).
Association models are particularly attractive from the standpoint of parsimony
and have advantages that carry over to the analysis of more complicated tables. Xie
(1992) proposes a log-multiplicative layer effect model to handle the three-way interaction present in a three-country mobility table with country dimension or layer L. His
proposed model is:
C L RL CL
Fijk ¼ tt R
i t j t k t ik t jk exp(cij fk )

(8)

where the parameters cij and fk can be viewed as latent scales for ordinal variables, with
the c parameters describing origin-destination association and the f parameters describing the country-specific deviations in the association.

Studies of Heterogeneous Populations
Although intergenerational occupational mobility has been a key topic in the demography of social stratification, other aspects of the study of mobility continue to attract
increased attention. Among them are demographic studies of socioeconomic outcomes
for populations characterized by heterogeneity. Demographers have had a long-standing
interest in problems of unobserved heterogeneity, especially with regard to the study of
mortality (e.g., Vaupal, Manton, and Stallard 1979; Vaupal and Yashin 1985). Unobserved heterogeneity denotes a collection of unknown factors that contribute—along
with known factors—to an individual’s risk of some outcome of interest.
Known risk factors are readily incorporated into the transition rate models that
were discussed earlier. Suppose, however, that we now wish to account for unobserved
heterogeneity. To consider this issue, the following proportional hazard model may be
specified:
r(t) ¼ r0 (t) exp(X 0 b)y

(9)

where y is unobserved heterogeneity, or frailty, that acts multiplicatively to raise or
lower an individual’s risk (assuming an average frailty of 1). We commonly account for
frailty by assuming a distribution for y and averaging (or integrating) it out of the
expression for a likelihood conditional on y, and then maximizing the resulting marginal
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likelihood with respect to b and ancillary parameters describing the distribution of y.
There are, however, several limitations to this approach. As discussed by Heckman
and Singer (1984), a misspecification arises in regard to the baseline hazard r0 (t) or
because the distribution of the unobserved heterogeneity could lead to serious biases.
Heckman and Singer (1984) demonstrate how these problems arise in several models
and propose a nonparametric approach for handling the distribution of y. The literature
remains unclear about the extent to which it is possible to compare models that control
for unobserved heterogeneity against alternative models without unobserved heterogeneity (Hoem 1990; Trussel and Rodrı́guez 1990). Trussel and Rodrı́guez (1990) show that
an identification problem exists in the sense that a model specification with unobserved
heterogeneity can be observationally equivalent to a model specified without unobserved heterogeneity even though the two models appear to be conceptually distinct.
Rather than viewing unobserved heterogeneity as a process that occurs at the
individual level, a more fruitful approach may be to control for the shared unmeasured
factors that are common to paired, clustered, or repeatedly measured observations. In
this context, a generalization of the preceding model is a natural way to accommodate
unobserved heterogeneity due to common unmeasured sources of variation. These
sources may derive from observations sharing a common family, neighborhood, community, or other aggregation.

Sibling Studies
Sibling data have special relevance for research on social stratification and mobility
because of the opportunity to control for sources of variability that cannot otherwise be
captured. As noted by Griliches (1979), the correlation between sibling characteristics is
likely the result of many factors, including shared genetic traits (i.e., heredity), shared
home environments (i.e., cultural, physical, and financial resources), shared communities, friends, and schools. Some of these factors may be measurable. However, many are
not or are measured imperfectly and would be represented as disturbances, residuals, or
unobserved family-specific traits in models of socioeconomic outcomes.
Unobserved components of socioeconomic outcomes should be positively correlated across siblings. Of course, siblings differ on important dimensions and the extent of
sibling differences will likely depend on the difference in age as a result of changes that
may have occurred in the age interval that separates them. For example, changes in
socioeconomic circumstances and family structure may have varying impacts on older
and younger siblings which can lead to differences in outcomes. Outcomes can be
influenced by the sibling-specific context of parent–child relationships and by the
unique nature of peer group interactions. While there is a possibility of countervailing
influences leading to differences in outcomes among siblings, most researchers in this
tradition would argue that siblings share a set of generalized unmeasured traits that can
be captured by a single variable. Accounting for this effect should help to eliminate
potential biases in the effects of key variables such as education on socioeconomic
outcomes.
The structural equation approach is ideal for analyses involving sibling pairs, though
a more general approach that allows for family clusters of any size might be preferable
in other contexts. One model that closely resembles the preceding multiplicative frailty
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model considers a socioeconomic outcome Y as a function of years of schooling E for the
jth sibling in the ith family.
Yij ¼ a þ bEij þ y i þ «ij :

(10)

This is a multilevel regression model, where y is either a normally distributed random
variable (random effect) or a fixed effect that varies over families. Our estimate of b will
be unbiased as long as siblings have the same level of y. Griliches (1979: S40) refers to
this as ‘‘the rationale, the promise, and the limitation of the siblings method.’’ That is, if
the components of y (the collection of unobserved family traits) are in fact ‘‘familylevel’’ traits, then b will be unbiased. Otherwise, if y also represents some combination
of individual- and family-level traits, it is not clear that the estimator of b is unbiased in
either the random-effects or fixed-effects model. Other potential sources of bias include
regressors correlated with y or u (i.e., endogeneity of E). In spite of these limitations,
sibling data permit a richer set of analytical questions to be addressed, as evident from
studies by Jencks et al. (1972, 1979), Olneck (1977), Hauser (1988), Hauser and Mossel
(1985), Hauser and Sewell (1986), and Hauser and Wong (1989).
It is also worth noting that models such as that shown in Equation 10 can be cast as
random coefficients models, which allow for family-specific effects of education. Such
models provide estimates of additional components of variation, beyond the usual
residual variance in the classic regression model. Although sibling data have the potential to shed light on estimates of covariates affecting socioeconomic outcomes, they are
not a panacea for understanding family effects except in certain circumstances with
specific kinds of models.24 Nevertheless, sibling models have been instrumental in
focusing attention on the role of families in the stratification process.25
Sibling models are especially relevant for the study of the effects of education. It is
well known that investments in schooling have major and important direct effects on
socioeconomic success. But socioeconomic outcomes are also affected by family background factors and personal characteristics. Therefore, the observed association between socioeconomic outcomes and schooling may not be entirely a causal effect.
Models based on sibling data (specifically, sibling pairs) allow the researcher to decompose the cross-sibling variance into between-family and within-family components. As
noted by Hauser (1988: 1402), ‘‘if fraternal differences in schooling lead to differences in
adult success, we can be more confident that the association of schooling with success is
not merely an artifact of school success running in families that are also economically
successful.’’
In general, studies using sibling data do not find much upward bias in conventional
estimates of the effects of schooling on socioeconomic outcomes (Hauser and Sewell
1986; Altonji and Dunn 1996; Ashenfelter and Zimmerman 1997). This conclusion
is especially apparent after correcting for measurement error in the schooling data
24
For example, when sibling data are used with a gamma distributed random effect in a proportional hazard
model, the estimated variance in frailty has a substantive interpretation in terms of a relative risk (e.g., Guo and
Rodrı́guez 1992; Guo 1993; Powers 2001.)
25
This latter concern is underscored by Mare (2001, p. 480), who states ‘‘it is families rather than individuals
that provide demographic continuity of social stratification from one generation to the next. . . . the stratification scholar should bear in mind that socioeconomic reproduction combines intergenerational social mobility
with demographic reproduction, including differential fertility, fertility timing, mortality, assortative mating
and family stability.’’
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(Ashenfelter and Rouse 2000: 96). The basic finding that the direct effect of schooling is
not appreciably reduced by an unobserved family factor is largely evident even in studies
that are restricted to siblings who are identical or fraternal twins (Ashenfelter and
Krueger 1994; Ashenfelter and Rouse 1998; Ashenfelter and Rouse 2000; Miller,
Mulvey, and Martin 1995). Thus, the direct effect of schooling on socioeconomic
outcomes is probably not a spurious artifact deriving from a common association
with being from a family with higher socioeconomic standing.

ADDITIONAL DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH
ON MOBILITY
Some Major Findings Regarding Social Mobility in the U.S.
In the extant literature, the common if not perennial fear among students of American
social mobility is that it is on the decline.26 For the most part, however, this conclusion
has not been evident in the major modern studies of intergenerational occupational
mobility for the U.S. Featherman and Hauser’s (1978) meticulous study of the OCG-I
and OCG-II data sets finds increased mobility and reduced ascription between 1962 and
1973 for a variety of models of various socioeconomic outcomes. Those authors state
they have ‘‘detected two complementary trends: declining status ascription and increasing universalistic status allocation. . . . If anything, the weight of the evidence of change
suggests that the acquisition of schooling, jobs, and earnings has become less constrained by social background’’ (Featherman and Hauser 1978: 481).
Another important study (Hout 1988) investigates intergenerational occupational
mobility from 1972 to 1985. This analysis combines features of association models as
well as an earlier model of (Sobel, Hout, and Duncan 1985) that incorporates parameters for structural mobility. An additional innovation is that Hout’s (1988) model also
includes occupation-specific measures of status, autonomy, and training. In doing so, he
allows for various sources of heterogeneity within broad occupational categories.
Especially relevant is the role of education and training, and Hout finds that origindestination association varies by educational level. In particular, the origin-destination
association is nil among the college educated.27 Thus, as the proportion of collegeeducated workers increases, an increase in circulation mobility is evident. Although
structural mobility decreased during this time period, circulation mobility increased. As
Hout observes (1988: 1358), ‘‘the more college graduates in the work force, the weaker
the association between origin status and destination status for the population as a
whole. Overall mobility remains unchanged because a decline in structural mobility
offsets the increased openness of the class structure.’’
DiPrete and Grusky (1990), using data for approximately the same period as Hout
(1988), reach similar conclusions, although their methodology differs. They find little
evidence of an increase in the effect of ascription on occupational attainment, although
26
A decline in social mobility is also hypothesized by Herrnstein and Murray (1994), although in their view
this decline is generated primarily as a consequence of the increasing stratification of cognitive skills.
27
As Hout (1988) notes, the finding that college education erases the origin-destination association may help
to explain the paradox of higher-than-average attainment (i.e., beyond what would be predicted by social
origins) of certain ethnic minorities in the U.S. such as Asian Americans and Eastern Europeans, as these
groups have a higher than average proportion of college graduates.
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some of their results suggest a slowdown in the growth of universalistic practices.
Overall, however, the findings of DiPrete and Grusky seem generally consistent with
those of Hout, showing considerable social fluidity during the latter 1970s and the 1980s
despite some slowdown in structural mobility. DiPrete and Grusky (1990) argue that
part of the continued universalism during this period is political, deriving from the
enforcement of equal-opportunity employment legislation.
Hauser et al. (2000) provide results for occupational attainment during the early
1990s using the Wisconsin Longitudinal Survey. This thorough and informative test of a
status attainment model that includes a variety of social background variables indicates
the continuing importance of schooling as key determinant of occupational attainment,
even after controlling for a mental ability test score. The direct effects of social background variables (net of schooling) are small or negligible, yielding no obvious evidence
of a direct increase in the role of ascription in occupational attainment during the early
1990s.

Some Major Findings From Cross-National Studies of Social Mobility
A great deal of the research on social mobility has been cross-national. Hout (2003)
succinctly summarizes much of our current knowledge derived from this research.
Several important empirical generalizations emerge from his review. Of particular
significance is what has come to be known as the Treiman constant: ‘‘occupations are
ranked in the same order in most nations and over time’’ (Hout 2003: 2). In other words,
in terms of average levels of prestige and socioeconomic rewards, occupations tend to be
ordered similarly across most nations and across time within nations. This result was
first reported and analyzed in Treiman (1977) and was subsequently extended by
Ganzeboom and Treiman (1996). The Treiman constant is important because it implies
that occupation is a major dimension of social inequality that may be directly compared
across nations and across time periods for the purpose of studying patterns of social
mobility. This finding thus underlies comparative studies of social mobility.
The latter topic is sufficiently complex to have generated a variety of debates and
viewpoints over the years. However, a general consensus seems to be emerging recently
regarding several basic conclusions. The first is that there is a great deal of variation in
levels and patterns of structural mobility across nations and and across time periods
(Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992). These variations in structural mobility (which are also
sometimes referred to as variations in absolute mobility rates) reflect the generally
historical and idiosyncratic features of the economic development and class structures
of different nations. As stated by Goldthorpe (2000: 232) ‘‘most mobility researchers
came to accept the view, either implicitly if not explicitly, that variation in absolute rates
cannot in fact usefully be regarded as systematic, and that explanations of such variation, whether over time or cross-nationally, will need to be provided far more in
specific historical, than in general theoretical terms.’’
A second major conclusion from this literature is that relative mobility rates—
which may be construed as indicative of circulation mobility—show a great deal of
similarity across industrial nations, particularly in regard to the fundamental pattern of
association between origins and destinations. In other words, industrial nations do not
differ much in terms of their levels of inherent social fluidity or degrees of openness.
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Although differences do exist between countries, they are small compared to the crossnational similarities. In fact, ‘‘such variations in pattern as do occur are not of any
major quantitative importance’’ (Goldthorpe 2000: 234). Hout (2003: 7–8) states that
this conclusion generally applies both to ‘‘vertical’’ and ‘‘class’’ models of mobility.
Although somewhat less well conceptualized and studied, another basic conclusion
from comparative studies is that education plays a critical role in the status attainment
process in industrialized nations. As stated by Hout (2003: 9) ‘‘education is the main
factor in both upward mobility and the reproduction of status from generation to
generation.’’ For the U.S., this conclusion is evident in numerous studies such as Blau
and Duncan (1967), Featherman and Hauser (1978), Jencks et al. (1979), and DiPrete
and Grusky (1990). Studies of status attainment in other industrialized nations,
however, also report similar findings (Hope 1985; Hout 1989; Ishida 1993; Treiman
and Ganzeboom 1990). Because of the important role of education in determining
occupational attainment, upward mobility is facilitated to the extent that persons
from lower-status origins obtain high levels of education while status reproduction
results when persons obtain levels of education that are consistent with their class
origins (Bielby 1981: 6–10; Hout 2003: 9–12).
An additional important conclusion from comparative studies of social stratification is the persistence of class differentials in educational attainment in most industrialized nations. ‘‘Class differentials in educational attainment, considered net of
all effects of expansion per se, have tended to display a high degree of stability: that
is, while all children of all class backgrounds have alike participated in the process
of expansion, the association between class origins and the relative chances of
children staying on in education, taking more academic courses, or entering higher
education has, in most societies, been rather little altered’’ (Goldthorpe 2000: 182). The
main source of this finding is Shavit and Blossfeld (1993), who investigate educational
attainment in 13 countries including Czechoslovakia, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Italy,
Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, United Kingdom, and the
U.S. Previous studies have also reported similar findings for France (Garnier and
Raffalovitch 1984) and the Philippines (Smith and Cheung 1986). The stability in
class differentials in educational attainments seems somewhat surprising given the
considerable cross-national variation in educational systems and the general increase
in average levels of educational attainment across cohorts in all industrialized nations.
However, this finding is consistent with (if not implied by) the previous two general
conclusions about the cross-national similarity in relative mobility rates and the important role of education in status attainment in industrialized nations.28
Other major conclusions from comparative studies of social stratification pertain
to gender. The first in this regard is that, when measured in terms of years of schooling
completed, gender differentials in educational attainment have notably declined
throughout industrialized nations since World War II (Shavit and Blossfeld 1993;
Breen and Goldthorpe 1997). Indeed, in some nations, recent cohorts of women actually
attend schooling for more years than do men. As mentioned by Hout (2003: 12), this
trend may derive from ‘‘rising returns to market work among women, the educational
28
The two countries where class differentials in educational attainment do appear to be significantly attenuated are the Netherlands and Sweden (De Graaf and Ganzeboom 1993; Jonsson 1993), and these two countries
are also characterized by somewhat higher levels of circulation mobility (Ganzeboom and De Graaf 1984;
Erikson and Goldthorpe 1987).
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and occupational aspirations of post-feminist women, the family resources of smaller
families, and the interests of privileged parents who have daughters but not sons.’’
Another general result from comparative studies of social stratification is that
‘‘occupational distributions are gendered’’ (Hout 2003: 3). In other words, throughout
industrialized nations there are significant gender differentials in occupational attainment. In particular, women are typically much more likely to be employed in lower-level
white-collar occupations. The most systematic cross-national study of this phenomenon
is Charles and Grusky (1995). Although this study finds notable gender segregation in
the occupational distributions of each of the countries considered, nations nonetheless
differ significantly in terms of their specific patterns and in the changes of these patterns
over time. Future research on this topic may need to investigate more thoroughly the
role of gender differentials in educational type and specialty that continue to persist in
many nations (despite declines in gender differentials in total years of schooing completed).
In sum, comparative studies have yielded an impressive body of knowledge about
cross-national commonalities in the basic facts and processes involved in social stratification. In our review, we have been careful to limit these generalizations to those
pertaining to industrialized nations because almost all of these studies are based exclusively on data from such countries.29 The extent to which these generalizations may also
be applicable to developing nations thus remains a topic for future research. The main
impediment to extending these studies to developing nations has been the availability of
appropriate data.

DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH ON THE LEVEL
OF INEQUALITY
Demographic Factors Affecting the Level of Poverty
One of the fundamental indicators of inequality in a population is its level of poverty,
which is typically measured as the proportion of households whose income falls below
some specified poverty threshold (i.e., the poverty rate).30 Because poverty thresholds
vary by household size (and, to a lesser extent, composition), Bumpass and Sweet (1981)
note that processes of family formation and change can have direct effects on the
incidence of poverty. These demographic factors may also have indirect effects via
consequent reductions in labor supply or earnings capacities. Households may thus
leave or enter poverty as the result of such demographic changes as marital dissolution,
aging, retirement, death, childbirth, remarriage, the departure of children from the
household, and the formation of new households.
The particular demographic issue that has been prominent in the poverty literature
is the extent to which changes in family structure over the past few decades have
contributed to the rate of poverty in the U.S. Earlier qualitative and ethnographic
29
The one major exception here is Treiman (1977), who also uses data for developing nations. The Treiman
constant is thus the one generalization that may be said to pertain to both developed and developing nations.
30
Despite Sen’s (1976) seminal contribution to the methodology of poverty indices, most empirical research
seems to be based on the simple proportion of the poor in the total population (perhaps because Sen’s [1976]
index may be more unreliable than a proportion when the incomes of the poor are reported with significant
error).
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research by sociologists often interpreted family structure as being adaptive to poverty
(e.g., Rainwater 1968; Schulz 1969; Stack 1974). According to this ‘‘situational view’’
of poverty, nonmarital fertility and increased proportions of female-headed households
are seen as being in part a consequence of low wages, unemployment, and economic
inequality rather than the primary causes of them (Valentine 1968). By contrast, the
‘‘culture of poverty’’ view maintains that poverty is substantially promoted and increased by the rejection of middle-class social values and normative behaviors (Banfield
1968). The resulting high rates of female-headed households and high school dropouts
are predicted to be fundamental and important sources of increased poverty rates
(Lewis 1966).
Bane’s demographic study (1986) is one of the first to systematically investigate the
effect of family structure on poverty rates. Her analysis is based on the U.S. Census
Bureau definition of poverty, which is an absolute measure (i.e., it is invariant with
respect to changes in average standards of living or household income in society). Using
standardization methods and demographic data from 1960 to 1983, she finds that ‘‘the
poverty rate in 1979 would have been about 16 percent lower than it was had family
composition remained as it was in 1959’’ (Bane 1986: 214). For the black population
separately, the corresponding figure is 22% (Bane 1986: 215). Bane interprets her results
as lending some support to the ‘‘situational view’’ because ‘‘most poverty, even that of
female-headed families, occurs because of income or job changes’’ (Bane 1986: 231). For
African Americans, Bane (1986: 231) concludes that ‘‘although there has indeed been a
dramatic and shocking increase in female-headed households among blacks and an
equally dramatic feminization of black poverty, one cannot conclude that much of the
poverty could have been avoided had families stayed together.’’
Another important study is Danziger and Gottschalk (1995), which also uses the
U.S. Census Bureau definition of poverty. Unlike Bane (1986), however, Danziger and
Gottschalk seek to evaluate simultaneously the effects of economic changes as well as
demographic changes. To do this, they develop a decomposition that incorporates
changes in mean household income, household income inequality, and race-specific
family structure. Consistent with Bane’s (1986) general conclusion, they find that
changes in family structure (in particular, the increase in female-headed households)
had a moderate effect on increasing poverty from 1973 to 1991. Danziger and
Gottschalk’s (1995: 102) results for this period also indicate, however, that economic
factors had larger effects than did family structure, including the increase in mean
household income (which reduced poverty) and the increase in household income
inequality (which increased poverty). Economic factors, particularly the increase in
mean household income, had the overwhelmingly largest impact on reducing poverty
during the earlier period from 1949 to 1969 (during which time family structure did not
change significantly).
An update and extension of Danziger and Gottschalk’s (1995) analysis is provided
by Iceland (2003), who uses both the U.S. Census Bureau definition as well as a relative
measure of poverty for the period from 1949 to 1999. With regard to his results for the
U.S. Census Bureau definition, Iceland also finds (as did Danziger and Gottschalk) that
economic factors—particularly increases in mean household income—overwhelmingly
had the dominant impact on reducing poverty from 1949 to 1969. However, in the
subsequent period, from 1969 to 1990, Iceland’s (2003: 512–513) results indicate that
changes in family structure played a significant role, especially for African Americans.
Even so, the total impact of economic factors was still larger than was the effect of
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family structure for this period. During the last period in their analysis, from 1990 to
1999, the poverty rate did not change much, and economic factors clearly had the
greatest impact—while the distribution of family structure remained relatively constant.
An important contribution of Iceland (2003) is to extend the analysis to a relative
definition, according to which the poverty threshold increases as the average standard
of living increases in society.31 Although absolute poverty (i.e., the U.S. Census Bureau
definition) declined dramatically from 1949 to 1969, Iceland (2003: 507) finds that
relative poverty was reduced only slightly. During the subsequent two periods, from
1969 to 1990 and 1990 to 1999, relative poverty actually increased—in marked contrast
to the declines in absolute poverty. Whereas according to the official (i.e., absolute)
definition, the poverty rate declined from 13.9% in 1969 to 11.8% in 1999, by Iceland’s
relative measure, the poverty rate substantially increased from 20.6% in 1969 to 26.1%
in 1999.
Iceland’s (2003: 509–512) decomposition results generally show that increases in
mean household income have much less impact on reducing relative poverty than on
reducing absolute poverty and that the former is more highly affected by changes in
household income inequality. This result is not surprising given that the thresholds for
relative poverty are defined as a percentage of the median household income. In
addition, the decomposition results indicate that the impact of family structure for the
period from 1969 to 1990 was slightly larger for relative poverty than for absolute
poverty, especially in the case of African Americans.32 From 1990 to 1999, however,
family structure again had a negligible impact in the case of relative poverty.
In sum, the studies reviewed in this section used decomposition methods to analyze
the impact of changes in family structure on the trend in the poverty rate in the U.S. All
of these studies indicate that changes in family structure—and in particular, the increase
in female-headed households—have increased poverty at least to some degree before
1990. This conclusion is probably somewhat more applicable to African Americans and
to results that are based on a relative measure of poverty. Since 1990, however, changes
in family structure have been minor and have not had a significant impact on the
poverty rate.
At the same time, these studies seem to agree that although changes in family
structure have sometimes played a significant role, economic factors have been the
primary factors associated with the trend in poverty in the U.S. In the case of an
absolute measure, the trend in poverty is more affected by changes in mean household
income. In the case of a relative measure, the trend in poverty is more affected by
changes in household income inequality. In reaching these general conclusions,
however, we point out that these studies have not investigated whether changes in
family structure may have had ‘‘indirect effects’’ on the poverty rate by affecting trends
in mean household income and household income inequality. This may be a fruitful
issue to explore in future research.

31
In particular, Iceland (2003: 503) defines the poverty threshold as being one-half of the median household
income after accounting for differences in household size.
32
In a related study, Smith (1988) argues that the effect of family structure on poverty among blacks was
slightly more substantial during this time period than had been concluded by Bane (1986). These somewhat
different conclusions probably in part reflect their different measures of poverty because Smith (1988) uses a
type of relative measure.
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Before concluding this section, we point out that the social and economic disadvantages of female-headed families are also evident in other industrialized nations
(Garfinkel and McLanahan 1994; Lichter 1997). Data for the early 1990s indicate
significantly higher relative poverty rates for female-headed households in Canada,
France, Germany, and the United Kingdom (Garfinkel and McLanahan 1994: 209).
As discussed by McLanahan and Sandefur (1994), female-headed households tend to be
inevitably disadvantaged (as compared to two-parent families) in terms of parenting,
economic resources, and social ties to the community. Family structure therefore
probably plays a significant role in influencing the level of poverty in other nations as
well.
Nonetheless, comparative studies also indicate clearly that the impact of femaleheaded households on the level of poverty is highly variable and conditional on the role
of government programs (Smeeding, Torrey, and Rein 1988). For example, the relative
poverty rates of female-headed families in Sweden and the Netherlands are quite low,
and these countries are notable for the effectiveness of their welfare programs (Garfinkel and McLanahan 1994). In other European countries as well, government benefits
are far more effective (than is the case in the U.S.) in mitigating the adverse economic
disadvantages faced by female-headed households (Garfinkel and McLanahan 1994;
Rainwater 1995). To be sure, such programs are more costly but they do indicate that
poverty among female-headed families can be reduced substantially without increasing
appreciably the incidence of female-headed households (Bergmann 1996; Garfinkel and
McLanahan 1994).

Inequality in the Distribution of Family Income
In addition to its relationship with the poverty rate, household income inequality is an
important issue in itself. With regard to couple-headed families, Treas (1987: 265) notes
that income inequality can be viewed as a function of income inequality among husbands plus income inequality among wives plus the covariance between the incomes of
husbands and wives.33 Thus, income inequality among couple-headed families would
increase if wealthier men tended to be married to wealthier women but would decrease if
wealthier men tended to be married to poorer women. The pattern of assortative mating
can thus have a direct impact on the level of income inequality among couple-headed
families.
Treas’s (1987) review of the literature from the 1960s and 1970s finds that most
studies report that the earnings of wives tend to reduce family income inequality. These
results seem to derive primarily from (at least for whites) the higher labor force
participation among the wives of husbands who have lower incomes. That is, the
wives of wealthier white husbands were less likely to have an income through work in
the paid labor force. In short, due to the reduced labor force participation and hence
lower earnings of the wives of wealthier husbands, the correlation between the incomes
of white spouses during this time period appears to be negative, which reduces the level
of family income inequality (Cancian, Danziger, and Gottschalk 1993: 210).34
33

The same basic function could also be applied to gay and lesbian couples.
The negative correlation is evident only when nonworking wives’ earnings are set equal to zero; the
correlation between spouses’ earnings among couples where both spouses work was actually slightly positive
even during this time period (Cancian, Danziger, and Gottschalk 1993: 210).

34
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During the late 1970s and the 1980s, the labor force participation of women
continued to increase. Partly as a result of this increase, the correlation between the
earnings of spouses became positive (Cancian, Danziger, and Gottschalk 1993: 210).
Although this positive correlation should increase the level of family inequality, the
effect was counterbalanced by a reduction in the inequality of earnings among women.
That is, the variation in the earnings among women declined significantly as more
women worked more hours in the paid labor force. The reduction in inequality in
the earnings of women is greater than the effect of the increase in the correlation
between the earnings of spouses. The overall result is that during the 1970s, 1980s,
and early 1990s, women’s earnings reduced family income inequality (Cancian and Reed
1999).
Perhaps the most thorough and informative analysis of this issue is provided by
Cancian and Reed (1999). This study develops a decomposition approach that factors in
the proportion of households consisting of single persons or single parents. In addition,
Cancian and Reed clarify the importance of stipulating the ‘‘counterfactual’’ when
assessing the impact of women’s earnings on the level of family income inequality.
For example, comparison of the observed level of family income inequality and the level
that would be obtained if all wives had zero earnings yields a different result than
comparison of the observed level of family income inequality and that which would be
obtained if the earnings of wives were reduced only slightly. For 1994, the former
comparison increases family income inequality while in the latter case inequality is
reduced (Cancian and Reed 1999: 180). However, when comparing the level of family
income inequality in 1967 with that in 1994, Cancian and Reed conclude that the
increase in the latter period would have been substantially greater if wives’ earnings in
1994 were the same as they had been in 1967 (i.e., if the mean and variance of the
distribution of wives’ earnings did not change over this time period). Thus, ‘‘the growth
in family income inequality cannot be attributed primarily to changes in wives’ earnings.
Changes in husbands’ earnings are substantially more important in explaining recent
trends’’ (Cancian and Reed 1999: 184).
Although this conclusion is important, so is the caveat mentioned by Treas (1987:
275) that ‘‘working women trade off time for money. Women perform many valued
services around the home (e.g., housekeeping, meal preparation, child care, entertaining, emotional support). When the wife goes to work, the family must either forego
some of these services, find another family member to provide them, or spend money to
purchase them in the marketplace.’’ This loss in the value of home production is not
reflected in the statistics on income distribution analyzed in the studies discussed above.
On an hourly basis, however, working-class wives earn appreciably less than do upper
middle-class wives, so the former group must work longer hours in order to obtain
earnings that are equivalent to those of middle-class wives; working-class families may
thus be forgoing more home production. For this reason, we agree with with Treas’s
(1987: 275) speculation that the equalizing effect of women’s earnings on the distribution of full income among households may be overstated. Future research on this topic
should address this issue.
An additional issue worth pursuing is the effect of women’s earnings on men’s
earnings. This topic was mentioned by Dooley and Gottschalk (1985: 31) in their
analysis of the increasing earnings inequality among men. In particular, the increased
labor force participation of women may increase the level of market competition
experienced by men and perhaps drive down the wages of less educated men through
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the sort of occupational queuing process described by Reder (1955).35 The consequence
is that, as more highly educated women work more and increase their labor market
opportunities, the inequality in the earnings of men may increase. As we have seen, this
inequality is an important source of the level of poverty and the recent increase in family
income inequality. Thus, to the extent that such an effect is evident, the equalizing effect
of women’s earnings on the distribution of family income may be overstated.
Regarding international studies, we are aware of only two publications that have
focused on the effects of wives’ earnings on inequality in the distribution of family
income. The United Kingdom was investigated by Layard and Zabalza (1979), and
Gronau (1982) considered the case of Israel. Using data for the 1970s, when the labor
force participation and earnings of married women were relatively low in these
countries, both of these studies found that the earnings of wives significantly reduced
inequality in the distribution of family income.36 These results are consistent with the
basic conclusion for the U.S. during this period (Treas 1987).
In addition to the issue of assortative mating, we also note some recent research on
the effect of population growth on household income inequality. While the debate on
the relationship between population growth and economic development is well known
(e.g., Ahlburg 1998), the relationship between population growth and economic inequality has received little consideration.37 It is worth noting, however, that Nielsen
(1994) and Nielsen and Alderson (1995) consistently find large positive effects of the
natural rate of population increase on household income inequality using data for 88
nations from 1952 to 1988. This result is evident in regression models that control for a
variety of independent variables and use different specifications. It is thus a robust
finding that merits further consideration.

RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
Much of the research on the demography of social stratification has involved highly
detailed descriptive analysis. Although much has been learned from this work in the
past few decades, we believe that, at this stage of its development, the field would benefit
from increasing the scope and breadth of its analytical models. An important task in this
regard is to integrate more varied elements of demography and stratification in order to
develop richer (albeit increasingly more complex) models of the processes that generate
patterns of mobility and inequality. Although valuable insights and results have been
obtained from the usual approach, which predicts a dependent variable outcome as a
function of a set of exogenous variables, the field would currently benefit from additional work that attempts to incorporate additional factors that may sometimes be
35
This hypothesis is reminiscent of the so-called ‘‘Easterlin effect,’’ according to which the average labor
market outcomes for larger cohorts are worsened due to the greater level of competition. Pampel and Peters
(1995) provide a review of studies that investigate the Easterlin effect.
36
Winegarden’s (1987) analysis of household income inequality during the early 1970s does not include data
on the earnings of husbands and wives and does not consider the effect of assortative mating. However, his
econometric model and results do suggest the possibility that, for developing countries with very low levels of
female labor force participation (i.e., even lower than the levels for developed nations during the 1970’s), small
increases in the labor force participation of women may in itself increase household income inequality.
37
In one relevant study, Boulier (1982) argues that there is no causal effect of income equality on fertility
decline.
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endogenous. This broader scope would yield results that are more realistic and hence
more relevant to the concerns of both explanatory social science and informed public
policy deliberations.
In this regard, an exemplary study is Mare’s (1997) investigation of the impact of
differential fertility (by race and education) on the level of educational attainment in the
American population and on the racial differential in educational attainment. Mare
(1997) develops a multigroup projection model which is then used in simulations based
on a variety of possible assumptions about patterns of intergenerational social mobility,
mortality, and the level and timing of fertility. Among his results, Mare finds that
differential fertility by educational attainment has not been substantial enough to
have had much impact on the overall level of educational attainment, particularly
given the high level of intergenerational educational mobility that characterized much
of the 20th century. Similarly, fertility differences both within and between the races
have not been substantial enough to have had much of an effect on educational
inequality between whites and African Americans. These important conclusions are
evident in his simulations, which become feasible only after specifying a model that
incorporates a variety of variables pertaining to demography and social stratification.
Another interesting study is Lerman’s (1996) analysis of the effects of family
structure on poverty and income inequality. The other studies on these topics reviewed
above were based largely on decomposition methods that do not explicitly consider
interaction or endogenous effects. By contrast, Lerman provides a richer analysis by
incorporating the effects of changes in family structure on fertility, the composition of
extended families, and the earnings of men and women (rather than treating the latter as
being given by their observed values), which in turn have consequences for poverty and
household income inequality.38 After taking into account these endogenous effects,
Lerman (1996) argues that the total impact of family structure on poverty and household income inequality is significantly greater than that typically found in earlier studies
based on decomposition methods. While we do not necessarily espouse this conclusion
or agree with all of the details of his analysis, Lerman’s (1996) more enriched approach
nevertheless illustrates an important avenue for future research.
However, increasing the scope and breadth of the demography of social stratification should extend beyond simply applying more complex methods. An additional and
complementary concern should be with understanding and developing cumulative
knowledge about the commonalities in cross-national patterns of mobility and inequality. If increasing the complexity of analytical models means paying more attention to the
details of a social process in a particular setting, the goal of understanding common
patterns in cross-national research implies assessing the degree to which generic
similarities may characterize the process under varied societal contexts. This latter
objective of developing cumulative knowledge about generic processes is common to
any scientific enterprise.
An important example of this type of research is that of Erikson and Goldthorpe
(1992), who, as mentioned above, clarified the pattern underlying intergenerational
class mobility throughout industrial societies. This pattern derives from particular
features of the class structure, including its socioeconomic hierarchy, sectoral divisions,
38

Earlier, we also raised the issue of how increases in female labor force participation may also affect men’s
earnings and thus generate an additional feedback mechanism affecting the level of household income
inequality.
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cleavages of inheritance, and social affinities (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1987: 64–69).
The finding of their research—that these features of the class structure generate a
similar pattern of circulation mobility throughout the industrialized world—‘‘ranks as
a major discovery’’ (Treiman and Ganzeboom 2002: 194). It also suggests important
substantive and theoretical issues about the linkages between inequality and mobility
that merit further investigation (Goldthorpe 2000: 232–258).
Prior to the publication of Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992), numerous influential
studies of various substantive and methodological aspects of social mobility were
available (some of which were reviewed above). In fact, in reaching their conclusions,
Erikson and Goldthorpe build on dozens of prior studies and data collection projects
that had been conducted by colleagues in various industrialized countries.39 Thus,
Erikson and Goldthorpe’s conclusions were made possible only because of a general
concern in the research community for developing cumulative knowledge about social
mobility.
Shavit and Blossfeld (1993) provide another major achievement in building cumulative knowledge about cross-national commonalities in the demography of social
stratification. As was discussed earlier, these investigators detail the differentials in
educational attainment by class origins in 13 industrialized nations and find that they
share a great deal of stability and commonality. Inspired by the seminal analysis of
Mare (1981), Shavit and Blossfeld’s conclusions are another example of a collective
research endeavor, and they have already led to new theoretical work that has important implications for understanding cross-national commonalities in educational inequality (Breen and Goldthorpe 1997; Goldthorpe 2000).
In closing, we have suggested that the demography of social stratification should
increasingly venture beyond conventional descriptive approaches and attempt to
broaden the scope of its analytical methods. Previous work in the field has been highly
informative, but it has reached a sufficiently mature stage of development that
would benefit from developing more complex models that integrate related processes
and explicitly include endogenous variables. At the same time, however, the field should
continue to pursue cross-national research in order to promote the complementary
objective of building cumulative knowledge about general commonalities in the demographic processes pertaining to mobility and inequality.
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