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In a reanalysis of trend data on occupational mobility among men in the United States,
we define ways in which movement among occupation groups across generations might be
constant even when the occupational structure is changing. Our analysis suggests that no
change has taken place in occupational mobility (as specified by our definition). Rather,
the changing occupational distribution is the major factor affecting patterns of inter-
generational occupational mobility. This implies the possibility of constructing occupa-
tional mobility tables for times when the age-specific occupation distribution is known,
but no mobility survey has been carried out. Moreover, rather than treating the underlying
process of mobility as a variable in comparative research and the variation in the
distribution of occupations as a disturbance, it may be more fruitful to treat transforma-
tions of the occupational structure as problematic in comparative mobility research.

Trends in intergenerational occupational
mobility or stratification have long been
subjects of interest and controversy among
sociologists. There are numerous reasons for
an interest in mobility trends: a concern
with the prospects for social equality or
equality of opportunity, efforts to under-
stand the transformation of the labor force in
economic development, attempts to analyze
the rise and fall of groups competing for

*Prepared for meetings of the Research Commit-
tee on Social Stratification, International Sociologi-
cal Association in Warsaw, Poland, March 1974.
Computations were carried out in the Center for
Demography and Ecology, University of Wiscon-
sin — Madison, which has core support from the
National Institute for Child Health and Human
Development (Grant No. HD05876). This research
was supported in part by the Division of Social
Systems and Human Resources, RANN-NSF (Grant
No. GI-31604X), by the American College Testing
Program, by the College of Agriculture and Life
Sciences, University of Wisconsin — Madison, and by
funds granted to the Institute for Research on
Poverty at the University of Wisconsin by the Office
of Economic Opportunity pursuant to the provisions
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. We
thank O. D. Duncan, P. Duncan-Jones, A. S. Gold-
berger, L. A. Goodman, K. Hope, R. M. Stoltzenberg
and H. White for their comments on earlier drafts of
this paper. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors.

power. Research and writing about mobility
trends have often suffered from conceptual or
analytic failures to separate the several aspects
of stratification and mobility. Our purpose is
to provide empirical estimates of mobility
trends among U.S. men which avoid this
confusion.

Variations in professional opinion about
occupational mobility trends in the United
States have probably been greater than any
well-documented trends (Duncan, 1968:
675-80). Indeed, students of social mo-
bility have reached no greater consensus on
the matter than has the society they have
sought to enlighten. Relying on the few
available data, or in some cases on no data,
mobility analysts have concluded that Ameri-
can society is becoming more rigid, that it is
not becoming more rigid, that there has been
no change in rates of mobility, or that we are
moving toward a situation of full equality of
opportunity. That observers have reached
disparate conclusions from the same statistics
is a problem in the sociology of knowledge
(see Koffel, 1974). In other cases it may be
possible to trace differences in conclusions
about mobility trends to differences among
data and statistical measures applied to them.
We shall explore the latter possibility.

Relatively few facts are available about
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trends in intergenerational occupational mo-
bility among U.S. men. Opportunities to enter
high status occupations appear to have im-
proved in successive cohorts of U.S. men for
at least the last 40 years, irrespective of those
men’s occupational origins (Duncan, 1965;
Hauser and Featherman, 1973; 1974a;
1974b). There is less evidence about changes
in the ease of movement among occupational
positions from one generation to the next, but
a serious and comprehensive effort to assess
trend from available data has suggested that
the dependence of son’s on father’s occupa-
tion has been remarkably stable for more than
half a century (Duncan, 1968; but see Dun-
can, 1966; Jackson and Crockett, 1964; Blau
and Duncan, 1967; Tully et al., 1970). For
related evidence of occupational mobility
trends among U.S. women, see Featherman
and Hauser (1974) and Hauser, Featherman
and Hogan (1974).

In this paper we re-examine trend data on
occupational mobility among men in the
United States. Our analysis of temporal
change follows the traditional interest of
social mobility analysts in separating param-
eters of the occupational structure from the
process of occupational mobility. This long-
standing concern is well expressed by Ray-
mond Boudon (1973) in his exhaustive review
of mobility measures: ““...a good mobility
index should make a distinction between the
amount of mobility generated by the changes
in the social structure and the amount of
mobility generated by other factors. Indeed,
the former should be eliminated.” Andrea
Tyree (1973) has ably documented the paral-
lel arguments by which several authors mis-
takenly hit upon the ratios of actual frequen-
cies in a mobility table to those expected
under independence as indices of “social
distance mobility.” These ratios are defective
because the index for each cell in a mobility
table varies inversely with the marginal pro-
portion in its row and column and because the
set of such ratios in a table determines both
the row and column marginal distributions up
to a constant of proportionality (Duncan,
1966; also see Goodman, 1969b). Thus, social
distance mobility ratios are intimately related
to the marginal distributions of the mobility
table from whose influence they were sup-
posedly freed.

Applying the work of Leo Goodman
(1969a; 1969b; 1970; 1972a; 1972b) and Otis
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Dudley Duncan (1966) we shall define partic-
ular ways in which the pattern of movement
among occupation groups across generations
might be constant even when the occupational
structure is changing. (Also see Haberman,
1974a:215-27.) We then reanalyze most (but
not all) of the existing trend data on father to
son occupational mobility in the United
States, and our analysis suggests that no
change has taken place in occupational mobil-
ity (as specified by our definition). That is,
there is minimal evidence of change in the
process of occupational mobility beyond that
induced by the changing occupational struc-
ture and the succession of cohorts. This
suggests a possible redirection of comparative
studies of occupational mobility. It is no
longer possible to assume that the underlying
process of mobility is problematic in compara-
tive analysis, while variations in the occupa-
tion distribution are a nuisance factor or
disturbance. Rather, attention should be di-
rected both to the causes of shifts in the
occupation distribution and to their conse-
quences in rates and patterns of mobility. We
will take up the latter issue in a sequel to the
present article (Hauser et al., 1975).

A Multiplicative Model

Suppose we observe tables of son’s occupa-
tion by father’s occupation at several different
times. Denote the categories of father’s occu-
pation by P(i=1, . . .I), those of son’s occupa-
tion by S(=1,...J), and those of time by
T(k=1,...K). We may specify the observed
frequencies, fjik, in the three-way classifica-
tion of P by S by T by the multiplicative
identity,

k= 0rS T B (BT /ST (IS
fllk'”fli)T"’le;j Tik Tik ik

: (1)

Here, n is the geometric mean of the fjjk, and
the 7-parameters pertain to the probability
that an observation appears in the subscripted
cell of the superscripted univariate or joint
distribution (Goodman 1972). Thus, the

parameters 1}; , 1’?, Ty pertain to the respective
probabilities that an observation appears in
the ith, jth, or kth cell of the marginal
distributions of father’s occupation, son’s
occupation, or time, relative to the grand
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jo i
pertain to the respective chances that an
observation appears in the ijth, ikth, or jkth
cell of the marginal classifications of father’s
occupation by son’s occupation, father’s occu-
pation by time, or son’s occupation by time,
relative to the probabilities given by the
products of lower-order parameters. Finally,

the parameters ST pertain to the probability
ijk P

mean. The parameters , and 1

that an observation appears in the ijkth cell of
the complete three-way classification, relative
to the probability given by products of
lower-order parameters. (For an introductory
discussion of multiplicative models for contin-
gency tables, see Ku and Kullback, 1974.)

We are not especially interested in the
complete or saturated model given by equa-
tion 1, but rather with the possibility that a
more parsimonious model will accurately re-
produce the observed cross-classification. Ac-
cording to our first alternative,

T ST
1]k anT kaP k Tik> )

where Fjik is the expected frequency in the
ijkth cel]J The hypothesis expressed by the
model is that the distributions of father’s and
son’s occupations are determined exogenously
at each time, and father’s and son’s occupa-
tions are conditionally independent. That is,
equation 2 gives the same model as equation
1, except fPS ‘r[:]k =1 for all i, j and k.
Using Leo Goodman s computer program,
ECTA, or other available programs, it is a
routine matter to obtain maximum-likelihood
estimates of the Fjik and to run a likelihood-
ratio (LR) x? test of the departure of the Fl]k
from the f:. ijk- A large value of XLR

indicates that net of change in occupational
structure there is association between father’s
occupation and son’s occupation, or that
association varies over time, or both. (For a
lucid account of statistical inference in log-
linear models, see Davis, 1974.) We do not
believe the model of equation 2, since it
postulates the statistical independence of fa-
ther’s and son’s occupation at each time. (The
XiR for this test may be written as the sum

over time periods of the xiR for the test of
independence between father’s and son’s oc-
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cupations at each time.) Rather, it represents
a set of baseline conditions of temporal
change in the marginal distributions of fa-
ther’s and son’s occupation against which we
may assess and compare the associations
between father’s and son’s occupations net of
shifting occupation distributions.

We can also supplement the model of
equation 2 to reflect temporally constant
associations between son’s and father’s occu-
pations:

This differs from the model of equation 1 in
that TPST =1 for all i, j and k, and it differs
from the model of equation 2, because the
1}:18 are not constrained to equal one. Equa-

tion 3 corresponds to a substantively interest-
ing null hypothesis: there are changes over
time in the marginal distributions of father’s
and son’s occupations, but the latter associa-
tions are invariant with respect to time. Again,
we may obtain maximum-likelihood estimates
of the frequencies under the model of equa-
tion 3 and run a xiR test of goodness of fit.

Here, a large value of xjp indicates the

association between father’s occupation and
son’s occupation is not constant across time
(after controlling change over time in the
occupational structure). Moreover, because
the model in equation 3 includes all of the
parameters of the model in equation 2, plus
the parameters of the father-son association,

the difference between the xi p for the model

of equation 2 and that of equation 3 gives a
test of the null hypothesis that there is no
temporally constant association between
father’s occupation and son’s occupation
(after controlling change over time in the
occupational structure).

While our analyses are not limited to the
models specified in equations 2 and 3, all of
our analysis does follow the same pattern.
That is, in looking at a mobility table (or
some aspect of it) we take change in the
distributions of father’s occupation and of
son’s occupation as a baseline condition. Then
we measure the extent of temporally constant
and of temporally variable association be-
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tween father’s occupation and son’s occupa-
tion.

An illustration may clarify the implications
of the model in equation 3. Suppose at time k
the observed frequencies in the sub-table clas-
sifying a pair of categories of father’s occupa-
tion by a pair of categories of son’s occupa-
tion are as follows:

Father’s Son’s
occupation occupation
1 2
frix f1ox
2 B1x f2ox.

The model of equation 3 specifies that the
odds-ratio

Gufio GudfHid ook
(Fa1x/fo (Frox/fao)  frokfaik

@

is the same for all k within the limits of
sampling error. For example, expression 4
might describe the chance that the son of a
white-collar worker became a white-collar
worker rather than a blue-collar worker rela-
tive to the chance that the son of a blue-collar
worker became a white-collar worker rather
than a blue-collar worker. The model of
equation 3 says that odds-ratio does not vary
across time. Moreover, the model says this
invariance over time in the odds-ratios holds
for any pair of categories of father’s
occupation and for any pair of categories of
son’s occupation, which need not be the same
pair of father’s and son’s occupations. In
general, the models investigated here may be
described in terms of odds-ratios or certain
functions of them, which may or may not
vary across time. An implication of the model
with temporally constant odds-ratios is that if
we observe a table of father’s occupation by
son’s occupation at any one time, and if we
know the marginal distributions of son’s
occupation and of father’s occupation at a
second time, we can estimate the frequencies
in the cross-classification of father’s occupa-
tion by son’s occupation at the second time
by a simple iterative procedure (for example,
see Deming, 1943; Mosteller, 1968).
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In the following section we apply the
models given by equations 2 and 3 and other
instructive models in a reanalysis of available
data on trends in occupational mobility
among U.S. men. We shall see that models
which are similar to equation 3 fit the data
rather well. It should be noted that our choice
of years, ages or time periods forms a part of
the null hypothesis. That is, aggregation in the
temporal dimension of our three-way classifi-
cation may affect the association between
father’s occupation and son’s occupation
within time periods and its variation over time
periods. However, our major empirical result
does appear to stand up under alternative
representations of the temporal dimension.

1962 OCG: Mobility to First Job

Figure 1 gives the names of 12 major
occupation groups which combine detailed
titles in the 1960 classification system of the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. The groups are
arrayed in descending order of the socioeco-
nomic status of constituent occupations on
the Duncan scale (1961), but much of our
analysis requires no assumptions about hierar-
chy in the occupational structure. Using the
classification scheme of Figure 1, we have
tabulated son’s first full-time civilian occupa-
tion after leaving school for the last time by
father’s occupation when the son was about
16 years old in each of nine S-year cohorts
covered in the March 1962 Current Popula-
tion Survey supplement, ‘“‘Occupational
Changes in a Generation” (OCG; see Blau and
Duncan, 1967). Our analyses pertain to
17,200 male OCG respondents who reported
father’s occupation and own first occupation.
Since father’s occupation refers to the six-
teenth birthday of the son, while the son’s
first occupation refers to a fixed point in the
son’s career (even though son’s age at first job
varies), comparisons of the nine mobility
tables for men of different ages in 1962
represent true intercohort comparisons,
flawed only by the possibilities of differential
mortality and recall.

We have proportionately adjusted values of
xj R for the OCG data downward by a factor of

0.62 to reflect the efficiency of the Current
Population Survey sample design relative to
simple random sampling. This design factor is
based on published standard errors of percent-
ages (Blau and Duncan, 1967:477), but the
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Figure 1. Twelve Category Occupation Distribution, U. S. Data from
"Occupational Changes in a Generation"
Occupation Group Duncan SEI

Professional, technical and kindred workers, self-employed 84
Professional, technical and kindred workers, salaried and others 73
Managers, officials and proprietors, exc. farm, salaried 68
Sales workers 49
Managers, officials and proprietors, exc. farm, self-employed 47
Clerical and kindred workers 45
Craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers 31
Operatives and kindred workers 18
Service workers, including private household 17
Farmers and farm managers 14
Farm laborers and foremen 9

Laborers, except farm and mine

7

efficiency of the CPS design may be greater
for more complex statistics like those used
here (Kish and Frankel, 1974). Thus, our
selection of a design factor may incorrectly
reduce the likelihood of our rejecting the null
hypothesis when it is false. This potential bias
may be offset because we have not made an

adjustment for simultaneous inference. The
effect of this adjustment on our analysis could
be large. For example, Table 1 reports 16 tests
of significance (specified without looking at
the data). Thus, if we wished to maintain an
overall significance level of p = 0.05 in the set
of analyses reported in Table 1, we should
reach a nominal probability level of 0.05/16 =
0.003 in any one test before rejecting the null
hypothesis in that test (Goodman, 1969a:
8-10). Moreover, even after the application of
our design factor, the OCG sample is so large
that we run a substantial risk of rejecting null
hypotheses in favor of trivial alternatives at
conventional levels of statistical significance.

Table 1 summarizes our analyses of the
classification of father’s occupation by son’s
first occupation by age in the 1962 OCG data.
There is a line in the table for each model or
comparison among models. The left-hand col-
umn gives a verbal statement of the null
hypothesis, and the columns to the right

report a goodness-of-fit test and other descrip-
tive results. In reading this and subsequent
tables, it will be helpful to recall that x® with
v degrees of freedom has expectation v and
variance 2v and x*() is distributed normally
when v is large. It is also helpful to look at the
ratio, x*>(v)/v, in assessing the size of a
component of association relative to others
based on the same number of observations
(Goodman, 1972a:1058; Haberman, 1974b:
592-3).

Panel A of Table 1 reports the analysis of
change over time in the occupational distribu-
tions of fathers and sons. Clearly, those
distributions have changed over the half-
century represented in the OCG data. Against
the null hypothesis of temporally constant
occupation distributions, we obtain xiR of
432.22 in the case of father’s occupation and
429.95 in the case of son’s first occupation.
The marginal tables of occupation by time
each have 88 degrees of freedom, so the
changes over time in the occupation distribu-
tions are statistically significant. (We thank
Keith Hope for recommending these two
calculations. See Hope, 1974, for an elegant
analysis of mobility trends in British society.)

In line B1 we estimate the baseline model
of equation 2. This model makes the temporal
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changes in the occupation distributions of
fathers and sons a part of the null hypothesis,
but it also attempts to account for all of the
frequencies in the three-way classification of
father’s occupation by son’s first occupation
by age. Against the baseline model, we obtain
Xjr of 5344.57 with 1089 degrees of

freedom, which is obviously statistically sig-
nificant at any of the conventional levels. We
reject the model with temporally variable
marginals but no association between father’s
occupation and son’s first occupation.

The column labeled A gives the index of
dissimilarity between the distributions of ob-
served frequencies and the maximum-likeli-
hood estimates. (See Taeuber and Taeuber,
1965:195-245, for a discussion of A and
related measures, and Goodman, 1965, for a
related application.) In contrasts between
models and in tests for trend, the value of A
measures the improvement in fit between
expected and observed distributions. Values
of A may legitimately be compared within
Table 1 and within later tables, but not
between tables, because the index is sensitive
to differing levels of aggregation. The model
of line B1 misclassifies 26.31 percent of the
distribution. This is the percentage of cases
which would be shifted to another cell of the
classification by a proper specification of the
relationship between father’s occupation and
son’s first occupation and changes in it over
time.

Finally, the entry of 100.0% in the column
labeled xf{/x?r indicates that we take xiR=
5344.57 to represent all of the variation or
association in the data which we might wish
to explain by subsequent complications of our
baseline model. That is, we shall treat the
baseline XiR just like the total sum of squares

in a conventional analysis of variance. This
analogy is developed extensively by Goodman
(1970; 1971; 1972a). However, in the present
context, explaining all of the variance does
not imply accounting for inter-unit variability,
but fitting a joint frequency distribution.
Thus, the present effort has more in common
with the testing of overidentifying restrictions
in a path model than with increasing the size
of a multiple correlation.

When we estimate the model of equation 3,
we obtain the results shown in line B2 of
Table 1. Under the hypothesis of temporally
constant father’s occupation-son’s first occu-
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pation interactions, we obtain xiR = 854.19

with df = 968. (By “interactions” in this
context, we refer to the multiplicative param-
eters of association between father’s occupa-
tion and son’s first occupation.) Our test
statistic is well below its expected value, so
clearly we do not reject the null hypothesis.
The model of temporally constant father-son
interactions accounts for all but 16 percent of
the variation in the baseline model, and it
misclassifies only 8.56 percent of the distribu-
tion.

It is instructive to compare lines Al and
A2 of Table 1 with line B2, for these,
respectively, represent change over time in
father’s occupation, in son’s occupation and
in their association. The x} g in line B2 is

almost as large as the sum of the correspond-
ing entries in lines A1 and A2 but this is
misleading because the xf p in line B2 uses

many more degrees of freedom. Note the XiR

in line A1l and in line A2 is each about 5 times
larger than its expectation, while the xj g in

line B2 is less than its expected value. (Adjust-
ing components of xjg for their differing

degrees of freedom is similar to adjusting R?,
the coefficient of determination, for loss of
degrees of freedom.) Thus, we conclude that
changes over time in the distributions of
father’s occupation and of son’s first occupa-
tion are far more important than changes over
time in the association between father’s occu-
pation and son’s first occupation.

In line B3 we report the differences be-
tween corresponding entries in lines B1 and
B2. This gives us a test of the hypothesis of no
father’s occupation-son’s first occupation in-
teractions, given son’s birth cohort. As might
be expected, we obtain a large and statistically
significant XiR which accounts for 84 percent

of the variation in the baseline model and
correctly classifies an additional 17.75 percent
of the distribution.

While we have not detected any changes in
father-son occupation interactions in the anal-
ysis of panel B, we are not yet content to
conclude that no change has occurred. The
failure to reject null in a global test does not
imply that a more narrowly specified hypoth-
esis will not be rejected. For this reason, we
have specified and tested a series of hypoth-
eses about changes in the relationship between
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father’s and son’s occupation which involve
occupational mobility and/or occupational
inheritance or disinheritance. It should be
kept in mind that “inheritance” does not here
refer to job inheritance in the strict sense, but
only to the possibility that a son may enter
the same major occupation group as his father
(Goodman, 1969a:14).

In panel C of Table 1 we test a series of
models following the same logic as in panel B,
but we block the entries along the main
much less than its expectation, and we are
unable to reject the model of quasi-homoge-
neity, i.e., temporally constant father-son
interactions off the main diagonal. Line C3
contrasts the models of lines C1 and C2, and
from it we conclude that there is a significant
set of fatherson interactions off the main
diagonal. Thus, while the cross-classification is
quasi-homogeneous in respect to patterns of
occupational mobility, it does not fit the
model of quasi-perfect mobility or quasi-
independence (White, 1963; Goodman, 1965;
1968; 1969a), at least in respect to the
distinction between occupational inheritance
and occupational mobility as defined by the
12 major occupational groups. Indeed, the
temporally constant, off-diagonal interactions
account for more of the variation from the
baseline model than do the observed frequen-
cies in the main diagonals. (Compare line C3
with the difference between lines B1 and C1.)
diagonal of each father-son mobility table.
That is, we constrain the entries involving
occupational inheritance, forcing each fre-
quency on the main diagonal to take on its
observed value. In this way, the null hypoth-
esis presumes the observed pattern of occupa-
tional inheritance in each time period. Thus,
entries in panel C of Table 1 differ from
corresponding entries in panel B by excluding
the effects of departures from the null hy-
pothesis where father and son are in the same
major occupation group. By comparing entries
in panels B and C, we will be able to isolate
the effects of occupational mobility and
changes therein from the effects of differen-
tial occupational inheritance and changes
therein (Goodman, 1969a:29-39).

In line C1, we fit the model of temporally-
variable margins with no father-son inter-
actions off the main diagonal. Clearly, this
model can be rejected, although the main
diagonals do account for about 35 percent of
the association in the tables (compare lines Bl

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

and Cl1). In line C2, we fit the model with
observed frequencies in the main diagonals
and a temporally constant set of father-son
interactions off the diagonal. Goodman
(19692a:29-30) uses the term ‘‘quasi-homo-
geneity” to refer to models in which two (or
more) cross-classifications are specified to be
alike in some interactions but not in others. In
the model of line C2, patterns of occupational
mobility, but not of occupational inheritance,
are assumed stable across time. Here, XiR is
much less than its expectation, and we are
unable to reject the model of quasi-homoge-
neity, i.e., temporally constant father-son
interactions off the main diagonal. Line C3
contrasts the models of lines C1 and C2, and
from it we conclude that there is a significant
set of father-son interactions off the main
diagonal. Thus, while the cross-classification is
quasi-homogeneous in respect to patterns of
occupational mobility, it does not fit the
model of quasi-perfect mobility or quasi-
independence (White, 1963; Goodman, 1965;
1968; 1969a), at least in respect to the
distinction between occupational inheritance
and occupational mobility as defined by the
12 major occupational groups. Indeed, the
temporally constant, off-diagonal interactions
account for more of the variation from the
baseline model than do the observed frequen-
cies in the main diagonals. (Compare line C3
with the difference between lines B1 and C1.)
However, we shall take up this hypothesis
again.
In line E1 of Table 1, we contrast the
models of line B2 and line C2. Since the
former model posits a temporally constant
pattern of association between father’s and
son’s occupations, and the latter differs only
in permitting occupational inheritance to fluc-
tuate with time, the comparison in line El
tells whether the pattern of occupational
inheritance has changed over time. Changes in
occupational inheritance account for only 2.2
percent of the association in the table, and
they reclassify only 1.5 percent of the distri-
bution. Effects this small might have occurred
by chance more than 10 percent of the time.
Thus, we may specify our earlier finding of no
significant changes in father-son interactions
to say there have been no changes of associa-
tion in the aggregate of cells involving occupa-
tional inheritance or in the aggregate of cells
involving occupational mobility.

In the analyses of panel D of Table 1, we
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again block the main diagonal entries of each
father-son mobility table, and additionally we
block cells off the main diagonal of the tables
which pertain to movement within five very
broad occupation groups. The broad occupa-
tion groups are upper white-collar (profession-
al, technical and kindred workers; managers,
officials and proprietors, except farm), lower
white-collar (sales workers; clerical and kindred
workers), upper blue-collar (craftsmen, fore-
men and kindred workers; operatives and
kindred workers), lower blue-collars (service
workers, including private household; labor-
ers, except farm and mine), and farm (farmers
and farm managers; farm laborers and fore-
men). As before, when we block cells within
the five broad groups (including the main
diagonal), we are constraining the model to
reproduce exactly the observed frequencies in
those cells in each time period. Thus, the null
hypotheses in panel D presume the observed
patterns of association within the five broad
groups and changes in them over time. Look-
ing at panel D, we can assess the amount of
association between father’s occupation and
son’s occupation outside the five broad
groups; the null hypothesis here (line D3) is
quasi-perfect mobility, but in a smaller subset
of cells than in the analysis of panel C. Also,
we can assess changes over time in association
outside the five broad groups, testing the null
hypothesis of quasi-homogeneity (line D2),
but in a smaller subset of cells than in the
analyses of panel C. Finally, by comparing
corresponding entries in panels D and C, we
can assess the amount and changes in the
amount of association between father’s occu-
pation and son’s first occupation which in-
volves sons in the same broad group, but not
the same major group as their fathers.

As shown in line D1, even when we block
all of the cells within these very broad
occupation groups, there remains a statistical-
ly significant and substantial amount of asso-
ciation in the tables, about a quarter of the
association in the complete tables. In line D2,
we estimate a model which contains temporal-
ly constant father-son occupation interactions
outside the five broad occupation groups, and
xﬁR is less than its expected value. We are

unable to reject this model of quasi-homo-
geneity, which misclassifies only 5.56 percent
of the distribution and accounts for almost 89
percent of the association in the baseline
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model. As reported in line D3, the temporally
constant interactions outside the five broad
groups account for a statistically significant
11.6 percent of the association in the baseline
model, thus permitting us to reject this
weaker statement of the hypothesis of quasi-
perfect mobility. Finally, in line E2, we
contrast the models of lines C2 and D2, which
differ only in that the latter permits temporal
variation in the association between father’s
and son’s occupation in cells which are off the
main diagonal but within the five broad
groups defined above. The x{ g in line E2 is
well below its expected value, so we are
unable to reject the hypothesis of temporal
homogeneity in the association between fa-
ther’s occupation and son’s occupation off the
main diagonal, but within the five broad
occupation groups. Thus, our analysis contin-
ues to support the hypothesis of temporal
homogeneity in occupational mobility be-
tween generations, and at the same time, it
fails to support the hypothesis of quasi-per-
fect mobility outside the five broad groups.

Panel E of Table 1 reports other tests for
trend in mobility which are related to, but
distinct from the earlier ones. Line E3 tests
the hypothesis that the pattern of mobility
from father’s occupation to son’s first occupa-
tion is the same in every cohort, except the
rate of mobility, i.e., the propensity to move
versus stay, has changed over time. This model
differs from the model of line E1 in introduc-
ing time-varying parameters for occupational
mobility per se, rather than the several occu-
pation-specific parameters of the model in line
E1. Our mobility parameter is a special case of
the “triangles” parameters described by Good-
man (1972b), but our model under the null
hypothesis is not a triangles model, but the
model of equation 3. If the alternative hy-
pothesis were true, the model of equation 3
would have to be supplemented by time-vary-
ing mobility parameters. The addition of the
time-varying parameters is nominally signifi-
cant at the 0.022 level. The changing mobility
parameters account for only 0.3 percent of
the association in the baseline model, and
they allocate only 0.24 percent of the distri-
bution to a different cell in the classification.
We regard this effect as substantively trivial
and possibly random for the reasons given
earlier.

Under the alternative hypothesis just dis-
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cussed, the mobility parameter only makes
the distinction between movers and stayers,
thus neglecting the possibility that propen-
sities to move upward and downward may
change over time in different directions. That
is, offsetting changes in upward and down-
ward mobility rates may yield no change in
overall mobility rates. In line E4 of Table 1
we test the hypothesis that rates of upward or
downward mobility have changed (as well as
rates of stability). To define ‘“‘upward” or
“downward” mobility (a distinction not used
in any earlier model), we ordered the major
occupation groups by Duncan scores (see
Figure 1), and we introduced separate time-
varying parameters for the triangular aggre-
gates of cells pertaining to upward and to
downward mobility. However, the model
under the null hypothesis is not a triangles
model, but that of equation 3. In lin¢ E4, the
xR for changes in upward and downward
mobility is not even significant at a nominal
0.05 level. Moreover, there is no significant
difference between the changes over time in
upward and in downward mobility. Changes
over time in rates of upward relative to
downward mobility account for a xiR of

only 7.42 with 8 degrees of freedom, and they
account for only 0.2 percent of the associa-
tion in the baseline model (compare lines E3
and E4 of Table -1).

Finally, in line E5 of Table 1 we report a
test of changes across time in -occupation-
specific inheritance. That is, we ask whether
there are any changes over time in propen-
sities to inherit specific occupations, aside
from possible trends in propensity toward
mobility per se (tested in line E3). The reader
will note this test contrasts the model of line
El with that of line E3. That is, changing
occupational inheritance permits changes both
in general and occupation-specific propensities
to move. Again, as shown in line ES, we fail to
reject the null hypothesis of temporal homo-
geneity in occupation-specific inheritance. By
an extension of the methods used here it
would be possible to assess changes over time
in occupational inheritance in each major
occupation group, but we have not done so.

It may be useful to summarize our analyses
of mobility from father’s occupation to son’s
first occupation by cohort in the 1962 OCG
data. First, we have found substantial change
in the occupational structure over time, as
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evidenced by change in the distributions of
father’s occupation and of son’s occupation.
Second, we have found strong patterns of
association between father’s occupation and
son’s occupation. Considering only the tempo-
rally constant association between father’s
occupation and son’s first occupation, the
ratios of xjp to its degrees of freedom are

143.13 for the aggregate of cells on the main
diagonal, 107.67 for the aggregate of cells off
the main diagonal but within the five broad
occupation groups, and 6.96 for the aggregate
of cells outside the five broad occupation
groups. While much of the association in the
tables is attributable to occupational inheri-
tance or to movement between closely related
occupation groups, there appears to be asso-
ciation throughout most, if not all of the
mobility table. Thus, the OCG data on mobil-
ity to first occupations do not appear to
conform to the pattern of quasi-perfect mobil-
ity which Goodman (1965; 1969a; 1969b) has
observed in British and Danish mobility
tables. This may partly be a consequence of
the larger number of occupation groups em-
ployed in the present analysis (Haberman,
1974a:216), or perhaps we have not located
the subset of cells in which quasi-perfect
mobility holds.

Third, we have found remarkable homo-
geneity in the patterns of association between

Figure 2. Ten Category Occupation
Distribution, Indianapolis
Data from Rogoff's Recent

Trends in OccugationaI
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father’s occupation and son’s first occupation
when changes in the occupational structure
have been controlled. There appear to be
negligible differences among cohorts in the
propensity to move versus stay; in the propen-
sities to move up, move down, or stay; in the
propensity to move up relative to the propen-
sity to move down; in the propensity to
inherit one’s father’s occupation; in patterns
of movement among similar occupation
groups; and in patterns of movement among
disssimilar occupation groups.

Blau and Duncan (1967:107-11) have pre-
ceded us in attempting to measure mobility
trends by comparing tables of mobility from
father’s occupation to son’s first occupation
among men of different ages in the 1962 OCG
survey. They compared 4 ten-year age cohorts
using a three-category occupation classifica-
tion (manual, nonmanual, farm), a ten-cate-
gory classification and scores of detailed titles
on Duncan’s scale (1961). From standard
mobility indexes and contingency measures in
the three by three and ten by ten classifica-
tions, Blau and Duncan (1967:109) con-
cluded, “the extent of association between
origin and destination has been less recently
than at an earlier date.” However, the prod-
uct-moment correlations between status
scores of fathers and sons are virtually the
same in each cohort. We shall see that at least
the first of these results may be consistent
with the hypothesis of temporal invariance
which we have advanced (Hauser et al., 1975).

Five National Surveys: 1947 to 1972

Much of the recent analysis of trends in
occupational mobility in the U.S. rests on
comparisons among four national surveys in
which both father’s occupation and son’s
current occupation were ascertained. These
are a 1947 survey by the National Opinion
Research Center (NORC), 1952 to 1957
surveys by the Survey Research Center (SRC)
at the University of Michigan and the 1962
OCG survey carried out by the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. The first three surveys were
compared by Jackson and Crockett (1964),
and the last was added to the series by Blau
and Duncan (1967:97-105). We have added a
fifth observation to the series of mobility
tables for all U.S. men. This is a table for
about 500 adult men in 1972 obtained from
an NORC (1972) survey.
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Jackson and Crockett emphasized the lack
of evidence of increasing rigidity in the
stratification system and suggested there may
have been some lessening of the dependence
of son’s on father’s occupation. They con-
clude (Jackson and Crockett, 1964:15), “The
data suggest, however, that the rate of occupa-
tional mobility in the United States has
increased somewhat since the end of World
War II. At the least, we found scant evidence
that the system of occupational inheritance is
growing more rigid.” Blau and Duncan
(1967:105) reached a similar conclusion.

There are serious questions about the
comparability of data across years since there
was some variation in the items used to
ascertain occupation, and the five surveys
were carried out by three different agencies
(Jackson and Crockett, 1964:11; Blau and
Duncan, 1967: 98-103). In particular, there
are peculiarities in the marginal distributions
of father’s and of son’s occupations in the
1947 NORC data. These were recognized by
Jackson and Crockett and by Blau and Dun-
can, but still leave their conclusions in doubt
(Koffel, 1974). Unfortunately, the four mo-
bility tables were rendered comparable only in
respect to a division among manual, non-
manual and farm occupations.

Our analyses of the three by three tables
from five national surveys are summarized in
Table 2. We shall not recapitulate the logic of
our analysis, which follows that of Table 1. In
panel A we report the likelihood-ratio x2 for
the variation across surveys of father’s occupa-
tion and of son’s current occupation. Each of
these is large, relative to its degrees of
freedom, but the variation in the occupation
distributions across surveys may reflect meth-
odological factors as well as change over time.
(We caution the reader against comparison of
xiR and our other measures across tables,

because of their differing levels of aggregation
and numbers of observations.) In the baseline
model of line B1, the margins are free to vary
across time, but there is no association be-
tween father’s occupation and son’s occupa-
tion. The baseline model yields a large and
statistically significant xiR, and it misclassi-
fies 17.74 percent of the distribution. As
shown in line B2, when we introduce a set of
time-constant parameters for the interactions
between father’s and son’s occupations, we
account for 99.4 percent of the association in
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the baseline model. The observed results
might easily have occurred by chance if the
model of time-constant interactions were cor-
rect, and the model misclassifies only one
percent of the cases. As shown in line B3, the
time-constant interactions are large and statis-
tically significant.

In panel C of Table 2 we report analyses in
which the three main diagonal cells of each
mobility table have been blocked to permit
occupational inheritance to vary freely over
time. (Recall that occupational inheritance is
defined by our occupation categories, which
are very broad.) When the margins are fixed
and the main diagonals are blocked, there
remains a very small but statistically signifi-
cant association in the tables (line C1). Slight-
ly more than one percent of the distribution is
misclassified, and less than one percent of the
association in the baseline model remains.
Thus, the five-survey data come very close to
fitting a model of quasi-perfect mobility, when
they are analyzed in a three by three mobility
table. As shown in lines C2 and C3 of the
table, virtually all of the remaining association
may be explained by temporally constant
interaction between father’s occupation and
son’s occupation off the main diagonal. When
that association is entered into the model, a
virtually perfect fit of the data is obtained.

Line D1 of Table 2 contrasts the models of
lines C2 and B2, which differ only with
respect to the possibility of changes in occu-
pational inheritance over time. The xjg for

this contrast is not significant at even the 0.05
level, so we fail to reject the hypothesis of no
change in occupational inheritance. Changes
over time in father-son interactions on the
main diagonal of the fivesurvey tables ac-
count for less than one percent of the
association in the baseline model and reclas-
sify less than one percent of the distribution.
We next consider the possibility that there is a
changing propensity to move versus stay, but
there is no support for this in the data (line
D2). There is no support for the hypothesis
that propensities toward upward mobility,
downward mobility and stability have
changed across surveys (line D3), nor is there
any support for the hypothesis that propen-
sities toward upward relative to downward
mobility have changed across surveys (com-
pare lines D2 and D3). Finally, a test for
temporal changes in occupation-specific inher-
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itance reaches a nominal 0.05 level of signifi-
cance, but such changes account for a negli-
gible share of the association in the five-survey
mobility tables. Thus, our analysis of the
25-year time series of mobility tables for U.S.
men supports the analyses of other researchers
insofar as they have emphasized a lack of
change in the association between father’s
occupation and son’s occupation.

Indianapolis: 1910 and 1940

The original and classic study of mobility
trends in the United States was that of Natalie
Rogoff (1953a; 1953b), who analyzed occu-
pation reports of men about themselves and
their fathers obtained from marriage license
applications in Indianapolis in years centered
around 1910 and 1940. About 10,000 reports
were obtained in each period. Rogoff’s analy-
ses of these data were based primarily on
comparisons of the fatally flawed “social
distance mobility ratio” (Duncan, 1966; Blau
and Duncan, 1967; Tyree, 1973). Depending
on where one looks in Rogoff’s writings, her
conclusions are discrepant with regard to
changes in the dependence of son’s on father’s
occupation. In her monograph, Rogoff
(1953a:106) writes: ... the processes by
which men selected and were selected for
occupations were more closely related to
social origins in 1940 than they had been in
1910.” However, in a summary of her work
(Rogoff, 1953b:451), she concludes, “...no
great change has taken place in recent times in
the extent to which men may move from the
occupational origins represented by their fa-
thers’ positions. The channels to social mobil-
ity afforded by the contemporary occupation-
al structure are about as easily traversed now
as they were at the beginning of the century.”

Otis Dudley Duncan’s (1966) careful reanal-
ysis of Rogoff’s data was primarily methodol-
ogical in intent. With the possible exception
of the analyses most closely resembling our
own, his results suggested that the 1910 and
1940 mobility tables were very similar with
regard to the dependence of son’s on father’s
occupations. For example, after running re-
gression analyses of the 1910 and 1940 data
from Rogoff’s detailed tables using several
alternative scales of occupational status, Dun-
can (1966:69-70) writes, . .. the socioecor
nomic status of occupations held by white
Indianapolis men marrying in 1940 was no
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more closely related to the socioeconomic
status of their occupational origins than had
been the case for white men marrying in
1910.”

Another of Duncan’s reanalyses of Rog-
off’s data was a major stimulus to our
thinking about change in mobility tables,
though with somewhat different empirical
results. After verifying that the 1910 and
1940 ouflow matrices produce different desti-
nation vectors when multiplied by the same
origin vector, and that the two matrices have
correspondingly different fixed point distribu-
tions, Duncan (1966:73) asks,

Is it possible that differences in the 1910
and 1940 mobility patterns are due solely
to shifts in the distribution of job oppor-
tunities open to young men? ... Can we,
in other words, contrive a comparison
between the two mobility tables putting
the change in occupation structure in the
role of an exogenously determined factor,
which then induces a change in mobility
patterns? The starting point of the compar-
ison is to test the null hypothesis that all
changes in the mobility table are due to
proportional adjustments occasioned by
changes, 1910 to 1940, in the two marginal
distributions—the distribution of sons by
their father’s occupations, and the distribu-
tion of sons by their own occupations.

In order to test this hypothesis, Duncan
used a least-square procedure suggested by
Deming (1943) to estimate the frequencies in
the 1940 table by proportional adjustment of
rows and columns of the 1910 table. This null
hypothesis is exactly the same as that of our
equation 3, namely that the father’s and son’s
occupation distributions vary over time, and
there is a temporally constant set of father-
son interactions. However, Duncan’s statistical
analysis differs from our own, in that Duncan
fitted the 1940 margins to the 1910 table,
while we have obtained maximum-likelihood
estimates of the frequencies using the data for
both periods.

Figure 2 gives the titles of the ten major
occupation groups into which the Indianapolis
data were aggregated, listed in order of socio-
economic standing on the Duncan scale. Our
analyses of the Indianapolis data (Rogoff,
1953a:44-5) are summarized in Table 3.
Again, the logic of our analysis is the same as
in Table 1, but the reader should not compare
components of variation or indexes of dissimi-
larity across tables. Between 1910 and 1940,
there were large shifts in the distributions of
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father’s occupation and of son’s occupation in
Indianapolis (lines A1 and A2). Obviously, we
reject the baseline model of changes in the
occupational structure, but no association
between father’s occupation and son’s occupa-
tion (line B1), which misclassifies 17.68 per-
cent of the distribution. As shown on lines B2
and B3, when we also specify a temporally
constant set of father-son interactions, we
correctly classify an additional 15.04 percent
of the distribution, leaving only 2.64 percent
wrongly classified. The model of temporally
constant interactions accounts for 97.5 per-
cent of the association in the baseline model.
As in the OCG data on mobility to first
occupations, changes over time in the mar-
ginal distributions of the mobility table for
Indianapolis are much larger relative to their
degrees of freedom than are changes over time
in the association between father’s occupation
and son’s occupation.

Since the Indianapolis data are not from a
probability sample, it is not clear how serious-
ly we should take the probability levels
associated with our goodness-of-fit tests. At
conventional levels, we would reject the hy-
pothesis of temporally constant interactions,
for p = 0.003 in line B2. However, given the
very large number of observations and the
very small amount of association attributable
to changes in the father-son interactions, our
analyses of the Indianapolis data lead us to
the same conclusion as our analyses of the
OCG data on mobility to first job and the five
national surveys. There has been little if any
change in the association between father’s
occupation and son’s occupation. We have
also analyzed the five by four tables of
mobility for men in Indianapolis with urban
occupations in 1910, 1940 and 1967 with
similar results (Tully et al., 1970;192). There
are nominally significant differences in
father-son interactions between years, but
these account for only 1.7 percent of the
association in the baseline model. We have
given less attention to the 1967 Indianapolis
data than to the 1910 and 1940 data because
of the different methods used in the 1967
survey.

In panel C of Table 3, we report analyses in
which the main diagonals of the 1910 and
1940 tables have been blocked, permitting
occupational inheritance to vary over time.
When the margins are fixed and the main
diagonal is blocked, there is still substantial
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association between father’s and son’s occupa-
tions (line C1), but three-quarters of the
association in the baseline model for Indian-
apolis data may be attributed to occupational
inheritance (compare lines B1 and C1). When
we estimate frequencies based on temporally
constant father-son interactions off the main
diagonal (line C2), we account for all but two
percent of the association in the baseline
model, and we misclassify less than two
percent of the distribution. The temporally
homogeneous father-son interactions off the
main diagonal are overwhelmingly significant
(line C3).

When we contrast the models with and
without changes over time in occupational
inheritance (line D1), we find the temporal
shifts to be extremely small, though they
would be Statistically significant at conven-
tional probability levels. Changes over time in
occupational inheritance account for only 0.5
percent of the association in the baseline
model, and they reclassify only 0.71 percent
of the distribution. The test for changes in the
propensity to move between 1910 and 1940 is
not even nominally significant at the 0.01
level (line D2), and it accounts for only a
tenth of a percent of the variation in the
baseline model. Even less substantial results
are obtained when we test for possible
changes both in upward and downward mobil-
ity (line D3), and there is virtually no change
over time in the propensity toward upward
relative to downward mobility (compare lines
D2 and D3). Finally, there is little evidence of
change in occupation-specific inheritance in
Indianapolis (line D4). Considering the strict
comparability of measurement in the Indian-
apolis data, the thirty-year separation between
the two measurements and the very large
samples in the two years, the stability of
occupational mobility patterns is remarkable.

It is instructive to compare our results with
those in Duncan’s test of proportional change
in the Indianapolis data (Duncan, 1966:74-7).
Taking the 1910 matrix as the standard,
Duncan’s model misclassifies 7 percent of the
distribution under the model of proportional
change, while we misclassify 2.64 percent of
the distribution under the same model.
Duncan reports a decomposition of the sum
of squares of ratios of 1940 to 1910 frequen-
cies whose interpretation parallels that of the
components of association in our baseline
model. In Duncan’s analysis, 76 percent of the
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sum of squares is attributable to proportional
change in the row or column marginals. There
are no corresponding figures in our decompo-
sition since our baseline model incorporates
change in the marginal distributions; however,
we did note the substantial shifts in the
occupational structure from 1910 to 1940.
Duncan reports that 7 percent of the sum of
squares is “due to proportional change in both
distributions, reflecting the initial correlation
between son’s and father’s occcupation,” and
17 percent is ““due to nonproportional change,
or interaction” (1966:74). In our analysis,
97.5 percent of the association in the baseline
model is due to temporally constant patterns
of association between father’s and son’s
occupations. In our view, this gives a stronger
basis to Duncan’s conclusion (1966:96) that

some considerable modifications of the
mobility pattern (emphasis in the origi-
nal) . ..occurred in consequence of the
change in ‘structure’ represented by altera-
tions of the frequency distributions of
origin and destination classes.

Other Data on Mobility Trends

The analyses reported above do not ex-
haust the possibilities for measuring trend in
occupational mobility among U.S. men. For
example, the Johns Hopkins University
sample of men aged 30 to 39 in 1968 might
be compared with the cohort of that age in
the 1962 OCG survey (Coleman et al., 1972).
Data from the Six-City Survey of Labor
Mobility might be used to contrast mobility
patterns in 1940 and 1950, and it may be
possible to construct a time-series of data
from the Detroit Area Study (Duncan,
1968:697-703). Comparisons might be made
between certain male OCG respondents and
those in the two male panels of Herbert
Parnes’ National Longitudinal Surveys
(Parnes, Miljus and Spitz, 1970; Parnes,
Fleisher, Miljus and Spitz, 1970). These exam-
ples probably do not exhaust the resources
presently available, and another important
test of our hypothesis will become possible
when the 1973 OCG data from the national
survey arrive (Featherman and Hauser,
1975).

While the data listed above are available in
published or machine-readable form, we have
not exploited any of them in the present
analysis. Rather, we made two other compari-
sons, neither of which pertains strictly to
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temporal change, but both of which bear on
the extension of our finding of invariant
mobility patterns. First, we compared mobil-
ity of (OCG) men in the U.S. in 1962 to the
mobility of Wisconsin men in 1973, using data
from a statewide survey commissioned by
Featherman and Hauser (1975). Second, we
compared the mobility of U.S. men in 1962
from father’s occupation to son’s current
occupation, using the same nine five-year
cohorts as in our earlier analysis of mobility
to first full-time occupations. While both of
these comparisons are sound with regard to
survey method, the first confounds time and
place, and the second confounds time (cohort)
with chronological age. We carried out these
two comparisons using the same methods as in
the analysis of Table 1, with the same results.
That is, once controlling for change in the
occupational structure, we found no change in
occupational mobility.

Discussion

The foregoing analyses apply an appropri-
ate solution to the standard problem in
comparative mobility analysis—how to sepa-
rate the effects of changes of occupational
structure, given by shifting marginal distribu-
tions, from those of the process of mobility,
given by associations between occupational
origins and destinations, for the purpose of
measuring change in the latter. Analytically,
the solution is to adopt the multiplicative or
log-linear specification of the frequencies,
which posits separate parameters for the
marginal distributions and changes therein
and for the wunderlying associations and
changes therein. In several large bodies of data
on U.S. men, we have observed that the
pattern of association between father’s occu-
pation and son’s occupation is largely invari-
ant with respect to time.

It is always a logically difficult matter to
maintain the null hypothesis, but we think we
have offered sufficient evidence of temporal
invariance to challenge the ingenuity of other
researchers who would offer a more plausible
alternative hypothesis and supporting data.
One simple model of change we have not
treated explicitly is linear trend; but in scan-
ning reams of computer output, we have seen
little evidence of order in deviations from the
model of temporal homogeneity. We did
locate one trend across OCG cohorts to
increase the ratio of actual to expected
chances of mobility from father’s occupation
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to son’s first full-time occupation. This trend
accounts for about half the variation in
mobility propensity across nine OCG cohorts,
but the total of that variation represents less
than a third of one percent of the association
in the baseline model (see line E3 of Table 1).
Other models may capture systematic patterns
of change in mobility with relatively few
parameters, but the explanatory potential of
such models is necessarily limited.

We have used our imagination in specifying
models of change in mobility, but beyond
noting that the OCG data do not conform to
the hypothesis of quasi-perfect mobility, the
present analysis says little about the pattern
of occupational mobility at any one time.
That is an important, but distinct, problem.
For alternative models of the mobility table,
see Goodman (1972b) and Haberman
(1974a).

Among serious students of mobility in the
United States there has been agreement of late
that trends, if any, have been slight. Thus, one
might ask what motivates so long and tedious
an effort to sustain the hypothesis of no
trend. We think the present essay is amply
justified by the variety of hypotheses about
trend which we have been able to test.
However, we believe it equally important that
we have eliminated trends in the occupational
structure from our measurements of trend in
mobility.

Sociologists have long recognized that the
occupational structure and changes in it affect
mobility patterns. This recognition has gener-
ally taken the form of injunctions to control
variation in the occupational structure before
venturing comparisons between mobility
tables and of efforts to construct mobility
indexes which would make this possible.
However, once trends in the -occupational
structure are controlled, there are no trends in
the occupational mobility of U.S. men. This
suggests an inversion of the traditional prob-
lem of comparative mobility analysis.

Rather than treating shifts in the occupa-
tional structure as a nuisance factor, to be set
aside before undertaking comparative mobil-
ity analysis, we suggest that shifts in the
occupational structure may be both the driv-
ing force and the problematic issue in com-
parative mobility studies. We ought to be
asking what changes in observed mobility
chances may be induced by transformations of
the occupational structure, such as occur in
the processes of urbanization and industriali-
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zation. That is, even when the relative chances
of men (as defined by our model) do not
change, it is possible for other interesting

properties of the mobility tables to vary, coleman,

systematically with changes in the marginal
distributions (Duncan, 1966:76-7). Moreover,
if changing occupational mixes affect mobility
patterns, students of mobility will want to
take more than a casual interest in the sources
of occupational transformations. We believe
our analysis adds force to Wilbert E. Moore’s
(1966:196) observation:

the analytical separation of mobility ac-
counted for by changes in the distribution
of occupation within the socioeconomic
structure from that accounted for by
change in the distribution of opportunity
or accessibility is a perfectly legitimate
procedure. But there is no reason to say
that only the second datum is interesting.

In the sequel to this paper (Hauser et al.,
1975), we shall attack the first of the prob-
lems just posed. Given a fixed pattern of
mobility from father’s occupation to son’s
current occupation, we shall ask what the
implications are of changes in the marginal
distributions of father’s and of son’s occupa-
tions. In discussing his analysis of propor-
tional change in the Indianapolis data, Duncan
wrote (1966:75), “Had only the 1910 table
been available, plus the 1940 marginals, the
assumption of proportional changes would
have been a reasonable basis for estimating the
1940 table.” Applying a well-known tech-
nique of proportional adjustment (Mosteller,
1968), we have taken tables of U.S. men’s
mobility from father’s occupation to current
occupation for certain cohorts in 1962, and
we have projected them backward and for-
ward in time to fit earlier and later occupation
distributions, while preserving the underlying
patterns of association in the mobility tables.
Several properties of the resulting hypothet-
ical mobility tables vary systematically across
years both within and between cohorts.
Changes in the occupational structure and the
succession of cohorts have led to increased
rates of mobility and of upward mobility,
even though the underlying process of mobil-
ity has not changed over time.
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