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Abstract
At seemingly regular intervals in U.S. history, scholars of inequality have become concerned that opportunities for social mobility might be closing off, with such concerns then typically touching off renewed interest in monitoring trends in mobility.  The spectacular takeoff in U.S. income inequality has triggered just such concerns in recent years.  Although the concern is widespread and the mechanisms behind it plausible, it is striking that we still lack a full complement of evidence on how mobility has evolved over the period when that takeoff played out.  We argue here that the changes underway during this period are best revealed by distinguishing between gradational, big-class, and micro-class mobility.  When the conventional mobility table is disaggregated to the detailed occupational level, it becomes possible to distinguish these three forms of mobility, thereby making it possible to monitor trends in a comprehensive and integrated way.  We apply this comprehensive approach to data from the Occupational Changes in a Generation (1962, 1973) and General Social Survey (1972-2006) samples.  The results reveal that big-class reproduction remains consistently weak over the last half-century, that micro-class reproduction is much more prominent but likewise remains stable over this period, and that gradational reproduction is declining quite dramatically even as income inequality increases.  If any increases in reproduction have occurred during the last two decades, they are simply too weak to show up in our data.  We conclude that analyses pitched at the big-class level tell at best a partial story about how social fluidity is evolving and risk missing or muting historic declines in gradational reproduction.  The methodological implication of our research is that conventional big-class or gradational analyses may conflate trends in the overall extent of opportunity with trends in the extent to which inequality takes on either a big-class or gradational form.

Keywords: social mobility, fluidity, openness, social class, occupation, microclass, trend, inequality of opportunity. 

The conventional formula has it that Americans tolerate extreme inequality because they believe that opportunities to get ahead are widely available and reflect talent or effort rather than luck, connections, or the accident of birth.   It is perhaps surprising that the general public continues to subscribe to this formula despite recent revelations of the role of connections and corruption in getting ahead on Wall Street (Sawhill and Morgan 2009).   Although the conventional legitimation of inequality evidently remains in play, some contemporary commentators fear that a historic shift in opportunities for mobility is nonetheless underway and that the public endorsement of the standard formula will erode as it becomes clear that getting ahead depends less on merit than was thought (see Hout 2008; Solon 2008).

Are these newfound fears at all warranted?  The cynic might of course point out that  concerns about rigidification have periodically surfaced in U.S. history and, whenever they have, invariably they have proven overblown.  Far from rigidifying, the mobility regime of the mid-20th century displayed an almost eerie stability, and indeed some studies even suggested a gradual opening up of opportunity (e.g., Hout 1988).   This long-standing continuity may nonetheless have come to an end in recent decades because the current rise in income inequality is so extreme as to constitute a dramatic new infusion of privilege at the top of the class structure (e.g., Piketty 2008; Saez 2008).  The standard argument here is that, as income inequality grows, inter-class differences in income will become greater and children born into the privileged classes will accordingly have more resources that advantage them in the competition to get ahead.  The long-standing argument in this regard, dating back at least to Tawney (1930), is that opportunities to get ahead will become increasingly unequal as the conditions under which children are raised are increasingly unequal (also, Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992).   By this logic, inequality of condition and of opportunity are now understood as varying together, even though scholars have typically been at pains to stress that they are analytically distinct.

However compelling the income hypothesis may be, it remains at this point just one plausible account, and surely one can’t ignore other forces for trend that may well operate in countervailing ways.  The purpose of this paper, then, is to provide new evidence on trends in social fluidity in the United States that will allow us to speak to the income hypothesis as well as to any number of competing accounts.  We well appreciate that the flurry of mobility studies in the 1970s and 1980s reached obsessional proportions and that the mobility study has quite understandably fallen out of fashion as a result.  But there is little justification for thereby abandoning the field and foreclosing altogether on the question of whether opportunities have of late become more or less equally distributed.  The rise of income inequality has perversely surfaced as an issue at precisely that point when sociologists became exhausted with endless mobility analysis and withdrew from the field.  The absence of relevant trend data is, we would argue, quite striking in light of how deeply committed we remain to a vision of the United States as a society in which opportunities to get ahead are widely available.  

There is of course some relevant evidence.  Within the field of economics, there has in fact been a minor resurgence in monitoring trends in economic mobility (e.g., Lee & Solon 2008; Solon 2008; Isaacs et al. 2008; Hertz 2007; Levine & Mazumder 2007), a development that may in part be attributed to the concern that recent increases in income inequality may have precipitated a decline in mobility.  These studies, while of immense interest, haven’t been able to deliver any definitive conclusions.  In a recent review, Björklund and Jäntti (2008, p. XXX) conclude that changes in intergenerational mobility have been vexingly “difficult to estimate,” mainly because the available data sets (principally the Panel Study of Income Dynamics) are extremely small.


Have sociologists thus stepped into the breach and turned to monitoring recent trends in opportunity?  Seemingly, they are uniquely positioned to do so, as there are relatively large-sample data sets available that might be pooled to measure recent trends in the intergenerational transmission of occupations.  The General Social Survey (GSS) is an especially important resource here (see Davis 2008).  Although one would of course wish for yet larger samples, the GSS provides an opportunity for updating past studies of trend in mobility, such as those by Featherman and Hauser (1978), Hout (1988), and DiPrete and Grusky (1990).  The GSS samples have, to be sure, recently been analyzed by Beller and Hout (2006), yet their analyses pertain only to observed rates and thus speak to the absolute amount of mobility rather than the extent to which such mobility is equally or unequally distributed.  Also, Beller (2009) has carried out an intriguing GSS analysis of how mothers matter in intergenerational reproduction, with one of her side conclusions being that trends in reproduction are affected when mothers are omitted from the analysis.  This analysis is nonetheless limited because it lacks a pre-1994 baseline and because it pertains only to that subset of recent GSS samples with information on mother’s occupation.  Finally, Harding et al. (2008) have likewise exploited the recent GSS samples, but they have focused narrowly on income mobility rather than social mobility more broadly construed (see Hout 1996; Hauser 1998 for other relevant analyses).      
It is surely important and useful to examine trends in income mobility.  At the same time, there is also good reason to carry out occupational analyses as well, and not just because the income data are so thin and accordingly difficult to read.  The conventional wisdom on this point, a wisdom to which we subscribe, is that occupations constitute the “backbone of the stratification system” (Parkin 1978) and that monitoring trends in access to occupations is accordingly a powerful window into the distribution of opportunities to get ahead.  Because occupations are deeply institutionalized social categories that dictate life chances, consumption behavior, and core social practices (Weeden and Grusky 2006), the occupation in which one finds oneself is exceedingly consequential; and one should accordingly care whether access to occupations is increasingly determined at the point of birth.  It is not merely that occupation may be understood as a proxy for permanent income (see Hauser 1998).  More importantly, income is hardly the only determinant of life chances and social behavior, and insofar as one sought a single summary measure of such extra-economic determinants one would have to look to occupation first and foremost.

This is not to suggest that economic forces are uninteresting.  In motivating our analyses, a natural starting point is the spectacular rise in income inequality, the argument being that increasingly unequal conditions may lead to increasingly unequal opportunities.  We will, however, also argue below that the rise in income inequality hardly exhausts the forces at work that can generate trend.  Because there are potentially many sources of trend, and because those sources may reveal themselves in disparate ways, it is important and revealing to apply a multidimensional model of mobility that can register all such changes as may occur.  The convention in the field has, by contrast, been to condition on a particular inequality form and to monitor trend only with respect to that form.  The mobility studies of the 1960s and 1970s, for example, typically represented inequality in terms of metric socioeconomic or status scales (Treiman 1977; Blau and Duncan 1967), while those of the 1980s and beyond represented it with categorical big-class models (e.g., Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; Breen 2004).  In the latter studies, mobility is reduced to flows between big social classes (e.g., professionals, clerical workers, craft workers, farmers), with the analysis thus proceeding by assessing trends in the association between big-class origins and destinations.  More recently, Jonsson et al. (2009) have shown that much of the association in a mobility table is generated at the detailed occupational level, the implication being that children tend to take up their parent’s occupations (e.g., doctor, carpenter, baker) and that the net big-class association, after controlling for such micro-level reproduction, is in fact quite limited.  It is accordingly important to monitor trends at the micro-class and big-class levels simultaneously.  

The remainder of our paper prosecutes this argument more systematically.  We first describe these three dimensions in detail and then lay out how mobility trends may register in terms of each of them.  We shall argue that the forces making for trend will not play out identically for all dimensions and that conventional analyses, which typically condition on just one of the three mobility forms, may therefore mislead. 
Types of reproduction
Within the mobility literature, there is much discussion of how advantage and disadvantage is reproduced, such discussion focusing typically on the transmission of economic, social, and cultural resources (see DiMaggio 2004).  But we need to know exactly what is being transferred as well as how that transmission process plays out.  Are parents transferring a socioeconomic position to their children?  Are they transferring a big class or a detailed micro-class?  Or are several forms of reproduction playing out simultaneously?  As laid out below, there are three traditions of analyzing mobility regimes, each of which answers such questions in a distinct way. 
Gradational analysis: The gradational approach to studying mobility assumes that life chances are mainly determined by the total amount of resources (economic, social, cultural) available in one’s family of origin (e.g., Ganzeboom and Treiman 2006; Hout and Hauser 1992).  When children are born into high-resource families, they tend to secure desirable occupations by virtue of (a) their access to the economic resources needed to afford an elite education or to capitalize an entrepreneurial opportunity, (b) their access to social networks providing information about or entry into the best occupations, and (c) their access to cultural resources providing them with the intellectual and social skills to succeed in the best occupations.  Under the gradational model, it is the total amount of resources that matter, and children born into privileged circumstances are privileged because they have access to so many resources. 

Big-class analysis: The big-class approach, by contrast, has inequality taking the form of mutually exclusive social classes (e.g., professionals, craft workers).  These classes are assumed to convey a constellation of working conditions, a social context that affects behavior and decision-making, and a cultural context that is an adaptation to this social context.  The relevant feature of this formulation is that all children born into the same class have similar mobility chances even though their parents may hold different occupations.  The logic of the class situation is assumed, then, to be determinative and to control the life chances of the children born into it.  Obversely, two big classes of similar status will not necessarily convey to their incumbents identical mobility chances, as they may differ on dimensions that have implications for mobility.  For example, even though proprietors and routine nonmanuals are roughly similar in socioeconomic status, the children of proprietors will tend to become proprietors and the children of routine nonmanuals will tend to become routine nonmanuals.  This particular pattern arises, it is assumed, because (a) the children of proprietors develop tastes for autonomy while the children of routine nonmanuals develop tastes for stability (i.e., class-specific tastes), (b) the children of proprietors develop entrepreneurial skills while the children of routine nonmanuals develop bureaucratic skills (i.e., class-specific skill formation), (c) the children of proprietors are apprised of entrepreneurial opportunities while the children of routine nonmanuals are apprised of routine nonmanual opportunities (i.e., class-specific networks), and (d) the children of proprietors inherit physical capital (e.g., a business) that motivates them to remain as proprietors  while the children of routine nonmanuals haven’t access to such capital (i.e., class-specific physical capital). 

Micro-class analysis: The micro-class approach shares with the big-class approach the presumption that contemporary labor markets are balkanized into discrete categories, but such balkanization is assumed to take principally the form of institutionalized occupations (e.g., doctor, plumber, postal clerk) rather than big classes (e.g., routine nonmanuals).  By implication, the occupations comprising big classes will have differing propensities for mobility and immobility, a heterogeneity that obtains because the distinctive occupational worlds into which children are born have consequences for the aspirations they develop, the skills they value and to which they have access, and the networks upon which they can draw. The children of carpenters, for example, may be especially likely to become carpenters because they are exposed to carpentry skills at home, are socialized in ways that render them especially appreciative of carpentry as a vocation, and are embedded in social networks that provide them with information about how to become carpenters and how to secure jobs in carpentry.  In a recent article, Jonsson et al. (2009) find that such micro-class reproduction is the dominant form in all contemporary mobility regimes, even in those that are conventionally presumed to be big-class or gradational in form.
Mechanisms for trend
The question to which we now turn is whether these three types of reproduction might be evolving in different ways and hence reveal countervailing trends when they are simultaneously taken into account. We take on this question by considering each type in turn and attempting to lay out whether it should become more or less prominent over the last half-century of U.S. history.  Although there is of course much theorizing about mobility trends, the convention has been to treat reproduction in generic terms rather than recognizing that it takes such distinct forms and that it may be evolving in different ways for each. 

The gradational approach, it may be recalled, recognizes that privilege brings with it resources that make it likely that high-status children will secure high-status occupations while low-status children will secure low-status occupations.  There are many resources of relevance here, but surely earnings and income are among the main ones; and hence the ongoing increase in earnings and income inequality in the U.S. may take the form of an increase in the economic advantage that high status implies and a consequent “stretching out” of the gradational hierarchy.  That is, insofar as high-status occupations are ever more remunerated relative to low-status ones, then the economic benefit to being born into a high-status family becomes more substantial.  This conclusion of course presupposes that (a) the growth in inequality has occurred not just within occupations but also between them, and that (b) the patterning of this between-occupation growth in inequality follows (at least partly) a socioeconomic gradient.  If a high-status occupation now implies an increasingly large economic advantage (relative to low-status occupations), the children born into such high-status occupations will be better positioned to attend the best private schools, to afford high-quality after-school education, and to live in expensive neighborhoods that expose them to desirable social contacts.  The available evidence (Weeden et al. 2006) suggests that indeed there is much growth in between-occupation inequality and that this growth follows in large part a socioeconomic gradient.
The foregoing effect may of course be partly or fully offset by the continuing expansion of secondary and post-secondary schooling during the same period.  In a classic paper, Hout (1988) showed that the association between origin and destination withers away among college graduates, the implication being that ongoing educational upgrading shifts the composition of the population toward a low-association regime and thereby induces an overall decline in fluidity (cf. Torche 2009; also, Breen 2008).  This line of reasoning leads Hout and Beller (2006) to conclude that the rising share of men with college degrees is “one major reason for the declining correlation between fathers’ and sons’ occupations” (p. 28).   Although the origin-by-destination association could also be reduced by a simple decline in the effects of origins on educational attainment, the available evidence suggests that educational expansion has not delivered all that much equalization of this sort (Pfeffer 2008; Roksa et al. 2007; also see Morgan and Kim 2007; Shavit et al. 2008; Gamoran 2001; Hout et al. 1993; cf. Breen et al. 2009).  It follows that, insofar as educational expansion delivers any countervailing trend, it will be mainly because the reproductive effect is weaker within a population (i.e., the college-educated) that is growing in relative size.

If we turn next to the two forms of class reproduction (i.e., big-class, micro-class), here there is arguably less flux and instead stability is more likely to be in evidence.  We suspect that micro-class reproduction will be especially stable because it is rooted in durable family processes, including the intergnerational transmission of aspirations, skills, and networks.  The children born, for example, into a family of professors are presumably just as likely now as in the past to be exposed to (a) a family culture that engenders a special taste for autonomy, creativity, and other hallmarks of the professorial class (i.e., aspirational transmission), (b) a universalistic and critical style of argumentation, writing, and reasoning that will serve them well in becoming professors (i.e., skill transmission), and (c) the social networks that provide them with information, contacts, and even overt preference that advantages them in the competition for professorial training and jobs (i.e., network transmission).  The main long-term trend that could interrupt such family-based transmission is the rise of divorce and the consequent decline in reliable familial exposure to such intellectual, cultural, and social resources (Biblarz and Raftery 1999; 1993; Biblarz et al. 1997).  However, given that divorce peaked in the early 1980s and declined thereafter (e.g., Martin 2006), the most recent samples in our analysis will include respondents who grew up during a period in which divorce was in fact in decline.  It should also be borne in mind that the divorce effect on intergenerational reproduction has been called into question (Fertig 2004).  We are for these reasons disinclined to anticipate any dramatic trend in micro-class reproduction.
Similarly, the trend in big-class reproduction is also likely to be quite suppressed, although in this case the arguments suggesting some ongoing weakening in reproduction are better developed.  The postmodernist narrative, for example, understands big classes as flourishing during an earlier period when labor unions and political parties were involved in crafting class-specific platforms and thereby developing coherent imagined communities (e.g., Pakulski 2008).   The conversion into imagined communities is more problematic in the contemporary period, given that political parties have abandoned class-specific platforms in favor of “issue politics,” while unions have focused ever more narrowly on tangible benefits rather than marketing some encompassing class ideology or worldview.  By this logic, parents will become less committed to their big class, and they will be less likely to engender a corresponding big-class commitment among their children (e.g., Weeden and Grusky 2009; Pakulski and Waters 2008; Beck and Lau 2008; Hechter 2004; Clark and Lipset 2001).  
The foregoing forces making for big-class decomposition could of course be offset insofar as the takeoff in income inequality renders big classes ever more distinct in their material resources (Weeden et al. 2007).  If between-class differences in income are growing (even net of the stretching out of the gradational hierarchy), then parents in the privileged classes have more in the way of privilege to pass on.  These material differences might in turn generate cultural differences.  The class of professionals, for example, may increasingly display the tolerance, cultural cosmopolitanism, and largesse that is the luxury of a protected and economically secure group, while the class of native unskilled laborers may increasingly display the intolerance, parochialism, and economic protectionism of a class that is under threat and anxious.  These cultural differences would of course only emerge as a long-run adaptation to changed material circumstances. 
The most compelling arguments for trend are therefore at the gradational level.  The twin forces of educational expansion and rising inequality, each evolving in quite dramatic ways, can be expected to strongly influence the extent of such reproduction.  Because these two forces are working at cross-purposes, it is of course difficult to predict the net trend, lacking as we do any expectations about which of the two forces is likely to dominate.  The two class forms are, by contrast, more likely to be stable, although the postmodernist tradition does call the durability of the big-class form into question.  The task of predicting all such trends is further complicated because these forces operate most straightforwardly during the early lifecourse when crucial schooling and occupational decisions are being made; and hence a period-based measurement of trend, to which we will have to default, will only be a blunt and approximate instrument with which to monitor change (see Breen and Jonsson 2007; 1997).  We will discuss such methodological complications subsequently but for now it is important simply to be alerted to the difficulties in making sharp predictions about the timing of trend when it is monitored across periods.
How Should Trends be Measured? 
The analyses presented here, based on the 1962 Occupational Changes in a Generation (OGG) survey, the 1973 OCG survey, and the 1972-2006 GSS, cover nearly a half-century of institutional change in educational and labor markets.  These surveys provide information on father’s occupation, respondent’s occupation (at the time of the survey), sex, age, industry, and other variables that aid in occupational and big-class coding (e.g., employment status).  Because our analyses are pitched at the detailed occupational level, our father-by-respondent mobility tables will have many cells, and relatively large data sets for each time period are accordingly needed.  We have met this requirement by pooling the data into four periods: the 1960s (i.e., 1962 OCG), the 1970s (i.e., 1973 OCG & 1972-79 GSS), the 1980s (i.e., 1980-89 GSS), and the 1990s and beyond (i.e., 1990-2006 GSS). 

We restrict the analysis to male respondents between 30 and 64 years old (inclusive).  Because our analyses require such large samples, we do not have enough female respondents to carry out a separate analysis of their mobility, and we are accordingly left with the regrettable alternative of a male-only analysis.  The GSS surveys do include women, while the two OCG surveys, which provide our pre-takeoff baseline, include only men.  We have elsewhere provided static analyses of gradational, big-class, and micro-class mobility for women (Jonsson et al. 2009). 
We referred above to the methodological complications that arise insofar as trends in inequality of opportunity are driven by cohort effects and associated cohort replacement processes (Breen 2007; Breen and Jonsson 1997).   The main reason, we suspect, that patterns of fluidity may differ across the mobility tables defined by our four periods (1960s, 1970s, 1980s, 1990s and beyond) is that the mix of birth cohorts represented in these tables shifts as older cohorts age out of the labor market.  We anticipate cohort-driven trends because the major mobility-inducing changes over the last half-century pertain to institutions, such as schools, that process age-specific groups and thus operate on the birth cohort.  If, for example, university enrollments expanded in a given period, the resulting increase in fluidity (see Hout 1988) would show up mainly in birth cohorts of school-attending age in that period.  Although some institutional changes will operate at once on all cohorts and thus register as a pure period effect (e.g., the passage of an anti-discrimination law), such effects are probably less important or common than pure cohort effects (see Gerber and Hout 2004).  This line of reasoning suggests that, all else equal, one should analyze mobility tables defined by age and birth cohort.  However, an analysis based on age-by-cohort tables would be far too sparse given the data available to us, and we are therefore forced to resort to the common device of monitoring trend via the period alone.  Although the signal is perforce muted under this approach (because cohorts age out of the labor force only gradually), such muted trends are nonetheless descriptively correct as an overall characterization of the extent of fluidity in each period (cf. Breen and Jonsson 2007).
We measure micro classes with an 82-category classification that captures the socially defined boundaries in the division of labor (see Jonsson et al. 2009).  The micro-class category may be defined as “a grouping of technically similar jobs that is institutionalized in the labor market through such means as (a) an association or union, (b) licensing or certification requirements, or (c) widely diffused understandings … regarding efficient or otherwise preferred ways of organizing production and dividing labor” (Grusky 2005, p. 66).   Although some compromises in the coding protocol were required because of our small sample size and because of cross-decade changes in the Census occupational classification, there is much evidence that, despite all such compromises, micro-class schemes of this sort capture some of the most profound institutional boundaries in the labor market (see Weeden and Grusky 2005).   The full 82-category scheme is presented in Table A1, described in further detail in Jonsson et al. (2009), and implemented with the protocol laid out in www.classmobility.org.  We will be using the micro classes of Table A1 not just in their original categorical form but also as a socioeconomic scale (SES) based on international socioeconomic scores (Ganzeboom et al. 1992).

We next aggregated our 82 micro-classes into a big-class scheme.  Because there are so many competing big-class models, we are disinclined to rely exclusively on any one of them, and instead our preference is to build a hybrid classification that represents the many and varied distinctions adopted in the most popular class models.  We thus begin, perhaps predictably enough, by distinguishing between the manual and nonmanual sectors, arguably one of the core barriers in contemporary labor markets.  We then further distinguish three macro classes within the nonmanual sector (i.e., professional-managerial, proprietor, routine nonmanual) and another two macro classes within the manual sector (i.e., manual, primary).  Finally, these macro classes are themselves subdivided into meso classes, yielding such categories as classical professions, sales workers, and craft workers (see Table A1 for a full listing).  
This approach to measuring big classes has two main virtues.  First, it permits a more comprehensive representation of big classes than any single scheme would allow, thereby increasing our confidence that such trends as obtain at the big class level will indeed register.  Second, it allows us to isolate the types of big-class structure that are weakening or strengthening, which is of course useful insofar as one anticipates type-specific trend.  Although we haven’t developed any formal hypotheses about such type-specific trend (at the big-class level), it is nonetheless plausible that the class-decomposing effects identified by postmodernists are specific to particular classes (e.g., craft class) that were once, via unions and parties, stitched together as imagined communities.  By contrast, we might anticipate that the manual-nonmanual distinction is especially impervious to change, rooted as it is in durable educational credentialling.  
These three types of big-class effects are of course layered over parameters that capture reproduction at the micro-class and gradational levels.  This overlapping parameterization makes it possible to not only isolate trends at different big-class levels but also to distinguish such big-class trends from those operating at the micro-class or gradational levels.  The father-to-child mobility table in Figure 1 depicts this full set of overlapping parameters and demonstrates how they capture affinities off the micro-class diagonal, off the meso-class diagonal, and even off the macro-class diagonal.  The white zones of Figure 1 are the only ones that identify mobility with respect to all class levels, although even the cells in these zones will be modeled with our gradational term, a term that reflects the extent to which short-distance moves occur more frequently than long-distance ones.  The resulting model provides, then, a comprehensive accounting of the types of mobility and reproduction that might plausibly be undergoing change over the last half-century.

*** Figure 1 About Here ***

The experience of mobility
As a precursor to modeling the association between origins and destinations, we report gross immobility rates at four levels of aggregation, each presented separately for our four time periods. The statistics presented in Table 1 pertain to the percentage of total observations that fall on the main diagonal of (a) a 2×2 manual-nonmanual table, (b) a 5×5 macro-class table, (c) a 10×10 meso-class table, and (d) an 82×82 micro-class table. We also report the socioeconomic correlation that obtains when socioeconomic scores are assigned to each of the 82 micro classes. 
*** Table 1 About Here ***

We draw three conclusions from Table 1.  The first and most obvious conclusion is that the amount of immobility declines with disaggregation.  There is, for example, about 5-6 times more manual-nonmanual immobility than micro-class immobility, a ratio that holds at approximately the same level across all four time periods.  From a purely descriptive stance, it is well to bear in mind that the manual-nonmanual barrier is only rarely crossed, whereas more disaggregate class  barriers are very frequently crossed (at least at the level of detail adopted here).  This conclusion is not, however, a result per se, as the model of independence will necessarily generate more immobility in aggregate tables than disaggregate ones.    

How much mobility is there?  The second conclusion from Table 1 is that most types of mobility are quite common in the sense that the majority of the male working population experience them.  Although only one-third of the working male population crosses the manual-nonmanual barrier, about half of the working male population is mobile across macro-class lines, about three-quarters is mobile across meso-class lines, and about nine-tenths is mobile across micro-class lines.  If the absolute rate of micro-class mobility is quite high, it is nonetheless much lower than would prevail if origin and destination micro classes were independent (as the mobility rate under the model of independence would be nearly 99%).  The micro-class mobility rate is therefore vastly less than what one would expect if opportunities were equal.
And, finally, is there any evidence of trend here?  Indeed there is, although the pattern of that trend varies by the type of immobility, with status reproduction the only type that is definitively and significantly weakening.  There is a hint of decline in the manual-nonmanual and micro-class rates as well, but in this case the rates in the first and fourth periods are not significantly different from one another.  The other two immobility rates (i.e., macro-class, meso-class) fluctuate quite trendlessly throughout the entire half-century.  
 NOTE: I am guessing about significance levels here.  We need to carry out the formal test (of differences of proportions).
These results speak to the objective experience of mobility and whether that experience is becoming more or less common.  Important as such felt experiences are, we also want to know whether opportunities for mobility are becoming more or less equal, and the results presented here simply cannot speak to that question.  We cannot, then, reject on the basis of these results the rigidification hypothesis with which we led off.  During the half-century covered here, the relative sizes of classes have changed dramatically, and such changes may well act to disguise the postulated rigidification.  It is the analysis of relative rates, to which we next turn, that allows us to speak to the inequality of opportunity expressed in a mobility table (i.e., “social fluidity”).
There are in fact two types of controls that must be imposed.  As just noted, we must first net out the effects of class size, as mobility rates are of course a function of size (and changes therein).  We should, however, additionally tease out the net residual of immobility at each of the five “levels” that we have identified (i.e., manual-nonmanual, macro, meso, micro, gradational).  It is, for example, possible that the decline in status reproduction in Table 1 is just an artifact of a decline in micro-class reproduction, a possibility that cannot be eliminated without devising a model that fits all forms of reproduction at once and allows us to tease out net trends in each.

Is the mobility regime rigidifying?
It is useful to begin our formal modeling by showing that conventional results are secured when one fits conventional mobility models that do not distinguish between different types of reproduction.  We begin, then, with a standard model that conditions on a common pattern of odds ratios across the four periods but allows the strength of these odds ratios to vary across period (Xie 1992; Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992).  The shift effects under this model are reported in Table 2 and graphed in Figure 2.  As shown here, the effects under this model grow weaker in simple monotonic fashion, and most notably such weakening continues into the most recent period.  The contrast between the coefficients for the third and fourth periods is significant, as are all other contrasts between coefficients, save that pertaining to the second (.78) and third (.76) periods.  This result is our first piece of evidence suggesting that the rigidification hypothesis may well be off the mark.  However, because that hypothesis speaks principally to gradational reproduction, we cannot rule out the possibility that a conventional shift-effect model is obscuring countervailing trends and that rigidification will still show up once those trends are distinguished.

As our second conventional model, we now condition on the meso-class form by fitting 10  immobility coefficients (one for each of 10 meso classes), and we further allow the strength of such meso-class reproduction to uniformly increase or decrease in each period.  This model, like the prior one, summarizes cross-period change in one parameter, but the presumption now is that the underlying mobility regime assumes a meso-class form.  As reported in Table 2, the immobility effects under this model are quite strong and take a conventional form, with the strongest parameters at the top (i.e. professionals) and bottom (i.e., farmers) of the class structure and the weakest in the interior regions.  What about the shift coefficients?  We find that all such coefficients are trivially small and none is significantly different from zero.  This result stands in stark contrast to the monotonic decline in association revealed under our first model and thus suggests that trends may indeed be form-specific.  It is accordingly important to turn to our multidimensional model that formally tests such a hypothesis and allows, insofar as it is necessary, a separate trend coefficient for each of the five types of reproduction. 
***Figure 2 and Table 2 About Here***
The full model includes parameters for gradational, big-class, and micro-class reproduction. It takes the following form in each time period: 
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where i indexes origins and j destinations, mij refers to the expected value in the ijth cell, α refers to the main effect, βi and γj refer to row and column marginal effects, φ refers to the socioeconomic effect, μi (origin) and μj (destination) are socioeconomic scale values assigned to each of the 82 micro-classes, and δA, δB, δC, and δM refer to manual-nonmanual, macro-class, meso-class, and micro-class immobility effects respectively. The latter parameters are fit simultaneously and therefore capture net effects.  The manual-nonmanual parameter, for example, reflects the average density across the cells pertaining to manual or nonmanual inheritance after purging the additional residue of inheritance that may obtain at the macro-class, meso-class, and micro-class levels (see Herting et al. 1997).  The SES parameter, φ, captures the tendency of offspring to assume an occupation that is socioeconomically close to their origin occupation (see Hout 1988).  If this parameter is omitted, a simple tendency for socioeconomic clustering may show up misleadingly as a type of class reproduction.  We wish to estimate the extent to which reproduction takes on a lumpy class form rather than one that simply capitalizes in this fashion on within-class socioeconomic homogeneity.  

We begin by exploring the common features of mobility and immobility across the four time periods.  As shown in Line 1 of Table 3, we first fit a full model of the type expressed in Equation 1, but now it is applied simultaneously to all four mobility tables with a shift effect that allows each type of reproduction (gradational, manual-nonmanual, macro-class, meso-class, micro-class) to change uniformly.
  The baseline immobility effects for this model are reported in the left column of Table 4.  We find that the effects pertaining to big-class reproduction are in most cases weak relative to those pertaining to micro-class reproduction.  The results for professional children are illustrative: The model implies that children born into the classical professions are, on average, 3.74 times more likely to remain in their micro class of origin than to move to another classical profession (i.e., e1.32 = 3.74), whereas they are only 1.19 times more likely to remain in the classical professions than to move to another meso class in the professional-managerial macro class (i.e., e.17 = 1.19).   The same pattern of results obtains throughout the class structure.  Indeed, even the interior of the class structure (e.g., craft, lower manual), which is  conventionally described as fluid (Featherman and Hauser 1978), is revealed here to have equally strong micro-class barriers to mobility.  
The micro-class reproduction revealed here casts light on how advantage and disadvantage are reproduced.  We have elsewhere demonstrated that much of what has conventionally been understood as big-class reproduction is in fact micro-class reproduction in disguise (Jonsson et al. 2009).   Once micro-class reproduction is fully netted out, the majority of the big-class reproduction that shows up in standard mobility analyses disappears, with the implication that equal-opportunity policy has been devised to root out a form of reproduction that barely exists. 
This baseline structure of effects is not of course the focus of the current paper (see Jonsson et al. 2009), although it is important to understand this pattern before going forward to describe how it may be changing. 

*** Tables 3 and 4 About Here ***

The next set of models in Table 3 explore to this end the structure of trend.  We ask in particular whether one might accept a simpler model in which one of the three types of reproduction (big class, micro class, gradational) is constrained to be constant over time.  This constraint proves to be acceptable in all but one case.  If the models in Lines 2-4 of Table 3 are contrasted with our baseline model in Line 1, we find that the trend in gradational effects is significant whereas the trend in micro-class and big-class effects is not.  

This result is reinforced when we return to Table 4 and compare the shift coefficients across the different types of reproduction.  The gradational parameter, unlike all others, declines monotonically across the four time periods; and the last coefficient, the one pertaining to the 1990s (and beyond), differs significantly from the first.  The gradational parameter declines in size by about 25 percent over the time period covered here.  This is a stark change, not just because class systems are famously glacial, but also because the dominant narrative about trend has it moving in the oppositive direction.  We will conclude with a discusion of why the rigidification hypothesis, which has become so popular of late, failed to find support here.

*** Figure 3 About Here ***

NOTE: The rest of the paper is in its original form (from the Stanford meeting) and probably needs some refreshing.
Conclusions

We ask whether trends in inequality of opportunity – indexed by social mobility parameters – have been a prominent feature of US society during the last four decades. One reason for posing this question is the growing income inequalities during the 1980s and 1990s, potentially hampering opportunities for those from less advantaged families. Studies on recent time periods have been sorely lacking, or have been inconclusive because of data problems. We use large-scale survey data from 1962 up to 2006 to study trends in social mobility. The most important result we report is that such increasing inequality of opportunity does not seem to have occurred in the USA. In fact, if anything we find increasing social mobility from the 1960 to the 21st century. We even find increasing mobility for the youngest time period we identify, 1990-2006, which is an unexpected result. This does not say that future generations, who were born during the 1980s and 1990s, will not experience less equality of opportunity. It is however an important result that rapidly increasing income inequality does not appear to have instantaneous negative consequences for occupational opportunities. Further elaborations of trends, for example focusing on cohort effects, are needed, but must await more data.
While previous mobility studies have concentrated on either global tests of trends, or have chosen to study a particular form of social mobility – such as socioeconomic status inheritance or big class reproduction – we devise a trend model that builds on a multidimensional conception of mobility. In particular, as our results clearly shows, micro-class (or occupational) mobility stands out as important. It appears that the relative mobility regime is fundamentally dependent on the micro-class form of parent-to-child transmission of resources and aspirations. It is entirely possible that this form of social reproduction, while creating and maintaining inequality of occupational inequality, also buffers against sudden changes in the distribution of income or other material resources. This is because the intergenerational transmission of social positions is far from only an economic issue, but crucially depends on processes such as the parental transfer of social networks, skills and abilities, aspirations, and cultural values. Nonetheless, we envisage that an ongoing trend towards greater inequality of condition will eventually spill over into increasing inequality of opportunity – if it is the case, as suggested by previous research (Duncan et al. 1998), that family income is especially important for very young children, we could well find such development in the next decade when those born in the 1980s reach occupational maturity.
[last para explaining why the gradational parameter is the one that is declining – connect to front end. Education one vehicle]
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Table 1. Absolute rates of immobility and intergenerational correlation in status gradient

	Form of reproduction
	1960s
	1970s
	1980s
	1990s & 2000s

	Manual-nonmanual
	69
	65
	65
	65

	Macro-class
	42
	40
	43
	46

	Meso-class
	24
	21
	24
	22

	Micro-class
	13
	10
	11
	10

	Status 
	.40
	.35
	.36
	.33


Table 2. Baseline coefficients of immobility for meso-class model (with shift effects) and shift coefficients for multiplicative shift model (on odds ratios)

	
	Baseline 
coefficient 
	Shift coefficients

	
	1960s
	1970s
	1980s
	1990s & 2000s

	Meso-class
	
	-.03ns.
	.07ns.
	-.05ns.

	Classical professions
	1.56
	
	
	

	Managers & officials
	.78
	
	
	

	Other professions
	.94
	
	
	

	Proprietors
	.99
	
	
	

	Sales
	.31
	
	
	

	Clerical
	.40
	
	
	

	Craft
	.58
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	.62
	
	
	

	Service workers
	.95
	
	
	

	Primary
	2.75
	
	
	

	Shift coefficients
	1.0
	.78
	.76
	.67


ns not significantly different from the coefficient for the first period

Table 3. Fit statistics for models of trend
	Model
	L2
	Df
	Δ
	BIC

	1. Form-specific trends
	20432
	25016
	20.23
	-248,505

	2. Eliminate status trend
	20442
	25019
	20.24
	-248,527

	3. Eliminate big-class trend 
	20441
	25025
	20.24
	-248,592

	4. Eliminate micro-class trend
	20433
	25019
	20.23
	-248,536


Table 4. Immobility and shift effects for form-specific trend model 

	
	Baseline 
coefficient 
	Change coefficients

	Meso-class
	1960s
	1970s
	1980s
	1990s and beyond

	Status gradient+
	1.11
	-.07ns.
	-.18ns.
	-.32

	Manual-nonmanual class
	.41
	-.05ns.
	-.09ns.
	-.08ns.

	Macro-class
	
	.02ns.
	.01ns.
	.11ns.

	Professional-managerial
	.05n.s.
	
	
	

	Proprietors
	.47
	
	
	

	Routine non-manual
	-.19
	
	
	

	Manual
	-.34
	
	
	

	Primary
	1.61
	
	
	

	Meso-class
	
	-.02ns.
	.08ns.
	-.09ns.

	Classical professions
	.17
	
	
	

	Managers & officials
	.13ns.
	
	
	

	Other professions
	.26
	
	
	

	Sales
	.67
	
	
	

	Clerical
	-.16ns.
	
	
	

	Craft
	.12
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	.27
	
	
	

	Service workers
	.30
	
	
	

	Micro-class (average)*
	
	-.01ns.
	.07ns.
	.04ns.

	Classical professions
	1.32
	
	
	

	Managers & officials
	.75
	
	
	

	Other professions
	1.12
	
	
	

	Sales
	.77
	
	
	

	Clerical
	.70
	
	
	

	Craft
	1.89
	
	
	

	Lower manual
	1.87
	
	
	

	Service workers
	1.51
	
	
	

	Primary
	2.47
	
	
	


ns
not significantly different than zero

*
significance levels not calculated for averaged micro-class coefficients

+
coefficients multiplied by 1000

	Table A1. Micro-classes nested in manual-nonmanual classes, macro-classes, and meso-classes

	1. NONMANUAL CLASS
	2. MANUAL CLASS

	1. Professional-managerial
	2. Proprietors
	3. Routine nonman.
	4. Manual
	5. Primary

	1. Classical professions
	1. Proprietors
	1. Sales
	1. Craft
	1. Fisherman

	1. Jurists
	
	1. Real estate agents
	1. Craftsmen , n.e.c.
	2. Farmers 

	2. Health professionals
	
	2. Agents, n.e.c.
	2. Foremen
	3. Farm laborers

	3. Professors and instructors
	
	3. Insurance agents
	3. Electronics service and repair 
	

	4. Natural scientists
	
	4. Cashiers
	4. Printers and related workers
	

	5. Statistical and social scientists
	
	5. Sales workers
	5. Locomotive operators
	

	6. Architects
	
	2. Clerical
	6. Electricians
	

	7. Accountants
	
	1. Telephone operators
	7. Tailors and related workers
	

	8. Authors and journalists
	
	2. Bookkeepers
	8. Vehicle mechanics
	

	9. Engineers
	
	3. Office workers
	9. Blacksmiths and machinists
	

	2. Managers and officials 
	
	4. Postal clerks
	10. Jewelers
	

	1. Officials, govt. and non-profit orgs.
	
	
	11. Other mechanics
	

	2. Other managers
	
	
	12. Plumbers and pipe-fitters
	

	3. Commercial managers
	
	
	13. Cabinetmakers
	

	4. Building managers and proprietors
	
	
	14. Bakers 
	

	3. Other professions
	
	
	15. Welders
	

	1. Systems analysts and programmers
	
	
	16. Painters
	

	2. Aircraft pilots and navigators
	
	
	17. Butchers
	

	3. Personnel and labor relations workers
	
	
	18. Stationary engine operators
	

	4. Elementary and secondary teachers
	
	
	19. Bricklayers and carpenters
	

	5. Librarians
	
	
	20. Heavy machine operators
	

	6. Creative artists
	
	
	2. Lower manual
	

	7. Ship officers
	
	
	1. Truck drivers
	

	8. Professional and technical, n.e.c.
	
	
	2. Chemical processors
	

	9. Social and welfare workers
	
	
	3. Miners and related workers
	

	10. Workers in religion
	
	
	4. Longshoremen 
	

	11. Nonmedical technicians
	
	
	5. Food processing workers
	

	12. Health semiprofessionals
	
	
	6. Textile workers
	

	13. Hospital attendants
	
	
	7. Sawyers 
	

	14. Nursery school teachers and aides
	
	
	8. Metal processors
	

	
	
	
	9. Operatives and kindred , n.e.c.
	

	
	
	
	10. Forestry workers
	

	
	
	
	3. Service workers
	

	
	
	
	1. Protective service workers
	

	
	
	
	2. Transport conductors
	

	
	
	
	3. Guards and watchmen
	

	
	
	
	4. Food service workers
	

	
	
	
	5. Mass transportation operators
	

	
	
	
	6. Service workers, n.e.c.
	

	
	
	
	7. Hairdressers
	

	
	
	
	8. Newsboys and deliverymen
	

	
	
	
	9. Launderers 
	

	
	
	
	10. Housekeeping workers
	

	
	
	
	11. Janitors and cleaners
	

	
	
	
	12. Gardeners
	


Figure 1. Nested forms of Manual/Nonmanual-, Macro-, Meso-, and Micro-Class Inheritance
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Figure 2. Trends in UNIDIFF models for Meso-Class inheritance and full odds ratio pattern (82 by 82 table)
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Figure 3. Average levels and trends in form-specific opportunities
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Endnotes









� EMBED Equation.3  ���

























































































� It is also notable that federal loan programs and other subsidies for college schooling have been scaled back in recent decades.





� We calculated the 82 micro-class scores by assigning them to detailed occupations within the U.S. samples and then aggregating these detailed occupations up to the micro-class level.





� The index of dissimilarity for this model is comparatively large (20.2) because of misclassification within big classes.   This error is unproblematic because we seek summary statistics pertaining to the  average density within the regions of meso-class and macro-class inheritance.  That is, just as the mean may in general be a useful summary statistic even in high-variance distributions, so too the mean density in this context is a useful statistic even though it does not perfectly characterize the densities within any given big class.  If the expected values under this model are aggregated up to the 10 x 10 meso-class level, the index of dissimilarity (as calculated against the observed values in a 10 x 10 table) reduces to x.x, a value consistent with those achieved in conventional big-class analyses. 
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