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Introduction

One of the most persistent cleavages in the social fabric of U.S.

society is associated with the racial characteristics of persons, groups,

and neighborhoods. Recent studies of school and residential segregation

in major cities find little amelioration since the'mid-'50s (Farley and

Taeuber, 1974), despite the enactment of civil rights legislation in the

the general rise in the sbcibeconomic circumstances of blacks in the

last twenty years (Farley and Hermalin, 1972), and the substantial p tential

for residential integration which follows from these economic trends

(Hermalin and Farley, 1973). These concrete realities take on greater

significance when seen against apparent shifts in white attitudes toward

. racial integration (Greeley and Sheatsley, 1971; Hermalin and Farley, 1973).

Such dfsjunctions-between public opinion and behavior are, of course, not

new, but they underscore the concern expressed recently by social commen-

tators (U.S. National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 1968)

and social scientists alike about the potential volatility of racial re-

lations in this country and of the apparent tendency for the races to be

moving apart--residentially (Hermalin and Farley, 1973) if not also in

terms of public attitudes and sentiments.

Whether we speak of the quality of housing, of employment status,

of educational attainment, of occupational level, or of earnings, the

importance of socioeconomic information for the assessment of the tone of

racial relations cannot,be minimized. Significant portions of life style

and public attitudes tend to reflect these socioeconomic circumstances,

and civil disorder (at least its severity) seems to covary with racial

inequalities in strategic socioeconomic conditions (Morgan and'Clark, 1973).
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More generally, the racial (ethnic) dimension is fundamental to social

structure, as well as to the political climate Of the society. Of all

the salient axes of social differentiation (e.g., age, sex, class),

ethnicity (and,we'take race as an' instance of ethnicity) is unique in its

potential for political mobilization, with movements to create and maintain

separate nation-states'serving as clear illustrat ,n (Liebersor., 1970).

In addition, ethnic inequality and stratification affect other elements of

social structure. They can alter relations among economic classes (Barth,

1969; Hechter, 1971, 1974);,they can provide for differential patterns

and rates of industrial-occupational growth (Hodge and Hode, 1965). In

short, consideration of the racial dimension in studies of ink ality and

stratification in the U.S. is essential, particularly for understanding

e and interpreting changes in allocative (distributive) processes.

In this paper, we focus on changes in the occupational levels of

black and white men in the last decade,, namely, between 1962 and 1973.

For each race taken separately, and then for both in comparison, we

.describe shifts in the mean levels and dispersion of occupational socio-

economic status of men in the experienced civilian labor force. We attempt

to account for these intercohort and racial shifts in terms of commensurate

compositional changes in factors of family background and regular schooling.

Last,
c and perhaps most importantly, we inquire into the allocative pro-

cesses which distribute men into their current occupational statuses from

their family backgrounds and in terms of their schooling. We understand

those allocative processes as the basis of social differentiation and

inequality, and we call them processes of socioeconomic stratification
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(Duncan, 19680. In the decade of the '60s, processes of stratification
I

were different for the two major races of U.S. men, defining a situation

of inequality of opportunity for socioeconomic achievement for blacks and

whites (Duncan, 1967; 1968a). Whether these diArent allocative processes

.have :hanged toward a more universal Pattern is as important as whether

the racial gap in status has narrowed over the decade, for each datum

refers to a different feature of status inequality in U.S. society; Zange

in level need not necessarily imply cfiange'in process., and vice versa.

Recent assessments of socioeconomic trends fol. the races have noted

selective improvements for blacks, both in absolute and'relati4 terms

(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1:975; Farley and Hermalin,'1972). A few

studies have analyzed change in terms of compositional shifts in both

socioeconomic background and schooling and as a function of changing rates

of return to family and school charactefisticS of individuals (e.g. Hauser

and Featherman, 1974a; 1974b). These studies indicate that in the last

decade blacks have gained ground on whites in schooling, occupational status,

and income,

and in some

,ributions,

in both the

labor force

professions

intercohort

although the improvements were relatively greater for the young

instances among women only.. With respect to occupation dis-,

both,black and whits men experienced a net upward status shift
I

manual and nonmanua1 categories of the experienced civilian

, a decline in,farming and self-employment, and a rise in salaried

and managerial roles. Relative to whites, black men experienced

gains in those occupational categories which were stable or

declining in size between the early '60s and early '70s. These shifts were

less responsive to the increased favorableness of the socioeconomic

4
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backgrounds of recent cohorts of black men (and white men) than to what

appear as changes in the patterns of career mobility in the last decade.

For both races, the process of stratification--the mechanisms of allocating

men to their current occupational statuses it terms of their schooling and

socioeconomic origins7-apears to be changing. For example, white men seem

to require more formal education to hold the same joll§ that same-aged

cohorts held a decade ago. For blacks, however, change in the conversion

of family resources and schooling into occupational status has not eliminated

discrimination, which constrains black met to lower positions than their

stocks of human capital .equip them to

Generalizations about the sources of changing socioeconomic distribu-

tions for the races such'as the foregoing are speculative insofpr as they

haverested upon'inferences.or projections from baseline studies. Hauser

and Featherman (1974a), for example, used the 1962 Occupational Changes in

a Generation (000 purvey (Blau and Duncan, 1967) to estimate the occupational

destinations of black and white cohorts in 1972 had they experienced the

same allocative processes as operated for men in 1962. Comparing the pro-

'

jected deqtinations with actual distributions reported in the March 1.972

Current Population Survey (CPS) and finding discrepancies, Hauser and

Featherman inferred that change in racial stratification had occurred.

Such indirect techniques of establishing change and of attempting to account

for it are obviated by the availability of new data about the socioeconomic

origins and destinations of black and white men based on a 1973 replicate

of the 1962 OCG survey. These data provide clearer insights about the

sources of socioeconomic change for both races. They also permit some

intriguing speculations about the course of racial inequality,and about

6



5

the evolving roles of families and schools in a maturing, post-industrial

economy.

Data

Both the 1962 OCG survey and its 1973 replicAte were carried out in

conjunction with the March demogiaphic supplement to the Current Population

Survey in those two years (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Featherman and Hauser,

1975a). The 1962 survey had a response rate of 83% to a four-page

questionnaire which was left behind by the CPS interviewer. More than

20,000`men in the ci'vilian noninstitutional population iesPonded.' In

1973, the eight-page OCG questionnaire was mailed out six months after

the March CPS and was followed by mail, telephone and personal call-backs,

The respondents, comprising 88% of the target sample, included more than

33,500 men aged 20 to 65,in the civilian noninstitutional population. ,Also, '

. /
in.the 1973 sample, blacks and persons of Spanish origin were sampled at

about twice the rate of whites, and almost half the black men were inter-

viewed personally. In this paper we shall effect age-constant intercohort

comparisons among men in the post-schooling, economically active years;

therefore, we limit our analysis to men aged 25=64 in the experienced

civilian labor forces of March 1962 and March 1973.

Unfortunately, in both OCG samples, women are represented only through

their husbands. That is, socioeconomic background characteristics of women

were elicited only if they were married and living with their husbands.

While we have examined comparable tabulations of the educational, occupa-

tional, and earnings attainments for the male and female married, spouse-

present popdlations (Featherman and Hauser, 1975b), we shall not present

them here.
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(Caveat. Despite our considgrable efforts to'insure replicability

in the 1973 survey, we have concerns that methods or survey effects may
(al

confound our assessment of real change. In particular, we are evaluating

intracohort evidence which indicates app4rept instrument differences in

occupation responses. Without attempting to detail the possible sources

of these artifacts, suffice.:it to say that procedural changeb within the

structure of occupation, industry,and class of-worker questions on the

CPS questionnaire between March 1962 and t*rch 1973 now seem" to frustrate

exact replication. This occurs inspite pf.our effort to recover cm-.

...

parability thPough the coding of these materialg-ipto a common classifica-
.1 ; .

. .

tion system--as given in the 1960 Index of Occupations and Indu/stries--

and a common metric of soci9economic status. In view of our lingering

uncertainty about the basis of these apparent failures to replicate, we

concentrate our analysis'on racial differentials within both surveys and

on,changes in these differentials.)

Intercohort Shifts in Occupational Socioeconomic Status

Following a pattern established in at least the last twenty years,

the net intercohort shifts in current occupational socioeconomic status

[in units of Duncan's (1961) socioeconomic index for detailed occupation

titles) has been upward tor both whites (Table 1) and blacks (Table 2) at //7

all age, For whites aged 25-64 in the experienced civilian labor force

(ECLF), the rise of 3.33 points on the Duncan scale between 1962 and 1973

4 $represented' a shift of about 14% of the 1962 standard deviation.
Larger

than average intercohort improvements in current status were experienced,

by.white men in the middle years--ages 35-54, while the youngest and oldest

8
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age groups had smaller gains, especially 'when expressed in units of their
.

1962 standard deviations (9% and 7%, respectively). Small upward changes

K
in average status stemming from paternal (family head's) occupation, typified

white men,.with such improvements in the'family of.origin's socioeconomic

status being confined to the men k4ed 25-34 in both surveys. Over the

decade, inequality among whites arising from occupational socioeconomic

status remained virtually constant, as seen in the coefficients of variation

in Table1.

At every age( black men (Table 2) enjoyed larger absolute and relative

upward shifts in current occupatiOnal status than did whites. For example,

the roughly. 8 point rise in average,status for the black aged ?5-64 was

almost two and one-haft times the gain fOr whites, and it represented an

improvement equal to 53% of the black standard deviation in 1962.q Absolute

and'relabiVe gains flucluate regularly'/ith age among blacks, with larger

improvements vested in young experienced workers.
1

These changes could

hardly have

the families

Mead's) sta

Absolutevar

of orientati

agS over the

(coefficient

followed from alterations in' the socioeconomic circumstances of

in which these blacks were reared, as net shifts,in paternal
.

' 2
tus were not salutary, especially at the two oldest ages.

ti

iation. (standard deviation) in status derived front the family

on and from current occupation increased for blacks at every
,

decade;, inequality measured relative to mean current status

of variation) declined, howevei., especially at ages 25-34.

-Relative variance in parental status increased for the middle ages. 35-54

Of course, gains for blacks must be viewed in the context of their

historically subordinate status position relativeto whites. At every age
0

and, for both paternal,and current occupational statuses, blacks in 1973

occupieid a lower socioeconomic level than did whites of comparable ages

a
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eleven years earlier/. Still, raa-ial gaps in current socioeconomic status
.

' - - "' .,r
arising'frOm jobs 14ve shrunk (Table 3, column of OSangingmean racial

differences) --nearly eight and one-hale pointsion'the Duncan scale at' 1....A

., 4
. .

ages 25-34 and fo r,and One-half 2oints for.total men aged,1,25-64. Put*v.. i ..-

. '''. i"
.

into perspective, these declines are 38% .and 22% of their respective mean

J.

racial gaps in 1 62. At the same time hoWbver, blacks lbst ground to whites '

. . ..

in socioeconomic background, as all but the 4ioup:aged 35-44 in 1973 were

,'
.

..zeared in relatively'less beneficial 'Socioeconomic arrangeMents than bladks

..1,- _........

in 1962. , .f .
, .. ' ,

:

-

, . .
% .

.,,... , .

.

Historically, absolute'variation in current'socioecbnomic status has
, '''' .

',... . ,..
,been greater for whites:than

.

blacks, reflectinggreater diffdrefltiation:.in
,...... r

% A i 4 . ...'
- the white Occupation' distributiOn. aeThtive to the respective, acial

. . .

,.

means, however,inequality of occupational status has been and is greater

for blacks. Shifts in diffekential status inequality have occurred since -

ft

1962, as. the ratio of the black to white standard deviatibns has risen from

.62 to .81 for men aged 25-64 in the ECLF. That differentiation and-status

inequality in the two racial occupation distributions have drawn somewhat

closer is also apparent in the smallef\dipferences in their coefficients of

variation (Table 3).

Even as blacks have become less equal.to whites in terms of their

socioeconomic backgrounds, black'men in the ECLF of 1973 are more likely
.

-r I

'to have experienced, intergeneration status mobility like that which char-

acterizes whites., Table 4 reorganizes.Tables r and 2 by comparing the

stat s of a man's current occupation with that of his father's aS,an index

of status mobility in the life cycle (i.e., between'age(sixteen and age

at the survey date).
3 In 1962, black men of. all ages, except thoge aged

10
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:,, , %. 1
. . . -35-44, were riot able to advance in the status hierarchy mach bviyond.the.
-.. . .

.. . . N
I

positions of their family'heaas. (This is-not to say tHat blatck men tended
--.>.

'
..s.

,

' to "ihherit" the occupationsto, go,,into the same general dine of work--

-
,

,
.

', -

, .

. as their fathers; if anything, the facts are to the contrary. See Duncan,
'4.---. 1, ... . . , .

/968c; Haus.e.r, Featherman, and Hogan, fortlicoming:), Whitds,, however, tended
,

.

. .,
---;-.. . . ..,

i
.

to be upwardly.:.,,,, mo4le oyer their liie cycles As the l'( l'eft the, family of
....

1
orientation. In 1973, the upward intergene4:ation4mobility of whites cont.i.nued

.
in rouqhly.the same amblants, but black men.were ',far more likely to be up-

wardly mobile than their
,e
counterparts a ddcade earlier. In fact, at ages

3544f the-absolutaramount Of intergcneration mobility in the black popula-
.. , .. '.,,,c. , ! . .. ,

.
't

i'Tf.
.

tion-is sligh y greater than jsn ,the white (41.46 vs: 4.34,points an the ..
, ..-

,

. e
.

.
.4,. ,,

Duncan SEI). ThlISJ,black men recently havelr.wIn to 6xperiehoe status ,--

mobility, in their life cycles which more closely duplicates the "circum-.. .

I

1'

stauces ofswhites. However, cohorts of blacks in 1973 began their life

cycleS' in families which,, were competitivelyiless (vis-a-via

whites) than did cohorIs in 1962. Therefore, the racial change over the.

decade.in intergeneration mobility seems to reflect the larger intercohort
.

,
. . ,

. . .

shifts in current job statuses which have typified blacks. ,J
. ..,...,,

... .

friercohort Changes in Socioeconomic Background and Education
.,..

---t. , ,

' .4..
If there have been racial differentials in intermhort changes ink'

paternal occupatio nal status,, there were greater similarities in shifts

.

among other family factors and education for the
.

two races between1962

and 1973. (See Table 5.)4 Blacks and whites. in-the ECLF of 1973 mere seared

in smaller families in which the heads were better educated and more likely.

to be employed in nonfarm jobs than were same -aged men in the ECLF of 1962.
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'Only with respect to rearing in intact vs. ,brokerr families were - cohorts

1
(

. 4 I."/ . .
loebottrac nOt exposed to family conditions more Conducive to higher

. ., 4 '"
. .

1,.
occupational attainhlent than were men a decade earlier. *In addition,

.

rising mean education was experienced at all ages in both'races. The
. ,

.
.

average increase fOr men aged 25-64 as 1.05 years among whites and 2.08,

years among blacks. (See Hauser and Featherman, 1975, for a detailed

1`

,analysissof trends in schooling.)

to put these shifts into relative perspective, we note that the fami y
. ,,tr

circumstanceS'in,which black cohorts in the 1973 study were reared were

less salutary thafi thoie for whitp men in the 1962 study (compare means in
*

1973 c,,,l.umri for black's with means.in'1962, column.for whites in 'Table q):

Blacks still suffer a relatiVe handicap to socioeconomic achievemept

stemming from their family backgrounds, despite the fact that recent
e% ' .

cohorts of blacks have grown up in improved socioeconomic. conditions

(especially with respect tolttie proportion'with nonfarm origins and,non-

...,South region of birth? for the latter statistic, see ffauser and Featherman,

, . i

''',;-% 1975). ..

At the same time racial differentials in'chooling'seem to be
1.

tl

.

disappearing. Whereas the difference in mean education was 3.02' years in
1.

. .

1962 lor:men'aged 25-64 an the ECLF, "ihe-gap was 1.99 years .in 1973. More-
.

.. ,
(w

.

.

over, among%mep aged 25-34 in 1W r3, the racial gap is the narrowest at 1.15
A. .

, .
,.

,I.
years, and the black mean is 91% of thp white, average (as compared tO81%

, ..
.

, P f-
in 1962).' Thus declining diffeentials in schooling especially at the

youngest ages in Table 5 parallel declines in occupational socioeconomic

status disCussed in Table 3, We shall defer a diacuSsion of the Contributions'

of intercohort shifts in,family's9cioeconomic factors and education to

12
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racial'differentials in occupational status until we have examined re-

,gression estimates of our basic model of the process of occupational strat-
,

ification for change over the decade.

Processes of. Socioeconomic Allocation in 1962 and 1973

In Tables 6 and 7 we have elaborated the "basic" model of Blau and

Duncan (1967: Chapter 5) for the process of occupational stratification to

include a somewhat broader array of family background factors. Table 6

gives estimates of the reduced-form equation\relating five exogenous, pre-
\

determined family factors to occupational socioeconomic status. Tabje 7

reports estimates of our full model, with educatiOn included as an endogenous

regressor. (We do not include first job in our full model, as this item

is not a replicate of the 1962 instrument; see Featherman and Hauser, 1975a.

Analysis of the education equation appears,in Hauser and Featherman, 1975.)

In the reduced-form equation for current occupational status (Table 6)

we find the now rather familiar pattern of relationships between family

background and occupation among white men in the 1962 ECLF.;-- Both father's ,

occupation and education made positiye contributions to occupational achieve-

ment, even if these were small in metric terms. Size of sibship, farm

origin and rearing in a broken family all had depressing effects. About

21% of the variance in occupational achievement was explained by these

five family factors. Among blacks in 1962, only farm origins and paternal

education had statistically significant effects on occupational status;

the five family factors accounted for a mere 8% of the variance, except

for blacks aged 25-44 for whom,the larger handicap of farm origins leads

to a higher R
2

(11-12%). 13,
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By 1973, the articulation of family background and occupational status

decreased slightly at all ages among whites, while it increased for blacks

(compare R
2
values b? age within race in the year panels of Table 6).

Inequality of occupational socioeconomic status conditional upon family

origins (as given in the errors of estimate) increased more for blacks

than whites, although in an absolute sense the differentiated status

opportunities reflected in greater variance were still more characteristic

of whites than blacks in 1973 5 In 1962, the source of about 79% of the

variance in occupational status lay outside the family; for blacks the

figure was 92%. In 1973, the non-family based variance increased for

:whites to 82 %, but it decreased' for blacks to 86%.

A convergence of the racial patterns of occupational stratification

is most apparent among men aged 25-34 in 1973, even as distinctive racial

differences in family effects persisted into the c470s. (If convergence

of purely family-based allocativetrocesses is underway, at least for young

blacks and whites in their early careers, their actual attainments show

less similarity; the ratio of black-to-white mean SEI for current occu-

pation was 0.45 in 1962 and 0.68 in 1973, for men aged 25-34.) \At each

age, even outside the group aged 25-34, the black coefficients are more

comparable to the white values than in 1962. With the exception of the

depressing effect of farm origin, the bearing of each family factor on

black achievements has increased over the decade. For whites, increasing

negative effects of sibship size, farm origins and broken family were

offset by decreases in the positive effects of paternal occupation and

education. A noteworthy intercohort change is the declining importance

of farm origins for both whites and blacks in' the two youngest cohorts.

14
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A fuller model for the occupational stratification of the races is

given in Table 7. Persons familiar with the 1962 OCG findings remember

that education was a major factor in the hypothetical causal structure of

socioeconomic achievement for blacks and whites. For virtually all cohorts

in both races, the addition of education to the set of family background

regressors nearly doubled R
2

, with about 39% of the variance in the occu-

pational statuses of whites and 16% of blacks' statuses being,explaind

by these factors. The contribution of education to variance in occupation,

net of family factors, was 48% of total explained variance for both races

in 1962.

Of course, the introduction of education into the model of stratifi-

cation altered the reduced-form coefficients for family effects on achieve-1

ment in 1962. In brief, the total effects of each family factor were

reduced, signalling the importance of schooling as an intervening mechanism
ct

(as well as a direct causal agent) of social transmission whereby the

effects of family socioeconomic resources and related factors were con-

verted into socioeconomic statuses of the offspring. An illustration of

this role of education is the reduction by about 50% of the handicap of

farm origins for whites when education is controlled statistically (compare

1962 panels in Tables 6 and 7). Larger reductions occurred for older white

men. PraCtically all (70%) of the negative effect of black farm origins

was associated with the lower educational attainments of black farm boys

in 1962; the positive statistical effect of paternal education was also

"explained" by the relationship between this family factor and schooling

differentials among black men.

These same (hypothetical) causal relationships reappear in the 1973
/

data, althoug1 the impact of schooling on the occupational achievements,

15
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of both races has increased over the decade (compare year panels in Table 7).

Perhaps the most important intercohort change in Table 7 is the increase

in the total effect of education. Forewhite min aged 25-64 in the 1962

ECLF, each additional year of schooling was worth 3.6 points on the Duncan

SEI scale; the black coefficient, about one-third the size of the white value,

coverted to 1.3 SEI points per each increment of-schooling, among black

men of equivalent family backgrounds. Larger differentials in occupational

"returns" to schooling were found among the younger men. By1973, the

absolute effect of schooling on the occupational statuses of whites aged

25-64 in the ECLF increased 17% (coefficient of 4.3) and-the increase for

blacks was 55% (coefficient of 2.6); the relative size of the black "return"

to schooling increased to 63% of the white value. Younger blacks and whites

were more likely to experience similar occupational returns to each year

of schooling; this marks,4_reversal of the-1962 age pattern.

In fact, young workers, especially those aged 25-34, are far less

differentiated by race than a decade earlier, as we examine the model of

stratification proposed by Table 7 for 1973. Apart from the remaining

differences in the education coefficients (about 1 point on the SEI per

each increment in schooling), the effects of net family factors are rather

similar, if not in absolute size, than in the fact that they are not

significant statistically (although some of the racial, differences among

these virtually zero coefficiehts are different statistically). At least

at these younger ages, evidence for convergence of the allocative mechanisms,

if not for complete equality of-Occupetlicnal opportunity, does appear.

As intercohort change has brought greater "returns" to schooling, so

too has it enlarged the proportion of explained variancc in occupational

16
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status attributable,to education net of family background. About 38% of

variance in white achieveMent and 30% of variance in black attainment is (1.

explained in 1973. Note that R2 decreased trivially for whites (R
2

=

.387 vs. .377) and increased substantially blacks (R
2
= .160 vs. .297)

in the ECLF over the decade. Of these variances, some 52% and 54% is

assignable to the unique effect of schooling for whites and blacks,

respectively. [The figure for both races in 1962 was 48%.] Larger effects

for education appear for the two youngest ages of both races.

Intercohort changes in socioeconomic stratification have increased

occupational inequality (conditional on background and schooling) at all

ages for both races (compare errors of estimate in year panels of Table 7).

At the same time, the proportion of variance explained by both family

background and education has increased for blacks but decreased for whites.

Finally, the effeqts of schooling apart from family factors are greater

for both races. Thus, the possible, moderate convergence of blacks and whits

with respect to their processes of stratification appegrs to reveal two

opposite trends. First, among whites, a slight attenuation of the social

mechanisms which heretofore have permitted families to provide schooling

more or less commensurate with their economic, cultural, and social resources

and which have linked level of completed schooling to occupational socio-

economic statuses for the offspring. In short, for whites there has been a

modest weakening of stiatification--the linking of one generation to the

next. This has occurred without reducing occupational inequality and in

conjunction with a greater role of education (relative to family background)

in generation of socioeconomic differences among whites. In effect,

mechanibwb which allocate whites to their occupational status are more
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egalitarian, meritocratic and less deterministic (by factors in our models)

in the mid-'70s than in the '60s.

For blacks, intercohort change has produced a second, more noticeable,

and perhaps more socially significant shift. The capacity of families and

schools to provide resources which black men can convert into occupational

achievements has enlarged. This tighter articulation between family back-
; N,

ground and achievement begins to fashion a pattern of intergeneraEiona

stratification for blacks which obtained a decade Ago for whites. At the

same time, the relative role of education vis-a-vis the family also has

increased since 1962, this in the context of greater inequality in the

statuses of blacks of similar social origins and schooling.
6

So, as inter-

generational stratification for blacks has increased, the process has also

become more meritocratic, as educational credentials begin to mean more for

a black in 1973 than in 1962.

Sources of Change in Socioeconomic Differentials

For both blacks and whites, mean socioeconomic statuses of the occupa-

tions of .men in the ECLF have risen between 1962 and 1973. To what can we

attribute these changes? In particular, can intercohort improvements in

status be explaihed by changes in mean levels of family factors and

education? In seeking answers to these questions we have standardized our

data on the 1973 regression equations for each race taken separately. For

example, among blacks aged 25-34, the intercohort shift in'-'mean socio-
,

economic'status was 10.80 SET points. To decompose this difference, we

insert the 1962 means on the black family factors into the reduced-form

1973 regression for blacks aged 25-34 as found in Table 6. The estimated

18
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0

socioeconomic score is 0.78 points lower than the 1973 observed.'mean,

indicating that about 7% of the intercohort change is associated with shifts

in family factors for this age between 1962 and 1973., (See Table 8.)

We then insert the relevant means into the full 1973 regression model in

Table 7 for this group of blacks. The estimated socioeconomic score is

an additional 7.12 points below the 1973 observed mean; thus, shifts in

educatid a1 attainments over the decade account for some 66% of the total
.141.

intercohort"change in occupational achievement. The remaining 27%, or

2.90 points on the Duncan :.1.ale, represents true change in the process of

stratification, or in the variable-specific regression estimates between

1962 and 1973, subject to the possibility of change being vested in variables

deleted from our prediction equations and/or of interactions among the

variables. We repeat this procedure of indirect standardization for each

age group in the black sub - sample; then, in the white groups, using the
r.

S

white means and regressions.

From Table 8 which contains the results of this standardization, We

note that shifts.in family socioeconomic and other statuses account for

only a small portion of total intercohort changes in attainment for blacks--

about 13% for men in the ages 25-64. A larger percentage of change comes

from rising levels of schooling--between 66 and 75 percent--and there is

less age variation in this percentage than for.the family background com-

ponents taken as a block. In effect, nearly three-quarters of the upward

shift in occupational status for blacks results from increased levels

of schooling and small net improvements in family background circumstances.

The remaining quarter represents change in the allocative processes which

distribute black men from their origins and schooling to hierarchical

statuses, in, the occupational structure. Compositional shifts in family

19
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factors and education are most able to explain intercohort change at ages

35-44 and 55-.64. Conversely, true change in the process of stratification

itself is most apparent in the youngest group, 25-34, and at ages 45-54.

For whites, the compositional changes in family factors and education

0

are more than enough to account for the small intercohort rises in average

socioeconomic status. This fact is apparent from the negative sign on

- the "residual components in Table 8. For example, among men in the ages

25-64, intercohort Increases in mean schooling account for nearly all (92%)

of the total intercohort gain in occupatiorial status. Coupled with rising

socioeconomic levels of parental statuses; these changes explain 148%

of the intercohort shifts. Thus, white too have experienced inter-decade

modifications in the process of stratification which reflect more than

compositional changes in background and education., These modifications

are about 25 to 30 percent of total intercohort (absolute) change, or

about the same percentage as for blacks. However, change for whites is

associated with decreases in education - specifics mean occupational socio-
0

economic status. That is, white men of all ages in 1973 can expect to hold

lower average socioeconomic statuses at each level of schooling than their

counterparts in 1962. (Compare Hauser and Featherman, 1974a.) Unlike

whites, blacks,in 1973 do not have to acquire more education just to stay

at the same occupational levels as were same-aged men in 1962. We shall

comment later on the significance of these differentials, especially since

'these shifts in education-specific occupational achievements are coupled

with intercohort increases in the occupational "returns" to each year of

additional schooling for koth whites and blacks.

it.
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I

As for intercohart changes within each rape, compositional shifts in

. family statuses and schooling account for most of the racial differentials

in mean occupational status in both 1962 and 1973, as indicated in Table 9.

Here, we standardize on the age-specific white regression equations from

Tables 6 and 7 for the two years, inserting the black age-specific meads

into the white equations. The logic of this inter-racial procedure is the

same as for the decomposition of the intercohort changes we have just

discussed. Following ptevibus usages of this technique of indirect standard-

izatioh (Duncan, 1968c, a; Hauser and Featherman, 1974a), we interpret the

residual difference as a conservative estimate of racial discrimination,

or, of inequality of opportunity based on non-familial and non-educational

racial factors.

.
At each age, the racial gap in'socioeconomic status as of 1973 re-

flected family socioeconomic"differentials somewhat more clearly than in,

1962, particularly for the youngest men. in part, this change from 37% to

50% of the racial difference in occupational status reveals the.relative

advantage's white fathers have afforded their'sons in the recent period by

virtue of higher mean paternal Socioeconomic status, (Recall the discussion

of Table 3.) Concurrently, the percentage of the racial gap which reflects

mean differences in schooling has declined, substantially so at those youngest

ages, at which these differences in education have nearly disappeared (see

Table 5). Finally, the percentage of the racial difference in occupational

,
status which signified discrimination has remained constant or-is Smaller

at each age in 1973. 'largest declines in both absolute and percentage terips

are noted for ages 45-64; although the absolute decline in discrimination ;

is largest at ages 25-34, this group shows little change in the relative

21
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size of the residual component between 1962 and 1973. Despite the decline

in the contribution of discrimination to the size of the racial, gap over

the decade in age-constant comparisons, for total men aged 25-64 in the ECLF

the 'relative force of discrimination has increased from 26% to 35%. This,

discrepancy between age-specifid and total comparisons of the changing role

of discrimination most likely reflects changes'in the age-race composition

of the ECLF between the two surveys.

Last, what portion of the-declining racial gap in occupational status,

seen most clearly among men in their early work careers, is associated

with changing differentials in family socioeconomic statuses and schooling?

What portion represents "true" change in socioeconomic stratification?

Table 10'piovides the analysis of these quJstions. We have used the age-
.

specific white 1973 resressions in Tables 6 and 7 as the standard. Into

these equations, we have inserted the changes in the racial mean differ-

ences over the decade, as found in Table 3 (for paternal occupation) and

as calculated, from Table 5 (for other family factc.'s and education). To.

interpret Table 10, we observe that the racial gap in occupational status

for ages 25-64 has shrunk 4.66 points over the decade (this figure is also

found in Table 3). Taking only changes in,differentials on family factors

into account, we estimate the gap would have increased about one unit .en,-the

SEI scale (0.95); but net of these changes, we note a decline in the gap by,

3.32 points owing to shifts in schooling differentials. The difference be-
.

tween these net mounts andthe observed total change of -4.66 SEI points is t.

-2.29, or the decline in the gap attributable to changing processes of status

allocation (stratification) for both races. With the,exoeption of men in the

ages 25-34, change in the relative educational attainments of the races is

22
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by itself sufficiently great to account for the closing socioeconomic gap

in black And white occupatiOnal achievements. Among men aged 35-44, for

example, a decline of 5.39 points is expected as a result of changing differ-

entials' in schooling, which, is larger than the observed decline of 4.49 SEI

points., For the youngest workers aged 25-34, the noteworthy shift toward

greater educational equality also accounts for a large part of the declining

occupational difference; but while the component of this differpnce which

reflects educational champ is substantial (5.15 SEI points), it is smaller

than the very 'large net-aecline in the occupational gap(8.43 points) At

. these ages.

If changes in the educational compositions pf the races are major sources

of narrowing occupational status differences, the changing compositions of

family factors are sources for a limitation of these declines. At all ages,

the relative qains of whites in ,family~contexts more favorable to socioeconomic

advancement offset, to a modest degree, the declines in occupational differences

which, stem from education.

It is among theyoungest workers, aged 25-34, that compositional changes

in both, family and schooling are least able to account for declining racial

gaps in occupational status. Obversely, changes in processes of status alloca-

tion and intergenerition transmission,for black and white workers in their

early careers are reflected clearly in these declines among young men in the

ECLF. .Interestingly, these notable changes in_the stratification of the

races are accompanied by large declines in the SEI gap itself, signifying

'that changes both in level of attainment and in the processes of socioeconomic

stratification have been most demonstrable among young workers.

Summary, Interpretations, and Speculations

In the decade between 1962 and 1973 both white and black males in the

experienced civilian labor force enjoyed a general rise in average socioeconomic

status associated With their occupations. Among whites, these gains were

concentrated in the-middle years of the work career, while
- - 24
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young blacks in the early career experienced the largest improvements.

in average status. Relative to whites,,. black workers in 1973 had gained

grdund, closing the socioeconomic status gag by abou::. 22 percent, with

greater equality of attainments among men ag6d 25-34: Still, socioeconomic

statuses -Of blacks in 1973 fell below the average attainments of whites

at every age in 1962.

During the same period, the socioeconomic circumstances of black and

white families of origin improved, as did levels of schooling,setting
I

more favorable environments for the social promotion of cohorts in the

1973 study. These more favorable.condi4onnor achievement do not account

fUlly for intercohort shifts in occupational status for either race, in-

dicating that real changein the process df stratification--of status

allocation between generation--has occurred.

Change in the process of stratification has followed differerit patterns

for blacks than for whites. Rearing in farm families represents less of-

an occupational handiCap for both ices in 1973 than in 1962, and the socio-

economic status "returns" to educational achievement for men of equivalent

social backgrounds are greater in the '70s than in the last decade. The,

enlarged value of each additional year of schooling is more noticeable' among

blacks than whites and among the youngest workers. Taken as a.block,

family factors play a somewhat less substantial role in the occupational

attainments of Whites than in 1962, and the relative importance of education

the.family1 has increased. Howeimr, the occupational achieve-.

of whites in 1973 are less constrained by socioeconomic background
. \,

and schooling than in the earlier period. Thus, the prdcess'of dccup4ional .

)11,..

Stratification has become more meritocratic and perhaps more random (with

respect to the 'family and schooling) for whites. Schooling remains as

25
44
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,

- the single most important element of status allocation, and indeed the

..'

vala4of,each additional year-of education has increased, even if only

"slightly, for whites. At the same time, whites completing eachgiade

are un4le to convert this resource into occupational statuses at the

same level as men in 1962. Therefore, downward shifts in education-specific

occupational attainments have occurred since 1962, even as the socioeconomic

differentials between educational levels have risen by about 25%.

If the process of stratificationhas become somewhat more random for

whites-over the decade, it has grown more deterministic for black men in

the ECLF, as both socioeconomic background and especially schoo]ing are
AN

more tightly linked to occupational Statuses.
7 Families and schools

apparently have begun to function in the socioeconomic life cycles of

A

blacks as they did for whites over a deci: ago. Greatest racial similar-

.

ities in status allocation appear'among workers in the early careers, the

same group for whom the racial gap in occupational socioeconomic status

has shrunk the most since 1962. Over the decade, increases in the value

of each additional year of education have been large for blacks--nearly 50%'

higher, but 'these gains have not eliminated the racial difference in nreturns"

to scho6ling. HOwever, blacks have not experienced thp downward shift in

ti education-specific occupational status thatwhites have undergone.

While the racial gala in mean''sdcioeconomic'ttatus has declined and

while similarities intheprocess of status allocation for young men of both
Yr

races are greater, blacks still experience occupational discriminati6.

-There has been little change since 1962.in the percent of the racial gap

which we have designated as disorimination.. Changes In educational differ-

entials account for a significant portion of-the declining gaj at all ages.

4_

But it is among workers in their early careers that such compositiOnal

sources are least able to account for the 12 owing (notable at aged 25 -34)

r
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of the mean socioeconomic levels Of the races. Among these young workers,

/, .

disappearance of racial differences in educZtion,,,combine redu

change in the prOcegs of strat'fication itself, together with the

.4:the occupational status diffet*ials between whitec andablacks.
/ ""-

What do these various trends and changes signify for ;racial or ethnic

relations ithe U.S.? Unfortunately, there i's,n(5' simple answer. Even.

1

with respect to the limited issue of the "structural integration" (Hechter,

1971) of blacks into tip economy, the data are equivocal. On the one hand,
,,

the process of intergenerational stratifiTtion of the races to be

moving toward equality, as younger,wdrkers seem-to.be'experiencing cwite

.

-similak allocation from socioeconomic origins to schooling and then into
... ' .

the occupationalhierarchy. Differentials in process and level of °coupe-
,.

tional attainment persist, even among the young, but gaps have declined Land

inequality of opportunity has diminished. Black families seem increasingly

able to 'transfer their socioecgnomic statuses to sons as a means of estab-

lishing a semi - permeable floor on whiC/the'lkdder to 'upward mobility

rests (and which impedes but es not prevent 'downward mobility). PutA
another way, economic classes am more visible among the black population

now than a decade ago. In additiOn, young black men have achieved near

equality of schooling_when compared to whites, and relative to conditions
7.

for blacks over a deCade ago, increments to regular or formal education.

,

rovide even better (socioeconomically) jobs at each level of schooling

and for each additional year completed.

O

On the other hand, differentials in "returns" to educationtand family

"resources" remain, as do gapi in average occupational status,. especially

among older men. Discrimination in the labor market, although perhaps

27
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Smaller in absolute size, is not significantly less as a proportion of

o

the.total gap in occupational status than a decade ago. In addition, a more

favorable socioeconomic position relative,to whites has not led auto-
,

.

matically to lesser dircrimination against blacks in other components of

life style and quality,' as in the instance of the intransigence ot

segregated housing. And, even as young blacks in the civilian labor force
fi

have gained,ground on their white age peers, the likelihood of a young

black being.jin the labor ftrce of 1973 was less than in 1962. In sum, the
1

evidence -f64'txend in structural integration of the races is mixed, It

' confounds.the always problematic associations among cultural, structural,

.e ' and ppliti6ai integration (Hechter, 1971) and makes predictions about
, , . : a

.

change in/racial relations impossible.

.

,

Surely racial stratification and inequality persist, even in these

"post-industrial" United States. As they dot however, trends in strat-

ification of the races reveal evidence for increased economic,"rationality"

' $ .
.,

Which Places constraints on the effective abilities'of the white majority

ontrol the socioeconomic well-being of the black minority, or, to
e

institutionalize the existing stratification system. Proponents of the

the'siA0f industrialism (cf. Treiman (1970) for an overview)--that social

change in the-United States occurs primarily through industrial trans-
.

formation. and evolution- -might 1;),. heartened by the diminished role of

family factors as education becodes more effective in allocating men to

.occupational positions-in the socioeconomic hierarchy. In that sense,

stratification has grown more universalistic. The process is more rational,

fpr example, as it respOhds to largerscohorts of highly,educated whites

by raising the educational prerequisites for each occupation (cf. Smelser
rob

28
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-rd Lipset, 1966; Thurow and Lucas, 1972). Educational upgrading of the

occupational hierarchy in the last decade, consistent with the view of

\rampant credentialism (e.g. Berg, 1970),.at the same time is compatible

with the contention that economic change since 1962 has increased the

premium for higher productivity. This takes the form of greater occu-

pational and earnings differences among persons at each educational level

than a decade earlier, as for example, those with higher education are

recruited into growth industries, especially in the tertiary sector (see

Bell, 1973: Chapter 3).

Blacks have shared in these putative transformations of the economy

and in the process of socioeconomic stratification. proportionately less

of the variance we can explain in occupational attainment reflects ascribed

(family) factors, as educational achievements of blacks in 1973 become

more important in status allocation than a decade earlier. Increasing mean

levels of schooling have not raised the educational prerequisites for

occupations for blacks as they have for whites: black men were able,to

obtain highs,. status jobs at each 'educational level in 1973 than they could

in 1962. Presumably, the demand for well-educated blacks exceeds the

supply. At the same time, each increment of schooling brought greater

"returns" than a decade ago. Blacks have become more internally differentiated

by occupation, creating more distinctive economic strata within the race,

with education serving as an effective mechanism allocating persons to jobs.

The converging educational achievements of the races, particularly at

the youngest ages, have provided a major impetus to the decline in occu-

pational inequality between black and white men. Among older workers,

smaller mean diffPrences in occupational status reflect, in the main,

change in the process of stratification itself (versus compositional

29
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changes) over the decade. Thus, greater access to higher education for
f

young blacks and rising mean education levels have accomptished both a

reduction of educational inequality and occupational inequality between

the races.- These shifts run counter to the pr,uictions pfBoudon (1974),

as does the observation that irithin-race declines in educational inequality

in the U.S. jHauser and Featherman, 1975) are -dOincidentja) with stable

occupational inequality among whites but increasing inequality among

blacks, and (b) with changes in the processes of intergenerational

ifi

strat-

cation (or mobility) for both races (see Hauser, forthcoming for a fuller

critique of the Boudon formulation).

In all of these various shifts and changes, we find little support

for a theory of ethnic relations so simple as the following characterization:

"The uneven wave, of industrialization over territorial space
creates relatively advanced-and less advanced, groups, and therefore
acute cleavages of interest arise between these groups. As a

consequence of this initial fortuitous advantage, there is a
crystallization of'the unequal distribution of resources and

power between the two,groups."

"The tuperordinate group, now ensconced as the core, seeks to
stabilize and monopolize its advantages through policies aiming
at the institutionalization of the existing stratification system.
Ultimately it seeks to regulate the allocation of social roles
s.ch that those roles commonly defined as having high status are
reserved for its members. Conversely, individuals from the less
advanced group are denied access to these roles. This differ-
ential distribution of roles and assets may be enforced de jure,
when the individual fLom the disadvantaged group is denied certain
roles by the active intervention of the state. This may be termed

the racist solution to the maintenancg, of thstratification
system. Or it may be preserved de facto, through policies pro-
viding differential access to status-confirming institutions,
such as the educational, military, or ecclesiastical systems. Thi

solution has recently been termed institutional racism. Both

policies ensure that the character of the stratification system is

unchanged." (Hechter, 1971:42)

Whatever the source of ascendancy of whites over blacks, whatever they

basis of current inequities in economic power, whites have not been able

30



e
28

to monopolize, the advantages of socioeconomic change since 1962. Strat-

ification of the black population between generations is beginning to follow

a pattern of relationships which tends to characterize majority populations

in many industrialized nations:(see Featherman, Jones, and Hauser, forth-

.

coming, for a treatment of these commonalitieg). Meanwhile, white families

have not effectively insulated their offspring from the occupational con-

sequences of a burgeoning supply of highly educated workers. As parents

of higher socioeconomic means are less able to guarantee the educational

attainments of their offspring (Hauser and_FeatheiMan, 1975), and as family

factors are less functional in the occupational allocation of whites,

the efficacy of both race and class at sources of status inequality declines.
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FOOTNOTES

In assessing shifts between the OCG surveys, it is important to
k

#

remember that the civilian noninstitutionq. population'of 1973 clovered a

larger percentage of (especially younger) cohorts in the(ages 25-64 than

was covered in 1962. Better coverage stems, in the main, from a smaller

Armed Forces. For example, coverage of the ages 25-34 in the 1962 OCG

was 91.5%; in 1973, 94.5% of the ages' 25-34 were covered in the OCG sample

under analysis.. The bearing of more extensive coverage via a less extensive

Armed Forces on our comparisons is difficult to assess, as the effects are

apt to differ for the races. Moreover, our focus on the ECLF compounds

U

the issue, inasmuch as young black men, ages 25-34, were less likely to

be in the=labor force of 1973 than same-aged men in 1962. In that sense,

too, the racialpopulatiOns covered by the 1973 study are somewhat differ-

. ent from those covered in the 1962 study, especially at the youngest ages.

2Inasmuch as nearly half of the black respondents to the 1973 Survey

were interviewed personally (and all of the 1962'data were elicited by

self-enumeration), one might suspect the comparison of`the two surveys,

especially with regard to paternal occupation. Whether the gUality of

the 1973 interview and 1973 self-enumeration data is the same is as yet

unanalyzed. We plan to rerun the 1973 black data, stripped of the supple-

mentary (interview) cases to see if these and other results are reproduced.

3Father's (head's) occupation about son's age sixteen, indexed by the

Duncan SEI, is the repliLaLe item indicatihg the occupational socioeconomic

status of the family unit during (most of) the rearing of the respondent- -

particularly that time at which educational and career plans were being

formalized. There is no replicate item for maternal SEI, except when the

mother was the head of the family.

4Paternal education is scaled in years completed according to the

following recode of class intervals: No school, 0.0 years; elementary (1-4),

3,3 years; elementary (5-7), 6.3 years; elementary (8), 8.0 years; high

school (1-3), 13.8; college (4), 16.0; college (5 or more), 18.0: Number

of siblings'is thelsum of brothers and sisters (not counting respondent).
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Farm origins is a dichotomy, with a score of zero indicting that respondent'

father had an occupation as a farmer, faim manager, farm laborer, or farm

foreman. Broken family is a dichotomy, with zero indicting that respondent

was not living with both parents (however, respondent defined the situation)

most of the time up to age 16. Respondent's education is in single yea,

as reported to the CPS.

5
The rise in the error it estimate, especially, for blacks, signifies

greater inequality of occupational status within 'categories of family socio-

economic statuses in 1973 as compared to 1962. Inasmuch as racial differ-

entials in within-class (family), variance have diminished largely because

of changes in the blduk error estimate, we might regard this as a sign of

some.nOte. Coupled with rising R
2
values for the black equations of 1962

and 1973, these data imply that occupational inequalities within and between

family categories have increased rather strikingly for blacks. Such condi-

tions are indicative of more viable socioeconomic strata or classes than

existed for blacks in the earlier period.

6
As within-family and -school variation in socioeconomic status has

increased for blacks since 1962, the extent to which achievement is re-

stricted by these factors has declined. That is, black occupational

attainments are less determinate than a decade ago, when occupational options

were attenuated.

Within these categoric:, of family and schooling, however, occupational

achievement is less determinate in 1973 than in 4962, (wen as in both years

achievement is more determinate for blacks than whit-. See footnote 6.

8Competi'ng explanations of these trends in terms of productivity vs.

credentialism effeCts are difficult if riot impossible to-adjudge. We do

note that the predictive power (in R
2

) of the family-plus-ecication equation

is less in 1973 than in 1962 for whites. In addition, occupational inequality

within categories of family and education have hardly changed for whites.

Had credentialism grown as a tendency over the period, we might have

expected (between- education variation to increase (it did) and (2)

within-education variation to decrease (it did not). Were productivity

33
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relationships at work, we might expect both within- and between-variation

to rise, as both education and other skill-related (but not measured by

formal schooling) characteristics bec9me more closely associated with

occupational differences. The same line of argument leads to an expecta-

tion that on-the-job training and other skills become more central in

earnings differentials within jobs. While we report on these,anslyses

elsewhere (Featherman and Hauser, 1975b), we find that male earnings are

less determined by family, schooling and occupation level in 1973 than in

1962 (controlling also for weeks worked), even as +-he (constant) dollar

returns to each year of schooling have increased in the period. While

somewhat equivocal in meaning, these data are not inconsistent with the

view that productivity relationships, not credentialism, were the major

force behind the rising returns to schooling since 1962.
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TABLE 4

Average Intergeneration Occupational Status Mobility, Men Aged 25-64 in the
Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Color, March.1962 and March 1973

Type of Mobility 1962 1973

Nonblack, Black Nonblack Black

Total, aged 25-64

Father-current occupation 11.16 1.62 12.43 9.81

Aged 25-34

-Father-current occupation 10..01 .94 8.78 11.44

Aged 35-44

Father-current occupation 11.92 4.45 14.46 11.34

Aged 45-54

Father - current occupation 11.55 .95 15.12 9.04

Aged 55-64

Father-current occupation 11.03 -1.42 12.11 4.66

Source: Tables 1 and 2.
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TABLE 5

.Means and Standard Deviations of Family Background and Educ'ation Variables; Men Aged

25-64 in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Race, in March 1962 and March 1973

B1aCkNonblack

1962 1973 Change

Total, aged 25-64
Father's education 7.99 8.59 . 0.60

(3.90)a (4.01) '' (0.11)

Siblings 8 4.10 3.66 -0.44

(2.73) (2.64) (-0.09)

Farm origin 0.29 0.23 -0.06

(0.46)
-
(0.42) (-0.04),

Broken family 0.15 0.15 0.00

(0.36) (0.35) (-0,01)

Education 10.96 12.01 1'.05

(3.43) - (3.16)' (-0.27)

Aged 25-34
8:73 9.89 1.16Father's education
(1.72) (3.87) (0.15)

Siblings 3.59 3.18 -0.41

,(2.66) (2.42) (-0.24)

Farm origin 0.21 0.14 -0.07

(0.41) (0.35) (-0.06)

Broken family 0.15 0.13 -0.02

(0.36) (0.34) (-0.02)

Education 11:90 ,12.74 0.84,

(3.11) (2.77) (-0.34)

Aged 35-44
7.99 8.53 0.54Father's education
(3.92) (3.89) (-0.03)

Siblings 3.96 3.59 -0.37

(2.70) (2.67) (-0.03)

Farm .origin 0.28 0.22 -0.06

(0.45) (0.42) (-0.03)

Broken family 0.15 0.15 0.00

(0.36) (0.35) (-0.01)

Education 11.33 12.24 0.91

(3.29) (3.20) (-0.09)

Aged 45-54 .

Father's education 7.55 7.87 , 0.32

(3.92) (3.90) (-0.02)'

Siblings 4.36 3.86 -0.50
(2..72) (2.69) (-0.03)

Farm origin 0.32 0.27 -0.05

Broken family
(0.47)

0.16

(9.45)

0.16

( -0.02)

0.00

(0.37) '" (0.36) (-0.01)

Education 10.50 11.70 1.20

(3.38) (3.17) (-0.21)

39

,

1962 1973 Change

5.95 6.54 0.59

(3.82)- (3.86) (0.04)

5.15 5.10 -0:05
(3.00) (2.96') (-0.04)

0.49 0.40 -0.09

(0.50) (0.49) (-.01)
0.32 0.33 0.01

(0.47) (0.47) (0.00)

7.94 10.02 2.08.

'(4.02) (3,54) (-0.48)

7.06 7.64 0.58

(3..65) (3.71) (0.06)

4.92 5.07 0.15

(3.13) (2.94) (-0.19)

0.36 0.26 -0.10
(0.48) (0.:44) (-0.04)

0.27 0.32 0.05

(0.44) (0.47) (0.03
9.59 11.59. 2.00

(3.21) (2,58) (-0.63)

6.09 6.75 0.66

(3.57) (3.63), (0.06)

4.95 4.99 '0.04

(3.02) (3.01) (-0.01)

0.47 0.36 -0.11
(0.50) (0.48) (-0.02)

1

0.33 0,34 0.01

(0.47) (0.47) (0:00)

8.25 10.40 2.15

(4.12) (3.23) (-0.891.

5.69 5.69 0.00
(3.87) (3.92) (0.05)'

5.48 5.10 -0.38

(2.82) (2.91) (0.09)

0.57 0.50 -0.07

(0.50) (0.50) (0.00)

0.36 0.32 -0.04

(0.48) (0.47) (-0.01)

. 7.27 8.96 1.69

(3.96) (3.69) (-0.27)



,

'TABLE 5 (continued)

NorblaGh Black
lq62 1973 Change' ----1962_ 1973 Change

Aged 55-64
Father's education 7.40 7.31 -0.09 . 4.00 4.94. 0.94

(3.92) (3.91) (-0.01) (3.73) (3.55) (-0.18f'

Siblings 4.72 4.30 -0.42 5.42 5.32 -0.10

(2.75) (2.72) (-0.03) (2.98) (3.01) (p.03)

Farm origin 0.39 0.34 -0.05 0.61 0.59 -0.02

(0.49) (0.47) (=0.02) .(0.49) (0.49) (0.00) -..

Broken'family 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.00

(0.36) (0.36) '(0.00) (0.177) (0.47) (0.00)

Education 9.61 10.85 1.24 ... 5.43 7.62 2.19-

(3.63) (3.35) (-0.28) (3.75) (3.80) (0.05)

a
Standard deviation in parenthesis.
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TABLE 8

Components of Intercohort Change in Occupational Socioeconomic Status,
Men Aged 25-64 in the Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by

Color, March 1962 and March 1973

Age and Components Black Nonblack

Total, aged 25-64
Family factorsd 1.06 (13%) 1.86 (56%)

Education 4.68 (59%) 3.07 (92%)

Residual 2.25 (28%) --1.60(-48%)

"Intercohort change 7.99(100%) 3.33(100%)

Aged 25-34
Family factors 0.78 (7%) 2.78(117%)

Education 7.12 (66%) 2.01 (85%)

Residual 0 2.90 (27%) -2.42(-102%)

Intercohort change
-..

'10.80(100%) 2.37(100%) .

Aged 35-44
Family factors 1.32 (16%) 1.75 (45%)

Education 6.48 (77%) 4.23(108%)

Residual 0.62 (7%) -2.05(-52%)

Intercohort change 8.42(100%) 3.93(100%)

Aged 45-54
Family factors 0.15 (2%) 1.58 (31%)

Education . 3.74_(60%) 3.93 (78%)

Residual 2.35 (381) -0.49(-r0 stl

Intercohort change 6.24(100%) 5.02(100%)

Aged 55-64
Family factors 0.88 (23%) 0.92 (53%)

Education 2.85 (75%) 3.96(228%)

Residual 0.05 (1%) -3.14(-180%)

Intercohort change 3.78(100%) 1.74(100%)

aIncludes paternal Snead's) occupational status and education, number

of siblings, farm origins, and broken family.

Source: Tables 1, 2, 5, 6 and 7.
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TABLE 9

Components of Racial Socioeconomic Differences, Men Aged 25-64 in the
Experienced Civilian Labor Force, by Age, March 1962

March 1973
V

Age and Components 1962

and -

1973

Total, aged 25-64
Family factorsa 8.04 (37%) 8.37 (50%)

Education 7.90 (37%) 2.55 (15%)

Residual 5.5.4 (26%) 5.90 (35%)

Racial difference 21.48 (100%) 16.82 (160%)

Aged 25-34
Family factors 8.44 (38%) 9.53 (70%)

Education 5.06 (23%) -1.04 (-8%)

Residual 8.57 (39W 5..15 (38%)

Racial difference 22.07 (100%) 13.64 (100%)

Aged 35-44
Family factors 8.70 (41%) 8.39 (50%)

Education 6.85 (32%) 4.39 (26%)

Residual 5.87 (27%) 4.15 (24%)

Racial difference 21.42 (100%) -16.93 (100%)

Aged 45-54
Family factors 7.03 (34 %)' 8.72 (44%)

Education 6.58 (31%) 5.88 (30%)

Residual 7.31 (35%) 5.10 (26%)

Racial difference 20.92 (100%) 19.70 (100%)

Aged 55-64
Family factors 8.14 (37%) 8.55 (43%)

Education 7.74 (35%) 6.90 (35%)

Residual 6.07 (28%) 4.46 (22%)

Racial difference 21.95 (100%) 19.91 (100%)

aIncludes paternal (head's) occupational status and education, number,

of siblings, farm origins, and broken family.

Source: Tables 2, 5, 6 and 7.
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TABLE 10

Components of Change in Racial Diffeiences in OccupatiOnal Status, Men

Agbd 25-64 in theExperienced Civilian Labor Force, March 1962

and March 1973

Age and Component

Total, aged 25-64

Family factorsa .95

Education -3.32

Residual -2.29

Net change -4.66

Aged ":25-34

Family factors 2.31

Education -5.15

Residual -5.59

Net change -8.43

Aged 35-44
.15

Family factors
Education

-5.39

Residual
.75

Net change 1
-4.49

Aged 45-54

Family factors
1.08

Education
-1.46

Residual
-.84

Net change
-1.22

Aged 55-64

Family factors
.46

Education z,

-2.79

Residual
.29

Net change
-2.04

Source: Tables 3, 5, 6 and 7.

a
Includes paternal (head's) occupational status and education,

number of siblings, farm origins, and broken family.
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