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Lesson 5—Overview

1. Theories about variation of mobility rates across countries and 
over time:

– Liberal theory of industrialism—logic of industrialism

– The importance of politics

– National / cultural exceptionalism

2. 4 generations of comparative mobility research: Testing mobility 
trends with comparative data

– The Lipset-Zetterberg hypothesis (1959)

– The Featherman-Jones-Hauser hypothesis (1975)

– The Constant Flux hypothesis: Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992)

• A basic introduction to loglinear models

– The latest evidence: Breen (2004)

3. Mobility exercise and discussion 



1. Theories about country 

variation in mobility rates



The logic of industrialism

• Logic of industrialism the transition from pre-industrial to 

industrial societies requires industrial societies to adhere to 

certain principles of technical and economic rationality

• As a result, industrial societies, as compared with 

preindustrial societies:

– Have high rates of social mobility upward mobility 

predominates over downward mobility

– Have higher rates of relative social mobility i.e. class origin 

and/or other adscriptive factors play a smaller role in determining 

life chances

– Both absolute and relative mobility rates will tend to increase 

over time (as explained in Lesson 4)



The logic of industrialism

Why should this happen? (see Lesson 4)

• Structural changes Technical change and economic rationality 

drive changes in the social division of labour upgrading of the 

occupational / class structure

– Contraction of the less-meritocratic sectors—e.g. small scale family business, 

farming, etc

– Expansion of the most universalistic and achievement-oriented sectors—i.e. 

large scale public/private bureaucracies

• Procedural factors Change in the criterion of social selection 

(hiring & promotion) from ascription to achievement driven by: 

– Competitive pressures  (talent cannot be wasted)

– Educational expansion and reform seeks to develop talents wherever 

they are found and to locate them wherever they are needed

– Further reinforced by increased geographical mobility, widening of 

occupational horizons, etc 



Consequences

1. Political stabilization of liberal industrial societies

– Mobility confers legitimacy to existing inequality

– Mobility hinders the formation of class-based identity and 

outlook people seek individual rather than collective advancement

2. BUT political destabilization of state socialist countries

– Immediate post-revolution period: deliberate policy to promote 

people from the working  class with the right ideological 

background stress on ideological purity and reliability

– Subsequent switch in the criteria of social selection and 

promotion to efficiency & technical know-how (i.e. the logic of 

industrialism) emergence and growth of the new technocrats 

 Ideological selection is undermined technocrats will 

eventually challenge the state socialist system

Convergence of industrial societies



The Role of Politics
>< Convergence thesis

• Not all industrial societies will converge because the ‘logic of 

industrialism’ may not be powerful enough to prevail over 

counteracting social forces, particularly politics

• State socialist countries

– The “logic of industrialism” is to a large extent the logic of free market 

forces (i.e. capitalism) and hence needs not apply to state socialist 

societies

– State socialist countries more open than capitalist societies (Parkin

1972):

• Much less intergenerational transmission of wealth

• Ideological commitment to favour working class families  

• Compressed wage differential between manual / non-manual workers

reduces incentives for achievement + class differences in resources

• More equal aspirations among children from differing class background

• Higher rates of absolute and relative mobility (but are class structures 

comparable across economic systems?)



• The role of social-democracy

Some capitalist nations (esp. Scandinavian) had long-lasting 

social-democratic governments which implemented policies to 

ameliorate inequalities generated by the market (i.e. 

decommodification policies) and to promote equality of opportunity 

– Decommodification policies should increase absolute and 

relative mobility rates

• ∆ upward mobility since the expansion of the Welfare State 

generates positions at the “top”  

• ∆ equality of opportunity due to the emphasis on equality of 

condition (equalizing policies) + high levels of investment in high 

quality public education + high union density and participation of 

unions inside organizations (more open selection processes) + a 

larger public sector where selection procedures are regulated 

The Role of Politics
>< Convergence thesis



National/Cultural exceptionalism
>< Convergence thesis

Each country is different

• American exceptionalism—from Marx, Tocqueville 

onwards: 

open frontiers, no feudal traditions, mass immigration of people 

seeking opportunities particularly open society, the American 

Dream

• Australia—also a new society of immigrants, without 

feudal barriers, ethos of egalitarianism

• Britain—as exceptionally immobile, as a result of the 

relative social peace it enjoyed (Olson 1982)

• Etc… Mobility is influenced by a myriad of historically-

specific factors that vary by country…



2. Comparative mobility 

research

3 generations of comparative 

research on social mobility



Lipset and Zetterberg (1959)

• LZ aimed to test the logic of industrialism thesis

• Not original data Based on previous published results for 9 national 

mobility surveys  carried out during the 1940s and 1950s

• Rough and limited comparability Since the class schemas used in 

these surveys were quite different, all collapsed to a three-fold schema: 

non-manual, manual, farm origin

• Analysis focused on absolute mobility rates —particularly manual/non-

manual mobility 

 LZ focused on structural mobility. They argued that the economies of 

industrialized societies constantly evolve, which in turn results in a 

changing occupational structure that necessitates the movement of 

individuals across occupations (i.e. their concern was with absolute 

mobility rates, not with relative mobility rates)

• Main conclusion: 

“…the overall pattern of social mobility appears to be much the 

same in the industrial societies of various Western 

countries”(1959:13).



Lipset and Zetterberg (1959)

• LZ further concluded that there could be a threshold effect industrial 

societies have higher mobility rates than pre-industrial societies but then 

further industrialization has no effect on mobility 

 This threshold effect would be largely inconsistent with the most 

optimistic liberal theories of industrialism (e.g Bell 1973), which predicts 

a mostly linear increase in mobility as societies become more 

industrialized!

Pre-industrial          Industrial          Post-industrial

Absolute mobility

Industrialisation



Lipset and Zetterberg (1959)

• Subsequent research (e.g. Treiman 1970; Featherman-

Jones-Hauser (1975)) showed the LZ hypothesis 

suffered from a number of limitations:

– LZ had overstated the degree of similarity in mobility rates 

because they used a very simple 3-class schema 

– Mobility rates are affected by the changes in the occupational 

structure and demography, which vary widely among industrial 

societies this makes comparison difficult LZ’s analysis was 

not sophisticated enough to capture this complexities

– National political and economic history (esp. the size and rate of 

contraction of the farming classes) are also very important 

sources of variation affecting absolute mobility LZ missed this 

also



In short, LZ approach was too 

unsophisticated to study complex 

mobility patterns



Featherman-Jones-Hauser (1975)

• FJH (1975) suggest that cross-national similarity in mobility rates 

may be observed not at the level of absolute mobility rates, but at 

the level of relative mobility rates

– Absolute rates are affected by rate of economic growth, technical 

change, demographic process, etc., which are factors exogeneous to 

individuals competing for attainment

– Relative mobility level tap on the process of intergenerational 

transmission of (dis)advantages—net of such exogeneous factors

• FJH hypothesis Nations with a market economy and a nuclear 

family system would have similar relative mobility rates

– The FJH hypothesis allows for a initial developmental effect on relative mobility, 

but implies no change after a certain level of industrialization is reached (note 

contrast to Treiman (1987):  “the more industrialized a society, the higher the rate 

of exchange mobility”)

• FHJ did not test this verbal formulation empirically…but the 

CASMIN project did…



Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992)

• Comparative Analysis of Social Mobility in Industrial Nations, CASMIN is 

based on the second generation of national mobility surveys done in 

the1970s and 1980s (originally 9 nations, now 15+ nations)

• The CASMIN project produced landmark research on comparative mobility

• Recoded class origin/destination data using Goldthorpe’s class schema (also 

known as the CASMIN schema or the EGP schema for Erikson, Goldthorpe and Portocarero)  

• The CASMIN Class schema



!
Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) deployed 

a particular kind of statistical models, 

called log-linear models, to analyze 
complex relative-mobility patterns… 

…this was a crucial methodological 
contribution to the field!



!
Let’s see the basic principles of

loglinear models…

…because we need to understand 
them in order to understand the 

mobility literature!



Loglinear models (in a nutshell)

• Loglinear models apply to contingency tables (cross tabs) of 

any N of dimensions, e.g. 3 dimensions, O,D and T

• There are many potential patterns of associations that a 

cross-classification of e.g. 3 variables can show

• In loglinear models each table cell is a response variable (we

want to predict the cell frequency)

• Loglinear models test for conditional asociations of any 2 

variables holding the other variable(s) constant using odds

ratios as building blocks

• Any 2 variables could be independent of each other at each

value of the third In that case, the pair is said to be 

conditionally independent and the odds ratio=1



Loglinear models: Simple notation

Model Symbol Interpretation

OT, DT

(Note: T for time is often noted C for

cohort)

Origin and destinations both change

over time (structural change) but they

are not conditionally dependent with

each other. This is known as the

conditional independence model

OT, DT, OD O and D change over time and O 

affects D (i.e. they are conditionally

dependent)  BUT this dependence

does not change over time. This is

known the constant social fluidity

model (csf)

OT, DT, ODT O and D change over time, O also

affects D AND this effect changes over

time. This can be tested using the so-

called uniform difference model

(unidiff)



Loglinear models: more complex 

notation (Illustrative, do not panic)

Let 𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡 be the expected frequency in cell ijt of a 3-way table comprising origin (O), 

destination (D), and time (T); t and t’ be two time points; i and i’ two different class 

origins; j and j’ two different class destinations; and odd the odds ratio that measures 

the relative odds of mobility at time t:

𝑜𝑑𝑑 =
𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡𝑚𝑖′𝑗′𝑡

𝑚𝑖𝑗′𝑡𝑚𝑖′𝑗𝑡

Remember odds ratios from Lesson 4?



Loglinear models: more complex 

notation (Illustrative, do not panic)

• The hypothesis of constant social fluidity between t and t’ can be expressed as a 

log-linear model, the constant social fluidity model (CSF):

𝐿𝑜𝑔 𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡 = 𝜆 + 𝜆𝑖
𝑂 + 𝜆𝑗

𝐷 + 𝜆𝑡
𝑇 + 𝜆𝑖𝑡

𝑂𝑇 + 𝜆𝑗𝑡
𝐷𝑇 + 𝜆𝑖𝑗

𝑂𝐷

 The CSF assumes all the odds ratios are the same across time (i.e. a constant effect 

of  O on D)

• The log-multiplicative (UNIDIFF) model allows for a change over time in 

the relative strength of the OD association. This model can be expressed as:

𝐿𝑜𝑔 𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡 = 𝜆 + 𝜆𝑖
𝑂 + 𝜆𝑗

𝐷 + 𝜆𝑡
𝑇 + 𝜆𝑖𝑡

𝑂𝑇 + 𝜆𝑗𝑡
𝐷𝑇 + 𝛽𝑡𝜓𝑖𝑗

, where 𝜓𝑖𝑗represents the general pattern of the OD association across 

time and 𝛽𝑡 the relative strength of this association that is specific to a particular time

 The UNIDIFF assumes all the odds ratios change from cohort to cohort by some 

common multiplicative factor (UNIDIFF is a triple interaction model ODT)

• β is set to 1 for the first cohort: If it moves below 1, this means odds ratios are 

decreasing social fluidity is increasing



!
CSF and UNIDIFF models can 

be tested against each other



Let’s now see the output of 

Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) 

tables



Understanding standard output

• The above table is taken from Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992:16)

– The data under consideration are 9 mobility tables, one for each nation (N)

• Goal: understand the salient features of the O-D association i.e. How
does O affect D in these 9 nations? (think of O-D association in terms of  
odds ratios)

• The first model in the conditional independence model

– Conditional because it states that:

1. The distribution of class of origin varies across the 9 countries, ON

2. The distribution of class of destination varies accross countries, DN

– Independence because it states that, net of differences in marginal distributions
across countries, there is no statistical association between O and D (i.e. class of 
origin does not affect class of destination, all odds ratios=1)



Understanding standard output

• 𝐺2(called the likelihood ratio statistics or deviance) is a measure of goodness of fit

(i.e. how well the model describes the data) A small 𝐺2 means a small deviance

between the model and the data so the smaller the better

• Associated with each 𝐺2comes something called df (degrees of freedom). This

measures how complex the model is (its size is inverse to the N of parameters

consumed) hence the lower number of df , the higher complexity

• Given the specific number of df , p tells us how likely it is for us to get a 𝐺2 that is at 

least as large as the one we have, if the model is true

– If the conditional independece model is true we have a 0 probability to find such

a large 𝐺2
 cond. ind is far from true!

• Finally, ∆ is the percentage of individuals missclassified by the model

– The cond. ind model missclassifies 22% of the individuals



Understanding standard output

• The second model is the common social fluidity model (csf). It states:

– Origin and desitination distributions differ by country (ON. OD)

– But now people’s class destination depends on their class of  origin (OD)… 

– ..and this OD effect is the same across nations (OD is net of differences in the

marginal distributions of O and D, which are accounted by ON and DN)

– Hence the hypothesis is that of common social fluidity

• Note there is been a 95% reduction in deviance ( 1567

29810
), i.e. the csf can 

explain 95% of the net OD association

• Note also that the csf only missclassifies 4% of individuals



Understanding standard output

• Yet note, csf also fails to reproduce the structure of the data (𝐺2 is still too
large for the model to be true, statistically speaking)

• But using 𝐺2 alone is problematic because the likelihood-ratio test is 
designed to detect any departure between the model and observed data
the test often rejects acceptable models! 

– One solution to this problem is to use the BIC (Bayesian Information Criterion) 
statistic 

• So what is the table telling us then?

• …that relative mobility rates are not completely identical but there is a 
very substantial cross-national commonality (Main finding 1) 

• The challenge is to interpret deviations from this csf in substative
sociological terms while beeing methodologically rigorous



Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992)

• To meet this challenge Erikson and Goldthorpe went on to 

investigate what explains deviations from the common fluidity model

• To do so, they develop what they call a core model of relative 

mobility pattern or social fluidity (based on those of England and 

France), and then apply it to all other countries

• The idea is to see how well the core model fits mobility data from, 

say, Poland or the US… And if it doesn’t fit, find out where the 

deviation is, and how such deviation can be interpreted 

sociologically



Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992)

• The core model is a type of loglinear model  which 
decomposes relative mobility rates into 4 dimensions (too 
technical to explain here):

1. Inheritance—the propensity of staying in one’s class origin

2. Hierarchy—the difficulty of moving up or down

3. Sector—the difficulty of crossing the farm/non-farm barrier

4. Affinity—a relatively mixed set of special affinity/disaffinity
between pairs of specific class origin/destination

• Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) believe that these 4 dimensions 
capture 4 key aspects of the relative mobility pattern of all industrial 
nations 

• E&G investigate whether this core model fits the observed mobility 
data of any country, and if so, how big or small are the inheritance, 
hierarchy, sector and affinity effects in that country empirically using 
log-linear models



Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992)

…We leave aside technicalities for this is only an intro 

class…

Main comparative findings:

1. There are often statistically significant deviations between the 

core model and the observed pattern of individual-country 

mobility tables BUT…

2. ..such deviations are not systematic in nature, i.e they cannot 

be interpreted in terms of level of economic development, 

political complexion of the government, or other macro-

sociological variables

3. Instead, they have to be explained in terms of the specific 

historical experience of individual societies explained as a 

result of national exceptionalism! (not very good if one is after 

general explanations)



Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992)

Conclusions

1. Cross-national variation in fluidity patterns are more a reflection of 

unique historical factors, rather than macro-sociological factors

– E.g. We cannot speak of a state socialist pattern of social fluidity

Hungarian and Polish mobility patterns deviate from the core model 

but they are also very different from each other!! not a common 

socialist effect

2. On the basis of such evidence, Erikson and Goldthorpe argue that 

the best available mobility data is consistent with the FJH 

hypothesis of common fluidity across industrialised nations

 hence the title of their book “The Constant Flux” 

3. The only deviation from the FJH hypothesis that seems 

interpretable in sociological term is that social fluidity is slightly 

higher in Sweden

 a persistent social democratic government favouring  greater 

degree of equality of condition increase in equality of opportunity



Breen (2004)  

The latest comparative research 

on social mobility in Europe



Breen (2004) 

• Breen (2004) and his collaborators use data for the last 

30 years (1970-2000) and for 11 European countries

– A total of 117 mobility surveys (from 2 to 25 tables in each 

country) 

• The largest and richest dataset to study European

mobility patterns to date!!!

• What do they find?

...Let us first see absolue mobility rates for a few selected

countries…



Absolute Mobility Rates across selected European 

Countries by decade, men
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Upward Mobility Rates across selected European 

Countries by decade, men
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Downward Mobility Rates across selected 

European Countries by decade, men
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Breen (2004)

Findings on absolute mobility

1. There are country differences in mobility rates BUT…

2. Absolute mobility flows had become more similar 

among countries over time  (convergence)

– By the 1990s, variations in class structures and in rates of 

overall upward and downward mobility were far less than in 

the 1970s 

 Lipset & Zetterberg's hypothesis although strictly wrong, 

is considerably closer to the truth by the end of the 

twentieth century than before

– Convergence driven by: 

• Decline in farming occupations in those countries with a still 

large agricultural sector 

• Expansion of classes I+II everywhere



Breen (2004) findings:

Findings on relative mobility

1. There are marked country differences in social fluidity 

BUT…

2. A general tendency (with two exceptions) toward 

increasing social fluidity (>< Erikson and Goldthorpe

and the FJH hypothesis!)

….To measure changes overtime in social fluidity for 

various countries Breen et al used the UNIDIFF 

model…..let’s see the findings graphically…



Change in relative social mobility, men

• The graphs measure the evolution 
of the effect of O on D net of 

changes in class sizes higher 
values=lower fluidity!!

• Findings

– UK and DE show stability in social 
fluidity 

– FR, IE, SE, PL, HU and NL show 
significant increase in social 
fluidity
• Weakening in OD association of 5 to 

6% per decade in IE, SE, FR

• Weakening of the OD association of 
around 12% in PL, HU and the NL

• In FR, SE, PL and HU  the change 
took place between the 1970s and the 
1980s and then stability

• In IE first decline in social fluidity 
(1970-1980s) then increase (1980s-
1990s)

• Only in the NL we find an increase in 
fluidity over the 3 decades

Annual LmSF (or Unidiff) coeff by country
Source: Breen and Luijkx (2004:56)



What’s the magnitude of increasing social fluidity? 

Source: Vallet and Riley 2001 



3.8% of the sons of manual workers

moved up as a direct result of increasing

social fluidity over a 40 year period in 

France



”                                                                                                           

This example illustrates that the impact of 
increasing social fludity is not negligible but not

spectacular either

“

Vallet and Riley (2001:57) 



What about social fluidity trends in Spain?
(Gil-Hernández et al. 2017)

Estimates based on: 



What about social fluidity trends in Spain?
(Gil-Hernández et al. 2017)

Estimates based on:                                                                                               Layer: cohorts or education



What about social fluidity trends in Spain?
(Gil-Hernández et al. 2017)



This isn’t over yet... 

• Research and debate go on… Much of this debate 

hinges on technical questions:

1. Conceptualization of the class structure

2. Technical tools appropriate under different 

conceptualizations

3. Quality of the data

• Research on social mobility offers and example of good

social science

 theoretically-driven research +  methodological

progres= cummulative knowledge

• But a lot remains to be explored!!



Research on social mobility

offers and expample of good

social science…



Theoretically-driven research +  

methodological progress= 

cummulative knowledge

..and this is how we learn about the
complex world out there!!



Knowing whether (and why) our

societies are becoming more or less

open over time is a most relevant

sociological research question
..and yet I bet you have not heard much

about this debate in Spain… Why do you

think this Q is absent from the public debate?



3. Exercise and discussion



Exercise: Mobility patterns in 2 

hypothetical scenarios

Social Stratification I

Javier G. Polavieja



Exercise: 2 mobility scenarios

Figure 1 represents an hypothetical 2-class 

society (O) and 2 different scenarios of structural 

change, each of one representing a particular 

class structure –described by a particular 

combination of professional (I/II) and working-

class occupations (VI/VII).

• Each of this scenarios imply a particular mobility 

pattern that is represented by 2 different mobility 

tables.  



Exercise: 2 mobility scenarios

0
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Scenario 1

Class 

Origin

Class destination

I/II VI/VII Row total %

I/II 400 100 500 20

VI/VII 800 1200 2000 80

Col total 1200 1300 2500

% 48 52



Scenario 2

Class 

Origin

Class destination

I/II VI/VII Row total %

I/II 450 50 500 20

VI/VII 950 1050 2000 80

Col total 1400 1100 1500

% 56 44



Exercise: 2 mobility scenarios

• Discuss:
1. Which scenario would you prefer if you were a person from 

privileged (I/II) background?

2. Which scenario would you prefer if you were a person from 
unprivileged (VI/VII) background?

3. Which scenario implies greater social fluidity? 

4. In the light of these (hypothetical) data, discuss the concepts: 
equality of opportunity* and inequality

5. Do you think people care about relative aspects of (in)-
equality? Pros and cons of focusing on relative aspects of 
mobility

*Equality of Opportunity= When people’s chances to get ahead are unrelated to ascribed 
characteristics such as race, gender or socioeconomic (class) origin



Discussion



?
Is it possible that a country 

experiences an increase in absolute 
mobility and a decrease in social 

fluidity? Explain why 



?
Why do you think different studies 

reach different conclusions?
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Thank you!

More next week!



REMINDER

Calculating odds ratios from the mobility table

Class destination (English and Welsh men, 1972)

I II III IV V VI Class 

origin
Row 

total

%

I 
311 130 79 53 33 37 45 688 7.3

VII 
162 194 204 165 312 586 870 2493 24.6

Origin IoddsI-VII=(311/688)/(45/688)=311/45=6.91 

Origin VIIoddsI -VII=(162/2493) / (870/24938)= 162/870=0.19

odds ratioOI/OVII= 6.91/0.19=37.12

…generally:

𝑜𝑑𝑑 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =

𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡

𝑚
𝑖𝑗′𝑡

𝑚
𝑖′𝑗𝑡

𝑚
𝑖′𝑗′𝑡

=
𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡𝑚

𝑖′𝑗′𝑡

𝑚𝑖𝑗′𝑡𝑚𝑖′𝑗𝑡

Where 𝑚𝑖𝑗𝑡 is the expected frequency in cell ijt; t is observation time (or cohort); i
and i’ are two different class origins; and j and j’ are two different class destinations   

Link back to log linear models


