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THE EFFECTS OF FAMILY DISRUPTION
ON SOCIAL MOBILITY"

TmoTHY J. BIBLARZ
University of Southern California

ADRIAN E. RAFTERY
University of Washington

The experience of family disruption during childhood substantially increases men’s odds of
ending up in the lowest occupational stratum as opposed to the highest. Family disruption
also weakens the association between dimensions of men’s occupational origins and desti-
nations. The socioeconomic destinations of men from nonintact family backgrounds bear
less resemblance to their socioeconomic origins than those of men from intact backgrounds.
Men from traditional two-parent homes exhibit a stronger pattern of intergenerational occu-
pational inheritance than do men from disrupted families. These effects are the same for
blacks and whites. Recent changes in family structure may lead to greater universalism in

contemporary American society.

Ithough much social mobility occurs in the

United States, men are more likely to re-
main near the socioeconomic stratum into which
they were born than to move substantial distances
up or down. However, since the early 1970s, the
association between men’s socioeconomic origins
and destinations has weakened substantially (Hout
1988; DiPrete and Grusky 1990; Grusky and
DiPrete 1990). During this period, the family has
undergone important changes, including an in-
crease in divorce (National Center for Health Sta-
tistics 1991) and in the number of families headed
by women (Wojtkiewicz, McLanahan, and
Garfinkel 1990). We develop some hypotheses
about the relationship between family disruption
and socioeconomic inheritance, and examine
empirical evidence that suggests how changes in
the association between origins and destinations
may be related to changes in the family.

THE MECHANISMS OF SOCIOECONOMIC
INHERITANCE

Our central hypothesis is simple: The association
between the origins and destinations of sons raised
in intact, traditional, two-parent families is stron-
ger than the association between the origins and

* Direct all correspondence to Timothy J. Biblarz,
Department of Sociology, University of Southern
California, Los Angeles, CA, 90089-2539. An earlier
version of this paper was presented at the annual meet-
ings of the Population Association of America, April
1992, Denver, CO. The authors thank Avery Guest,
David Klein, Diane Lye, Charles Hirschman, Frances
Goldscheider, the ASR editor and anonymous review-
ers for helpful comments on an earlier version.

destinations of sons who have experienced fam-
ily disruption in childhood. The tendency of re-
searchers on social mobility to combine these two
groups when analyzing patterns of inter-
generational (father/son) inheritance may mask
the effect of family disruption on the association
between socioeconomic origins and destinations.

Socioeconomic inheritance between fathers and
sons occurs in part through processes of role
modeling, socialization, and value transmission
(Hout 1984). Through role modeling, a son may
aspire to an occupation similar to that of his fa-
ther, i.e., he may choose to be immobile (Hout
1984). Through socialization he learns about the
skills that lead to security and success in that
occupation. Generally, parents expect that their
children, as adults, will be faced with similar life
conditions (Han 1968,1969; Kerckhoff 1976).
Parents value traits for their children that will
facilitate adaptation to the kinds of life condi-
tions, especially occupational conditions, that they
themselves face (Kohn 1969). For example, fa-
thers working in occupations that require self-
directedness (typically fathers in high social strata)
tend to value autonomy or self-direction in their
children, while fathers working in occupations
that require high levels of conformity (typically
fathers in low social strata) tend to value confor-
mity (Kohn 1969). Children may internalize these
values and as adults pursue like occupations
(Kohn and Slomczynski 1990).

Variation in the levels of economic resources
available to families in different social strata also
influences socioeconomic inheritance. Parents in
high social strata have more economic resources
available to invest in their children. Greater pa-
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rental investment in their children’s human capi-
tal usually leads to children’s greater success as
adults (typically measured in terms of wages and
income) (Becker 1964; Becker and Tomes 1986).
Working-class parents, for example, are less able
to pay for their children’s college education
(Steelman and Powell 1991), and they are less
able to afford costly or specialized educational
resources in the earlier stages of their offspring’s
life course. As a consequence, children are more
likely to end up in a social stratum similar to that
of their parents. Of course, the direct inheritance
of property, particularly in farming occupations,
also contributes to immobility.

Class-based discrimination by extra-family in-
stitutions also offers an explanation of socioeco-
nomic inheritance. For example, in early stages
of the education process, teachers tend to treat
pupils from low socioeconomic strata less favor-
ably than children from high socioeconomic strata
(Eder 1982; Alexander, Entwisle, and Thomp-
son 1987). Distinctions in the appearances, so-
cial mannerisms, and classroom social behaviors
of children from different strata influence teach-
ers’ judgments about their students’ competence
and abilities (Eder 1982). As a consequence,
teachers place students from different strata in
different academic tracks, ultimately contribut-
ing to the reproduction of inequality. Also, chil-
dren take culture from the family and bring it
with them into the educational system. The cul-
tural capital that parents transmit to their chil-
dren varies by socioeconomic status and influ-
ences children’s educational experiences (Lareau
1989).

These mechanisms of intergenerational trans-
mission are probably most effective for sons
raised in traditional two-parent families. In pre-
dicting that a son will model his behavior on his
father’s behavior — that he will develop occupa-
tional goals based on his father’s occupational
conditions and will internalize his father’s values
— and that the father will invest in his son’s
human capital, we assume that the father is present
in the household, is around during the son’s in-
fancy, childhood, and adolescence, and is trans-
mitting these resources throughout the son’s pre-
adult socialization period.

For many sons, however, family disruption has
removed the father from the household during
childhood. Traditionally, a significant proportion
of children in the United States experienced this
disruption because of their fathers’ death. For
pre-1930 birth cohorts, over one-half of all indi-
viduals who did not live continuously with both

parents prior to age 16 experienced a parental
death; for post-1940 birth cohorts, parental di-
vorce replaces death as the primary cause of sepa-
ration from the father (Bumpass and Sweet 1989).

Estimates suggest that about 60 percent of re-
cent first marriages will end in divorce (Martin
and Bumpass 1989; Bumpass 1990). Almost one-
half of today’s children will spend some portion
of their childhood in a single-parent (usually fe-
male-headed) household. Although over 80 per-
cent of those who divorce will subsequently re-
marry, most children of divorce will spend over
five years living with their mothers only
(Bumpass 1984), and noncustodial fathers tend
to invest relatively little of their time and money
in their biological children (Cassety 1978; Cham-
bers 1979; Weiss and Willis 1985). Among a
National Survey of Children sample of children
who had experienced family disruption, nearly
one-half had not seen their noncustodial fathers
in the past year (Furstenberg and Nord 1985).
Furstenberg and Nord (1985) concluded that
“marital disruption effectively destroys the on-
going relationship between the children and the
biological parents living outside the home in a
majority of families” (p. 902).

Given the diminished role of noncustodial fa-
thers in the socialization of their sons, we expect
less intergenerational resemblance between fa-
thers and sons who have experienced geographic,
social, and emotional separation than that be-
tween fathers and sons from intact families. We
also expect less intergenerational resemblance
between sons and biological fathers who died
during their sons’ childhoods, because paternal
death ends the daily economic and noneconomic
investments and transfers fathers give to sons.
Death also ends fathers’ behavioral (although
perhaps not psychological) role in the socializa-
tion of their sons.

Most social mobility research has assumed that
patterns of intergenerational transmission between
biological fathers and sons from intact homes are
essentially the same as those between custodial-
family heads and sons from nonintact homes.
Hout (1988) and Grusky and DiPrete (1990) use
the General Social Survey’s (Davis and Smith
1987) measure of origins; the measure reads,
“what kind of work did your father (father sub-
stitute) normally do while you were growing up?”
The term “father substitute” refers to “stepfa-
ther,” “uncle,” or other adult male household
head. In these studies, father/son and father sub-
stitute/son patterns of inheritance were not dis-
tinguished (or analyzed separately). Featherman
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and Hauser (1978) also combined respondents
from different family structures in their analysis.

Traditional social mobility research assumes
that the son “gets” whatever the household has to
offer — if not from the father, then from whom-
ever is the household head. However, when the
custodial household head is the mother, stepfa-
ther, or other adult, we would expect a more
problematic and less effective intergenerational
transmission process compared with that in tra-
ditional families.

The two most prevalent types of nontraditional,
or nonintact, family structures are single-parent
families and stepfamilies. The parenting prac-
tices and child outcomes associated with both
types of nonintact family structures differ from
those characteristic of an intact (two biological
parents) family structure. .

Children from single-parent families (and
stepfamilies) report less overall parental supervi-
sion and less parental monitoring of schoolwork
(Astone and McLanahan 1991). Often custodial
parents (usually mothers) increase their labor
force participation to offset the lost income of
the absent spouse, resulting in less time spent
with children. The variety of logistic and other
difficulties single parents face — managing the
household, providing for the material and emo-
tional needs of children and themselves, and main-
taining order — may place greater demands on
children to direct themselves. Family disruption
and the subsequent “task overload” faced by
single parents may weaken parental control over
children and lead to less consistent, or “dimin-
ished,” parenting, at least for a limited period of
time (Weiss 1979; Hetherington, Cox, and Cox
1978; Dawson 1991).

Children in single-parent families are less likely
than children in intact families to report that a
parent is the most influential person in their lives
(Sandefur, McLanahan, and Wojtkiewicz 1989);
and they are less likely to report wanting to be
like their mothers or fathers when they grow up
(Furstenberg and Nord 1985). These findings
suggest a weaker parental influence and a lower
level of parental involvement, authority, and con-
trol in nonintact families compared to that in in-
tact families. As a consequence, single parents
may be less able than married parents to secure
their children’s futures. When the family is in
transition, its ability to reproduce the family’s
social standing through the intergenerational
transmission mechanisms of role modeling, value
transmission, and economic investment may be
reduced. While family disruption may negatively

affect children’s attainments because of subse-
quent declines in income (and therefore in paren-
tal investments) (McLanahan 1985), disruption
may also weaken the family’s ability to circum-
scribe children’s behavior and, in this sense, ““free”
children from their origins.

The level of warmth and support given to chil-
dren by stepparents is generally lower than the
amount given by biological parents (Thomson,
McLanahan, and Curtin 1992). In light of the
ambiguities and unique difficulties stepparents and
children face in developing intimate relationships
with each other, as well as the lack of well-de-
fined institutional prescriptions to guide the for-
mation of these relationships (Cherlin 1978), we
would expect a weaker socioeconomic status and
occupational resemblance between stepfathers and
stepsons than that between biological fathers and
sons raised in an intact family context.

We expect the intergenerational transmission
of status and occupation to be more effective for
sons raised by two original parents than for sons
raised in any other kind of family structure
(Duncan and Duncan 1969). However, inter-
generational transmission may also be influenced
by the particular processes that produce nonintact
family structures: the death of a parent, the di-
vorce (and potential remarriage) of parents, and
out-of-wedlock childbearing. A family disruption
resulting from separation or divorce may have
stronger effects on children’s adjustment and fu-
ture attainments than a family disruption result-
ing from the death of a parent (Acock and Kiecolt
1989; Marino and McCowen 1976; Felner, Farber,
Ginter, Boike, and Cowen 1981). Widows may
receive more economic and noneconomic aid from
friends and relatives than do divorcees (Acock
and Kiecolt 1989). Thus, the experience of paren-
tal divorce may introduce unique “stressors” into
parent/child relationships that do not occur when
a parent dies. Declines in the custodial parents’
attention and control may be greater following
divorce than death (Felner et al. 1981).

While stepparent/stepchild relationships in re-
constituted family structures are often problem-
atic, they may be less so in the case of death than
divorce. In the case of death, the stepparent has
to compete with the children’s sentiments toward
the deceased parent; in the case of divorce, the
stepparent has to compete not only with the
children’s sentiment toward the absent parent,
but with the actual presence of the noncustodial
parent and with some type of continuing rela-
tionship between the children and the non-
custodial parent.
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Table 1. Percentage Distribution of Father’s Occupation by Son’s First Full-Time Civilian Occupation: U.S. Men Ages

20 to 64 in March 1973

Son’s First Occupation

Father’s (or Other Family Upper Lower Upper Lower Number
Head’s) Occupation Nonmanual Nonmanual Manual Manual Farm Total of cases
White men, intact family background
Upper nonmanual 49 18 11 21 1 100 2,577
Lower nonmanual 34 24 11 29 2 100 1,773
Upper manual 20 16 21 40 2 100 3,597
Lower manual 13 16 14 53 4 100 4,240
Farm 10 9 10 32 40 100 3,437
Total 22 16 14 37 11 100 15,624
White men, nonintact family background
Upper nonmanual 38 18 10 31 3 100 233
Lower nonmanual 27 21 12 39 1 100 367
Upper manual 15 15 18 47 5 100 276
Lower manual 14 15 14 52 5 100 863
Farm 8 6 11 37 39 100 427
Total 18 15 13 44 11 100 2,166
Black men, intact family background
Upper nonmanual 43 22 3 29 3 100 44
Lower nonmanual 15 20 14 50 2 100 47
Upper manual 13 15 11 59 2 100 145
Lower manual 9 12 8 66 4 100 505
Farm 3 4 7 49 37 100 490
Total 8 10 8 57 17 100 1,231
Black men, nonintact family background
Upper nonmanual 29 19 11 41 0 100 20
Lower nonmanual 17 16 9 58 0 100 19
Upper manual 11 8 13 68 0 100 25
Lower manual 6 10 7 73 4 100 316
Farm 3 4 5 49 39 100 173
Total 6 9 7 64 15 100 554

Note: Rounding the weighted frequencies may affect sums.

Single-parent families created by out-of-wed-
lock childbearing also exhibit difficulties in par-
ent/child relationships not typically found in two-
biological-parent families, owing in part to dif-
ferences in parents’ age-based experience and
socioeconomic resources (Marino and McCowan
1976; Jones, Kahn, Parnell, Rindfuss, and
Swicegood 1985). Never-married single parents
provide less parental control over children than
do married parents (Thomson et al. 1992). The
parenting practices of never-married single par-
ents are more similar to the parenting practices
of single parents who have experienced divorce
than they are to the practices of married parents.
In fact, the contrasts between the parenting be-

haviors of never-married single parents and mar-
ried parents are particularly sharp (Thomson et
al. 1992).

Intergenerational socioeconomic resemblance
may be weakest among sons who experienced
the separation or divorce of their parents, fol-
lowed by sons who were born out-of-wedlock,
followed by sons who experienced the death of a
parent, and strongest among sons raised in tradi-
tional two-parent families. We test empirically
the prediction that associations between socio-
economic and occupational attributes of fathers
and sons among sons from intact families are
stronger than associations between attributes of
family heads and sons among sons from any kind
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of disrupted or reconstituted families. Also, we
expect family disruption to have a direct nega-
tive effect on the destinations of sons, indepen-
dent of origins.

SAMPLE AND METHODS

Using data from the 1973 Occupational Changes
in a Generation Survey (OCG), we reproduce the
17 x 17 occupational mobility tables analyzed by
Featherman and Hauser (1978) and Hout (1984)
(see Featherman and Hauser [1978] for a com-
prehensive discussion of OCG survey data).' Like
these researchers, we recode the 1960 Census
occupational codes assigned to the fathers’ and
sons’ occupations to the 17-category occupational
classification scheme (Blau and Duncan 1967)
and weight the data (see Featherman and Hauser
1978, p. 511). Data are available for son’s first
full-time civilian occupation and current full-time
civilian occupation. The analysis is limited to men
ages 20 to 64 in the civilian labor force.

We then stratify the tables by the “intactness”
(intact/nonintact) of the respondent’s family back-
ground and race (white/black) of the respondent.
Following Hout (1984), we exclude men of
“other” races because of the small number of
cases. Intact families include sons who were “liv-
ing with both parents most of the time up to age
16;” nonintact families include sons who did not
live with both parents most of the time up to age
16.2 (The 17 x 17 mobility tables are available
from the authors on request.)

Family disruption may be the result of marital
disruption, parental death, or an out-of-wedlock

! Data were made available by the Data and Pro-
gram Library Service at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison. The data for Occupational Changes in a
Generation— Replicate Master File, 1962 and 1973
were originally collected by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census under grants from the National Science Foun-
dation to Peter M. Blau and Otis Dudley Duncan, at
the University of Chicago, and to David L. Featherman
and Robert M. Hauser, at the University of Wiscon-
sin-Madison. The Bureau of the Census, National Sci-
ence Foundation, principal investigators, and DPLS
do not bear any responsibility for the analyses or in-
terpretations presented.

2 This measure of family intactness may fail to
capture a large proportion of the disruption experi-
ence, particularly among respondents who experienced
disruption in adolescence.

3The 17 x 17 x 2 x 2 tables of counts are available
free of charge by e-mail from the StatLib archive.
Send the one-line message, “Send SOCMOB from
data,” to STATLIB@ STAT.CMU.EDU.

birth, but the specific causes cannot be determined
from these data. Applying the distributions of
causes of family nonintactness for birth cohorts
provided by Bumpass and Sweet (1989) to the
OCG sample, we estimate that approximately 42
percent of the “nonintact” OCG respondents ana-
lyzed here experienced the death of a parent, 45
percent experienced the separation or divorce of
their parents or were born out-of-wedlock, and
the remaining 13 percent experienced family dis-
ruption for other reasons. Because we cannot
stratify the nonintact subgroup by cause of family
disruption, we cannot estimate the conditioning
effect on occupational inheritance of any particu-
lar type of family disruption.*

Table 1 presents the percentage distribution of
father’s occupation by son’s first occupation. The
occupational classification is a collapsed (5 x 5)
form of the 17 X 17 cross-tabulation used in the
analysis.> A higher percentage of sons from
nonintact family backgrounds begin their work-
ing lives in lower manual occupations, regard-
less of origin and race, than do sons from intact
family backgrounds. The trade-off seems to be
primarily between the upper nonmanual and
lower manual destination categories: Among sons
from nonintact backgrounds, generally smaller
percentages from each origin category flow out
to upper nonmanual first destinations, and higher
percentages flow out to lower manual first desti-
nations. Although not as dramatic, this pattern of
outflow for men from nonintact family back-
grounds resembles the well-known pattern of
outflow for blacks documented by Duncan (1968)
in the 1960s, suggesting that family disruption
weakens the ability of parents in high socioeco-
nomic strata to pass on advantages to their chil-

4 The primary source of mobility data that includes
the causes of family disruption, the General Social
Survey (GSS), does not contain enough nonintact cases
to conduct a meaningful analysis on the 17 X 17 mo-
bility table. The pooled 1972-1975 GSS has 194 male
respondents ages 20 to 64 from nonintact families
with the relevant occupational information (48 expe-
rienced divorce); the 1976-1980 GSS has 178 (71
experienced divorce); the 1982-1985 GSS has 187
(86 experienced divorce); and the 1986-1990 has 213
(94 experienced divorce).

5 The occupation classification is: Upper nonmanual
= self-employed and salaried professionals, manag-
ers, nonretail salespersons; lower nonmanual = pro-
prietors, clerical workers, retail salespersons; upper
manual = craftsmen in manufacturing, construction,
and other industries; lower manual = service workers,
operatives, and laborers; farm = farm managers and
laborers.
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Table 2. Percentage Distribution of Son’s First Occupation by Father’s Occupation: U.S. Men Ages 20 to 64 in March

1973

Son’s First Occupation

Father’s (or Other Family Upper Lower Upper Lower

Head’s) Occupation Nonmanual Nonmanual Manual Manual Farm Total

White men, intact family background
Upper nonmanual 36 19 13 9 2 16
Lower nonmanual 17 18 9 9 2 11
Upper manual 21 24 36 24 5 23
Lower manual 16 28 27 39 9 27
Farm 10 12 16 19 81 22
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 3,499 2,430 2,160 5,843 1,692 15,624

White men, nonintact family background
Upper nonmanual 23 13 8 8 3 11
Lower nonmanual 26 24 15 15 2 17
Upper manual 11 13 18 14 6 13
Lower manual 31 42 43 48 17 40
Farm 8 8 17 16 72 20
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 382 319 282 953 231 2,166

Black men, intact family background
Upper nonmanual 19 8 1 1 4
Lower nonmanual 7 8 7 3 0 4
Upper manual 18 18 16 12 2 12
Lower manual 44 49 43 48 10 41
Farm 12 18 34 34 87 40
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 102 122 100 696 211 1,231

Black men, nonintact family background
Upper nonmanual . 16 8 6 2 0 4
Lower nonmanual 9 6 5 3 0 3
Upper manual 8 4 9 5 0 5
Lower manual 50 68 59 66 16 57
Farm 17 14 22 24 84 31
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Number of cases 35 47 37 353 81 554

Note: Rounding the weighted frequencies may affect sums.

dren. The patterns of outflow from father’s occu-
pation to son’s current occupation are generally
similar, although not as strong (not shown, avail-
able from authors on request).

Table 2 presents the origin occupational distri-
butions of sons in each first occupation. Among
white men from intact backgrounds, the highest
percentage in each occupation is for sons with
the same occupation as their fathers (with the
exception of lower nonmanual). However, among
white men from nonintact family backgrounds,
the highest percentage in each occupation is for

sons whose fathers were in lower manual occu-
pations (with the exception of farming). Among
black men from intact or nonintact backgrounds,
the highest percentage in each occupation have
lower manual origins (with the exception of farm-
ing). This pattern is particularly strong for black
men from nonintact backgrounds. The patterns
of inflow to sons’ current occupations are gener-
ally similar (not shown).

The patterns revealed in Tables 1 and 2 may
simply be the result of differences in the mar-
ginal distributions of black sons and white sons,
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and sons with intact family backgrounds as op-
posed to sons with nonintact family backgrounds.
Differences in the marginal distributions of sons
of different races and from different family struc-
tures are taken into account in the loglinear analy-
sis that follows.

The Model

Hout’s (1984) status, autonomy, and training
(SAT) model parsimoniously captures the main
variables that give rise to the association between
fathers’ and sons’ occupations in contemporary
U.S. mobility tables. The model proposes that the
observed cell frequencies in a 17 x 17 matrix of
son’s occupation by father’s occupation are pri-
marily the result of the associations between the
socioeconomic status of the father’s and son’s
occupations, the level of autonomy characteriz-
ing the father’s and son’s occupations, and the
effect of status, autonomy, and occupational train-
ing (specific vocational preparation) at origin on
son’s immobility, or direct occupational inherit-
ance. Using a measure based on Duncan’s (1961)
socioeconomic index and measures of occupa-
tional autonomy and training calculated from
pooled General Social Survey data, Hout calcu-
lated an average status, autonomy, and training
score for each occupational stratum.

The socioeconomic status measure reflects the
influence of parental socioeconomic resources
on sons’ socioeconomic destinations. It may also
reflect a role modeling and socialization mecha-
nism to the extent that sons’ conceptions of de-
sirable status are shaped by parental example.
The autonomy measure reflects theory about how
role modeling, socialization, and value transmis-
sion processes shape a son’s “orientation toward
what makes up ‘earning a living’” (Hout 1984, p.
1384). The training measure reflects the father’s
ability to secure specific vocational training to
prepare his son for entry into the same occupa-
tion as the father.

Hout’s (1984) SAT model is a loglinear model
of the mobility table. In extending Duncan’s
(1979) work, Hout used substantive covariates to
parsimoniously capture the main sources of as-
sociation between fathers’ and sons’ occupations.
His SAT model takes the form:

IOg(FU) =a+ a + axy + b]SlSJ + bZAIAj
+d\D;S? + dyDyA? + d3DyT;. (1)

The model says that the expected cell frequency,
Fy, of father’s occupation by son’s occupation, is

a result of the main effect of father’s occupation
(ay(;))» the main effect of son’s occupation (ay;)),
the interaction between fathers’ and sons’ socio-
economic statuses (S,5)), the interaction between
the autonomies of the fathers’ and sons’ occupa-
tions (A,A)), and the effect of status (d, ), autonomy
(d»), and training (d3) onimmobility (D;;S., DA,
and D; T, respectively, where D;;=1if i=jand 0
otherwise).® Hout (1984) found that cells involv-
ing farm occupations had significantly larger re-
siduals than other cells, and so he added to the
equation four dummy variables that apply to
mobility into and out of farming.

We generalize Hout’s SAT model to test the
hypothesis that family disruption conditions the
associations between dimensions of occupational
origins and destinations. This is a model for the
four-way table of father’s occupation i, by son’s
occupation j, by race k (white = 1 and black = 2),
by family type / (intact family = 1 and nonintact
family = 2). The extended SAT model includes
the anticipated effects of family disruption and
race:

log(F )= a + ay) + axyy + azptasg + a3
+ axgr) t 4Gy t A2y T Aac)
+ bS8, + byA;A; + d\DyS?
+dyDy AP + dsDyT; + by S.S;
+byAiA;+ dyDySH + dyDyAl
+dyDyT,, ?)

where a3, and a4, represent the main effects of
race and family structure, respectively; a3,
a3k A143ir)> and anq(;p) TEpresent variation in the
marginal distributions of origin and destination
occupational categories by race and family struc-
ture; and a4, represents the interaction between
race and family structure. The by, and b,, param-
eters are the conditioning effects of family struc-
ture on the status (S,S;) and autonomy (4;A4)) as-
sociations. The d},, d,;, and d3; parameters are the
conditioning effects of family structure on the
origin socioeconomic status/immobility (D,,-S,2),
origin occupational autonomy/immobility
(DUA,Z), and origin occupational training/immo-
bility (D;;T;) relationships.

Although SAT mobility patterns do not vary
significantly by race in these data (Hout 1984),
the association between race and family disrup-

6 The T, are not squared in the diagonal effects
because the linear form T, fits better than 7' (Hout
1983).
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Table 3. Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Selected Hierarchical Loglinear Models of the Effects of Family Structure on
Occupational Inheritance: U.S. Men Ages 20 to 64 in March 1973

Son’s First Occupation

Son’s Current Occupation

Degrees of BIC Degrees of BIC
Model L? Freedom Statistic L? Freedom Statistic
Model 1 11,149 1,121 8,419 1,121 -2,740
Model 2 1,228 1,061 -9,257 1,227 1,061 -9,335
Model 3 1,207 1,060 -9,268 1,212 1,060 -9,340

Note: Model 1 is the independence model; Model 2 is the basic SAT model that includes race and family structure
interaction terms; Model 3 is Model 2 with an additional term for the interaction between family structure and the SAT

origin/destination association.

tion is large. By including race in our model, we
can separate and assess the distinctive effects of
family structure and race.

RESULTS

Table 3 shows fit statistics for selected models
for the cross-classification of father’s (or family
head’s) occupation by son’s first occupation and
current occupation by family background (intact/
nonintact) and race (black/white). The BIC sta-
tistic (Raftery 1986a, 1986b) is the criterion for
model selection (BIC = L2— df(logN), where N is
the total sample size). The lower the BIC, the
better the model captures the main features of the
data relative to other models.

Model 1 is the independence model, which
includes the main effects of father’s (or family
head’s) occupation, son’s occupation, race, and
family structure. Model 2 is the basic SAT model.
Model 2 includes the main effects from Model 1,
the five SAT terms, the four dummy variables
for farm origins and destinations, and adds the
following six interaction terms: (1) origin occu-
pation X race, which represents racial differences
in the marginal distributions of origin occupa-
tions; (2) destination occupation X race, which
represents racial differences in the marginal dis-
tributions of destination occupations; (3) family
structure X race, which represents racial differ-
ences in the marginal distributions of family struc-
ture; (4) origin occupation X family structure,
which represents differences in the marginal dis-
tributions of origin occupations by family struc-
ture; (5) destination socioeconomic index X fam-
ily structure, which represents the direct effect of
family structure on destination socioeconomic
status; and (6) destination autonomy X family
structure, which represents the direct effect of
family structure on destination autonomy. (The

latter two terms fit the data better than a destina-
tion occupation X family structure term.)

As expected, Model 2 fits the data much better
than the independence model (Model 1). Model
3 adds an interaction term to Model 2 — family
structure x score for SAT origin/destination as-
sociation — that represents the conditioning ef-
fect of family structure on the overall association
between origin and destination. Our theoretical
arguments suggest that disruption weakens this
overall association and a preliminary analysis bore
this out — family structure reduced each of the
SAT associations by a similar proportion. We
therefore fit Model 3:

log(Fijy) =a + ay) + ayj) + a3 + aqq)
+ ay3 + Ay + Aiaay + 1S+ 1A;
+ @ + b1SS;j+ brAA; + d\DyS?
+dyDyA? + dsDyT; + 8 (1= 1)
X {b,S:S;+ bAjA;+ d\DyS?
+doDyA? + dsDy T 3)

This model says that family disruption weakens
the overall association between origin and desti-
nation by the proportion (-3), where d is nega-
tive.

This is not a loglinear model, but we estimated
it using an iterative scheme combined with stan-
dard loglinear modeling methods. First, the SAT
parameters b, by, dy, d,, and d; were estimated
from Model 2. Then & was estimated from Model
3, treating the SAT parameters as known. The
SAT parameters were then re-estimated from
Model 3, then & was re-estimated, and so on to
convergence. In practice, the scheme converged
immediately and the iteration made no differ-
ence.
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Model 3 fits the data better than Model 2. Thus,
amodel that says that all of the SAT origin/desti-
nation associations are uniformly different for
men from nonintact backgrounds than for men
from intact backgrounds fits the data better than
a model that says that origin/destination associa-
tions are unaffected by family structure.’

Table 4 presents parameter estimates for Model
3 for son’s first occupation and son’s current oc-
cupation. The “marginal interaction” coefficients
for origin occupation X race show that blacks are
significantly less likely than whites to come from
all except the lowest occupational strata (service
workers and laborers in manufacturing and
nonmanufacturing industries). The marginal in-
teraction coefficients for destination occupation
x race show that blacks are significantly more
likely than whites to have service worker and
laborer destinations, and they are significantly
less likely than whites to enter professional, mana-
gerial, sales, and skilled manual (craftsmen) oc-
cupations. These effects are independent of black/
white differences in family structure and origin
socioeconomic status, and the patterns are simi-
lar for son’s first occupation and current occupa-
tion. The effects can be viewed as the direct costs
of race on the occupational destinations of men
(Siegel 1965; Duncan 1969).

The marginal interaction coefficients for fam-
ily structure X race show that blacks are signifi-
cantly more likely than whites to come from a
nonintact family structure. The coefficients indi-
cate that blacks have over twice the odds of ex-
periencing family disruption when compared to
whites, independent of socioeconomic origins.

The marginal interaction coefficients for ori-
gin occupation X family structure indicate that
sons from nonintact families are less likely to
have self-employed professional, managerial,
nonretail sales, craftsmen, laborer, and farm ori-
gins than are sons from intact families. Sons from
nonintact families are more likely to come from
clerical, retail sales, and service origins than are
sons from intact families. Because the occupa-
tional origin reported by sons from nonintact
backgrounds is often the mother’s occupation,
this association may be explained by the tradi-
tional overrepresentation of women in these oc-
cupations.

The marginal interaction coefficient for desti-
nation socioeconomic status X family structure

7 Several other models (not shown) were tésted and
rejected in favor of Model 3, on the basis of the BIC
criterion.

shows that a nonintact background strongly re-
duces the socioeconomic status of sons’ first
destinations, independent of sons’ origins and
race. Coming from a nonintact background in-
creases the odds of ending up in the lowest so-
cioeconomic stratum as against the highest stra-
tum by over 50 percent, i.e., exp(—.0057 X 73) =
.66 = 1/1.52, where 73 is the socioeconomic in-
dex scale range. The odds of becoming a laborer
in a manufacturing industry rather than a self-
employed professional are 52 percent greater for
a son from a nonintact background than for a
son with the same origin and race who is from
an intact background. This finding reveals suc-
cinctly the direct costs of family disruption on
the socioeconomic status destinations of men.
Although the direct effect of family disruption
on son’s current occupation is somewhat weaker
(sons from nonintact backgrounds have more
than 30 percent greater odds of currently occu-
pying the lowest occupation as against the high-
est status occupation), it remains strong and sta-
tistically significant. The effect of family dis-
ruption on the socioeconomic status destinations
of sons is similar for blacks and whites.® Family
disruption does not, however, directly affect the
autonomy dimensions of son’s occupational
destinations.

Coefficients for the SAT “covariates” show
strong associations between socioeconomic in-
dex at origin and destination socioeconomic in-
dex, and between origin and destination levels of
autonomy. Origin levels of autonomy and train-
ing positively affect immobility, but origin so-
cioeconomic status is negatively associated with
immobility. Hout (1988, pp. 1380-81) suggested
that “expanding universalism within high status
occupations” may explain this negative relation-
ship between origin socioeconomic status and
immobility.

The coefficients for “interactions involving
farm cells” indicate significantly less movement
into and out of farming than would be expected
under the SAT model. Hout (1984, 1988) also
found these effects, as well as the effects of the
SAT covariates, using these data and other data.
Hout showed that the SAT model (or some modi-
fication of it) adequately explains the patterns of
mobility and immobility of subgroups stratified
by age, race, sex, and education.

8 Including a race X family structure X destination
socioeconomic index term produced a trivial reduc-
tion in deviance and the parameter estimate was not
statistically significant.
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The final coefficients for the SAT origin/desti-
nation association score X family structure repre-
sent the conditioning effect of family structure
on the origin/destination association. The inter-
actions between origins and sons’ first occupa-
tional destinations are 23 percent weaker for sons
from nonintact backgrounds compared to sons
from intact backgrounds. Thus, family disrup-
tion weakens the overall association by 23 per-
cent, i.e., reduces each of the SAT parameters by
23 percent. (This result is highly significant: ¢-
value = 4.6, p < .00001.) The interaction be-
tween origins and current destinations are 24 per-
cent weaker for sons from nonintact backgrounds.
Overall, we conclude that intergenerational as-
sociation varies by family type and is weaker for
men from nonintact homes.

While the SAT associations vary significantly
by family structure, they do not vary by race.’
Hout’s (1984) results using these data also showed
a general convergence in the patterns of SAT
mobility and inheritance among blacks and
whites.

The parameter estimates for first occupation
and current occupation tell similar stories: Com-
ing from a nonintact family structure directly low-
ers men’s occupational destinations and weak-
ens the association between their occupational
origins and occupational destinations.

DISCUSSION

Family disruption affects occupational mobility
in contemporary American society in two ways.
First is the direct effect of family disruption: Men
from nonintact family backgrounds have greater
odds of entering low status occupations as op-
posed to high status occupations. Second is the
conditional effect of family disruption: Family
disruption weakens intergenerational inheritance
and resemblance, even after disruption’s direct
effects are taken into account. Hence, including
family structure in studies of social mobility adds
to our understanding of the present distribution
of occupations and changes in the association
between occupational origins and destinations.
“In an open society, occupational success is
independent of both the constraints that arise from
a disadvantaged social class background and the

® Adding a race X score for SAT origin/destination
association term did not produce a better model; its
coefficient was not significant, and it did not substan-
tially change the coefficient for the family structure x
score for SAT origin/destination association term.

privileges that accompany an advantaged origin”
(Hout 1988, p. 1358). The inability of families to
pass on advantages or disadvantages to their chil-
dren may result from greater equality of opportu-
nity in social institutions, i.e., from selection based
on achievement rather than on the markers of
class; but it may also result from a weakening of
intrafamily processes that contribute to socioeco-
nomic inheritance. Our results suggest that, hold-
ing the opportunity structure constant, family dis-
ruption is associated with reductions in the asso-
ciation between origins and destinations. Thus
greater universalism may also reflect change in
the structure of the family.

The greater universalism observed between
1962 and 1986, indicated by a weakened asso-
ciation between occupational origins and desti-
nations (Hout 1984, 1988), was not a result of
changes in the family — the overall proportion
of adults from nonintact backgrounds remained
relatively stable over this period while children
of the divorce boom that started in the mid-1960s
had not yet entered the labor force. Our findings
suggest that as these children of divorce come of
age, we may see an increased universalism, but a
universalism driven by changes in the family
rather than by (or in addition to) changes in other
social institutions.

Using a large, nationally representative sur-
vey, we have provided a provisional baseline
model of the overall difference in intergenera-
tional inheritance between intact families and
nonintact families. The importance of such mod-
els was emphasized by Grusky and Hauser (1984).
An important next step for research is to further
stratify nonintact families by type of disruption
and, if possible, by the timing of disruption and
duration in each kind of nonintact state
(Wojtkiewicz 1992; Wu and Martinson 1990).
The death of a parent, for example, may affect
patterns of intergenerational transmission differ-
ently than parental divorce; the effects of either
disruption may vary depending on the timing of
its occurrence in a child’s life. The growing pro-
portion of single-parent families and stepfamilies
also suggests the importance of stratifying mo-
bility tables by the gender and parental role of
the “family head” whose occupation is the mea-
sure of social origin in mobility analysis.
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