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OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY AND. POLITICAL PARTISANSHIP:

ADDITIVE VS. 'INTERACTIVE MODELS

For-generations thought about the 'socially -mobile individual has
emphasized his deviant'natufe-»Whether depicted as the.marginal.man
of Park (1928) or the."skldder" of Wllensky and Edwards (1959), ‘men
moblle in sociological space have- been .seen as’ part1c1pants in.a pro-
céss which sets them apart. The overwhelming bulk of literature
dealing with behav1ors presumed to bé consequences of sécial moblllty
has dwelt upon the grand negatlve themes of dlsruptlon and . uprootlng
alienation, prejudice, su1¢1de and cultural depletion (cf. Durkhelm,'
1897; Sorokin, 1927; -Bettelheim and Janowitz, '1964; and-Tumin, 1957).
Not surprisingly, the perspecti?e-of,negetive,consequences.of
mobility hee been predominant--explicitly or implicitly--in £he‘findings
on the political consequences of mqbiliey within er between generations.:
Wilensky and Edwards found their working-class skidders to express
an ideological conservatism deriving from their'rejection of social
integraﬁion-into'the.claes oﬁ.destination;and a desire to escape "
factory life and-return to.thé middle-class frqm which they-had
fallen. Bendix and Lipset's views .on the politieel'behavior of upwardly
mobile American and European men are widely known and'have’had perhaps
the most pervasive‘influence.on,cqnceptuaiizetiOn of problems in |

this area. In Social Mobility and.Industrial Society, based on the’

comparative analysis of a number of -sample eurveys,'they conclude’ that
while. Europeans-are:likely to retain-the leftist orientations of their

class of origin, ."in America the successfully mobile members of the
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middle class are more conservative (that is, imore.often ﬁepublican).thani
those class members who-are in a social;positiOn-comparable to .that
of their paraents" (1959: 66). Lopreato, accepting.this basic finding.
for hmerican data, calls it the "over—conformity" hypothesis in.
which ‘political béhaviors derive from.an emulation of higher destin- "
ation status and-a cult of- gratltude toward-the system that made

such mobility p0551ble (1967: 591-92).

In recent years.a number of authorsnhave.questioned the conventional

wisdom that the socially mobile:are excessively more .conservative

than both their class.of origin.and destination. Taking.thelr{cue

from Blau's'(1956)'“acCulturatidﬁmlconceﬁt where‘bcth;oriqin'and
destinationlgroups‘continueftc.exert_some-ihfluence‘over:the life
styles of sOcially mobiles, these authors have amassed considerable
empirical evidence in:contradiction of the"Lipset-hypothesis: Thoﬁpson
(l97lb) separately .compared: ‘the votlng and- party 1dent1f1catlons of
upwardly mobile men. and w0men to thelr 'stable working- and mlddle—
classAcounterparts.across s1x Amerlcan presidential elections. He
found a leveluof-Republicahlparty identificatioh among. mobiles-interr
mediate between the two class stable groups. For votlng among the
men, however, "the upwardly mobiles tend to be 1ndlst1ngulshable
from middle-class stables and much more..Republican’ as .a group than
are the?working-class stable menﬁ (l97lb:‘229)i In anotheruarticle
Thompson compared the party choices of -survey respondents in four
Western "European nations and the United States (1971la). He found
in-all cases‘that both upwardly and downwardly moblles»expreSSed
levels of support for left-w1ng partles that were 1ntermed1ate to.
those of -the class stables, Further emplrlcal support for the 1ntern

mediate hypothesis can be found- in Segal and Knoke (1968) and-



Konzak and Liebman (1971).,

In most previous studies of the political consequences of social
- mobility, whether supporting an "over-conformity" or "acculturation"
process, explanations of the effects have been couched in terms of
thé social contacts which have been broken, re--formed or frustrated.
Thus Bendix and Lipset suggest that the ease with which American
workers, as opposed to their Euro?ean counterparts, can integrate-
their social and residential statuses with their new occupational
positions is the source of the conservative gratitude among the
mobiles. Lopreato contends that mobile Europeans face greater séciai’
rejection from the stables in the class of -destination and therefore
do not emulate the middle-class but retain a partisanship intermed -
" iate to middle-class conservatism and working-class leftism. Like-

' wise; Thompson offers a number of plausibleAexplanations involving
pre- and post-mobility socialization of mobile men and women into’
politically divergent social settings.

One of the major shortcomings of .past research on political Eonw
sequences of mobility (apart from onious contradictions of each
other) is the thoroughly unsystematic manner in which they have
attempted to unravel the various and complex forces at work. The
piecemeal fashion in which the problems have been raised and
addressed has left a number of questions unanswered . Precisely what
' ;is meant by an "effect of mobility"? How do such effects differ’

" from other processes of stratification which affect politicai
" "attitudes and beahvior? Are the behaviors of 'upwardly and dowhwardly
 mobiles--t6o often viewed as éeparate, causally unconnected

processes--related, at least analytically, to similar causes? These
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are among the main questions to be investigated-and hopefully resolved

in the present..research,

MODELS OF MOBILITY EFFECTS -

i

The review of theoretical literature. on effects of social mobility

suggests a number of models of conséquences of -the mobllity process”

for political behavior. By considering -the subjective oriéntation of.

the mobile person to hls ,class of orlgln and destination and the'

difficulty of assimilating new life-styles, four such analytic models

may -be generated.

1.

EMULATION. ‘Individuals universally desire to emulate 'the:
beha&ior of their,social~superiors,.reéardless ofleheir
direction-ofumobility, But;.lacking.communication and
social~support,'assimilationfeffnew patterns msy prove
difficult. For- the upwardly mobile;7emulation resﬁltsAin4
a psrtiSanship identificsl;to the class ef,destinafion

and uncertainty may. produce "overrCOnformitY". For~thé

downwardly moblles, emulation -also results in a- retentlon

of norms .and patterns of the- class of orlgln.:

REJECTION Mobile persons are .oriented. to retain. t1es to

the soc1al groups in the class of origin. Barrlers.to
adopting new life styles reinforce -the psttern‘of.partissnf~
ship socialized at the origins. -In the reverse of the’ |
emulation pattern; upwardly mqbiles~retain3party-affilia
tions indistinguishable from the class of origin.‘ﬁownwardly
mobiles do likewise, :as -they would under- the emulation-

model.

RESOCIALIZATION. "Mobile individuals are oriented towards’

affiliating with the class of destination, regardless of
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direction of mobility, and serious barriers to adopting new
life styles do not .arise. As in the emulation model, upward. _ .
ly mobiles identify-with the class of destination. The downw "’
wardly mobiles foreswear their loyalties to . théir origins;-:
unlike either the emulation or rejéction patterns.-

4. AVERAGING. Mobile persons do not behave essentially differ-,
ent from non-mobile persons at various points in the strate«’
ification syStem.TThey take their cﬁes to politicai'behéviors
as with other life style aspects: from a variety‘of-ciass
sources, directly combining or blending.elements of tﬁe
origin and destination class patterns. Subjective attitudes
do not favor-affiliation with one'groﬁp over the other
and barriers do .not deflect them iﬁto 6ne behavioral camp.~:
In purest form, the averaging model predicts a "halfway
hypotﬁesis"’for aggregate levels of behavior: mobiles as.

a group express political preferences halfway between those -

of the classes of origin.and destination.

The averaging model .is strongly suggested by the use of statistical
models of additive effects which have come into use in the analysis.

of mobility effects. Duncan, analyzing mobility and fertility, comments: -

The gist of the argument is that one is not entitled to
discuss "effects" of mobility (or other status discrepancy

; measures) until he has established that the apparent

. effect cannot be due merely to a simple combination of
‘effects of the variables used to define mobility (1966: 91).

Since the political, child-bearing and other social behaviors of non-

mobile couples also varies with social class position, collapsing these
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groups into a single “non-mobile" group to be contrasted to the
"mobiles"” effectively supresses the statistical information contained
in the separate class positions. Duncan shows that an additive model
fits the fertility data in the mobility matrix and that "mobility"
produceé no differences in fertility: "The 'consequence' of mobility
is membership in two classes, and one's behavior is best accounted‘for
' ~on the assumption that one combines the patterns of both" (1966: 95).
 The1averaging mbdel of mébility effects, then, and its statistical ; i
représentation, the additive ﬁodel, becomes the null-test againsﬁ;zh
"~ which the utility of the other three models may be assessed. By the :
- rule of parsimony, if the additiye model is adequate to explain the
:polifical behavior of both mobiles.and.non-mobiles, it is to be
-ipreferred to more elaborate'médels which must postulate unique causes
;of déviant behavior of the mobiles. On the other hand, if significaht,
statistical interactions are detected»in the data which the model of
addiﬁive effects does not_predic;, then the averaging model may_be
rejected and the remainihg models inspected for a better fit to thé

empirical situation.

THE DATA AND THE STATISTICAL MODEL

' Data for the present studvaere drawn from the 1960, 1964 and
1969 election year national cross-sectional sample surveys of the
Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan. Eliminated
from the analyses wereswomen,‘students and any males whose occupat-
tional status at the time of the survey or whose latest occupation

if retired was not ascertained. The resulting sample sizes were:

1960: 881; 1964: 703; and 1968: 683. In determining Lo
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7:c1ass.positibn, occupational_caﬁegories alone were used, first bechuSe_"
this was the criterion used in all the previous studies mentioned, and

- second, because it was the only stratification variable asked for-the
father in the samples. Rather than use the simple manual/nonmanual

- dichotomy employed in most mobility-and-politics studies, intra-class
variations were preserved by utilizing five broad étrata of occupational-
.origins and destinations. These were: (1) Upper nonmanual: professional,
technical ahd kindred, business and managerial; (2) Lower nonmanual:

- clerical, sales and kindred; (3) Upper manual: Eraftsmen, foremen and
 kindred; (4) LowerAmanuél: operatives;-service workers and laborers,}
'.expect fafm and mine; énd (5) Farm: farmers and farm laborers. These -

: five categories, the occupations that comprise them»and relevant'socioé‘f"

economic characteristics are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 about here

The ranking of the categofies is preéerved in meaian education and

the Duncan Scio-Economic Index scores. Although the Census income
data indicate. the upper manual grbup exceeds the lower nonmanual, the
ordering on expected family income‘by sample respondents mainatians
the stratificétion hierarchy. The other substantial départure from an
ordered hierarchy occurs in the prestige of farmers, which is equi-
'vélent to the lower nonmanual ocqupatiohs.-The criteria for preétigé
evaluations are honorific and not the direct result of educational
investments and income rewards of the occupational pursuits (see
Siegel, 1971). Siﬁce farmers receive prestige in excess of the struc-
;tural characteristics of their occupationé, the movement of farmers'

sons into manual occupations may be "upward® mobility in an economic



-8-
sense, but "downward" in social standing. The.meaning of mobility
into and out of the farm category is further confounded by the shift
in geographic sectors that movement‘entails. In any event, the
‘locationAof the farm:category at the lower end of:thetoecupationaL
Ahierarchy is'te be interpretedmeantiously;'fortunately} the‘preeise
ordering of the five'gategories is not crucial to the statistical,u
fanalysis. | | | |
The model to be used ln the present analysis 1s known as multlple-h
class1flcatlon analy51s (MCA) and has been presented in detall else-
'xwhere (Hill, 1959 Andrews, et. al.,'l967 Blau and Duncan, 1967
128-132). MCA requlres the dependent varlable to be quantltatlve and
| the two or more 1ndependent varlables to. be qualitative or clas51f~fAn

icatory (as 1n ‘the above measures of occupatlonal‘orlgln-andwdestln-r'

“fation){ In obtaining solutlons, no assumption 1s made about the order~1*”

ing of categorles of the cla831f1catory varlables, although such
information, as 1n‘Table 1, may be pseful in ;nterpreting results;luvﬁ
. One of the virtues-of‘MCAAis that it takes into account correlatiOns,xi’.
likely to be present in survey data among origin and destlnatlon .
statuses in estlmatlng their effects on the dependent varlable.

‘ MCA requires a cruc1al assumption . about»the nature.of the multipie“i
relationship of the 1ndependent to dependent variables: that the
1ndependent variables are strlctly additive in their effects. ‘Thus in
an A-by-B classification, the cell means for eaeh origin (A) and

destination (B) combination may be written:,

Yij f Y°: + a; f bj o Eq. lf“

where f' is a constant applying to all cells; a; is a constant for



’
3




.
.
.
»
f 'y -
s
.
.
.
. , .
‘ : .
- L
. N
“ P
| " ‘ v
. . .
. .
°
T
< . .
“
. . s .
. v
.
'
.
: -
.
) .
I3
. -
.
4 )
.
>
. y;
. ) 3



-10-

Since the SRC questionnaires contain a standard party:-preference

item, it was decided to. use this data, provided a substantive. inter-
_zpretétion could be attached to the scale. The fiverpoint scale seléctﬁ :
ied_seéms most strongly related to an underlying propensity to vote -

‘for the party's candidate for president, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2 about here

The temptation to interpret the partisanship scale as a liberalr’
. conservative dimension must be resisted. ﬁbrk elsewhere has suggested 2
that the location of self?identifiedAindependents and independent

. party leaners in a position between the strong partisans does not
”fully reflect the ideological attachments.of'the polity (Stokes, 1966:
.Segal-and Hikel, '1970) . However, as an inferval~measure‘of behavibral

~ propensity, the five-ﬁoint scale is useful in the mobility analysis.

| Before determining the existence of mobility effects, the separété.
effects of occupational origins and destinations on partisanship must

“be assessed. In Table 3, the means on the five-point scale are .

Table 3 about here

presented for each occupational category of origin and destination,

both by separate election years ahg‘for_the'total sample. These

Figs. la and 1lb here

means are displayed in Figs. la and 1lb. From the frequency distrib-

.. utions .in panels one and three it is apparent that over time the -
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"~ -nonmanual and upper manual categories have grown.in size, the -lower . .

manual has remained stable and the farm category has lost members.i
For the system as a whole, these movements have resulted in net
upward mobility. These obseéervations pérallel the more detailed find.-
_ings of Blau and Duncan’ (1967: 76-80).
For occupational origins, ‘the mean partisanship for the total
sample shows a monotonic relationship wi£h~the ordering of the»
:categories. A similar relationship occurs for urban occupational
. destinations, i.e., higher status is associated with higher part-
‘isanship means in the Republican direction. Bu the . farmers are’
-almost as~Republican-as the lower ﬁonmanuai category (fig. 1b)-.
The higthepublican affiliation émohg‘farmers apparently derives"
from historical tradition as well as current -party agricultural
- policies and economic .pressures mitigating against Democratic .
Vpartiéanship (Campbell, 1960: 409-416). The political -involvement
of'farmers is believed to be weak and unstable compared té urban-
.workers. Perhaps this instability explains why farmers' éons,'the
majority of whom enter the working-class, relinquish the partisan
pattern of the stable farm group for a pattern-indistiﬁguishable
from men .with .nonmanual backgrounds .(Fig. la).

An inspection of the partisan means for dccupational categories
wifhin each election year reveals fluctuations and deviation from
‘the aggregate pattern. Theitw0~m05t-dg§eréént sets of means .
(lower nonmanual origingﬁahdﬂﬁufﬁ:aeétinatipnsf are the groups with: -
the smallest .frequencies. The grand means for.each of the three
election years are also different (Table 3). The question arises

whether -it - is justifiable to aggregate all three -samples and treat
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them as though they were drawn from the same popﬁiaﬁion,’when~inu
fact there may be differential-éffects of election campaigns.and
interactions of election yeéear with origin and*destination categories.,
. No such assumptions shallvbegmaae.but the hypotheses -will ‘be tested:
The analysis of mobility effects proceéds with the:cross-tabula-
tion of occupational origins and destinations and -the calculation of
means for each of the 25 cells formed. The frequencies and means

are displayed--in the upper two panels of Table -4..The means in the

Table 4 about here

E ;five stable occﬁpational categqries of the:-main diagonal exhibit a
U-shaped - pattern, with declining Republicanism in. the nonmanual -and
upper manual categories and increasing Republicanism in the lower -
manual and farm categories. The test to be employed for mobility -

- effects involves fitting the additive model of Equation 1l.to the
data. The coefficients for .each occupational~categéry-(the.ai,and
bj)'are expressed -as deviations. from. the gfandnmean=(?f'), adjusted
for .the distribﬁtion of the other independent variable. For the

data in Table 4, .the following set of grOSS‘and_net-coef%icients

were derived: .

Occupational: Gross Hffect Net Effect

category - Origin Destination, Origin Destination
Upper nonmanuail .32 .30 .21 .24
Lower .nonmanual .30 .19 .22 .16
Upper manual ~.05 -.22 . -.01 ~.20
Lower manual -.08 -.23 -.02 -o21
Farm -.12 .14 .12 .23

The net effects are closer, with the exception of farm destinations,

to zero than the gross effects, due in part to the ‘intercorrelation
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of .independent variables; yet considerable variation rémaihs even in’
the net coefficients. The appropriate net’coefﬁicientSAare combined

with the grand mean (Y

=2.67) to produce the set of calculated -

partisan means, Y, implied:by Equation L and shown in. the third

ij’ :
panel of Table 4. The fourth panél contains the deviations of -the
calculaﬁed scores from.the actual cell observations. The size of"
the deviations tends to be inversely associated with cell frequency..l
Magnitude aside, .one patterning of deviations is a tendency.of the

" additive model to over-estimate tﬁe‘effects of upper manual destinw
ations on partisanship for men from non-farm origins: The-.other
deviations appear to be scattered about without:pattern.

How well do origin and destination occupations,  separately,
account for variation in partisanship? Is there a difference between
the grand mean for each election-year? How well does the additive:
model account for.the observed variation-of mean partisanship within
the cells? Are the patterns of origin and deé%ﬁnation-means |
- different for each election yeax? Each of these questions may be -
answered by-including é_éariébléwé.féf the year in which data was:
collected, forming the épproériate interactions and testing for-:
significant increments to explained sums of squares of each term.

The first model to be fitted to the data is:

Yooy = ’f.‘. +ag + b+ oy Eq..3. .. ~
where c, is a constant applying to the kth year of variable C.
First-order interactions among the three independent variables are
formed by cross-multiplying the origin, ‘destination and year--.

AB, AC and BC. These terms are then included, separately, in
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extensions of Equation..3 and tested for significant contributions, -

net of the main terms. Thus -three. more models are fitted:

Yijk =.Yﬁ.‘_+ ai_+'bj + Cp +(ab)ij Eq. 4(
?ijk=; +a, + b, + c, +(ac): Eq. 5.
' ce. TR T Py G TRAC 4k qe 3
5—{'ijk ='; . +a, +b, +c + (bc) Fq. 6.

e T8 T Py k ik de O

The results of the various tests for the significance of main

"terms and their first-order interactions are shown in Table 5.°

Table 5 about here

"Net of-the two other main variables, each independent variable-
egplains a significant portion.of the variance in partisanship.
" Origins and destinations in additive relationship (A,B) account for

~3.90 per cent of the variance (3.45 %, adjusted for 8 degrees of

¢   freedom). Addition of the year variable:adds another 0.82 per

-~ cent (0.72 %>adjusted). The tests for interaction;, however, show.J
“that the~origin—by—destination:(AB) combination does.not add a
significantly greater portion to explained variance than the: addit-
ive effects of A and B. Although the sums of squares .for AB is
greater than for A,B, the former requires 15 additional degrees of
freedom; its-F—ratip indicates” the difference may be due to sampling-
.error. Thus the null hypothesis of no significant interactions of |
origins. and destinations on partisanship cannot be rejected."

The hypotheses about significant interactions of election year

and origin (AC) or destination (BC) fare no better. Thus, while
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" the aggregate mean partisanship differs between.years (Test“##)hsthe

relationships between categories do not differ substantially from

- year to year: The aggregate category means shown in Figs. la and 1b -

. are adequate to. explain origin and destination-effectsi Based on.theeeu

.‘findings, it was decided to drop the variable forhyear (C) ‘in sub-"

sequent analyses and treat the three-electien years as a single.sample._
While in Equation-4 the increment to explained varlance provided

by- the 24 cells of- the AB interactlon did not prove signlflcant, the

possibility remains that significant cpntributions might’ be-added

by terms for mobility that would not consume as many.degrees of

freedom. The model to be fitted in this case is:

Yijl = Y... + ai,+ bj + mi; Eq. 7.

‘where my is a consﬁant for category 1l of a constructed varaible M
which represents larger mobility: aggregates than single cells of the-
- A-by-B cross-classification. Ih the following tests, only a limited
number of such possible groupings were used, opening up. grounds for
criticism that any significant 1nteractlons might arise from a chance
search procedure, rathér than from systemetic-and exhaustive hypoth=-"
esis testing. However, the”ﬁobility=c6dings (ml!s) selected are ohes‘;,f.“
that-make'some'substahtive sense in-eerms of plausible operations of

"mobility effects". The four groupings chosen are shown in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2 about here

The numbers in the cells of the original-A-by-B cross-classification’.
indicate how cells were .aggregated in-each analysis. The up-stable:-

down coding trichotomizes the: sample into non-movers -and two types of
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mobiles: The intef—class categories look at movement and stability
across nonmanual—manualgfarm'boundaries. The diagonal codingvaésefts
effects arising from the distance of mobility, assuming equal inter..
vals between the five occupational categories. And<the§extremé>mobii*
ity codings draw attention;to'long—distancé.upward and- downward -
mobility effects.. |

The tests-for these four. types of mobility variabléS'is‘to-comparé;
the variance explained by Equaﬁion-G.tovKuatibn~l,~adjusted'by.
degrees of freedom; Neither-thé.up—stablewdbwn.nor»inter—élass

- codings add teo the-sum of squares explained by A,B (in-Table 6.).

: Table 6 about here

— e

- While the.diagonal-éhd extreme mobility variables did raise the
bépweenrcategory sums of squares, deflation by 6 and 2 additional
deg?ees of freedom rendefed the increments non--significant. -

The failure of these select models of mobility effects to be
"significant does not mean such interactions do not occur in the
data. .Indeed, a significaht*F—ratio for the increﬁ@ﬁtaof«M can’ be
obtainédAby-aggregating~cells-2,6 and 12 and-dellé'S,ld and 18
(number across .rows) and the remainder, producing two mobility -
categories with means of 3.11 and 2.33, which add signifibantl&;ﬁo
explained variance above‘tﬁat-attributableﬂto.A,B. However,: the
suﬁstantive interpretation: of this interaction is nebulous since
the aggregated cells do not constitute ahy-homogenous category of--
”intergenerationaiwmsbiiitymexperiende”ﬁotherhthan being “"one-igtep”
off. the aiagqnal,:as~defined by the categories used,here).‘Tﬁe

case is. further. weakened by separately analyzing this pattern for:
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'~ each election year, which revealed its. significance only in 1964-. .

DISCUSSION-

At this point it is quite:evident that an additive model of-.oc-

cupational origins-and destinations- satisfactorily reproduces .the

partisanship means.in the A-by-B mobility Table 4. What error remains’
in-fitting calculated means is-not systematic nor:attributable .to’
anything-other than sampling error. The inability -to reject' the
additive'modei lends. preference to the averaging medel over- the

other three discussed earlier.'Thé'averaging model has the advantage -

‘of not attributing any portion of political party identification to

o mobility per se. The mobile American men reflect in their“party. . .

 choices the influence of~both-origin”and destihatibn,statuéesa The$_lri
goodness-of-fit of the additive statistical models suggests .that o
Blau's "acculturation" effect of combining cues and patterns’ of-
"behavior from both statuses may be operant-in’ this context. While.
.exactly mathematical’mganivalues between origin and destination,.

as in- the: "halfway hypothesis", should not be expected, a prepon-
ijderant number of partiSanAmeané intermediate to party means of-
occupational nonmobiles in Table 4 would lend credence to Blau's
.hypothesis. Exceptidns.can readily be noted; for example, upwardly
mobile men from lower nonmanual.origins into upper nonmanual
‘destinations show a decidedly Republican preference of 3.45,

in excess-of-both stable lower nonmanuals (2.57) aﬁd’stable

.upper nonmanuals (3.10)--more supportive of Lipset's "overcon--

formity" hypothesis than Blau's "acculturation!" process. When
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- identifying with destinations, at-other times ."under™ identifying

some of the controversies surrounding' the imputed political conse-
found, while interaction models, with their implicit-special “mob--

conformity™ by identification with the. conservative political part:s

' orientations into contact with the apparent effect of mutually

-18-

such inspections are carried out for the entire table, it turns .out
that only four of 10 upwardly mobile and two of 9 donwardly mobile
cells have intermediate mean scores, the others being evenly split
between excessiQe-scores eiéher higher or lower-than.thé stables of-
their origin and destination'pairs; fhus no systematic pattern emerges

among the mobility groups defined in this. analysis. Sometimes:"over"

with origins, on the whole these propensities (or sampling errors)
cancel each other out :to produce a model of averaging effects with.-
out supporting an intermediate acculturation model.

The statistical analyses-in this paper have attempted to .sort out
quences ¢i sccial mobility. Support.for additive models has been
ility effects", have been rejected. The predictions of "over-

have ﬁot been”sustained,‘no; has the "intermediate" predictions of
later researchers fared better when more detailed measures of-
social class than simple.middle«class/workingéclass dichotomies are
used.’

Partisanship, to the extent it is felated~to socio-economic
stratification (and the connection is limited,~as witness the small
propoftion of explained -variance), does not appear-to be .particw-
ularly susceptible to the normal processes of inter.generational-
cﬁange in occupational position. :Movement in both directions has the

effect of bringing men with divergent backgrounds and political
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constraining any tensions inhereﬂt»in*suqhvsocial-change..Upwardly
mobile. men. bring a predominantly Democratic~party~idéntificati0n into
a middle-blass where ‘the: prevailing indépéﬁaeﬁfﬁand Republicah'orientf
ation wérKS‘a subtle conVeﬁSioﬁ éffect,:similarly, the downwardIY'.
mobile men seem to-infuse a conservatism into manual work groups

that tempers tendencies.to political éélarizaﬁion along class lines
(Wilenksy andvEdwards,Al959).‘The,overaLIAimpreésion“is'that,mobility~
in occupational space is a normal and expected process of-fhe

. modern industrial State with ‘little meaning for ‘its particiéants

-/ independent of the stratification system itself. Rather -than"the

deviant and outsider depicted in classiqal'Iitérature,:the.mobile man’ . -

'iS'integrated'iﬁto two communities of opinion, creatively combin-
;ing elements of both in his éxpefiende fo §Ynthesize:a political .
orientation influenced by,  and bridging, the two worlds of work..

| The extent to which the additive model-found in the analysisﬂof 
cross-sectionally gathered data Validiy-reflects.the»patterns
occurring in the mobility préqeséﬂiS‘a matter to be resolved by
future research.'On the aggregate level, the averaging model and
the resocialization model cannot be empirically distinguished.

At a given point in time, uhder the latter model individuals, will
be at various positions in which the: influences.of origin- and

| destination exert unequal. pulls and tugs. Some men, at the beginnihg
of their work careers and still closely tied to the parental hoﬁe,l
will reflect the. political preferences into which they were sociaiv.
ized as children. Otheré, at:or nearing. the end of taeir own

careers in which the recent and salient .stratification influences
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on current political preferences are the work groups and friendships
Adréwn from oécuééiioﬁal deétinétions, may_Qell,be indistinguishable -
ffom’theix compeers th afé ihtergeneiatignally-stable4 OQK£he agéréélf
'gate, however, such a conversion process would be masked in ‘a single
samplé survey. Whether:the longitudinal study necessary to unravel
the intricacies of the process is ever attempted is uncertain;

possibly these findings may inspire its undertaking.
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Table 1. Ranks of flve occupational categories. by socio- economlc

crlterla.
, .1 1 2 3
Occupational - Median Median™ ° Mean Mean™.
- category | ' Income. Education Duncan . Prestige .
' __vSEIm ) :
I. Upper Nonmanual $6,893 . 14.2 S o LT e
| - [$10,0000  [13.6] |
' P¥ofessional, - - UL T .
technical,. kind, 75 59.6
Owners, managers, '
proprietors _ 57 50.4.
II. Lower Nenmanual '$5,117 12.6
i : [$7,200) [12.6]
Clerical workers . 45 39.4
Sales workers _ 49 . 33.6"
III. Upper Manual : $5 427 | 10.9 31 33.8
‘ - [$6 300] - (10.2]
1V. Lower Manual _ 0$3,730 - . 9.9
T - | [$5,4001 . [9.3]1 - -
Operatives _ ) I ‘18 .. 28.7 .
. Service workers . . s N : 17 - 25,2
- pPvt. Hshld workers - S , - 8 - 19.6 . -
~ Laborers, ex. farm. - .. R ~ ' 7 18.4.° -
V. Farm '$1,621 8.7
: [$3,700] [(7.6] ' o
Farmers 14. 40.7 -

Farm laborers ' _ . . ‘ 9 N 18'7“:

—— o —

1. Calculated from Census Bureau data for. 1962, in Blau and Duncan,
1967: 27. Data from survey sample respondents in brackets 1.

2. Reiss, 1961: 151.
3. Siegel, 1971: Ch. 2.



*Omitting non-partisans

.and non-voters.

Table 2. Relation of party identification scale and reported vote for
: - presidential candidate,- 1960-1968.*. )
Partisanship Scale - : 4PARTY OF'CANDIDATE‘ - - ; N
Democrat Republican . Other- Total. .
1. Strong Democrat 89 . 8 3 100 g 403
2. Not strong, indep. ~ -
Democrat 72 20. 8 100 % 516
3. Independent . ‘ 41 45 14 100 % 133
4. Not strong, indep. . | |
Republican 14 80 6 100 % 397
5. Strong Republican 6 94 - 100% 211
 Total 51 43 6 100% . 1660
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Table 3. Means on partlsanshlp scale, for occupational origins and
destinations, by electlon years and total.

OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORY

- Uppe

- 1968

2.7

2.91

ELECTION YEAR Total r Lower Upper Lower Farm
- Nenmanual Nonmanual Manual Manual
B Number of Cases, Origins~4«.
Total 2050 366 - 101 364 499 720
1960 817 126 35 151 194 311
1964 643 127 31 116 162 207
1968 590 113 35 97 143 '202
Partisan Means, Origins
Total 2.67 2.99 2.97 2.62 2.59 2.55
1960 2.77 3.10 2.83 2.71 2.78 2.64
1964 2,51 3.06 2.65 2.46 2.41 2,28
1968 2,71 . 2.81 3.40 2.69 2.52 2,68
Number of Cases, Destinations»
-Total - 2050 570 229 471 485 195
1960 - 817 . 195 90 195 247 ‘90
1964 643 190 79 126 190 58
1968 590 185 60 150 148 47
_:Pértisan.Means, Destinatioﬁé
. potal 2.67 ©  2.97 2.86 2.45  2.44  2.81
- 1960 2,77 3.09 ‘3.00', 2,35 2.63 3.11
1964 2,51 2.85 2.67 2.35 2.25. 2.43
2.98° 2.67 2.35 $2.68
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Table 4. Means on partisanship scale for occupational origins and

destinations, combined samples from 1960, 1964 and 1968.

OCCUPATION OF _ OCCUPATIQN.OF?DESTINATION

ORIGIN Total Upper Lower Upper  Lower Farm
.Nonmanual Nonmanual Manual Manual

Number of Cases

Total 2050 570 229 471 585 195
Upper nonmanual 366 208 53 46 50 9
Lower nonmanual 101 47 23 12 19 -
Upper manual 364 94 : 46 130 87 7
Lower manual 499 103 58 127 204 7

Farm 720 118 - 49 156 225 172

Observed Scbre

Total 2,67 2,97 ' 2.86  2.45 2.44  2.81
- Upper nonmanual 2,99 . 3.10 3.13 2.67 2.66 3.33
Lower nonmanual 2.97 - 3.45 2,57 2.33 2.68 -
Upper manual 2.62 3.03 3.00 2.41 2.37 1.86
Lower manual 2.59 2.70 2.79 ~2.39 2.54 4.00

Farm 2.55 2.76 2,67 2.47 2.30 2,77

: Calcuiated Score

Total | SN

Upper nonmanual 3.12  3.04 2.69 2.68 3.12

Lower nonmanual 3.12 3.04 2.69 2.68 --

Upper manual . 2.90 - 2.82 2.47 2‘46 2.89

‘Lower manual 2.89 2.81 2.46 2.45 2.88

Farm 2.79 2.71 2.36 2.35 2,78
Observed Minus Calculated Score

Total

Upper nonmanual -.02 A .09 -.02 -.02 .21

Lower nonmanual .33 -.47 -.36 .00 -

Upper manual .13 .18 -.06 .08 -1.03

Lower manual . < =-,19 ~-.02 -.07 .09 l1.12

Farm -.03 -.04 .11 ~,05  -.01
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UNM LNM UM LM F

Fig. ;,. MEAN PARTISANSHIP BY OCCUPATIONAL ORIGINS, BY YEARS.

UNM _ LNM UM LM F

Fiﬁu 1b. MEAN PARTISANSHIP BY OCCUPATIONAL DESTINATIONS, BY YEARS.
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Table 5. Analysis of variance for partlsanshlp by occupational
origins, destinations and year of election.

Degrees

Source of variation of -Sum of Mean
Freedom Squares Squares
Total (T) , - 2049 3744.07
One-way origin (A) o S 4 62.42
' One-way destination (B) - 4 119.69
~ One-way year (C) _ - 2 24.30 .
. One-way origin-destination (AB) . c23 184.58
One-way origin-year (AC) o 14 117.32
- One-way destination-year (BC) o0 14 174.24
. MCA origin, destination (A,B) _ 8 145.97
'~ MCA origin, year (A,C) 89.98
'MCA destination, year (B,C) | | 148.47
- MCA orgin, destination, Yeér'(A,B,C)‘ 10 176.78
TESTS FOR MAIN EFFECTS
. -Increment for Year (C) ' » .
(A,B,C) - (A,B) o 2 30.81 - -15.41
Remalnder (T) -(A,B,C) - 2039 3567.29 - 1.75
(F-ratio) *** . : . (8,.81)
II. Increment for drigin (a) o _ _
(a,B,C) - (B,C) - ol a4 28.31 - - 7.08
. Remainder (T) - (A,B,C) 2039 3567.29 - 1.7
(F-ratio) ** ' . o o (4.04)
| III. Increment for Destination (B) S
(A,B,C) - (A,C) o 4 86.80 - 21.70
Remainder (T) - (A,B,C) - 2039 - 3567.29 - .75
‘ 4(Ffratio)*** ' o o . (12.40) N
" 'TESTS FOR FIRST-ORDER INTERACTIONS |
'IV., Increment for Orlgln Destlnatlon (AB) '
(A,B,C + AB) - (A,B,C) 15 41.12 - 2.74
' Remainder (T) - (A,B,C + AB) "’ 2034 - 3526.17 - 1.73°
(F-ratio) : (1.58) .
V. Increment for Origin-Year (ac) : : E N
(A,B,C + AC) - (a,B,C) . . 8 : 27.94 - . 3.49
Remalnder (T) - (A,B, C + AC)- - 2041 3539.35 - .. 1.73
(F-ratio) - ' S “(2.01).
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Table 5 (Cont.) )

VI. Increment for Destination- Year (BC)

(A,B,C + BC) - (A,B,C) [ ‘ 26.63 3.33
Remalnder (r) - (A,B,C + BC) 2041 3540.66 1.73 .
(F-ratio) : » (1.92) -

*x*p 001  **p .01

- Table 6. Analysis of vatiance'fbrAvarioué.mobility codings, m, .

: : : ‘Degrees . '
. Source of variation _ - of guﬂagg ) gean
- Freedom . °d4ares - . Squares.
' Up-Stable-Down (M)) 2 4.13
~Inter-Class (M,) 7 145,17
 Diagonal (Mj) 6 14.55
Extreme -(M,) 4 _ 2 - 1.67
MCA (A,B,M,;) 10 146.67
© MCA (A,B,M,) 15 '146.39 .
MCA (A,B,M,) S 14 152.63
,f_MqA (2,B, M ) E N L 151.09
e TESTS FOR INCREMENTS OF Ml s
" I. Increment for Up-Stable- Down (M ) ’ ' :
' (A,B Ml) - (A,B)" 2 0,70 - 0.35
Remalnder (T) -(A,B, M,) : 2039 3597.40 - 1.76
(F-ratio) ' ' . : ~ (0. 20)
II.- Increment for Inter—Class (M ) : ‘
' (A;B M2) - (A,B) : -7 0.42  -0.06
Remalndar (T) - (A, B,Mz) - 2034 3597.68 . - 1.76 .
(F-ratio) - . ' : (0.03)
III. Increment for Diagcnal (M,) ‘ : o )
(A,B M3) - (A,B) * 6 6.65 1.11
Remaindef (T)- (A,B,M,) : , 2035 3591.44 . 1.76
(F-ratio) ' o (0.63) .
IV. Increment for Extreme.(M4)) : v : . ,
(A,B,M,) - (A,B) - g : 2 5.03 . 2.52
Remainder (T)- (A,B;M,) . : . .2039 . . 3593.00 - 1.76

- (F-ratio) | D . (1.43)



Diagonal»(M3) v “" Extreme (M,)

' Eig 2.'C§dings'for aggregated mobility variables M,.
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