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Tightening Up:
Social Mobility in Russia, 1988-2000

Abstract

We compare the pattern of intergenerational social mobility late in Soviet-era

Russia with data collected recently. We find evidence of a strong vertical

hierarchy in the Russian occupational structure both during and after the

Soviet era. Gender-typing shaped men’s and women’s occupational

opportunities in Russia, but origins affected men and women similarly. Social

mobility decreased slightly in Russia following the demise of communism.

More importantly, as the transformation took hold, upward mobility became

less frequent and downward mobility more frequent while social origins

became a more salient factor in sorting workers into privileged and

impoverished positions. Skilled manual employment has been replaced by

lower-skill, lower-wage jobs in retailing and personal services, and, to a lesser

degree, opportunities for self-employment. A comparison of cohorts makes

clear that the change reflects the political and economic transition underway,

not the demographic replacement of retiring cohorts by younger ones. In the

field of mobility research, post-Soviet Russia is a rare case of a society that

has become more closed in a short time. Russian specialists will take note

that social mobility, like wages, has exhibited dramatic change in response to

new institutional arrangements. But while growing wage inequality has

affected all segments of society; mobility changes fell disproportionately on

those who had been upwardly mobile during the Soviet era.
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INTRODUCTION

The dramatic transformation of the Russian economy after 1991 changed the course

of many workers’ careers. The “shock therapy” of price, trade, and currency

liberalization, coupled with the privatization of many state-owned enterprises,

produced unprecedented economic inequalities in a society that had sought for seven

decades to minimize economic differences (Burawoy 1997; Gerber and Hout 1998).

Some state-owned enterprises were sold off to private investors who furloughed

workers in some plants and closed others. Others stayed under state control but

stopped paying their workers, piling up debt in the form of payroll arrears. Displaced

workers coped by engaging in barter and primitive production of either food or

handicrafts or both (Burawoy and Krotov 1994). As structural and institutional

changes rippled through the economy, job mobility increased sharply, bringing with it

occupational mobility (Gerber 2002).

Even as the sum of economic activity declined, some new opportunities arose.

Entrepreneurs found ways to get modern consumer goods to market. The sharp

devaluation of the ruble in August 1998, import substitution, high prices for oil and

natural gas on the world market, and improved tax collection and controls over capital

flight have reversed the long crisis in Russia’s economy. Foreign investment,

production indicators, and growth rates have risen since 1999. Wage arrears have

been paid up at most enterprises. Incomes and spending were rebounding.

From the vantage point of 2002, it appears that Russia’s market transition has

survived its crisis period. But there have been winners and losers. What are their

social origins? A lively literature has arisen debating the impact of market transition

on inequalities of opportunities and/or outcomes in Russia, China, and other former

socialist societies (Rona-Tas 1994; Bian and Logan 1996; Nee 1996; Xie and

Hannum 1996; Zhou, Tuma, and Moen 1997; Gerber and Hout 1998; Cao and Nee

2000; Gerber 2000a, 2001a, 2001b, 2002; Zhou 2000; Walder 2002). Aside from

Gerber’s (2001a) study of educational attainment during the transition era, this
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literature has focused exclusively on intra-generational processes such as earnings

determinants, elite formation, and job mobility.

We bring new data on inter-generational occupational mobility in Russia into

the discussion of market transitions in post-communist societies. We have

assembled data on respondents’ and fathers’ occupations from six nationally

representative samples (a total of 10,272 valid observations). Our data offer us

unprecedented statistical power, sufficient to make detailed classifications of

Russian origins and destinations and to estimate appropriate models of the mobility

process in Russia. By “appropriate” we mean a model that is based on categories

that capture the dimensions of inequality in both Soviet-era and current Russian

society, that correctly specifies the differences between men’s and women’s mobility

(if any), and parsimoniously expresses how destinations depend on origins in the

Russian mobility tables. We parse our task into these three components and settle on

categories, a treatment of gender differences, and parameterization in that order.

After we have developed an appropriate model, we move to our second

objective: assessing whether the Russian mobility regime has changed significantly

since the collapse of the Soviet system. Our data are also uniquely suited for this

task, since roughly half our observations come from the pre-transition era (1988-

1992)2 and other half come from the post-transition era (1998-2000). Our analysis of

change has three components: a descriptive analysis of change in the Russian

occupational structure (as revealed in the marginal distributions of respondents’

occupations in the two periods), statistical tests for change in the net association

between origins and destination based on our preferred model of the pattern of

association, and an assessment of whether the change in association that we detect

results from cohort replacement or a period effect—the latter case representing

stronger evidence that institutional change is the source of change in mobility regime.

Before turning to our data and results, we first discuss prior literature on

                                                
2 Technically, of course, 1992 is after the fall of communism. But the data were collected in

February 1992 so they reflect the stratification process just as the transformation was launched – before
its effects could have been felt.
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mobility in Soviet Russia, different theories about the nature of the Soviet class

structure, and how our study of mobility in Russia fits into the debate on market

transition and broader concerns within the literature on social mobility. We organize

these topics through a more extensive exposition of our two broad research

objectives.

UNDERSTANDING MOBILITY IN RUSSIA

Background

Soviet leaders trumpeted the open character of Soviet society and Soviet sociologists

boldly and repeatedly asserted that origin-based differences in occupational position

were disappearing, even as they produced rudimentary empirical evidence that such

differences had not yet disappeared (e.g. Shubkin 1965; Rutkevich 1977; Rutkevich

and Fillipov 1978). Undoubtedly, they were protesting too much. True enough,

concerted campaigns to create a “socialist intelligentsia” sparked high mobility from

the working class to specialist occupations in the 1920s and early 1930s (Fitzpatrick

1979). But these policies were abandoned by the end of the 1930s (Timasheff 1944).

From that time onward, the Soviet state sought to manipulate mobility

processes only indirectly—through educational expansion and, during the

Khrushchev era, university admissions policies intended to favor those with worker

origins (see Gerber and Hout 1995). Of course, Soviet industrial expansion spurred

massive structural mobility from the peasantry to the working class (Connor 1991),

but this process was essentially spent by the 1950s. By the 1970s, Western

observers detected an increasing heredity of class position in Soviet society, based

on a smattering of highly localized survey data reported by Soviet sociologists

(Matthews 1972; Yanowitch 1977; Dobson 1980; Lapidus 1983). The hereditary

nature of class position in the USSR is hardly surprising, in light of evidence from

national samples from the 1970s that class inheritance persisted in the Eastern

European countries of the Soviet bloc (Connor 1979). However, no systematic

empirical evidence emerged regarding the level of social mobility in Soviet-era Russia

until the dawn of the post-Soviet era. Correspondingly, there were no attempts to
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distinguish structural from exchange mobility (i.e., absolute from relative mobility

rates) or to apply any of the techniques developed for the measurement of mobility

patterns by contemporary mobility researchers.

Marshall et. al. (1997) produced the first and (to our knowledge) only study to

date of Soviet-era mobility patterns in Russia using data collected in Fall 1991. They

report structural mobility out of the agricultural classes, a more moderate shrinking of

the industrial working class reminiscent of the British pattern, and an unusually large

professional and managerial class, which they attribute to the proliferation of

bureaucratic positions in the Soviet administrative apparatus. They find that men and

women experience a common pattern of association between origins and

destinations association, even though their gross mobility is quite different due to the

gender-typing of jobs in the Soviet era. They also find that Russian men share a

common mobility pattern with British men, but among women there was weak

evidence (a barely significant “unidiff” parameter) that the association between class

origins and destinations was stronger in Britain. Unfortunately, Marshall et. al. (1997)

could not go much beyond these broad findings, because their small sample size

(1,150 men and women) precluded more detailed analysis.

In sum, the meager empirical record suggests that there was some substantial

inter-generational inheritance of class position in Soviet era Russia, an association

that may have been as strong as or stronger than that in Britain. But to date, the data

have been too sketchy to permit a detailed measurement of the pattern of association

between occupational origins and destination. Our first objective is therefore to

provide such a measurement, which will give us the first picture of the degree of inter-

generational mobility in the world’s longest lasting state socialist society.

Using (Which) Classes to Analyze Russian Stratification?

The first important questions to be answered in a study of Russian mobility are

whether it makes sense to think of Russian stratification in class terms and what the

classes might be if a class approach seems reasonable. We take an aggressive

stance on the first issue and an empirical approach to the second. Concerning
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whether to think of Russia – during the Communist period and during the transition –

in class terms we are predisposed to think that class analysis can contribute to

understanding inequalities of social outcomes in any society that meets two rather

minimal criteria: (1) standards of living for a significant segment of the population

depend on the pay that people receive from jobs and (2) some jobs pay more than

others. There is little or no doubt that Russia met both criteria in the Soviet period and

no doubt about it since.

So long as inequalities are systematically linked to occupations that are

broadly grouped into classes based the levels of expertise, credentials, authority, and

status associated with those jobs, class positions affect the life chances of those

who inhabit them. So long as individuals try and, to some degree, succeed in passing

whatever advantages they have on to their offspring, the children of privileged classes

will have greater relative chances of themselves attaining a privileged class position

than the children of non-privileged classes. Thus, if classes are at all relevant for life

chances in Soviet-era and post-Soviet Russia, we should observe some association

between class origins and class destinations in our data.

Although we start with the assertion that a class analysis of Russia is

relevant, we are prepared let the data contradict us. In that sense, our position is quite

exceptional – it is actually possible to reject our motivating assumption with data. So

the first task of the analysis will be to establish whether there was a statistically

significant association between class origin and destination in the late Soviet period

and in 1998-2000. A significant association will validate our approach; no

association will raise doubts. If it turns out that there was no association between

origins and destinations either before or after the system transformation, then we will

have to ask if we got that result because we have the wrong class schema or

because, in reality, destinations have been independent of origins in Russia.

Russian scholars, politicians, and citizens used to argue, during the Soviet

period, that there were no classes in Russia (or elsewhere in the USSR) because
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ownership of the means of production was collective, not personal.3 But although

private ownership of the means of production is a key factor shaping class position,

Weberian, neo-Marxist, human capital, and cultural capital approaches have drawn

attention to other important criteria, such as distinctions of skill, credentials,

authority, working conditions, and prestige. Such distinctions most certainly did

pertain to Soviet-era Russia.

In fact, there have been a number of prominent theories about the particular

character of the class structure in the USSR and other state socialist nations. Djilas

(1957) is usually credited with being the first to identify the ruling political bureaucracy

in Communist systems as a “new class,” whose privileges were based on collective

rather than individual ownership of the means of production. But Timasheff (1944)

had already detected several distinctive classes based on political authority (the

ruling), education (the “Non-Party Bolsheviks,” who had skills that the ruling elite

required for its developmental goals), manual labor (the “toilers”), and former class

status (the “disenfranchised”).

Konrad and Szelenyi offered a more theoretically elaborated model of state

socialist class structure: the key division was between “redistributors,” who

controlled and allocated (mainly to their own advantage) the social surplus and the

“producers” (Konrad and Szelenyi 1979; Szelenyi 1982; see also Gouldner 1979). The

Konrad-Szelenyi model situated experts – those with specialized knowledge – among

the redistributors because a factor they called “teleological knowledge” was

paramount in the state socialist redistributive system. They anticipated that lingering

tensions between party bureaucrats and intellectuals would be resolved in favor of the

latter, who would then assume the mantle of the socialist ruling class. In Wright’s

(1985) neo-Marxist framework, “organization assets” play a greater role as the source

of class advantages in state socialist than in capitalist societies because control

over the means of production was coordinated through an administrative hierarchy,

                                                
3 More precisely, the official Soviet position held that Soviet society consisted of two

classes—the proletariat and the peasantry—and one “stratum” (sloi), but that collective ownership meant
that there were neither antagonisms nor systematic inequalities among these three groups. See
Shkaratan (1996).
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and “skill assets” provide important advantages as well. Although couched in

different terminology, Walder’s “dual elite” model for China also stipulates that

political loyalty/authority and education-based expertise represent alternative bases

for membership in a Chinese elite consisting of party officials and professionals

(Walder 1995; Walder, Li, and Treiman 2000).

These theories all point to bureaucratic authority – often operationalized as

membership in the ruling Communist Party – and expertise as the defining features of

class position in state socialist societies. However, these schemas have been

brought to bear mainly in analyses class rooted in an intra-generational perspective.

The processes of attaining a particular class position at particular career stages and

the consequences of a particular class position for one’s material standing, prestige,

and power are the focus. Despite some concern for attainment processes, this

literature generally avoids the question of the inter-generational transmission of

class position. Therefore, although these theories establish to our satisfaction that

class position was (and is) a plausible determinant of life chances in state socialist

societies, they offer little guidance as to the appropriate class schema for the

analysis of inter-generational mobility patterns, other than to direct our attention to

authority and expertise as two separate bases for class position.4

Empirically-oriented analyses of class structure in the Soviet bloc countries

have been more explicitly focused on the question of the inter-generational

transmission of class position. A theoretically sophisticated example of such an

approach can be found in the work of Parkin (1971, 1979), who applied his neo-

Weberian framework emphasizing social closure processes as the basis of class

position to the analysis of state socialist class structures. He recognized the

synchronic barrier between the ruling bureaucracy and experts on the one hand and

manual workers on the other, but noted as well that there was a much greater overlap

between the non-manual and manual classes, since skilled manual workers enjoyed

                                                
4 Szelenyi (1988), it should be noted, examines the third-generation inheritance of agricultural

entrepreneurship in Hungary. But the link between this study and his earlier work on the intellectual class
is not clear, and the Hungarian analysis has less relevance for contemporary Russia, because self-
employment had been strictly proscribed for seven decades by the end of the Soviet period.
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higher status and earnings than lower-grade non-manual workers. He also pointed to

pronounced rates of upward inter-generational mobility into the ranks of experts as a

factor that tended to defuse social conflicts and prevent the crystallization of a

coherent class culture. However, as seen above, other empirical studies found stable

or increasing effects of family background on educational attainment throughout the

post-War era, leading to an increasingly hereditary class of salaried professionals

and managers (see Gerber and Hout 1995). Yet the origin categories used in these

studies are neither uniform nor explicitly derived from a larger theory of class

structures. Thus, they do not offer us a sound basis for our class scheme.

A Pragmatic Solution: Empirically-Based Modification of the Erikson-Goldthorpe

Scheme

Parkin’s more nuanced conception of the Soviet class structure – with its distinction

of grades within non-manual and manual classes – recalls the widely-used Erikson

and Goldthorpe (1992) class schema. The Erikson-Goldthorpe schema is founded on

a conception of employment relations – the difference between the service relationship

and a labor contract for employees overlaid with the distinction between them and the

self-employed. The Erikson-Goldthorpe schema offers a model of class relations that

acknowledges actors’ interests without assuming that their rational actions are

“choices.” It also allows for many classes and hybrid types – a flexibility that we

regard as useful. We are, however, too uncertain of Russian employment relations

before or after the economic transition to make strong a priori claims for the model’s

relevance to pre- or post-transition Russia. Variations on this schema have been

fruitfully employed in analyses of inter-generational class mobility in Eastern

European countries (Ganzeboom, Luijkx, and Treiman 1989; Ganzeboom, DeGraaf,

and Robert 1990; Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; Wong 1992; Ishida, Müller, and Ridge

1995).

In comparison to the broad distinctions characteristic of the more theoretically

oriented accounts of state socialist class structure described above, we believe the

Erikson-Goldthorpe schema is better able to capture more subtle distinctions. But the
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advantages of the Erikson-Goldthorpe schema are diminished by the practice –

common to all the studies just cited – of aggregating categories in advance, without

good theoretical or empirical reasons to do so. Indeed, Hout and Hauser (1992), in

their re-analysis of the CASMIN data (which include data from Hungary and Poland)

found empirical justification for finer-grained distinctions than the collapsed versions

of the Erikson-Goldthorpe schema.5 In particular, because Konrad-Szelenyi and

Parkin emphasize the distinction between organizational authority and expertise as

conceptually distinct bases for class position, we explore the efficacy of

distinguishing managers from professionals within the upper and lower “salariat”

classes (EG classes I and II).6

In articulating their approach to classes, Erikson and Goldthorpe have stressed

how professionals and managers share a similar “service relationship” with their

employers. Both professionals and managers do work that owners have great

difficulty monitoring and controlling. The typical solution is to induce cooperation,

commitment, and loyalty by offering professionals and managers long-term

guarantees that align personal success with organizational success. This “implies

designing and implementing a form of contract that can as far as possible ensure

that [professionals’ and mangers’] interests are, and remain, aligned with the goals of

the organization as the employer would define them” (Goldthorpe 2000, p. 218).

However, the employers face different problems when they try to “align” the

goals of the professionals and managers who work for them with their own goals.

Professionals apply their highly specialized expertise in narrow tasks that require it;

managers exercise broad authority delegated by the employer. Professionals do

things that employers cannot because employers typically lack the skill to

accomplish the goals without professional assistance; managers do things that the

employers could, in principle, do themselves but choose to or have to hire others to do

in practice (choices and preferences are relevant in the case of individual owners; the

                                                
5 Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) endorsed the idea of more differentiation but expressed doubts

about the quality of the comparisons based on more elaborated classifications.
6 Studies of earnings and of educational attainment in post-Soviet Russia have found that

professionals and managers are distinct in these respects (Gerber and Hout 1995, 1998; Gerber 2000b).
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collective nature of ownership in publicly held companies and the public sector

requires a cadre of managers). This difference between the service relationships of

professionals and mangers is a general justification, not specific to Russia, for

testing whether distinguishing between managers and professionals is useful. Their

recruitment patterns provide further general justification. For the most part,

professionals are recruited on the basis of their credentials; managers get to their

positions by demonstrating loyalty and performing well in their employers’

organizations or similar ones. This suggests to us that the intergenerational

reproduction of credential-based professions will be less direct, mediated by

universities, while the intergenerational reproduction of managers will have a larger

network component.

We expect this difference in recruitment to be important in Russia. During the

Soviet era, party connections were important for advancement through managerial

ranks (Gerber 2000a). Since 1991, “crony capitalism” and embedded favoritism have

been integral to the transition to private ownership and control (Blasi, Kroumova, and

Kruse 1996). Both practices draw attention to the social capital aspects of

managerial placement.7

We have described our approach as “pragmatic” because we see this issue as

an empirical one. If the mobility patterns of professionals and managers are

isomorphic (in the sense defined by Goodman [1981]), then our concern with

differences between them is misplaced. On the other hand, if the mobility patterns are

different, we should keep them distinct and try to figure out the underlying

mechanism.8

Other researchers have found the distinction between manual supervisors and

lower-level technicians (Erikson and Goldthorpe’s class V) and skilled workers (their

class VI) difficult to implement. Although we have satisfactory information in the

Russian data to code the distinction with confidence, we test whether the mobility

                                                
7 The party and “cronies” reinforce the relevance of this piece of the Erikson-Goldthorpe schema

to Russia as both are loyalty mechanisms central to the Russian version of the “service relationship.”
8 We note in passing that Hout, Brooks, and Manza (1996) gained empirical leverage in their

class analysis of U.S. presidential elections by distinguishing professionals from managers.
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patterns of these two classes are isomorphic.

Thus, the first step in our analysis will involve empirical tests the validity of two

common aggregations: classes V and VI (which we believe to be less problematic for

Russia) and, within classes I and II, managers and professionals. If either of these

aggregations does not produce a significant decline in the residual association, we

will view it as empirically justified. However, we will not adapt an aggregation that

does yield a statistically significant decline in L-squared.

Gender Differences in Mobility Patterns?

The second step of our analysis involves determining whether there are gender

differences in mobility, net of gender differences in the distributions of origins and

destinations. As noted above, Marshall et. al. (1997) found no differences in the

association between class origins and destinations in Russia. However, we wish to

empirically this finding for two reasons. First, our sample is more than 10 times

larger than that analyzed by Marshall et. al., thus our test for gender differences is

considerably more powerful. Second, given the differential impact of Russia’s labor

market transition on men and women (Gerber and Hout 1998; Gerber 2002), it is

possible that even if there was no gender difference in OD association at the end of

the Soviet period (when the data analyzed by Marshall et. al. [1997] were collected),

such a difference may have emerged by the end of the 1990s. Therefore, we conduct

both general and one degree-of-freedom (unidiff) tests for significant variation of the

OD association by gender in both the pre-transition and post-transition periods. Of

course, our further analyses will be greatly simplified if we find no gender differences,

as that provides empirical justification for collapsing the male and female tables.

A Model of Russian Mobility

Once we have identified the appropriate class categories and determined that the

male and female tables can be collapsed, our next task is to develop the appropriate

model for Russian mobility patterns. Comparative mobility researchers typically take

one of two approaches to their class categories in crafting models of mobility
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processes. Some researchers think of the classes as more or less privileged (or,

equivalently more or less desired) and forming a vertical rank ordering. The modeling

approach consistent with the vertical ranks view is to assign scores to the origin and

destination classes and estimate the strength of association between the origin and

destination scores or to estimate simultaneously the scores that apply to the classes

and the strength of the association between origins and destinations using those

scores (e.g., Goodman 1979; Wong 1992, 1994). Other researchers think of classes

as discrete groups that are distinguished, one from another, by several criteria having

to do with ownership and employment relations (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992;

Goldthorpe 2000). The modeling approach consistent with the discrete view is to

express the association between origins and destinations in terms of boundaries and

affinities between classes. The exemplar of this approach to modeling is the CASMIN

core model (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1987, 1992). Hybrid approaches abound (e.g.,

Hout 1989; Wong 1992; Breen and Whelan 1996).

Rather than select one of these approaches, we examine both the standard

CASMIN core model and a vertical model that includes a limited set of categorical

effects (i.e., a hybrid model). Our intention is to let the data show which approach is

more appropriate for Russia. We explore two versions of the vertical model: one where

we use standard row and column scores obtained from the CASMIN countries (Hout

and Hauser 1992), and one where we estimate the scores directly from data, while

imposing the constraint of homogeneity of row and column scores, where possible.9

CHANGE OVER TIME?

Market Transition and Stratification Processes

A key issue in the “market transition debate” has been whether the massive

                                                
9 As discussed further below, our table is not symmetric, due to the inclusion of a “missing”

category among origins but not destinations and a “self-employed” category among destinations but
not origins (due to the virtual impossibility of self-employment during the Soviet era.) We impose
additional constraints on the corresponding row score (setting missing equal to class VIIa) and column
score (setting class IV equal to managers), to preserve the basic homogeneity of row and column
effects.
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institutional changes accompanying the decline of the redistributive system and the

advent of markets has had an impact on stratification processes (Rona-Tas 1994;

Nee 1996; Xie and Hannum 1996; Zhou, Tuma, and Moen 1997; Gerber and Hout

1998; Cao and Nee 2000; Gerber 2000a, 2001a, 2001b, 2002; Zhou 2000; Walder

2002). This debate has focused on particular stratification outcomes: the

determinants of earnings, circulation vs. reproduction of elites, and labor market

transitions.

The inattention to the potential impact of market transition on inter-

generational transmission processes makes is understandable for several reasons.

While it is self-evidently plausible that the structural dislocations and institutional

changes associated with the rise of market principles might in very short order shape

outcomes that depend on the labor market or political markets, we would expect any

changes in processes of inter-generational mobility to be more incremental. Because

inter-generational mobility evolves over time – involving long processes of education,

acculturation, and an extended sequence of transitions through jobs – we would not

expect such a rapid reaction of mobility patterns in the short run, at least not in terms

of the OD association net of the marginals. Studies of change over time in mobility

indicate that where change does occur, it is incremental (Ganzeboom, Luijkx, and

Treiman 1989; Vallet 1999) and may involve cohort replacement as well as period

effects (Hout 1984, 1988). Even under conditions of rapid institutional changes as in

19th century France, there has been little change in the mobility apart from structural

mobility (Sewell 1982).

In the Russian context there is an additional reason to doubt that mobility

levels have changed substantially following market transition: other stratification

processes there have exhibited a surprising degree of stability. Returns to education

have not increased much (Gerber and Hout 1998; but see Brainerd 1998). The

earnings advantages of Communist Party members remain intact (Gerber 2000a,

2001a). The effects of family background on the conditional log-odds of completing

academic secondary schooling and entering college have stayed constant (Gerber

2000b). Finally, the magnitude and pattern of association between education and first
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occupational class has not changed (Gerber 2001d). If these outcomes have all

exhibited stability in transition-era Russia, there would seem little reason to expect

much change in a process that is generally understood to evolve more incrementally,

if at all.

Yet there are reasons to expect the parameters of inter-generational mobility to

have changed in Russia as a result of the new market-based institutional

environment. Imperfect as it was at realizing the task, the Soviet government was

openly committed to minimizing class-based inequalities. As a result, income

differentials among classes were low in the Soviet era, and class mobility was a

game with relatively low stakes. Inequalities have increased sharply in Russia since

the Soviet collapse, and although there has been at most a modest increase in the

class basis of these inequalities, they may nonetheless be perceived as having a

class basis by the Russian population. At a minimum, empirical work shows that the

most privileged class in terms of earnings is the newest on the scene: proprietors

(Gerber 2001c). At the same time that the stakes have grown considerably in the

competition for good jobs – a condition which generally enhances elite privilege by

increasing effective elite demand for a shrinking number of desirable positions – the

Russian government has now abandoned any pretense of pursuing policies ensuring

a fair competition among the offspring of elites and non-elites. Given what we know

about mobility processes in market societies, we would expect the Russian inter-

generational mobility regime to become tighter – less open – as Russia has made the

transition from redistribution to market.

On the other hand, there are also reasonable grounds on which to expect a

loosening (opening) of the mobility regime. Most importantly, the deep economic

crisis and sustained macro-economic restructuring that have characterized the

reform period can well have thrown the occupational structure into a state of chaos,

where it is no longer clear to Russians (elite or non-elite) what types of jobs are most

desirable. In fact, some evidence (Gokhberg and Mindeli 2001; Gerber and Ball

forthcoming) suggests that there is little desire on anyone’s part to enter such

occupations as scientist, professor, or doctor, even though these occupations were
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certainly viewed as ranking near the top of the class hierarchy in the heyday of the

Soviet era, as they typically are in Western societies. To the extent that uncertainty or

atypicality regarding the ranking of occupations prevails the offspring of elites might

flee occupations that are typically their privileged preserve, leading to a decrease in

the OD association when the latter is measured in terms of broad class categories.

Ultimately, of course, we must turn to the data to determine which, if either,

pattern of change in mobility has taken place in Russia. To assess change, we test

both the standard log-linear specification and the one-degree-of-freedom (unidiff)

specification of change across period in our OD association parameters. We apply

these tests not only to the mobility model we ultimately prefer (the hybrid/vertical

model with scores estimated from the data), but also to the other two models of the

pattern of association that we consider (the core social fluidity model and the Hout-

Hauser model). As it turns out, our results regarding change across period are

consistent, regardless of the mobility model we begin with.

Period Effect vs. Cohort Replacement

If we do find evidence of significant change across periods (which, to anticipate, is the

case), the first question to ask is whether the observed change stems from the

institutional changes associated with market transition – in which case, it would be a

period effect – or from demographic processes of cohort replacement. We address

this issue by dividing our data further into three cohorts: an “exiting cohort” that

leaves the analysis sample between periods because it reaches retirement age and

thus is excluded from the analysis of the second period, a “returning cohort”

composed of those who are within our 25-55 year-old age window10 at both periods,

and an “entering cohort” that reaches the age of 25 years after 1992 and before 1998.

We compare the fit of models with period effects, cohort effects, and both to decide

whether transition, cohort replacement, or both are behind the gross changes.

                                                
10 Our cross-sectional analysis includes 55-60 year-old men, since the male retirement age is 60.

We impose women’s retirement age of 55 years on respondents of both genders for this part of our
analysis, in order to define cohorts that have the same birth years for the men as for the women in them.
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DATA

Our data come from six surveys that we pooled to form a cumulative data file. For

this analysis we include all currently employed respondents at least 25 years old and

below retirement age (55 years old for women, 60 years old for men) at the time of the

survey who had valid data on their current occupation, gender, and age (Table 1).11

Each of these surveys employed standard multi-stage sampling procedures. Five of

the six are nationally representative samples of all of Russia; one, is restricted to

European Russia, as described below. 12 Details are available in the documentation

accompanying the original data sets.

A reasonable date marking the start of Russia’s transition is January 1992,

when the newly independent Russian government introduced the sweeping reforms

that came to be described as “shock therapy.” Data from the pre-transition come

from the Russian respondents in Treiman and Szelenyi’s survey, “Social Stratification

in Eastern Europe” (Treiman 1994), the “Comparative Class Structure and

Consciousness Project (CCSCP)” (Hout, Wright, and Sanchez-Jankowski 1991), and

the 1992 International Social Survey Program (ISSP). The Treiman/Szelenyi study was

fielded in 1993. We regard that as too late to be unambiguously “pre-transition” and

too early to show much effect of the transition. However, the survey asked

respondents what their occupation was in 1988. We use this measure of

respondent’s occupation – not their current occupation – to supplement our other pre-

transition observations. The 1992 ISSP was fielded in February 1992 in Russia.

Although this is technically one month into the transition, it is unlikely that any major

changes in the occupational structure had occurred by then, so we feel comfortable

treating the 1992 ISSP data as “pre-transition.”

                                                
11 Because we treat “missing” as valid origin category, we did not exclude respondents with

missing data on father’s occupation.
12 All six excluded the remote, sparsely populated regions in the north of Russia and the war-

torn areas of the Caucasus.
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The CCSCP project sampled only from European Russia. This excludes

respondents west of the Ural Mountains. Preliminary analysis indicates that the

association between origins and destinations is no different in this survey than in the

other two pre-transition surveys, so we ignore this sample restriction and treat it as if

it were nationally representative. The CCSCP also used a slightly different origin

question (and has correspondingly less missing data). It asked respondents about

the occupation of the “main earner” in their household when they were growing up.

The other surveys asked specifically about the father’s occupation when respondents

were either 14 or 16. Finally, the CCSCP used an occupational classification based

roughly on US Census categories, while all the other surveys used the 1988 ISCO

classification. The disparities may introduce some biases of an unknown nature, but

they are not likely to be large enough to change our conclusions. We converted the

CCSCP categories to ISCO88 categories prior to converting the ISCO88 categories

to our 11-class extension of the Erikson-Goldthorpe schema (plus “missing”).

The data from the post-transition period come from three sources: the 1998

Survey of Employment, Income, and Attitudes in Russia (Gerber 1998); the Russian

respondents from the 1999 ISSP, and the 2000 Survey on Education and

Stratification in Russia (Gerber 2000).

RESULTS

Our empirical analysis proceeds in four stages. First, we determine how to modify the

Erikson-Goldthorpe categories in order to best capture the pattern of intergenerational

mobility in Russia. Second, using the categories identified in the first step, we assess

the significance of gender differences in the association between origins and

destinations within each period. Third, we examine the descriptive statistics,

identifying salient patterns across gender and period in the distribution of opportunity

and in mobility rates. Finally, we estimate a series of models to identify the most

appropriate model of the pattern of association between origins and destination in

Russia, evaluate change over time in the association using that model and the

CASMIN core model, and test whether the change we observe stems from a period
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effect or cohort replacement.

Optimizing the Erikson-Goldthorpe Categories for Russia

The Russian surveys we use coded occupational origins and destinations in

sufficient detail for us to identify eleven class categories. We list them in Table 2.

Most of these are standard distinctions in research based on the Erikson-Goldthorpe

schema. For Russia, however we deviate in three ways: (1) we drop the distinction

between employers and proprietors without employees (Erikson-Goldthorpe classes

“IVa” and “IVb”), (2) we add a category of people whose origin is “missing” and we

treat that as an origin “class,” and (3) we add a distinction between professionals and

managers within what are Erikson-Goldthorpe classes “I” and “II.” We do not

distinguish between classes IVa and IVb because employers are very rare in the data

we have. We treat “missing” as an origin class because we suspect that many of

these respondents grew up without a father present.13 Excluding them could lead to a

serious bias in results as they amount to almost 25 percent of cases, and their

destinations are concentrated among manual occupations (they are under-

represented in classes I and II).14 We described our reasons for introducing a

distinction between professionals and managers above (pp. 10-11).

We use the Erikson-Goldthorpe schema as our starting point because it is the

prevailing standard in comparative mobility research, and because we believe it is

best suited to capture subtle class differences that the blunter schemas proposed by

theorists might miss. In support of our choice we note that the association between

class origins and destinations as defined by this schema is statistically significant

by conventional criteria (see Table 2). If class were not an issue in Russia, then the

association between origins and destinations would not be significant.

                                                
13 Russia had a high incidence of family break-up during the Soviet period.
14 A test of the difference between those with missing origins and all other Russians in

occupational destinations is the model of independence for a 2x9 table in which the rows are origin
missing or present and the columns are the 9 destinations we end up using in this analysis. It shows
that the destinations of those who have missing origins are significantly different from the destinations
of others: L-square = 46.51; d.f. = 8; p < .05.
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Table 2 about here

We tested whether to retain the distinction between classes V and VI first

(model 2 in Table 2) because it is a less controversial and consequential test. Then we

made several comparisons of professionals and managers in classes I and II

(models 3-7). The baseline for all tests is the model of independence between origins

and destinations our most detailed table.15 The question is how much of the total

association – as revealed in the 11x11 table – is lost by combining two classes. If a

significant amount is lost, then the classes are not isomorphic and should not be

combined; if the reduction in L-square is not statistically significant, then the classes

can be said to be isomorphic and the distinction between them can be ignored

without losing information about social mobility.

The results point to combining V and VI and to retaining the distinction between

managers and professionals. The information we lose combining V and VI is 3

percent of the total association between origins and destinations – an insignificant

amount even in a sample of over 10,000 cases. Thus model 2 is the baseline for

further testing.

Our classification takes account of the distinction between upper and lower

levels for both professionals and managers. Therefore four categories – I(P), II(P), I(M),

and II(M) – are “in play” in these tests. It would make no sense to combine I(P) with

II(M) or I(M) with II(P) so we ignore those possible pairings and look at the other four

possible combinations involving the four categories. We also test the possibility of

combining all four into a single category.16 The first test (model 3 v. model 2) implies

that upper level managers and professionals have significantly different mobility

patterns. Ignoring the difference between them would lead us to miss 5 percent of the

(new) baseline association. The corresponding test comparing lower level managers

and professionals (model 4 v. model 2) fails to reject the isomorphism. The tests of

                                                
15 The baseline table is 11x11 even though we have 12 classes because class IV does not occur

as an origin (self-employment was illegal during the Soviet era and all of our case have Soviet-era origins)
and because we treat “missing” as an origin.

16 Data-coding difficulties forced Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992) to combine all four in The
Constant Flux.
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upper versus lower categories within occupations (model 5 v. model 2 for managers

and model 6 v. model 2 for professionals) produce mixed results; the test fails to

reject the isomorphism between upper and lower level managers but clearly rejects the

isomorphism of upper and lower professionals. Thus we are left with the conclusion

that the mobility pattern of upper level professionals is clearly distinct from that of

both upper level managers and lower level professionals. The mobility pattern of lower

level managers, on the other hand, is not distinct from the patterns found among

upper level managers and lower level professionals. With this ambiguous result we

consider two courses of action. We could combine all four or we could use three

classes – retaining the distinction between upper and lower level professionals but

combining upper and lower level managers. Model 7 guided our decision. It implies

that we would lose a significant amount of information about the association

between origins and destinations in Russia if we combined all four categories under

consideration into a single class. So we opted for the three-class solution.17 The

result is a nine-class schema that combines V with VI and I(M) with II(M) from the list

in Table 2. Appendix Table A shows the counts for the four 9x9 mobility tables for

men and women in each period we use for the rest of this analysis.

Changing Opportunity and Gross Mobility

The Communist commitment to erasing class boundaries could be expected to foster

a high rate of social mobility, even late in the Soviet era. Two factors can be expected

to mitigate the influence of the Communist regime. After 70 years the commitment to

equality had waned significantly (Connor 1988). In addition, mobility erupts when

industrial development or other rapid social change alters the occupational

distribution over a generation. The period of rapid industrialization in Russia was over

by the late 1930s so structural mobility cannot be expected to contribute much to the

overall mobility rate. Women in most countries experience more mobility than men do

because the difference between men’s and women’s occupational distributions in

general contribute to the difference between women’s origins and destinations.

                                                
17 A two-class solution in which we combined upper and lower level managers with lower level
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We distinguish three types of mobility: upward, downward, and lateral mobility.

We rank the classes in six levels from low to high: (1) IIIb, VIIa, VIIb, and missing

origin, (2) V/VI, (3) IIIa, (4) II(P), (5) I/II(M) and IV, (6) I(P). Upward mobility is having a

destination with a higher rank than origin, downward mobility is the complementary

combination of a destination with a lower rank than origin, and lateral mobility is

having a destination that is different from origin but at the same rank.

Table 3 about here

Russian mobility was very high both before and after the economic transition.

In the late Soviet period, 82 percent of Russian men and 90 percent of Russian

women were in a class different from the one they grew up in. Since the transition

those rates have declined by small but statistically significant amounts to 79 percent

and 88 percent for men and women, respectively. But that is not story here. Since the

transition there is significantly less upward mobility and significantly more downward

mobility for both men and women. Upward moves still outnumber downward moves,

but the ratio of upward to downward moves decreased from 3.1 to 2.2 for men and

4.0 to 2.75 for women. Russians’ mobility prospects clearly deteriorated after the

transition.

The diminished mobility chances of Russians are rooted, in part, in the overall

deterioration of opportunity since the transition began. Table 4 compares men’s and

women’s destinations before and after the transition. Market pressures and the

demise of planning have shrunk the top classes; men and women alike saw their

concentration in class I and II drop by 6 or 7 percent. Men also lost out as manual

work was deskilled. Meanwhile unskilled jobs in production and retail (classes VIIa

and IIIb, respectively) both proliferated. Rising opportunities for self-employment,

especially for men, offset about one-third of the overall decline in opportunity. This

kind of diminished structural mobility contributed to the fall-off in upward mobility

and contributed to downward mobility. As we shall show below, rising class barriers

accentuated it.

                                                                                                                                                            
professionals in a single class seemed to make for a cumbersome hybrid that we rejected without a test.
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Table 4 about here

Gender Differences in Mobility Patterns

Research in other countries has often found that, though the destinations of men and

women are distinct, the association between origins and destinations does not differ

by gender. We test that generalization for Russia in Table 5. We compare the model of

no three-way interaction (model 1) with (a) the saturated model (which reproduces the

observed data exactly) in a flexible but inefficient test and (b) the parsimonious

“unidiff” model (model 2) that reduces the three-way interaction to one degree of

freedom (Xie 1992). If model 1 fits the data well and model 2 fails to improve on its fit,

then we will have strong evidence that the association does not differ for men and

women. If model 2 fits but model 1 does not or if model 2 improves upon the fit

achieved by model 1, then we will conclude that the association differs in strength but

that men and women share a common pattern of association. If neither model 1 nor

model 2 fit the data, then we will conclude that both strength and pattern of

association differ for men and women.

Table 5 about here

The association between origins and destinations was the same for men and

women both before and during the economic transition in Russia. Model 1 is strongly

preferred for the pre-transition period. There is weak evidence of some gender

difference in the pattern of association in the later period – model 1 is barely preferred

over the saturated model – but the difference cannot be reduced to a simple difference

in strength – model 2 is clearly rejected. Further analysis using a more flexible

regression type approach (Goodman and Hout 1998) failed to turn up any

generalizable differences, so we accept the model 1 as preferred for the post-

transition period as well.

How Destination Depends on Origin in Russia and How It Changed

Our step-by-step analysis of the three-way table of origin by destination by time

period shows that the pattern of social mobility is largely the same after the transition
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as it was before, but after the transition the association between origins and

destinations is about 22 percent stronger than it was during the last years of the

Soviet era. We begin this phase of our analysis with the core model proposed by

Erikson and Goldthorpe (1987, 1992a) for their comparative analysis of social

mobility in industrialized nations (CASMIN) in the 1970s. The CASMIN model has

since become a benchmark for mobility analysts, and we conform to that prevailing

practice here. We then move on to develop an alternative model based on different

assumptions about the structure of opportunity and mobility. Our country-specific

model bears a strong resemblance to one developed for the CASMIN data by Hout

and Hauser (1992) so we round out this phase of the analysis by comparing our

preferred model for Russia with the Hout-Hauser model. All three models indicate that

the association between origins and destinations in Russia has grown stronger in the

process of economic transition.

We begin the model search with the CASMIN core model, modified to

accommodate our variant of the class schema (as shown in the appendix). With an L-

square of 243 with 121 degrees of freedom, the core model (A1 in Table 6) does not fit

the data by standard criteria, but it is an acceptable model by the BIC criterion (the

negative value indicates that it is preferred over the saturated model). The unidiff

model (A2) specifies that each of the core model’s seven parameters changed by the

same proportion between the end of the Soviet era and 1998-2000. That change is

statistically significant in a one degree of freedom test. The BIC criterion is indifferent

between A1 and A2. A less parsimonious model that allows each of the seven

parameters to change by a different amount (model A3), results in no further

statistical improvement by the L-square criterion and it makes the fit appear worse by

the BIC criterion.

Table 6 about here

Despite its widespread use by researchers, the CASMIN core model has a

number of undesirable properties (Hout and Hauser 1992). Chief among those

deficiencies is the functional form of the hierarchy effects. They concentrate all of the

so-called hierarchy effect on the diagonal cells. An alternative that is at once more
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flexible and easier to interpret is the so-called RC-II model of Goodman (1979). The

model posits an unobserved latent variable made manifest by the categories of the

class schema. With appropriate identifying restrictions, it is possible to estimate

simultaneously the scores for each class and an association parameter that is equal

to the slope of the line relating origin scores the log-odds of being in the higher-

scoring destination of a pair of destinations that are one point apart on the scale (see

Goodman 1979, Hout 1983, Wong 1992). Formally,

lnFijt = l0 + li
O + lj

D + l t
T+ lit

OT + ljt
DT + qminjft                                              [1]

which is identified by restrictions that Sili
O = Sjlj

D = Stlt
T = SiStlit

OT = SjStljt
DT = Simi = Sjnj

= 0, Simi
2 = Sjnj

2 = 1, and f1 = 1. The q parameter is like a logit regression coefficient, so

if q=0 then destinations are independent of origins. The f parameter is the “unidiff”

parameter; the two periods have the same association if f2 = 1. In the mobility

context, researchers often take account of the direct correspondence between the row

and column categories in at least two ways. First, diagonal cells get special

treatment. Every empirical study we know of has found higher counts in the diagonal

cells (i.e., cells in which i and j refer to the same class or occupational category).18 At a

minimum, models like equation (1) and other unsaturated models are augmented with

a dummy variable that distinguishes diagonal cells from other cells. We use such a

variable (denoted Di j = 1 if i = j and zero otherwise). Often some cells show more

diagonal concentration than others do; additional parameters can be added and

multiplied by selected Di j to account for this heterogeneity. Most often this

concentration shows up in agricultural categories; we find that to be the case in

Russia as well.

Second, researchers who use scores constrain origin and destination scores to

be the same, that is, mi = nj for i = j. The Russian case is complicated by the extra,

“missing” origin and by the lack of a self-employed origin. We achieve a partial

symmetry model by (1) estimating the m i and nj parameters without restriction, (2)

                                                
18 Row and column categories are usually arrayed in the same order so that i = j when the

categories correspond. Our study is unusual in that we have our “missing” origin has no corresponding
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averaging scores for the 8 pairs of classes we wish to constrain (i.e., calculating mi* =

(mi + n i )/2 for i = 1,…8) , and (3) using the m i* as fixed scores in a linear by linear

interaction model. Figure 1 arrays the row scores on the x-axis and the corresponding

column scores on the y-axis with a line indicating where y=x for reference (the

“missing” origin and self-employed destination are arrayed against the average score

on the other axis). If the row and column scores were identical, only the circles

representing the “missing” origin and self-employed destination would stand off the

y=x line. The actual row and column scores do not deviate much from the y=x line. The

correlation between scores (calculated without including the missing and self-

employed categories) is .96, and the L-square that tests the significance of the

differences fails to reject the null hypothesis of equality (L-square = xx; df = 6; p > .10).

Figure 1 about here

We further constrained the linear-by linear model by stipulating that the score

for “missing” origin (i = 9) be the same as that for less-skilled manual workers (i = 7),

(i.e., m9* = m7* in the rows), and the score for the self-employed destination (j = 9) be the

same as that for the managers (j = 3), (i.e., m9* = m3* on the columns) Formally,

lnFijt = l0 + li
O + lj

D + l t
T+ lit

OT + ljt
DT + (qmi*mj* + d1Di j + d2D88 ) ft                           [2]

which is identified by restrictions given for equation (1) above. The model in equation

(2) has 118 degrees of freedom because of the many constraints we have imposed on

the mi* parameters; we estimate only six independent scores.

As a baseline (model B1), we fit the model in equation (2) with the additional

constraint that f1 = f2 = 1. That removes all over-time variation in the association

between origins and destinations. Model B1 fits the data pretty well, although the L-

square of 207 with 119 degrees of freedom is statistically significant at conventional

levels. Model B1 is not a special case of model A1, so the difference between their L-

squares is not a test of any well-defined hypothesis, but the BIC criterion can be used

                                                                                                                                                            
destination and our “self-employed” destination has no corresponding origin. We put these two
exceptional categories at the end and follow convention for the 8 categories that do correspond.
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for comparisons of this type, and the 17-point difference in BICs strongly suggests

that B1 is to be preferred over A1.

We allow f2 to depart from f1 (still constrained to equal 1 as an identifying

constraint) and find that this model – labeled B2 – improves fit significantly as

compared with B1. We get an estimate of f2 = 1.22 indicates that the post-transition

association (as indexed by q, d1, and d2) is 22 percent greater than it was during the

late Soviet period. Allowing each of the three association parameters to change by a

different amount (model B3) does not improve fit significantly. The BIC criterion is

indifferent between the B1 and B2 (a two-point difference in BIC is weak evidence of a

difference between the two models).

At this point we can see that B2 fits the data significantly better than B1 does,

has a lower L-square than A2,19 and has a better BIC value than either alternative. We

do not stop here, however, because the wide application of the core model puts

imposes a higher standard of preference on any model that would supplant it. While

the structure of B2 is very general, it is particular to Russia in the way its scores are

tailored to the Russian data. Models like equation (2) are the leading alternative to the

core model in most studies. Scores from one of these prior applications offer the

prospect of level grounds of comparison; we insert the scores Hout and Hauser

(1992) report for the same data that Erikson and Goldthorpe used to develop the core

model. The Hout and Hauser scores bear a strong resemblance to the ones we have

estimated from the Russian data; the correlation is .98. Figure 2 shows how very

close they are. The fit from using the imported scores instead of the Russian-based

scores is, by necessity, somewhat worse; the Russian scores are optimized to the

Russian data but the imported ones are derived from other data. To compensate, the

model with imported scores has six more degrees of freedom. The difference of 70

points in L-square is surprisingly large, given the high correlation between the two

sets of scores. Nonetheless, the BIC criterion offers no grounds for choice among A1,

A2, C1, and C2, and implies that we prefer either B1 or B2 to any of them.

                                                
19 We cannot test the statistical significance of the difference between A2 and B2 because neither

is a special case of the other.
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Figure 2 about here

 After several comparisons we now prefer model B2 to the alternatives. Table 6

shows the maximum likelihood estimates of q, d1, and d2 – the three structural

parameters that capture the association between origins and destinations – for the

Soviet and post-transition eras in Russia. An important feature of the model is that

each post-transition coefficient is exactly 22 percent larger than the corresponding

parameter for the Soviet era. The uniform association parameter indicates a general

tendency for people from higher status origins to have advantages in the labor market

– 22 percent greater advantage after the transition than during the Soviet period.

People from a given origin have a modest (.16) excess over contemporaries in

attaining a destination occupation in the same class as they originated in. Whether

that excess reflects and advantage or disadvantage depends, of course, on the

desirability of having such a destination. The pattern works to the advantage of those

with privileged origins. The specific inheritance of agricultural destinations by persons

with agricultural origins definitely works to the disadvantage of those with agricultural

origins, decreasing the odds that people raised in that environment will be upwardly

mobile out of it. Both forms of inheritance intensified by the same 22 percent as

affected the general pattern of social stratification in Russia after transition.

Finally we ask if the demographic succession of cohorts can account for what

we have, until now, considered to be a period effect. To determine whether period or

cohort trends account for the 22 percent increase in the association between origins

and destinations, we define three cohorts: (1) The entering cohort of persons who

reached their 25th birthday after March 1992, (2) the continuing cohort of persons who

were between 25 and 54 years old, and (3) the exiting cohort of people who reached

retirement age after 1992 but before 1998. If period effects predominate, then the q, d1,

and d2 parameters should be equal (to within sampling error) for the continuing and

exiting cohorts in the late Soviet period, for the continuing and entering period in the

post-transition period, and bigger for the continuing cohort in the second than in the

first period. The data satisfy all three conditions.
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CONCLUSIONS

Class matters in Russia. It mattered in the communist era; it still matters.

Class-based inequalities of opportunity tightened after the transition began so that

the intergenerational association is 20%+ higher now than during the Soviet era. This

has resulted in less upward and more downward mobility than under communism.

Men’s and women’s mobility differs because of gender-typing of jobs but not

because of a gender difference in the relationship between origins and destinations (it

is the same for men and women).

It is very rare in mobility studies to see a real-world case of a society that becomes

more stratified rather than less
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TABLE 1

Data Sources

Survey
Principal 
Investigator(s)

Date Respondent's 
Occupation 
Measured Valid N

Pre-transition Data

Social Stratification in Eastern Europea Treiman and Szelenyi End of 1988 2,928

Comparative Class Structure and 
Consciousness Project

Wright, Hout, and 
Sanchez-Jankowski February 1991 1,400

International Social Survey Project, 
1992 February 1992 1,061

Subtotal 5,389

Post-transition Data

Survey of Employment, Income, and 
Attitudes in Russia Gerber

January-March 
1998 2,202

International Social Survey Project, 
1999 February 1999 586

Survey on Education and Stratification 
in Russia Gerber

September-
November 2000 2,087

Subtotal 4,875

Total 10,264

aThe SSEE contributes pre-transition data even though it was conducted in 1993 because we
use the respondent's 1988 occupation,  not occupation at the time of the survey.



TABLE 2

Specification L2    df Contrast Sig

% of 

baseline L2

1. Full (11 x 11) 932.06  100 100%

2. Combine V with VI 905.73  81 2 vs. 1 .121 97%

3. [2] + Combine I(M) with I(P) 864.55  64 3 vs. 2 .001 95%
4. [2] + Combine II(M) with II(P) 886.85  64 4 vs. 2 .336 98%
5. [2] + Combine I(M) with II(M) 891.40  64 5 vs. 2 .644 98%
6. [2] + Combine I(P) with II(P) 871.13  64 6 vs. 2 .007 96%

 
7. [2] + combine I(M) with I(P) and 

II(M) with II(P) 848.53  49 7 vs. 2 .004 94%

Code  Class description:
I(M). Managers (Upper)
I(P). Professionals (Upper)

II(M). Managers (Lower)
II(P). Professionals (Lower)
IIIa. Routine Non-manual (Upper)
IIIb. Routine Non-manual (Lower)

IVab. Proprietors (with or without employees)*
IVc. Famers*

V. Supervisors of Manual Workers
VI. Skilled Manual Workers

VIIa. Unskilled Manual, Non-agricultural
VIIb. Unskilled Manual, Agriculture

X. Missing**

Testing Alternative Specifications of Origin and Destination Categories: Russians 25 Years
Old to Retirement Age in All Six Surveys

*Class IVab is not an origin category, because self-employment was illegal during the Soviet period.
We observed no cases in IVc in either the origin or destination distribution.

**"Missing" is not a destination category.



TABLE 3
Mobility Rates by Gender and Period

Gender / Period Total Upward Downward Lateral
Men

Pre-transition 82% 52% 17% 14%
Post-transition 79% 45% 21% 13%
Change -3% -7% 4% -1%

Women
Pre-transition 90% 63% 14% 13%
Post-transition 88% 55% 20% 13%
Change -2% -8% 6% 0%

Mobility Type



TABLE 4
Current Class by Gender and Period

Current Class
Pre-

transition
Post-

transition
Pre-

transition
Post-

transition

I/II(M). Managers 10%     8%     6%     4%     
I(P). Professionals, upper 7%     5%     14%     11%     
II(P). Professionals, lower 16%     13%     25%     23%     
IIIa. Routine nonmanual 4%     4%     19%     20%     
IIIb. Retail and service 2%     5%     7%     13%     
IV. Self-employed 3%     8%     1%     3%     
V/VI. Skilled manual 30%     30%     12%     10%     
VIIa. Less skilled manual 20%     24%     12%     12%     
VIIb. Agricultural labor 6%     4%     5%     3%     

Total 100%     100%     100%     100%     

WomenMen



TABLE 5

Model L2 df sig. sig.  [SOD]
Pre-transition
1. [SO][SD][OD] 75.49  64 .154 .154
2.  [1] + unidiff [SOD] 75.05  63 .142 .511

Post-transition
1. [SO][SD][OD] 79.09  64 .097 .097
2.  [1] + unidiff [SOD] 78.94  63 .085 .700

 

Testing for Gender Differences in the Association Between Origin and Destination 
by Time Period



TABLE 6
Fit Statistics, Selected Models for the Origin x Destination x Period Table (N=10,264)

Model L2 df BIC

p vs. 
model 
above

A. Core Social Fluidity Model
A1. Baseline (no change) 242.74  121    -875    --
A2. Unidiff change across period 231.97  120    -876    .001
A3. Full change across period (7 parameters) 225.17  114    -828    .339

 
B. Homogenous QRC-II, Estimated Scores  
B1. Baseline (no change) 207.13  119    -892    --
B2. Unidiff change across period 199.72  118    -890    .006
B3. Full change across period (3 parameters) 198.59  116    -873    .569

 
C. Linear-by-linear, Hout & Hauser Scores  
C1. Baseline (no change) 277.44  125    -877    --
C2. Unidiff change across period 270.57  124    -875    .009
C3. Full change across period (3 parameters) 269.27  122    -858    .522

 
D. Homogenous QRC-II, Estimated Scores, Change Across Period and Cohort (N=9,648)
D1. Baseline (no change) 324.16  247    -1,942    --
D2. Unidiff across period only 317.64  246    -1,939    .011
D3. Unidiff acoss cohort and period 316.76  244    -1,922    .644

Note: Preferred model shown in bold.



TABLE 7

Parameter
Pre-

transition
Post-

transition
Uniform Association (q) 2.42 2.97
General inheritance (d1) .16 .19

Agricultural laborer inheritance (d2) .68 .83

Parameter Estimates for the Preferred Model (B2)

Note: Each coefficient for the post-transition period is exactly
1.2235 times the corresponding coefficient in the pre-transition
period; this is a defining feature of model B2.



FIGURE 1

FIGURE 2
Comparisons Between Homogeneous Row and Column Scores for
Russia and the Scores Used by Hout and Hauser (1992)
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