
harder for upper professionals to embrace. To this scheme I add two distinc-
tions. First, following Hout, Brooks, and Manza (1995), I separate profession-
als and managers (“professional I” in figure 1.2). Second, I distinguish
between the self-employed nonprofessionals who would be classified as
white collar based on their occupation and those who would be blue collar
in order to separate the impact of employment status better (self-employed,
white collar and self-employed, blue collar in figure 1.2). Figure 1.2 ranks
these ten classes from highest percentage middle class to lowest.

Strong majorities of upper professionals, managers, and white collar self-
employed identified with the middle and upper classes: 71 percent of the
top professionals said middle class and 9 percent said upper class; 59 per-
cent of white collar self-employed said middle class and 13 percent upper
class; and 59 percent of managers said middle class, with 5 percent say-
ing upper class. Lower professionals were more closely divided, but a
majority—55 percent—identify with the middle class. Majorities of employed
people from all other classes identify with the working class. Other white
collar workers split 42 percent middle class and 51 percent working class.
The blue collar categories—including self-employed blue collar workers—
had strong to very strong working class majorities. Two-thirds of skilled
and unskilled blue collar workers identify with the working class; another
6 percent of unskilled blue collar workers identify with the lower class.
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Figure 1.1 Class Identification of Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five 
and Older, by Family Income
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Low-wage service workers were very similar to the unskilled blue collar
workers at 63 percent working class and 8 percent lower class.

These relationships are all based on people’s own current occupations.
Janeen Baxter (1994) found that married women tend to give more weight
to their husband’s occupation than their own when answering subjective-
class questions. However, when I substituted husband’s occupation for the
occupation of married women and redid figure 1.2, there was no substan-
tively interesting difference.12 The biggest difference was in the number of
cases available for analysis: the substitution increased the number of valid
cases from 4,768 to 5,180. The largest change in subjective class was an
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Figure 1.2 Class Identification of Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five 
and Older, by Occupation
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increase in middle class identification among low-wage service workers,
from 27 percent to 30 percent.

Figure 1.3 shifts our attention to education. College graduates identified
with the middle class; less-educated people identified with the working
class. Moving from highest to lowest education, we see that among people
with a degree beyond the bachelor’s 75 percent identified with the middle
class and another 10 percent with the upper class; 67 percent of those for
whom BA was their highest degree thought of themselves as middle class;
41 percent of people with some college but no degree thought of themselves
as middle class; 29 percent of high school graduates identified with the mid-
dle class; and only 23 percent of high school dropouts thought of themselves
as middle class. Working class identification pretty much complemented
the middle class identification, though 10 percent of high school dropouts
actually viewed themselves as lower class.

These three charts show that Americans not only recognize the class
labels but know how to use them as social scientists would. Each figure por-
trays a strong statistical relationship. Two comparisons that use the GSS’s
subjective income question—“Compared with American families in gen-
eral, would you say your family income is far below average, below aver-
age, average, above average, or far above average?”—establish the strength
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Figure 1.3 Class Identification of Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five 
and Older, by Education
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Figure 1.4 Identification of Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five or 
Older with the Middle or Upper Class, by Family Income,
Occupation, and Education
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The effect of racial ancestry, barely significant in the 1970s, was only half as
big by 2004 (and no longer statistically significant). The effects of marital sta-
tus and religion are not as strong as those of income and education; nor have
they changed significantly since the 1970s.

Thus, although the relative weights of income, occupation, and educa-
tion shifted over the last thirty years, they remain the most important fac-
tors in class identification. In the balance between sociological conceptions
of class as the source of livelihood and economic ideas about the efficacy of
money itself, money is clearly the factor on the rise. The myriad changes
over the last thirty years make it hard to say what has recalibrated the class
equation in favor of income. Two candidates come to mind. First, the
decline of public goods may have put more families on their own account,
as it were. That is, with fewer public goods to share, families now buy for
themselves the goods and services they desire, such as private security ser-
vices, private education, and private transportation. Second, employment
security and substandard employment (Kalleberg, Reskin, and Hudson
2000) may be undermining the efficacy of occupation as a feature of iden-
tity. If more people are underemployed, or at least think they are, then they
may identify with a job they no longer (or do not yet) hold.
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Figure 1.5 Estimated Effects on Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five and
Older of Education, Occupation, Family Income, Religion, 
Racial Ancestry, and Marital Status on Middle Class
Identification by Year

Source: Statistical model using data from General Social Survey (GSS), 1973 to 2004.
Note: Standardized estimates are κ values for regression coefficients in the table 1A.1.
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The GSS asks just one direct question of all its respondents: “If you were
asked to use one of four names for your social class, which would you say
you belong in: the lower class, the working class, the middle class, or the
upper class?” This question gets an answer from 99.4 percent of the people
who hear it. Americans in the present decade split more or less equally
between responding “middle class” and “working class” (as in the ANES
data of the 1960s through the 1990s). This wording yields more “upper” and
“lower” answers, however, than the ANES question. (Three to 5 percent
choose “lower,” and 3 to 5 percent choose “upper.”) Table 1.1 illustrates
this general finding with data from the 2000 to 2004 GSS. The “middle
class” answer edged out “working class” by four percentage points here.
Restricting attention to people who have jobs, the slight advantage swings
to “working class.” When Richard Centers (1949) first asked this exact ques-
tion in 1945, 49 percent identified as working class and 45 percent as mid-
dle class. Americans’ answers changed remarkably little in sixty years.
Considering the increases in education, professional employment, income,
homeownership, and other economic indicators since 1945, it would be
reasonable to expect the middle class to have grown more than just two
points and the working class to have declined by more than five points.
For subjective changes to lag so far behind objective changes hints that
many Americans answer based on their relative education, occupation, and
income, perhaps discounting improvements that all share. The multivariate
analysis I present later in this chapter is consistent with this idea, as is much
research on subjective well being (Hout 2003).

Retired people and homemakers identify as middle class significantly
more than people in the labor force do. Retirees’ earning days are behind
them, so their annual family incomes understate their standard of living.
Presumably they have lower expenses, especially if they have paid off their
mortgage; they may also have some savings, and it could be that they sim-
ply continue to think of their class position as that of their lifestyle before
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Table 1.1 Subjective Social Class: All Persons and Employed Respondents
Twenty-Five Years and Older

Class All Respondents Employed Respondents

Upper class 4% 3%
Middle class 47 46
Working class 44 48
Lower class 5 3

Number of cases 7,518 4,806

Source: General Social Survey (GSS), 2000 to 2004.
Note: Cases weighted to adjust for sample design.



income less than $20,000 identify as working (56 percent) or lower (25 per-
cent) class.14 Some people get mixed class signals because their income, occu-
pation, and education do not line up—a condition Hodge and Treiman
(1968) called “status inconsistency.” People become ambivalent about their
subjective class because, objectively, they are in more than one; forced to
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Table 1.2 Net Effects of Objective Variables on Subjective Social Class and
Subjective Income Among Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five
and Older

Dependent Variable

Objective Variable Subjective Class Subjective Income

Family income (ratio-scale) 1.318* 1.786*
(.068) (.087)

Occupation
Professional I 1.103* .704*

(.168) (.172)
Professional II .404* .102

(.159) (.143)
Manager .604* .461*

(.124) (.142)
Other white collar .308* .321*

(.149) (.146)
Self-employed, white collar 1.017* .671*

(.208) (.206)
Self-employed, blue collar .282 .459*

(.228) (.220)
Skilled blue collar −.065 .422*

(.145) (.142)
Unskilled blue collar 0 0

— —
Low-wage service .200 −.102

(.164) (.150)
Farm .165 −.613

(.426) (.434)

Education
Main .302* .147*

(.060) (.047)
Advanced degree .348* .218

(.142) (.160)

Number of cases 4,332 2,876

Source: General Social Survey (GSS), 2000 to 2004.
Note: The GSS design calls for skipping the subjective income question for a random one-third
of respondents, yielding fewer cases for analysis. Intercepts were suppressed to save space.
* Statistically significant at conventional level (p < .05).
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Table 1.3 Net Effects on Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five and Older, 
of Objective Variables on Subjective Social Class Alone 
and with Sociodemographic Controls

Objective Variable Objective Only With Controls

Family income (ratio-scale)
Main effect .957* 1.017*

(.061) (.069)
Top code .467* .353*

(.169) (.170)

Occupation
Professional I 1.065* 1.019*

(.167) (.170)
Professional II .356* .326*

(.128) (.130)
Manager .583* .558*

(.101) (.105)
Other white collar .314* .277*

(.104) (.105)
Self-employed, white collar .766* .597*

(.174) (.179)
Self-employed, blue collar .263 .210

(.173) (.177)
Skilled blue collar −.260* −.282*

(.127) (.127)
Less-skilled blue collar 0 0

— —
Low-wage service .192 .198

(.108) (.116)
Farm .328 .237

(.340) (.346)

Education
Main effect .233* .253*

(.047) (.051)
Advanced degree .593* .453*

(.145) (.149)

Number of cases 6,424 6,424

Source: General Social Survey (GSS), 2000 to 2004.
Note: The additional variables are racial ancestry, gender, marital status, age, region, religion,
and attendance at religious services.
* Statistically significant at conventional level (p < .05).



class categories. Religious people are more middle class than people with no
religion, but only Jews are more middle class than would be expected based
on their objective-class characteristics. Conservative Christians and Catholics
are significantly less middle class than their objective-class characteris-
tics imply. The strongest effect among the control variables is for age,
and Pakulski does not address it as an important competing identity.

The third hypothesis refers to variation in class effects across subpopu-
lations. The logic is that some identities are strong enough to override objec-
tive class. If true, that would show up as a weaker relationship between
objective and subjective class for groups with strong identities. Table 1.4
compares all employed adults age twenty-five and over, with four sub-
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Table 1.4 Net Effects of Objective Variables on Subjective Social Class for
All Employed Adults and for Select Subpopulations: Persons Age
Twenty-Five and Older

African 
Class Variable Employed American Southern Parent Religious

Family income (ratio-scale)
Main 1.253* .750* 1.006* 1.110* 1.171*
Top code −.036 −.157 .281 .368* .350*

Occupationa

Professional I .714 .801 .826 .678 .754
Professional II .022 .021 .022 .019 .014
Manager .264 .294 .306 .255 .223
Other white collar −.056 −.064 −.063 −.057 −.077
Self-employed, .370 .443 .444 .375 .606

white collar
Self-employed, −.168 −.176 −.194 −.164 −.181
blue collar

Skilled blue collar −.487 −.559 −.573 −.465 −.307
Unskilled blue collar −.391 −.431 −.457 −.385 −.446
Low-wage service −.146 −.205 −.176 −.141 −.226
Farm −.123 −.125 −.134 −.116 −.359
κ .343* .389* .400* .331* .387*

Education
Main .298* −.187 .328* .370* .324*
Advanced degree .335* .925* .411* .253 .467*

Number of cases 4,279 549 1,524 3,103 1,469

Source: General Social Survey (GSS), 2000 to 2004.
Note: The other variables in each model are racial ancestry, gender, marital status, parenthood,
age, region, religion, and attendance at religious services.
a Due to norming, standard errors for separate occupational groups are not available.
* Statistically significant at conventional level (p < .05).



populations defined by a strong competing identification: African Americans,
Southerners, parents, and religious Americans.22 The African American
population is the most distinct. Income differences are only about three-
fourths as consequential for African Americans as for others, and only
advanced degrees affect blacks. Occupational distinctions are about 16 per-
cent more important for African Americans (and Southerners and religious
people). In the other three subpopulations, objective class is as strong as, or
stronger than, it is for all employed people taken together. Thus, the long
history of exclusion levels distinctions among African Americans, but there
is no evidence that other identities are strong enough to cancel class dis-
tinction. Even in the black population, class distinctions are strong and sig-
nificant; the effects of income and education are just weaker for African
Americans.

The last hypothesis addresses change over time. Presumably the post-
class changes are relatively recent, so we should see them emerge over time.
In fact, the opposite occurred: racial and other disparities in subjective-class
identification declined after the 1970s, while the effect of income increased.
Table 1.5 shows income coefficients for all GSS years combined and for each
decade. The effect of family income on middle and upper class identifica-
tion is 42 percent greater in the current decade than it was in the 1970s.23

The rising effect of income was somewhat offset by falling effects of occu-
pation (between the 1970s and 1980s) and education (since the 1990s).
Figure 1.5 shows κ values (the standardized index introduced before) for
each decade. According to this metric, the income effect rose 33 percent while
the occupation and education effects fell by 28 and 24 percent, respectively.
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Table 1.5 Net Effects on Employed Persons Age Twenty-Five and 
Older, of Objective Variables on Subjective Social Class for 
All Years and by Decade

1973 to 1980 to 1990 to 2000 to
Class Variable All Years 1978 1989 1998 2004

Family income 
(ratio-scale)
Main 1.055* .885* 1.089* 1.031* 1.255*

(.043) (.103) (.072) (.081) (.087)
Top code .164* .104 .223 .181 −.034

(.080) (.198) (.132) (.148) (.179)

Number of cases 21,142 3,508 6,530 6,824 4,279

Source: General Social Survey (GSS), 1973 to 2004.
Note: The other variables in each model are education, occupation, employment status, racial
ancestry, gender, marital status, parenthood, age, region, religion, attendance at religious
services, and decade.
* Statistically significant at conventional level (p < .05).
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Table 1.6 Selected Attitudes and Behaviors of Persons Age Twenty-Five 
and Older, by Subjective Social Class

Middle-
Lower Working Middle Upper Working

Lifestyle
Own home 39% 57% 72% 74% 15%
Talking back to parents led to 63 64 52 36 −12
disrespect (1990)

Went hunting or fishing (1993) 36 41 30 33 −12
Went to auto race (1993) 10 22 10 10 −11
Went to classical music 5 11 23 39 11

concert (1993)
Country music: like very 30 29 19 19 −10

much (1993)
Classical music: like very 9 14 22 46 8

much (1993)

Politics
Voted in 2000 37 55 73 87 17
Voted for George W. Bush 34 50 56 57 6
Republican identification 14 23 33 42 10
Independent identification 46 42 34 29 −8
Democratic identification 40 35 33 29 −2
Supports legal abortion 27 29 40 42 11
(six of six items)

Spending (government in 
Washington spends too 
little on:)
Social Security 75 69 56 45 −13
Halting rising crime rate 64 64 54 51 −9
Child care 70 64 56 60 −8
Improving nation’s health 80 78 73 71 −4
Mass transit 38 33 41 51 7

Redistribution
Differences in income 74 72 63 47 −9
too large (1996, 2000)

Government: no action 11 17 26 39 9
on inequality

Government: should 52 30 25 17 −5
redistribute incomes

Government should reduce 53 34 26 17 −9
income gap (1990 to 1996)

Taxes on the rich are 61 42 37 12 −5
too low (1996)

Companies: profits to workers, 90 88 74 59 −13
then investors (1991)

Okay if some get rich (1993) 54 55 61 72 6
(continued)



have been larger had it not been for the abortion issue: middle class
Americans supported legal abortion more than working class Americans
did, holding down class voting.

Most social spending issues did not split along class lines, but there were
five issues that showed significant class differences. The largest was social
security. Three-fourths of the lower class (75 percent), 69 percent of the work-
ing class, 56 percent of the middle class, and 45 percent of the upper class
supported spending more on social security. The working class supported
more spending for halting the rising crime rate, child care, and improving
the nation’s health.25 The middle class favored more spending for mass tran-
sit (even though the lower class was most likely to use it).

In 1996 and again in 2000, the GSS asked whether “income differences . . .
are too large.” A majority of Americans agreed that they were: 74, 72, 63, and
47 percent of the lower, working, middle, and upper class, respectively. The
GSS asks a complicated question about whether the government should do
something about inequality:

Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the
income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes
of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think
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Table 1.6 Continued

Middle-
Lower Working Middle Upper Working

Confidence in institutions
Labor unions 13 15 12 15 −3
Banks 21 24 32 36 8
Major companies 14 19 28 45 10
Scientific community 30 38 49 54 11

Worldview
World is good (2000, 2002) 16 30 36 45 6
People are helpful 35 42 53 55 12
People try to be fair 32 44 61 57 17
People can be trusted 14 30 43 38 13

Well being
Very happy 16 28 37 42 9
Health excellent 11 25 37 48 12
Very satisfied with work 30 44 54 60 10
Satisfied with finances 9 19 43 58 24
Standard of living will improve 48 67 76 81 9

Source: General Social Survey (GSS), 2000 to 2004, except where noted.
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Table 1A.1 Logistic Regression Coefficients for Models of Middle or 
Upper Class Identification

Variable Gross Net Working Black South Parent Religious

Education
Main .232 .245 .300 −.083 .204 .247 .205

(.047) (.052) (.065) (.117) (.080) (.079) (.078)
Advanced .601 .463 .324 .990 .287 .746 .573
degree (.143) (.147) (.167) (.460) (.266) (.301) (.260)

Occupation
Professional I 1.082 1.022 1.140 .739 1.122 .803 1.115

(.170) (.173) (.200) (.340) (.260) (.291) (.251)
Professional II .373 .338 .413 −.586 .581 .086 .347

(.131) (.133) (.174) (.355) (.218) (.204) (.191)
Manager .580 .555 .637 −.142 .689 .391 .547

(.104) (.107) (.144) (.311) (.198) (.194) (.187)
Other white .326 .290 .317 −.789 .354 .252 .247
collar (.106) (.108) (.163) (.337) (.191) (.196) (.179)

Self-employed, .802 .624 .759 1.229 .812 .357 .771
white collar (.176) (.182) (.196) (.585) (.296) (.301) (.277)

Self-employed, .290 .233 .223 .095 .257 −.104 .199
blue collar (.175) (.179) (.241) (.394) (.278) (.260) (.265)

Skilled blue −.251 −.276 −.115 −1.203 −.110 −.221 −.062
collar (.130) (.130) (.170) (.367) (.202) (.235) (.201)

Unskilled .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
blue collar — — — — — — —

Low-wage .211 .223 .229 −.117 .415 .325 .029
service (.110) (.118) (.181) (.218) (.218) (.212) (.192)

Farm .342 .230 .232 1.277 .784 .206 .227
(.341) (.351) (.465) (.580) (.600) (.581) (.525)

Family income .961 1.032 1.253 .750 1.006 1.110 1.171
(log) (.061) (.069) (.087) (.196) (.121) (.129) (.117)

Income .459 .346 −.036 −.157 .281 .368 .350
top-coded (.174) (.174) (.181) (.533) (.314) (.285) (.314)

Employment status
Unemployed .183 .226 .141 .697 .000 .022

(.182) (.188) (.462) (.331) (.383) (.361)
Retired 1.423 .734 1.203 .685 .434 .809

(.095) (.122) (.331) (.202) (.496) (.197)
At home .647 .532 .657 .434 .422 .420

(.125) (.122) (.239) (.210) (.159) (.182)
Other .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — — —
(continued)
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Table 1A.1 Continued

Variable Gross Net Working Black South Parent Religious

Racial ancestry
Black −.096 −.257 −.124 −.079 −.006

(.104) (.146) (.154) (.184) (.158)
Latino −.240 −.139 −.070 −.421 −.230 −.359

(.141) (.179) (.376) (.211) (.223) (.222)
Other .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — — —
Woman −.030 −.112 .267 −.079 −.222 .074

(.075) (.091) (.194) (.101) (.127) (.115)
Marital status

Married once −.113 −.168 .201 −.088 .225 −.144
(.100) (.128) (.257) (.156) (.239) (.178)

Remarried −.112 −.086 .167 −.129 .386 −.024
(.128) (.157) (.341) (.185) (.269) (.233)

Widowed .299 .313 .401 .417 .155 .388
(.156) (.225) (.344) (.248) (.423) (.267)

Divorced −.090 −.069 −.053 −.008 .289 −.084
(.097) (.120) (.250) (.172) (.288) (.197)

Never married .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
— — — — — —

Children at home −.136 −.026 −.384 −.291 −.043
(.085) (.098) (.228) (.144) (.132)

Religion
Conservative −.291 −.368 −.094 −.080 −.130 −1.145

Protestant (.111) (.152) (.264) (.223) (.197) (.483)
Mainline .071 −.009 .353 .355 .334 −.671
Protestant (.112) (.140) (.318) (.235) (.204) (.491)

Catholic −.206 −.307 .145 .273 −.134 −.914
(.109) (.132) (.370) (.226) (.190) (.468)

Jewish .846 .947 .686 1.438
(.270) (.416) (.462) (.548)

Other religion −.044 .007 −.423 .128 −.332 −.886
(.180) (.214) (.603) (.346) (.408) (.494)

No religion .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
— — — — — —

Attendance at .040 .079 −.082 .028 .054 −.018
services (.023) (.033) (.058) (.042) (.042) (.039)
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Table 1A.1 Continued

Variable Gross Net Working Black South Parent Religious

Region
Northeast .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — —
Midwest −.048 .062 .307 −.255 .009

(.118) (.129) (.285) (.194) (.188)
South .077 .107 .134 −.220 .018

(.121) (.142) (.238) (.192) (.180)
Mountain −.026 .036 −.130 −.089

(.151) (.161) (.280) (.233)
Pacific −.040 −.100 .186 .020 −.309

(.144) (.166) (.239) (.207) (.213)

Age group
Twenty-five to .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
twenty-nine — — — — — —

Thirty to .352 .285 .204 .306 .245 .501
thirty-four (.131) (.142) (.254) (.178) (.178) (.207)

Thirty-five to .247 .222 .051 .257 .104 −.114
thirty-nine (.118) (.129) (.307) (.197) (.185) (.232)

Forty to .218 .150 .100 .003 .050 .071
forty-four (.129) (.150) (.348) (.200) (.215) (.227)

Forty-five to .535 .470 .612 .445 .412 .300
forty-nine (.146) (.162) (.335) (.187) (.224) (.231)

Fifty to .360 .360 .380 .284 .552 .202
fifty-four (.124) (.146) (.364) (.207) (.270) (.227)

Fifty-five to .365 .338 −.184 .355 −.150 .363
fifty-nine (.172) (.200) (.529) (.232) (.461) (.263)

Sixty to .725 .773 .004 .661 .877 .663
sixty-four (.191) (.234) (.553) (.296) (.516) (.281)

Sixty-five to .766 .552 .048 .671 .398 .412
sixty-nine (.174) (.257) (.529) (.282) (.599) (.296)

Seventy to 1.083 1.504 .490 .877 1.741 .895
seventy-four (.201) (.387) (.523) (.329) (.752) (.325)

Seventy-five 1.066 .246 −.194 .876 1.044 .911
and older (.175) (.477) (.480) (.274) (.870) (.313)

Intercept −4.715 −5.091 −6.119 −3.356 −5.038 −5.535 −4.449
(.224) (.286) (.352) (.865) (.448) (.619) (.629)

Number of cases 6,309 6,309 4,238 880 2,278 2,072 2,297

Source: General Social Surveys (GSS), 2000 to 2004.
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Table 1A.2 Logistic Regression Coefficients for Models of Middle or 
Upper Class Identification for All Periods and by Decade:
Persons Age Twenty-Five and Older, 1973 to 2004

1973 to 1980 to 1990 to 2000 to 
Variable All Periods 1978 1989 1998 2004

Education
Main .405 .444 .468 .422 .245

(.022) (.045) (.037) (.035) (.052)
Advanced .214 .079 .186 .152 .463
degree (.072) (.204) (.143) (.134) (.147)

Occupation
Professional I .960 1.336 .755 .914 1.022

(.073) (.198) (.127) (.122) (.173)
Professional II .391 .645 .303 .317 .338

(.051) (.115) (.088) (.093) (.133)
Manager .690 1.138 .656 .582 .555

(.050) (.147) (.088) (.083) (.107)
Other .359 .515 .402 .191 .290
white collar (.045) (.104) (.078) (.079) (.108)

Self-employed, .815 1.091 .709 .818 .624
white collar (.074) (.149) (.123) (.132) (.182)

Self-employed, .155 .208 .108 .071 .233
blue collar (.071) (.180) (.118) (.113) (.179)

Skilled −.062 .156 .011 −.179 −.276
blue collar (.051) (.115) (.089) (.091) (.130)

Unskilled blue .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
collar — — — — —

Low-wage .252 .361 .131 .262 .223
service (.052) (.111) (.087) (.103) (.118)

Farm −.005 −.001 −.010 −.002 .230
(.101) (.160) (.165) (.204) (.351)

Family income .909 .771 .922 .917 1.032
(log) (.034) (.068) (.056) (.066) (.069)

Income top-coded .397 .290 .500 .350 .346
(.073) (.174) (.125) (.134) (.174)

Employment status
Unemployed .081 −.102 .111 .042 .226

(.091) (.169) (.180) (.159) (.188)
Retired .600 .525 .571 .584 .734

(.053) (.127) (.096) (.099) (.122)
At home .676 .766 .629 .736 .532

(.043) (.081) (.079) (.078) (.122)
Other .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — —
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(continued)

Racial ancestry
Black −.344 −.411 −.429 −.415 −.096

(.051) (.120) (.089) (.089) (.104)
Latino −.207 −.413 −.025 −.213 −.240

(.063) (.173) (.113) (.122) (.141)
Other .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — —

Woman −.050 −.059 −.003 −.086 −.030
(.033) (.079) (.057) (.054) (.075)

Marital status
Married once −.143 −.138 −.215 −.103 −.113

(.050) (.126) (.093) (.084) (.100)
Remarried −.157 −.225 −.154 −.166 −.112

(.062) (.143) (.105) (.111) (.128)
Widowed .208 .114 .213 .162 .299

(.066) (.167) (.115) (.121) (.156)
Divorced −.068 .076 .007 −.155 −.090

(.050) (.137) (.096) (.082) (.097)
Never married .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — —

Children at home −.120 .030 −.170 −.144 −.136
(.038) (.078) (.064) (.074) (.085)

Religion
Conservative −.262 −.145 −.323 −.228 −.291
Protestant (.061) (.137) (.110) (.111) (.111)

Mainline .003 .215 −.135 .002 .071
Protestant (.052) (.122) (.098) (.102) (.112)

Catholic −.078 .129 −.223 .054 −.206
(.054) (.127) (.104) (.101) (.109)

Jewish .745 .840 .546 .921 .846
(.112) (.252) (.201) (.190) (.270)

Other religion −.026 .212 −.069 −.015 −.044
(.095) (.320) (.173) (.173) (.180)

No religion .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
— — — — —

Attendance at .062 .032 .088 .064 .040
service (.010) (.024) (.017) (.017) (.023)

Table 1A.2 Continued

1973 to 1980 to 1990 to 2000 to 
Variable All Periods 1978 1989 1998 2004
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Region
Northeast .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

— — — — —
Midwest .005 .031 −.006 .056 −.048

(.053) (.101) (.078) (.093) (.118)
South .140 .240 .177 .094 .077

(.051) (.101) (.080) (.079) (.121)
Mountain .016 .082 .040 .011 −.026

(.090) (.150) (.168) (.156) (.151)
Pacific .010 −.042 .059 .022 −.040

(.064) (.126) (.093) (.099) (.144)

Age group
Twenty-five to .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

twenty-nine — — — — —
Thirty to .143 .176 .179 −.021 .352
thirty-four (.052) (.114) (.086) (.102) (.131)

Thirty-five to .137 −.059 .204 .112 .247
thirty-nine (.050) (.113) (.091) (.095) (.118)

Forty to .104 .032 .193 .014 .218
forty-four (.055) (.121) (.102) (.104) (.129)

Forty-five to .229 .268 .258 .010 .535
forty-nine (.062) (.134) (.117) (.107) (.146)

Fifty to .256 .198 .331 .216 .360
fifty-four (.058) (.127) (.106) (.121) (.124)

Fifty-five to .376 .356 .543 .315 .365
fifty-nine (.066) (.134) (.122) (.122) (.172)

Sixty to .619 .421 .772 .620 .725
sixty-four (.072) (.156) (.121) (.148) (.191)

Sixty-five to .887 .603 1.136 .961 .766
sixty-nine (.076) (.172) (.132) (.161) (.174)

Seventy to 1.127 .988 1.298 1.142 1.083
seventy-four (.089) (.183) (.163) (.162) (.201)

Seventy-five 1.294 1.542 1.310 1.388 1.066
and older (.088) (.194) (.148) (.178) (.175)

Decade
1973 to 1978 .304

(.054)
1980 to 1989 .241

(.049)
1990 to 1998 .089

(.039)
2000 to 2004 .000

—

Table 1A.2 Continued

1973 to 1980 to 1990 to 2000 to 
Variable All Periods 1978 1989 1998 2004
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Intercept −4.928 −4.464 −4.807 −4.764 −5.091
(.162) (.302) (.248) (.291) (.286)

Number of cases 32,678 6,102 10,244 10,023 6,309

Source: General Social Surveys (GSS), 1973 to 2004.

Table 1A.2 Continued

1973 to 1980 to 1990 to 2000 to 
Variable All Periods 1978 1989 1998 2004

I thank Neil Fligstein, Michèle Lamont, Annette Lareau, Jeff Manza, Erik Olin
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chapter.

Notes
1. On birthweight, see Conley, Strully, and Bennett (2003); on mortality, see

Williams and Collins (1995), Carpiano, Link, and Phelan, this volume; on age at
marriage, see Blau, Kahn, and Waldfogel (2000); on neighborhood segregation
by income, see Fischer et al. (2004); on eating out, see Cohen (1998); on language,
see Lamont (1992).

2. See Clark and Lipset (1991) for the original question, Goldthorpe and Marshall
(1992) and Hout, Brooks, and Manza (1993) for rebuttals, and Pakulski and
Waters (1996), Wright (1996), and Manza and Brooks (1996) for another round
of debate.

3. This rephrases (with slight modification) Christopher Jencks’s (1991) rendering
of the issue. So too does the following attribution of them as characteristic of
sociologists, economists, and non-academics.

4. Evidence for these assertions comes from Baldassare (personal communication,
June 9, 2006) and my own analysis of the General Social Survey (GSS).

5. Education and occupation are sociological “where the money comes from”
measures; income is an economist’s “how much?” measure.

6. Beginning in 1948, the American National Election Studies have drawn a repre-
sentative sample of adults eligible to vote in years that have national elections in
the United States. Originally the interviews were face-to-face, ninety-minute
interviews that combined forced choice and open-ended questions (see
Campbell, Converse, and Miller 1960). Since then, panels have been used in some
years, phone interviews in some, and mail-back questionnaires in others. Sample
sizes have ranged from 662 in 1948 to 2,485 in 1992, with an average close to 1,500.

The General Social Survey has, since 1972, conducted face-to-face interviews
with representative samples of English-speaking adults on a wide array of



of postulated classes. The big-class solution, for example, implies that the
underlying dimensions are independent of one another within each big
class and hence that subdividing into micro classes is unnecessary (see
figure 2.1). By contrast, the independence constraint is clearly violated in
figure 2.2, meaning that further subdivision into micro classes is now
required. Although our earlier research suggests that micro-class mod-
els are likely to outperform big-class models in the bivariate context
(Weeden and Grusky 2005a, 2005b), we have not yet attempted a com-
prehensive evaluation of micro-class models in the context of the full
multidimensional space.

2. Are class models becoming more or less viable? The latent-class approach
may also be applied to address long-standing debates about trends in the
shape of inequality. Is the takeoff in income inequality accompanied by the
rise of well-defined social classes? Or are such classes instead breaking down?
Is the labor market increasingly fracturing into separate occupational markets
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

Figure 2.1 Big-Class Regime



(see, for example, Barley 1995)? Or is the labor market becoming increasingly
“post-occupational” in form (see Casey 1995)? Are all forms of structure at
the site of production, big-class and micro-class alike, withering away (Hall
2001)? The disciplines of economics and even sociology have fixated on the
dramatic trends in income inequality over the last thirty years and largely
ignored such questions. This fixation, while understandable, has diverted
attention from the equally important question of whether the various
dimensions of economic and non-economic inequality are coming together
in ways that make the inequality space an increasingly classlike affair.

3. Is the division of labor still central to the structure of inequality? The long-
standing presumption among sociologists has been that inequality is
best measured at the “site of production” (see, for example, Parkin 1979).
This presumption underlies class models that are defined by occupation
(micro-class models), aggregations of occupations (big-class models), or
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

Figure 2.2 Micro-Class Regime



dimensions of inequality (such as income) are changing, we do not know
whether late industrialism has also brought on a form of crystallization in
which the inequality dimensions themselves are coming together to create
a more purely gradational structure to inequality.

We can also test whether these freely estimated scale values closely repro-
duce the famous socioeconomic gradient (see, for example, Bourdieu 1984;
Hauser and Warren 1997; Nakao and Treas 1994). The socioeconomic index
is in fact a particular type of class model that treats all detailed occupations
with the same socioeconomic score as a micro class and also presumes that
such socioeconomic scores adequately represent inequality in all the dimen-
sions that the postulated inequality space encompasses. If this very strong
constraint fails, scholars who insist on a gradational solution can still fall back
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

Figure 2.3 Gradational Micro-Class Regime



on the estimated (rather than constrained) scale values for micro classes.
These estimated scale values, which constitute the optimal occupation-based
scaling of the inequality space, may serve as a replacement for conventional
socioeconomic scores.

6. Does inequality take on a fractal character? Although the regimes of fig-
ures 2.2 and 2.3 are inconsistent with standard big-class models, they express
the class concept in revised form by allowing for ungraded (figure 2.2) or
graded (figure 2.3) micro classes. By contrast, figure 2.4 represents a case in
which the class concept itself must be rejected because, no matter the level
of disaggregation, the underlying inequality variables continue to covary
with one another. This ideal type may be understood as an extreme micro-
class solution in which the diagonal of figure 2.3 thins out to the point where
each individual becomes a class unto himself or herself. We refer to this solu-
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

Figure 2.4 Fractal Individualized Inequality



tion as fractal because the same gradational solution is apparent at each and
every level of disaggregation. The economist should recognize this solution
as consistent with the claim that income is a master variable, that it perfectly
signals all other individual-level measures of inequality, and that no higher-
level class organization therefore appears. Obviously, this ideal type would
never be empirically realized in such extreme form, but it is nonetheless
important to ask whether the simple economic model comes closer to being
realized in some societies or time periods than in others.

7. Is inequality becoming increasingly disorganized? The regime of figure 2.5,
unlike that of figure 2.4, does not allow the underlying individual-level vari-
ables to covary. This may be understood as a “one-class” solution or, equiv-
alently, a nonclass regime. Although there is much inequality under this
specification, it takes a uniquely structureless form in which the indepen-
dence assumption holds throughout multidimensional space, not just
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

Figure 2.5 Disorganized Inequality



market or staying on in school or college to take less academic, more voca-
tional courses (or some combination of these two latter possibilities).

In figure 3.1, we show a set of results derived from analyses of the data
of the National Child Development Study (NCDS), a cohort study based
on all children born in Britain in one week in 1958, who thus reached age
sixteen in 1974.6 This figure may best be understood by looking first at the
three bell-shaped distributions. These are the distributions of demonstrated
academic ability—that is, the actual academic performance—of students
from three different social class backgrounds. They are based on (standard-
ized and normalized) grades obtained in public examinations in English and
mathematics taken at around age sixteen.7 The distributions overlap a good
deal, but students of salariat (professional or managerial) background show
the highest levels of performance overall, followed by those of intermediate-
class background, and then by those of working class background. These
distributions can be taken as expressing what may be called “primary”
effects in class differentials in educational attainment (see Boudon 1974):
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Source: Authors’ calculations from National Child Development Study (NCDS) data set.
Note: N = 4,323.
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Performance for Students from Three Different Class
Backgrounds, 1974



lation will not reflect only academic performance. For students of less-
advantaged class origins, the full realization of their academic potential
will remain to some degree impeded.

Moreover, where data on differential educational attainment can be pre-
sented in the form of figures 3.1 and 3.2, it is in fact possible to move on to at
least an approximate quantitative assessment of the relative importance of
primary and secondary effects. Using a methodology that we have described
in detail elsewhere (Erikson et al. 2005), we estimate (Jackson et al. 2007)
that in the transition to A-level work over the period we cover secondary
effects account for at least one-quarter, and possibly for up to as much as one-
half, of class differentials, as these are conventionally measured by odds
ratios.8 In turn, we can calculate that if, for example, in 2001 an EBM had pre-
vailed in England and Wales—that is, if only previously demonstrated
ability (as we measure this) and not class background had determined the
probability of continuation to A-level work—then even on our lowest estimate
of the relative importance of secondary effects, 13 percent more students of
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Source: Authors’ calculations from Youth Cohort Study (YCS11) data set.
Note: N = 11,683.
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However, for present purposes, it is a further feature of the graphs that
is of main significance: namely, that the points referring to destination classes
are less strung out in the graphs for the 1990s than they are in the graphs
for the 1970s. In other words, over the period covered the dependence of
class position on educational attainment would appear not to be increas-
ing but rather decreasing. Thus, if we were to translate from the log scale
of the graphs into multiplicative terms, we would find that across this
period the range of the estimated effects of education falls for men, from
clearly above to clearly below a twofold effect, and for women from over a
threefold effect to less than a two-and-a-half-fold one.

The analyses presented in figure 3.3 run only up to the early 1990s. To
bring us more up-to-date and also to allow us to treat the issue that concerns
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Source: Authors’ compilations from General Household Study (GHS) data set.
Note: N = 38,614 men and 41,811 women.
Classes: 
I&II&IVa—Professionals, managers, and employers
III—Routine nonmanual employees
IVb—Self-employed workers
IVc—Farmers
V&VI—Supervisors, technicians, and skilled manual workers
VIIa—Nonskilled manual workers
VIIb—Agricultural laborers
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Figure 3.3 Coefficients for the Partial Effects of Educational Qualifications
on the Chances of Men and Women Age Twenty-Five to 
Fifty-Nine, Employed Full-Time, Being Found in Different
Classes of Destination Relative to Being Found in 
Class I&II&IVa, with Class of Origin Controlled



us in a different perspective, we can again turn to the data set of the NCDS,
relating to children born in 1958, taken together with that of a follow-up
study, the British Cohort Study 1970 (BCS70), which is based on all children
born in Britain in one week in that year.

In figure 3.4, we show graphs that have an essentially similar form to
those of figure 3.3—that is, they show coefficients, from multinomial logistic
regressions, for the effects of educational qualifications on individuals’ class
positions, with their class of origin being controlled. The same educational
classification is used as in figure 3.3, but a somewhat different version of the
class schema—a six-category version rather than a seven-category one—has
to be applied. And further, since we are here working with birth cohort
rather than cross-sectional data, we are concerned with the class positions
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Source: Authors’ compilations from National Child Development Study (NCDS) and British 
Cohort Study 1970 (BCS70) data set.
Note: N = 6,123 men and 3,349 women.
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I&II&IVa—Professionals, managers, and employers
III—Routine nonmanual employees
IV—Self-employed workers
V—Supervisors and technicians
VI—Skilled manual workers
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Figure 3.4 Coefficients for the Partial Effects of Educational Qualifications
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on E would seem the more natural way of treating the interaction (see Cox
1984). D is the dependent variable, and O and E are the explanatory vari-
ables, with O being treated as an “intrinsic” variable that is given (individ-
uals cannot change their class origins) and E as the “treatment” variable
on which individuals could in principle take a different value to that they
actually have. (Individuals’ educational attainment could be different
depending on opportunities or choice.) So we then ask how the effect of 
E on D varies across different levels of O.

We have followed such a regression approach, using once more the
General Household Survey data set—which gives us the advantage of rel-
atively large numbers—in order to investigate the part played by education
in access to the professional and managerial salariat (rather than the non-
salariat, excluding the self-employed) in Britain in the mid-1970s and dur-
ing the period 1989 to 1992. We find, first of all, that having a high-level
qualification—a degree or the equivalent—was in fact somewhat less pre-
dictive of access to the salariat by the 1990s than it was in the 1970s: in other
words, we confirm our finding from our previous use of the GHS and the
two birth cohort studies of a probably declining effect of education on class
position attained. Second, however, we also find that, during both time peri-
ods, the importance for access to the salariat of having a degree was less for
individuals who were born into the salariat than it was for individuals who
originated outside the salariat. In other words, education is more important
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Source: Authors’ compilation.
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for intergenerational upward mobility into the salariat than it is for inter-
generational immobility within the salariat.

In figure 3.6, we show some probabilities estimated under our logistic
regression models when all control variables are held constant at their mean
values.13 It can be seen that individuals with degree-level qualifications have
around a 90 percent chance of entering the salariat, regardless of whether
they are of salariat origin or not, and that there is little difference in this
respect between the 1970s and the 1990s. However, for individuals with rel-
atively low educational attainment—those with no more than lower second-
ary qualifications—their chances of gaining access to the salariat do clearly
differ according to their class origins. And it is further revealed that while
poorly qualified individuals of salariat origin still had almost a 20 percent
chance of being themselves found in the salariat in the 1970s, this rose to as
much as a 35 percent chance in the 1990s.14

Once more, then, insofar as any change is apparent, it is clearly not in
the direction of an EBM. Upward mobility into the salariat does appear to
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Source: Authors’ compilation from General Household Surveys (GHS) data set.
Note: N = 71,074.
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Methodology
The analysis is based on longitudinal ethnographic data collected during
re-interviews with twelve young adults and their families, conducted approx-
imately ten years after their participation in a study of variations in family
life and children’s activities.5 The families were white and African American;
some lived in a large northeastern city and others in the suburbs of that city.
Table 4.1 presents a breakdown of the race and class of the twelve adoles-
cents discussed here, along with data on the participants in the larger study.
(The definition of social class is also provided in table 4.1.) Nine of the
twelve families were recruited from the classrooms of two public schools,
one located in the city and one in the suburbs, where Lareau and a multi-
racial team of research assistants had done observations. The boy and the
girl from the two black middle class families and the boy from the poor
white family came from other sites. Most original observations and inter-
views took place between 1993 and 1995; the re-interviews took place
between 2003 and 2005.

During the original study, the research assistants and Lareau took turns
visiting the participating families daily, for a total of about twenty visits per
family, often in the space of one month. The observations were not limited

Table 4.1 Distribution of Children in the Study by Social Class and Race

Social Class White Black Total

Middle classa Melanie Handlon Stacey Marshall
Garrett Tallinger Alexander Williams
(subsample total = 18) (subsample total = 18) (sample total = 36)

Working classb Wendy Driver Tyrec Taylor
Billy Yanelli Jessica Irwind

(subsample total = 14) (subsample total = 12) (sample total = 26)

Poorc Katie Brindle Tara Carroll
Mark Greeley Harold McAllister
(subsample total = 12) (subsample total = 14) (sample total = 26)

Total (subsample total = 44) (subsample total = 44) (sample total = 88)

Source: Authors’ compilation.
a Middle class children are those who live in a household in which at least one parent is employed
in a position that either entails substantial managerial authority or centrally draws on highly com-
plex, educationally certified (college-level) skills.
b Working class children are those who live in a household in which neither parent is employed in
a middle class position, and at least one parent is employed in a position that has little or no man-
agerial authority and does not draw on highly complex, educationally certified skills. This category
includes lower-level white collar workers.
c Poor children are those who live in a household in which parents receive public assistance and do
not participate in the labor force on a regular, continuous basis.
d Interracial girl: black father and white mother.



Table 4.2 Admission Requirements for the University of California

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

Source: University of California Office of Admissions, accessed at http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/admissions.

History and
social science

English

Mathematics

Laboratory 
science

Language other
than English

Visual and 
performing arts

College 
preparatory
elective

Two years
required

Four years 
required

Three years 
required; 
four years 
recommended

Two years 
required; 
three years 
recommended

Two years 
required; 
three years 
recommended

One year 
required

One year 
(two semesters)

Must include one year of world history, cultures, and geography; and one year of U.S. his-
tory or one-half year of U.S. history and one-half year of civics or American government.

Four years of college preparatory English classes that include frequent and regular writing
and reading of classic and modern literature. No more than one year of ESL-type courses
can be used to meet this requirement.

Three years of college preparatory mathematics classes that include the topics covered in
elementary and advanced algebra and two- and three-dimensional geometry. Approved
integrated math courses may be used to fulfill part or all of this requirement, as may math
courses taken in seventh and eighth grade that the high school accepts as equivalent to its
own math courses.

Two years of a laboratory science providing fundamental knowledge in two of these three
core disciplines: biology, chemistry, and physics. Advanced laboratory science classes that
have biology, chemistry, or physics as prerequisites and offer substantial additional material
may be used to fulfill this requirement. The final two years of an approved three-year inte-
grated science program may be used to fulfill this requirement.

Two years of the same language other than English. Courses should emphasize speaking
and understanding and include instruction in grammar, vocabulary, reading, composi-
tion, and culture. Courses in languages other than English taken in seventh and eighth
grades may be used to fulfill part of this requirement if the high school accepts them as
equivalent to its own courses.

A single yearlong approved arts course from a single VPA discipline: dance, drama/
theater, music, or visual art.

In addition to the courses listed above, courses chosen from the following areas: visual
and performing arts (non-introductory-level courses), history, social science, English,
advanced mathematics, laboratory science, and language other than English (a third year
in the language used for the language requirement or two years of another language).

The applicant must complete fifteen yearlong high school courses. At least seven of these fifteen yearlong courses must be taken in
the last two years of high school.



Table 4.3 Continuities in Class Differences in Concerted Cultivation and Natural Growth

Social Class White African American

Middle 
class
students Garrett Tallinger Melanie Handlon Alexander Williams Stacey Marshall

Working 
class 
students Billy Yanelli Wendy Driver Tyrec Taylor Jessica Irwin (bi-racial)

Applied to colleges, but was
rejected by top choices; did
not want to attend the school
that did offer admittance.

Her mother was embarrassed
by Melanie’s decision not to
attend college.

Attends cosmetology school.

High school graduate; accepted
by small Catholic college, but
decided not to attend.

Did elaborate college
search, with college 
visits; admitted to
Columbia University
medical school program
as an undergraduate.

Mother gives college
advice.

High school graduate;
never took the SAT.

Did elaborate college
search, with college visits;
admitted to the University
of Maryland.

Mother helps select
courses and gives college
advice.

High school graduate;
received solicitations
from dozens of colleges
owing to PSAT scores in

Did elaborate college search.

Admitted to Ivy League 
schools, but chose 
Villanova, a small Catholic 
college with a good 
basketball program; 
on basketball scholarship.

Father guides course 
selection.

Dropped out of high school; 
obtained a GED.



Poor 
students Mark Greeley Katie Brindle Harold McAllister Tara Carroll

Mother extremely disappointed
by Wendy’s decision not to
attend college.

College search handled by high
school; parents did not know
SAT scores or that application
fees were nonrefundable.

Dropped out of high school.

Cleans houses full-time with
mother.

With help of eighth-grade
teacher, admitted to public
magnet high school.

Mother nixed the most aca-
demic and prestigious school
because of bad neighborhood;
wanted her to stay closer to
home.

Mother wants Tyrec to
become a lawyer; will
help him “apply for a
loan” for college.

Started at community
college but stopped.

Dropped out of high
school; works as a
waiter in a chain 
restaurant.

Denial of opportunity to
play basketball in high
school a major life dis-
appointment (coach
wanted him to play
football instead; Harold
refused).

1300s.
Attends Temple
University.

High school graduate; cur-
rently works taking care
of disabled adults

Superficial college search
with little parental input;
some college visits and all
applications overseen by
high school personnel;
applied to many colleges,
but not admitted to any.

Enrolled in community
college; failed a key class;
hopes to return.

Does not know anyone 
attending college.

Father helped with job 
acquisition; father 
intervened when drug test 
violation threatened job 
retention.

Dropped out of high school; 
wants to work 
“in computers.”

Mother pressured Mark to 
take GED course; he did so, 
but did not take 
certification exam.

Complained of police 
harassment.

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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education is the responsibility of professional educators constitutes an exten-
sion of the “accomplishment of natural growth” approach. This indicates that
the cultural dispositions identified in Unequal Childhoods are highly durable.

We conclude by pointing out that these dispositions have profound con-
sequences when they come into contact with the standards of gatekeeping
institutions such as colleges. The ability to negotiate the (absurdly) complex
process of applying to college is enhanced dramatically by the presence of
parents whose informal knowledge covers the myriad factors involved (the
costs, the entry requirements, the strengths and weaknesses and status
of potential schools) and who are inclined to involve themselves deeply
in their children’s institutional lives. As such, we maintain that this knowl-
edge, and the associated dispositions, may be viewed as a form of “cultural
capital”—one that is clearly implicated in the long-term persistence of class
inequality. As the other chapters in this book demonstrate, the importance
of class can be seen in a number of spheres, including health (Carpiano,
Link, and Phelan), politics (Manza and Brooks), and identity (Lacy and
Harris). Analyzing the role of cultural processes in these spheres, and the
ways in which cultural resources can become forms of cultural capital, is
an important task for the future.

Appendix

Table 4A.1 What to Do Junior Year of High School so You Get into the
College of Your Choice

Junior year: year of tests and driver’s license. Because of that license, you’ll have
more freedom than you’ve ever had before. Enjoy it. But don’t forget about your
grades. This year is crucial—maybe the most important of your high school career.
It’s the year you’ll be taking the PSAT and SAT; the year you’ll start to take real
leadership in your extra-curricular activities; the year you’ll start thinking more
seriously about what colleges you’d like to attend.

Junior Fall
• If your extracurricular activities have elections at the end of the year, shoot for

leadership roles.
• Sign up for the PSAT. You should take it in October. Make sure to take a practice

test before taking the real thing.
• Start thinking about college. Go over your transcript with your guidance

counselor and come up with a preliminary list of colleges you might want to
attend based on your high school resume and your interests.

• Also start to think about financial aid. Get to know how it works, what you
have to do, and what kind of financial aid you might need.

Junior Winter
• Decide when you want to take the SAT and register for the test. If you haven’t

taken at least two SAT II Subject Tests, plan when to take those tests as well.
(continued)
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Table 4A.1 Continued

• Go over your PSAT results to determine your strengths and weaknesses.
Think about whether you’d like to take an SAT test prep course.

• Start whittling down your college choices. Come up with a list of 10–15 schools
that you’re interested in based on their location, size, reputation, and the
strength of the academic departments that you’re interested in.

• Start thinking about what you want to do in the summer.

Junior Spring
• Prepare for the SAT. You may want to do this on your own, though many

people nowadays take an SAT Prep Course.
• Start visiting colleges. Get a feel for the colleges you’re interested in. Stay with

a friend at the schools if possible, or just visit with your parents and take a tour.
• Study hard for AP Exams. Good results on the test will provide you with college

credit and give you a significant leg up on other students applying to colleges.
• Try to get top positions in your extracurricular activities for your senior year.
• Decide on an enriching, challenging summer program, internship, or job.

Junior Summer
• Have fun! Give everything you’ve got to your summer activity. Remember,

your summer employer, teacher, or mentor could be someone who writes one
of your letters of recommendation.

• Continue visiting colleges.
• Start requesting your high school resume before your senior year starts. The

sooner you get a head start on applications and your college essays, the better.
• You’ll receive your SAT scores during the summer. If you’re scores are what

you wanted, great! If not, you may want to register to take them again early
Senior year and sign up for an SAT Test Prep Course.

Source: About.com, accessed at http://collegeapps.about.com/od/yourhighschoolresume/
a/checklist_frosh.htm.

Table 4A.2 College Application Calendar

College applications can seem overwhelming at first glance. What needs to be done,
and when? Use this calendar to get a bird’s-eye view of the college application
process.

Summer Before Senior Year
Visit colleges that interest you. Call ahead for the campus tour schedule. 

Schedule an on-campus interview with an admissions representative.
Finalize your list of colleges. Be sure your list includes “safe” schools as well as 

“reach” and “realistic” schools. Request college applications and informational
packets. Organize materials into separate files by college.

Keep a college calendar of all admission deadlines.
If you plan on competing in Division I or Division II college sports and want to

be eligible to be recruited by colleges, you must register with the NCAA
Initial Eligibility Clearinghouse.



Table 4A.2 Continued

If you took AP® Exams in May, you will receive your AP Grade Reports in July.
Register early for fall SAT® tests.

September
Your counselor will play a big role in helping you get into college, so keep him or

her informed. Meet to talk about your college plans and review your transcript.
Get started on your applications right away if you plan to apply through an

Early Decision or Early Action program. Deadlines for early applications
tend to fall in October or November.

Start working on your college essays. Write essays that focus on your experiences
and make you stand out from the crowd.

Update your “resume”—your list of accomplishments, involvements, and work
experiences—with your senior year activities. Your resume will help you
complete your applications and essays.

October
Ask your counselor, teachers, and coaches, or employers for letters of recommen-

dation. Give them plenty of time to meet your deadlines and make sure to
provide them with stamped and addressed envelopes.

Take SAT tests. Make sure your scores are sent to each of your colleges.
If you are applying under an Early Decision or Early Action program, be sure

to get all forms in as soon as possible. Applying online might be the right
option for you.

November
Submit early decision and early action applications on time.
Work hard at completing your college essays. Proofread them rigorously for

mistakes.
Follow up with your teachers to ensure that letters of recommendation are sent

on time to meet your deadlines.
Mail applications as early as possible for colleges with “rolling” deadlines

(admission decisions are made as applications are received).
Take SAT tests. Make sure your scores are sent to each one of your colleges.

December
Try to wrap up college applications before winter break. Make copies of each

application before you send it.
Take SAT tests. Make sure your scores are sent to each one of your colleges.
Early Decision and Early Application responses arrive this month.

January
Early Decision and Early Application responses arrive this month.
Some colleges include your first-semester grades as part of your application

folder. This is called the mid-year grade report. Have your counselor send
your grades to colleges that require them.

February
Contact your colleges and confirm that all necessary application materials have

been received.
Don’t get senioritis! Colleges want to see strong second half grades.
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(continued)
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Table 4A.2 Continued

March
Some admissions decisions arrive this month. Read everything you receive

carefully, as some of it may require action on your part.

April
Most admissions decisions and financial aid award letters arrive this month. Read

everything you receive carefully, as some of it may require action on your part.
Make a final decision, and mail the enrollment form and deposit check to the

school you select before May 1 (the enrollment deadline for most schools).
Notify each of the schools to which you were accepted that you will not be

attending in writing so that your spot can be freed up for another student.
On the waiting list? Contact the admissions office and let them know of your

continued interest in the college and update them on your spring semester
grades and activities.

May
AP Exams are administered. In 2003, AP Exams are scheduled for May 5–9 and

May 12–16. Make sure your AP Grade Report is sent to your college.
Study hard for final exams. Most admission offers are contingent on your final

grades.
Thank your counselor, teachers, coaches, and anyone else who wrote you 

recommendations or otherwise helped with your college applications.

June
Have your counselor send your final transcript to your college choice.
If you plan on competing in Division I or Division II college sports, have your

counselor send your final transcript to the NCAA Initial Eligibility
Clearinghouse.

Summer
Make travel plans. Book early for the best prices.
Finalize your housing plans.
Shop for items you will need in college.
Make sure to sign up for first-year orientation.
Plan your first-semester courses with an eye toward eventually selecting 

your college major.

Source: “College Application Calendar,” copyright © 2008 The College Board, accessed at
http://www.collegeboard.com. Reproduced with permission.

Table 4A.3 Campus Visit Checklist: Make the Most of Your Trip

Here are things you shouldn’t miss while visiting a college. Take a look at this list
before planning campus trips to make sure that you allow enough time on each
campus to get a sense of what the school—and the life of its students—is really like.

1. Take a campus tour.
2. Have an interview with admissions officer.
3. Get business cards and names of people you meet for future contacts.
4. Pick up financial aid forms.
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Notes
1. Research indicates the existence of substantial differences in the high school

experiences of and the transition to college for children of differing positions in
the social class structure (Karen 2002; Karen and Dougherty 2005; McDonough
1997; Stevens 2007). For example, the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) (2005) found that college students whose parents had a high school edu-
cation or less (“first-generation college students”) were “significantly handi-
capped” in core aspects of the college experience. They were more likely to

Table 4A.3 Continued

5. Participate in a group information session at the admissions office.
6. Sit in on a class of a subject that interests you.
7. Talk to a professor in your chosen major or in a subject that interests you.
8. Talk to coaches of sports in which you might participate. Talk to a student

or counselor in the career center.
9. Spend the night in a dorm.

10. Read the student newspaper.
11. Try to find other student publications—department newsletters, alternative

newspapers, literary reviews.
12. Scan bulletin boards to see what day-to-day student life is like.
13. Eat in the cafeteria.
14. Ask a student why he/she chose this college.
15. Wander around the campus by yourself.
16. Read for a little while in the library and see what it’s like.
17. Search for your favorite book in the library.
18. Ask a student what he/she hates about the college.
19. Ask a student what he/she loves about the college.
20. Browse in the college bookstore.
21. Walk or drive around the community surrounding the campus.
22. Ask a student what he/she does on weekends.
23. Listen to the college’s radio station.
24. Try to see a dorm that you didn’t see on the tour.
25. Imagine yourself attending this college for four years.

Source: “Campus Visit Checklist,” copyright © 2008 The College Board, accessed at http://
www.collegeboard.com. Reproduced with permission.
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The sample contains slightly fewer girls (49 percent) than boys (51 percent).
The data were collected by the Gender and Academic Research Program
(GARP) at the University of Michigan in five waves beginning in 1991,
when the target youths (1,407) entered seventh grade. Data were col-
lected via face-to-face interviews and self-administered questionnaires
from both parents and youths. Interviews lasted an average of one hour and
fifteen minutes. This process was repeated when the target youths were in
grades eight (1,004) and eleven (954). A final interview was conducted three
years after the youths had graduated from high school.4 The highest attri-
tion rates occurred between grades seven and eight; only 3 percent of the
sample was lost between grades eight and eleven. Therefore, it is unlikely
that sample attrition is the result of students dropping out of high school.
Also, in supplemental analyses not shown, blacks were not more likely to
leave the study than whites; the proportion of whites and blacks within
the sample remained the same for each wave.

The GARP used a stratified sampling procedure to select from the approx-
imately five thousand adolescents in Prince George’s County who entered
middle school during the 1991 school year. Located on the southern tip of
Maryland and about a twenty-minute drive from Washington, D.C., Prince
George’s County is majority-black and disproportionately middle class.
Scholars and journalists write frequently about Prince George’s County
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Figure 5.1 Theoretical and Empirical Models for the Link Between Social
Class and Racial Identity

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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Figure 5.2 Social Class Differences in Parents’ Racial Beliefs and
Socialization Practices

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Numbers are from model 3 in table 5.2 for each outcome. ND = no difference.
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Table 5.1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Descriptions for Variables Used in the Analysis

Mean
(Standard

Variables Description Metric Deviation) Alpha

Youth outcome 
measures (grade 11)
Culturally rich

Black self-image

Parent beliefs about race
(youth in grade 8)
Importance of race

Supportive

Culturally rich

Race affects
goals (grade 7)

Parent behaviors 
around race (youth in 
grade 8)
Celebrate days

(a) People of my race-ethnicity have a culturally rich heritage; 
(b) I have meaningful traditions because of my race-ethnicity.

(a) In general, being black is an important part of my self-image; (b)
I have a strong attachment to other black people; (c) being black is
an important reflection of who I am; (d) overall, being black has
very little to do with how I feel about myself.a

How important is your racial background to the daily life 
of your family?

People of your race are very supportive of each other.

How true are the following? (a) People of your race have a cultur-
ally rich heritage; (b) you have meaningful traditions because of
your race.

Has being black affected the goals you have for (child)?

How often do you celebrate any special days connected to your
racial background?

1 = Not at all
5 = Extremely true

1 = Strongly disagree
5 = Strongly agree

1 = Not at all
4 = Very

1 = Not at all
4 = Very

1 = Not at all
4 = Very

0 = No
1 = Yes

1 = Almost never
5 = Almost always

2.99
(1.12)

3.49
(.73)

2.96
(1.20)

2.75
(.85)

3.30
(.78)

.22
(.41)

3.04
(1.17)

.698

.629

—

—

.697

—

—



Participate in
activities

Talk about being
black (grade 7)

Talk about
discrimination

Peers (grade 7)
Proportion of
friends who
are black

Youth’s self-perception
Self-confidence

Social class (assessed 
from parents)
$0 to $29,999

$30,000 to $49,999

$50,000 to $74,999

$75,000 and over

BA/BS or higher

Source: Maryland Adolescence Development in Context Study (MADICS), 1991, 1995.
a Item is reverse-coded.

How often do you participate in community activities with people
of your racial background?

How often do you talk in the family about being black?

How often do you talk to (child) about how much discrimination
(he or she) may face because of (his or her) race?

(Youth’s response to) How many of the friends you spend most of
your time with are black?

Are you very good at (a) figuring out problems and planning how to
solve them; (b) carrying out the plans you make for solving prob-
lems; (c) bouncing back quickly from bad experiences; (d) learning
from your mistakes? (e) Are you pretty sure about yourself?

Based on total family income

Based on total family income

Based on total family income

Based on total family income

Proportion of parents with a BA/BS degree or higher

1 = Almost never
5 = Almost always

1 = Never
5 = Very often

1 = Almost never
6 = Almost every day

1 = None of them
5 = All of them

1 = Almost never
5 = Almost always

0 = No
1 = Yes

0 = No
1 = Yes

0 = No
1 = Yes

0 = No
1 = Yes

0 = No
1 = Yes

3.13
(1.24)

3.59
(1.40)

2.93
(1.53)

3.94
(.88)

4.04
(.62)

.25
(.43)

.23
(.42)

.24
(.43)

.28
(.45)

.36
(.48)

—

—

—

—

.740

—

—

—

—

—



Table 5.2 Social Class Differences in Parents’ Racial Beliefs and Socialization Practices

Importance of Race People of Race Race Affects Goals
to Daily Life Are Supportive Culturally Rich Set for Youth

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Income ($0 to 
$29,999 omitted)
$30,000 to $49,999 .323 — .278 −.106 — −.118 .198 — .146 1.452 — 1.269

(.173) (.173) (.122) (.123) (.114) (.112)

$50,000 to $74,999 .185 — .057 −.059 — −.090 .359** — .219 2.812** — 1.983
(.183) (.189) (.129) (.133) (.120) (.121)

$75,000 or more .340 — .202 .134 — .099 .434*** — .281* 3.681** — 2.540*
(.196) (.202) (.138) (.143) (.128) (.130)

Education (less than 
BA/BS omitted)
BA/BS or higher — .308** .302** — .089 .077 — .387*** .342*** — 2.639*** 2.264***

(.112) (.118) (.080) (.084) (.072) (.075)

Constant 2.794*** 2.889*** 2.758*** 2.829*** 2.771*** 2.820*** 3.052*** 3.130*** 3.011*** — — —
(.143) (.103) (.143) (.101) (.073) (.101) (.094) (.066) (.093)

Odds ratio, 
chi-squared (df) 11.98, 6 18.47, 3 23.86, 7

R-squared .014 .019 .027 .014 .004 .015 .032 .060 .071 — — —



Celebrate Days Participate in Talk About Talk About
Connected to Race Activities Being Black Discrimination

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Income ($0 to 
$29,999 omitted)
$30,000 to $49,999 .215 — .218 .219 — .145 .358 — .286 .089 — .045

(.169) (.170) (.177) (.175) (.202) (.201) (.222) (.222)

$50,000 to $74,999 .068 — .077 .351 — .149 .672** — .478* .111 — −.015
(.178) (.184) (.187) (.190) (.213) (.218) (.234) (.241)

$75,000 or more .183 — .193 .596** — .370 .727** — .518* .290 — .151
(.191) (.198) (.201) (.205) (.231) (.236) (.252) (.260)

Education (less than 
BA/BS omitted)
BA/BS or higher — −.008 −.022 — .549*** .499*** — .566*** .476*** — .325* .314*

(.110) (.115) (.114) (.119) (.130) (.136) (.145) (.152)

Constant 2.855*** 2.983*** 2.858*** 2.822*** 2.867*** 2.764*** 2.997*** 3.176*** 2.944*** 2.938*** 2.914*** 2.902***
(.141) (.101) (.142) (.147) (.104) (.145) (.169) (.118) (.167) (.184) (.131) (.184)

R-squared .013 .003 .014 .021 .047 .055 .038 .051 .062 .005 .012 .014

Source: Maryland Adolescence Development in Context Study (MADICS), 1991, 1995.
Note: All models are net of family structure and sex. Number of observations range from 487 to 502.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests)



Table 5.3 Youths’ Beliefs About Having a Rich Culture on Social Class, Parents’ Racial Beliefs and Behaviors, 
and Proportion of Black Peers

Culturally Rich

Models with Social Class as Income Models with Social Class as Parents’ Education

Social Parents’ Parents’ Proportion of Social Parents’ Parents’ Proportion of Full
Class + Beliefs + Βehaviors + Black Peers Class + Beliefs + Behaviors + Black Peers Model

Income ($0 to 
$29,999 omitted)
$30,000 to $49,999 .429** .341* .311† .300† — — — — .288†

(.166) (.166) (.168) (.168) (.169)

$50,000 to $74,999 .585*** .484** .416* .398* — — — — .362*
(.174) (.176) (.180) (.181) (.184)

$75,000 or more .748*** .616*** .582** .578** — — — — .543**
(.187) (.191) (.194) (.194) (.197)

Education (less than 
BA/BS omitted)
BA/BS or higher — — — — .318** .210† .186 .177 .120

(.109) (.112) (.115) (.116) (.119)

Parents’ beliefs 
about race
Importance of race — .114* .076 .078 — .114* .076 .076 .076

(.046) (.051) (.051) (.046) (.051) (.051) (.051)

Supportive — −.004 .011 .012 — −.003 .014 .017 .016



(.068) (.071) (.071) (.068) (.070) (.071) (.071)

Culturally rich — .126† .094 .095 — .129† .094 .094 .083
(.075) (.078) (.079) (.076) (.079) (.080) (.079)

Race affects goals — .119 .061 .075 — .139 .081 .095 .064
(.132) (.135) (.135) (.133) (.136) (.136) (.136)

Parents’ behaviors 
around race
Celebrate days — — −.018 −.007 — — −.015 −.006 −.001

(.050) (.051) (.051) (.051) (.051)

Participate — — −.018 −.019 — — −.017 −.017 −.026
in activities (.047) (.047) (.048) (.048) (.048)

Talk about race — — .110* .106* — — .115** .109* .104*
(.045) (.045) (.045) (.045) (.045)

Talk about — — .010 .009 — — .007 .008 .006
discrimination (.038) (.038) (.038) (.038) (.038)

Youth measure
Proportion of — — — −.022 — — — −.005 −.016

black peers (.061) (.060) (.061)

Constant 1.605*** .893* .806 .898 1.900*** 1.121** 1.000* 1.009* .920
(.361) (.434) (.446) (.511) (.350) (.427) (.440) (.504) (.512)

R-squared .075 .113 .128 .133 .058 .097 .114 .119 .135

Source: Maryland Adolescence Development in Context Study (MADICS), 1991, 1995.
Note: All models are net of youth’s self-confidence, family structure, and sex. Number of observations is 449.
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests)



Table 5.4 Youths’ Black Self-Image on Social Class, Parents’ Racial Beliefs and Behaviors, and Proportion of Black Peers

Black Self-Image

Models with Social Class as Income Models with Social Class as Parents’ Education

Social Parents’ Parents’ Proportion of Social Parents’ Parents’ Proportion of Full
Class + Beliefs + Behaviors + Black Peers Class + Beliefs + Behaviors + Black Peers Model

Income ($0 to 
$29,999 omitted)
$30,000 to $49,999 .274** .231* .234* .210* — — — — .210*

(.104) (.104) (.105) (.105) (.105)

$50,000 to $74,999 .283** .230* .225* .238* — — — — .240*
(.109) (.110) (.112) (.112) (.114)

$75,000 or more .364*** .315** .317** .309** — — — — .311**
(.117) (.119) (.121) (.120) (.123)

Education (less than 
BA/BS omitted)
BA/BS or higher — — — — .052 .007 .004 .030 −.007

(.068) (.071) (.073) (.073) (.075)

Parents’ beliefs 
about race
Importance of race — .067* .062* .055† — .071* .064* .055† .055†

(.029) (.032) (.032) (.029) (.032) (.032) (.032)

Supportive — −.052 −.049 −.039 — −.057 −.053 −.042 −.039
(.042) (.043) (.043) (.042) (.043) (.043) (.043)

Culturally rich — .057 .062 .054 — .072 .072 .062 .055
(.048) (.050) (.049) (.048) (.050) (.050) (.050)



Race affects goals — −.041 −.049 −.047 — −.022 −.032 −.033 −.046
(.082) (.083) (.082) (.082) (.083) (.083) (.083)

Parents’ behaviors 
around race
Celebrate days — — −.011 −.016 — — −.010 −.015 −.017

(.031) (.030) (.031) (.031) (.031)

Participate — — −.023 −.022 — — −.019 −.019 −.021
in activities (.029) (.029) (.029) (.029) (.029)

Talk about race — — .049† .048† — — .054* .052† .049†

(.027) (.027) (.027) (.027) (.027)

Talk about — — −.032 −.025 — — −.033 −.026 −.025
discrimination (.023) (.023) (.023) (.023) (.023)

Youth measure
Proportion of — — — .100** — — — .105** .087*

black peers (.038) (.038) (.038)

Constant 2.940*** 2.675*** 2.727*** 2.309*** 3.099*** 2.767*** 2.811*** 2.380*** 2.307***
(.228) (.273) (.280) (.321) (.223) (.271) (.278) (.318) (.321)

R-squared .054 .087 .102 .115 .033 .072 .087 .102 .115

Source: Maryland Adolescence Development in Context Study (MADICS), 1991, 1995.
Note: All models are net of youth’s self-confidence, family structure, and sex. Number of observations is 494.
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests)



when there are in fact quite strong background effects. This possibility is
depicted graphically in figure 6.1.

If such dynamics were systematically stratified by a measurable variable
such as gender or birth position, then we could accurately describe the intra-
family dynamics by observing correlations for within-family subgroups
such as first-borns or boys (see figure 6.2, an example with respect to gender
in a single-parent family). But if the way in which families generate outcomes
among children is based on some unobservable factor—such as parental
belief in child ability—then to the researcher the apparent result may be
randomness and a potentially faulty observation that family background
means little. In fact, what it would mean is that the family acts as a primary
queuing mechanism for socioeconomic opportunity based on individual
characteristics that we may think of as meritocratic or nonmeritocratic.

By way of example, take the case of height and weight. Most researchers
would argue that in an advanced, postindustrial knowledge economy,
height and weight should matter little in terms of ability to perform most
jobs. (Of course, such physical characteristics may be associated with and
serve as proxies for relevant cognitive or noncognitive skills.) Figure 6.3 pres-
ents sibling correlations in height, weight, and body mass index (BMI—
weight in kilograms divided by height in meters, squared). At just over .5,
the correlation for brothers’ height is similar to that typically measured for
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Figure 6.1 No Observed Family Effects 1: Birth Order

Source: Author’s compilation.
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Figure 6.2 No Observed Family Effects 2: Gender

Source: Author’s compilation.
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Figure 6.3 Sibling Correlations in Physical Status: 1999 to 2001

Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
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maximize the return on ability endowments, but then seek to equalize sibling
economic status when it comes to nonhuman capital measures.

Our findings also lend some support to stratification and life course
models in that we find that siblings resemble each other more on socio-
economic outcomes pertaining to earlier life events (those with less expo-
sure to chance factors). However, when we analyze age effects directly (see
figure 6.5), we find that siblings remain steady in their occupational resem-
blance, fluctuate in their earnings similarity, but tend to converge in income;
this would not be expected given the theory of Jencks and his colleagues
(1972) and others of declining sibling resemblance in income due to chance
events. (We do not analyze wealth once we get into subgroups since it was
surveyed relatively infrequently in the PSID and thus suffers from fewer
person-years in the sample.) Rather, the findings of increasing sibling con-
vergence in income could be due to a greater degree of measurement error
for income earlier in the life course (of a classic errors-in-variables type),
or it could be because of the emergent salience of shared genes. Alternatively,
it could be due to an increase in direct inter-sibling effects in adulthood as
siblings age (though this seems improbable thanks to relatively weak
adult sibling relationships in American society), or it could be the result of
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Figure 6.4 Sibling Correlations in Socioeconomic Outcomes

Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
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Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.6

0.5

Less than
Thirty-One

Thirty-One
to Forty

More than Forty

Age Bracket

Socioeconomic Index
Earnings
Income

Si
bl

in
g 

In
tr

a-
C

la
ss

 C
or

re
la

ti
on

Figure 6.5 Sibling Correlations in Socioeconomic State, by Age

compensatory parental impacts later in life (though this also seems
unlikely given norms of adult offspring economic independence). Most
likely it is the effect of family background rearing its head in the marriage
market (and with respect to marital stability). This is a feature of the strat-
ification system that merits more attention, especially given the increased
importance of multiple earnings in American families. At any rate, it sug-
gests that if studies analyze economic correlations earlier in adulthood,
they may be underestimating the degree of sibling similarity (and thus
overstating the amount of income mobility) in the United States. This
dynamic, as discussed later in this section, holds particularly true for
blacks.

Our analyses further build on previous studies by exploring two questions
regarding sibling convergence or divergence across the life course and across
population subgroups; these results can be found in figures 6.6 and 6.7 (for
a full discussion of these results, please see Conley and Glauber [2005]).
Whereas Becker and Tomes (1986) predict and Mazumder and Levine (2003)
find that siblings who have fewer economic resources tend to demonstrate
greater concordance in their socioeconomic statuses, owing to budget con-
straints on optimal investment in well-endowed offspring, we find mixed
evidence on this front. As shown in figure 6.6, sibling correlations in occu-



pation are indeed significantly higher for those whose mothers had lower
educational attainment (lending support to their theories). However, the
pattern for earnings and income is the opposite (confounding their expec-
tations), while education correlations are not significantly different across
mother’s educational status.

Further complicating the picture, we report race effects in figure 6.7 such
that black siblings resemble each other less on education, earnings, and
income than nonblack siblings—obliquely supporting previous sociologi-
cal work that has suggested weaker family effects for blacks vis-à-vis
whites with respect to occupation and education because of the dynamics
of discrimination and tokenism (see, for example, Blau and Duncan 1967;
Featherman and Hauser 1978). (We say “obliquely” since the sign is oppo-
site for SEI score, one of the very measures upon which these previous
researchers have relied.)

The story gets even more confusing when we interact age with class
background or race. When we break out income correlations over the life
course by maternal education level (again a proxy for the SES of the fam-
ily of origin), we find that the similarity in income among siblings with
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Figure 6.6 Sibling Correlations in Socioeconomic Measures 
by Mother’s Education

Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
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more highly educated mothers tends to increase with age, peaking at a fig-
ure of .537 for those age forty and older (while declining, insignificantly,
over the life course among siblings born to mothers with less education, to
a .329 level for the oldest group; see figure 6.8). This pattern offers a chal-
lenge to the Becker-Tomes prediction about resource group differences. But
when we examine the interaction of life course and racial differences, we
find that black siblings converge in income, whereas nonblack siblings do
not converge in income as they age. Specifically, when we interact race and
age in figure 6.9, we contradict previous findings that black siblings have
weaker family effects. Indeed, among the oldest age group the black sibling
correlation in income is a staggering .826—suggesting almost complete social
reproduction in living standards by the fifth decade of life. (Although these
results are statistically significant, we should keep in mind that this race-age
analysis is based on a very small set of black siblings age forty or older.) When
contrasted to the opposite age-class interaction effect whereby the more-
advantaged group (as measured by maternal education at least) experiences
income convergence while the less-advantaged group does not, these results
suggest, but by no means prove, that the American stratification system func-
tions differently for blacks and whites in a way that is not reducible to
resource issues alone—a proposition that begs for future research.
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Figure 6.7 Sibling Correlations in Socioeconomic Status (SES) Outcomes
by Race

Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
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Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
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Figure 6.8 Sibling Correlations in Income by Age and Class

Conclusions
Though much more empirical work needs to be done, for now it is worth
noting that researchers may get very different answers to the seemingly
simple descriptive question about how much income (or SES) mobility
there is in the United States depending on the age at which they measure
economic status and the groups to which they are referring. Future
researchers should perhaps refrain from using overall sibling correlations
to make global assessments of the degree of openness in American society,
since the answer appears to depend on the race-class group and age group
under study. Furthermore, taken together, results could imply that the sim-
ple model of equal investment in offspring and mean-regressive sibling
effects may not hold equally for all groups in society.

As mentioned, many researchers have tacitly or explicitly interpreted
the sibling correlation as an omnibus measure of family background effects—
that is, of the degree of ascription. In this vein, answering the questions of
when, where, and for what measures sibling correlations are low is seen as a way
to gain an indication of social openness in a particular time and a specific place
for a particular measure of socioeconomic status. By contrast, we tend to
lament high degrees of sibling resemblance as indicative of a more castelike
system. However, such diagnoses may be premature. Envision the situation



where there is an enormous amount of parent-child mobility; however,
siblings move pair-wise away from their parents’ status. For example, the
two children of a manual worker both become doctors. From the point of
view of sibling models, this scenario looks like a caste society (assuming the
two children of the doctor end up similar in status as well). However, from
the point of view of parent-child models, the picture is one of a completely
open, fluid society with a high degree of mobility. Which is right? It is
another instance of the blind men and the elephant. The ultimate lesson is that
when we consider the family as a cauldron and not as a rubber stamp, then
we should not take any one piece of information—sibling or parent-child
correlations—as definitively indicative of the level of social ascription in a
society.

In this chapter and elsewhere, we have already seen that the degree
of sibling resemblance depends on the social conditions of the family—
namely, its economic and social resources—not to mention unmeasured
factors like the variance in ability and the cultural values of a given house-
hold with respect to inequality among its members. This should be clue
enough that low sibling correlations do not necessarily mean that family
background—or the family more generally—does not matter for class
attainment. Rather, the family is a pivotal player in the assignment of social
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Source: Author’s compilation from analysis of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.
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to the Democratic coalition have decreased. These trends have only deep-
ened in recent elections, with professionals and managers now providing
slightly more votes than skilled and nonskilled voters for Democratic can-
didates. A smaller increase in the share of votes has come from routine
white collar workers since the 1960s.

With such a significant shift in the source of the votes, it can hardly be
surprising that Democratic strategists and elected officials have found
fewer electoral rewards in maintaining the economic and social policies
of the New Deal. Indeed, it is precisely the growing prominence of mid-
dle class voters within the Democratic coalition that provides officials
with incentive to give greater emphasis to market-related and meritocratic
policy ideas.

These results suggest, then, a pair of thematic impressions. Clearly,
the growing prominence of the new middle classes in the contemporary
Democratic Party, when coupled with the relative decline of the tradi-
tional working class, exerts pressure away from the modestly egalitarian
agenda the party pursued between the 1930s and 1960s. Further, viewed
in conjunction with the relatively high level of representation of these
groups within the Republican column, we find evidence of contraction in
the occupational polarization of working class forces versus middle class
voters as a source of party competition.

Class and Politics 215

Source: National Election Study; for further details, see Manza and Brooks (1999, chapter 7). 
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Table 7.1 Trends in National Election Campaign Finance, 1992 to 2006 (in Millions of Dollars, Inflation-Adjusted)

Election Total Business Total Labor Total Ideological Total Individual 
Year PAC Contributions PAC Contributions PAC Contributions Contributions

1978 $66.5 $31.8 $8.3 n.a.
1980 93.4 35.3 13.1 n.a.
1982 106.7 43.2 22.9 n.a.
1984 122.4 48.4 28.3 n.a.
1986 111.4 54.2 34.0 n.a.
1988 152.3 58.0 32.9 n.a.
1990 139.4 52.7 22.4 n.a.
1992 263.1 62.4 26.7 $459.8
1994 262.7 63.6 30.4 353.6
1996 407.7 71.8 33.5 536.5
1998 357.3 65.5 37.8 407.2
2000 669.7 104.7 54.0 817.6
2002 615.5 96.1 68.6 719.3
2004 769.4 101.6 77.1 1,014.2
2006 631.7 88.9 67.1 703.0

Change from 1978 to 2006 
(midterm elections) 950% 280% 810%

Change from 1980 to 2004 
(presidential) 823% 288% 589%

Change from 1992 to 2004 
(individual) 154%

Source: 1978 to 1984: Corrado (1987); 1986 to 2000: Federal Election Commission reports (http://www.fec.gov) and Center for Responsive Politics
(http://www.opensecrets.org).
Note: All estimates shown in 2006 dollars. “Total” includes hard and soft (unregulated) contributions from 1992 to 2002 to all candidates for national office
(U.S. House, Senate, and the presidency). After 2002, totals include hard and estimated 527 (ideological advocacy) contributions. Note that 1992, 1996,
2000, and 2004 are presidential years and thus reflect higher overall contributions than in midterm congressional elections without a presidential ballot.
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3. Social position has an impact on, or causes, health outcomes (the
“causation” explanation) (Adler et al. 1994; Link and Phelan 1995;
MacIntyre 1997).

Supporting the first selection and drift explanation requires evidence
that genetic and biological factors are causing both social position and health,
thereby making it only appear that social position and health are associated
when in fact the association is an artifact of their respective associations
with genetic and biological factors. Proponents of this hypothesis argue
that once genetic and biological factors are controlled, the social position–
health association should disappear. Related to this argument is the asser-
tion by the epidemiologist Kenneth Rothman (1986, 90) that social class is
“causally related to few if any diseases but is a correlate of many causes of
disease.”

The argument that genes serve as a major determinant of social class
finds roots in hereditarian and eugenicist explanations for social class–
based health inequalities dating back, respectively, to the latter half of the
1800s and the early 1900s (MacIntyre 1997). However, inherited genetic fac-
tors cannot explain social organization. Drawing on principles of genetics
and gene function, Neil Holtzman (2002, 535) demonstrates that the contri-
bution of genes to any phenomenon is so complex (involving interactions

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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its families had incomes below the federal poverty line. North Kenwood
was only slightly better off, with 51 percent of its families living in poverty.

Between 1990, when the city recognized the neighborhood as a conser-
vation area, and 2000, however, the overall demographic story shows con-
siderable upward socioeconomic change (see table 9.1). By 2000, 20 percent
of the families in the neighborhood earned more than $50,000 per year, a

Source: Produced for the author by Dennis McClendon, Chicago CartoGraphics, used with 
permission.

Figure 9.1 North Kenwood–Oakland and Surrounding Areas
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(1957) analyzed 175 census tracts in Chicago and classified them in terms
of stages of racial transition in 1950. Because Oakland’s minority-black
population in the 1920s and 1930s of roughly 25 to 30 percent was concen-
trated in a small section in the northwest of the neighborhood, the authors
classified most of Oakland and the western part of North Kenwood as
“invasion” areas from 1940 to 1950. A more detailed study of the “Negro
invasion” of Oakland identifies the precise moment of invasion of the
southern part of Oakland. “The public record shows that a parcel of land
in sub-area ‘A,’ which is adjacent to the Cottage Grove Avenue barrier, was
sold to a Negro in 1942” (Schietinger 1948, 22). Even though the African
American buyer did not move into the house he bought, this first purchase
signaled a crack in the armor, and like dominoes, “Negro acquisition of one
structure seemed to precipitate Negro occupancy of adjacent structures” (25).

“Conservation” was promoted as a strategy to stem this tide of black
in-migration. The idea of conservation was first introduced as a planning
category in the 1943 Master Residential Plan of Chicago (Chicago Plan
Commission 1943) and then legally codified in the Illinois Urban

Source: Author’s calculations.
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Community Conservation Act of 1953 and the U.S. Housing Act of 1954
(Flanagan 1997; Hirsch 2000; von Hoffman 2000).4 The original conserva-
tion areas in the city (see figure 9.3), which covered 56 square miles and
included 1.65 million residents, formed a “C” around the “blighted” and
“near-blighted” areas of the central city, which were targeted for demoli-
tion and reconstruction. While these planning classifications were based

Source: Chicago Plan Commission (1943).

Figure 9.3 Conservation Areas from 1943 Master Plan of Chicago
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more than threefold increase from 1990. During the same time, the poverty
rate declined precipitously, median family income more than doubled, the
homeownership rate doubled, and the cost of housing skyrocketed. How-
ever, amid significant income flux, North Kenwood–Oakland remains pre-
dominantly black. Hence, North Kenwood–Oakland has been black since
the 1950s, and it is for the most part experiencing “black gentrification,”
fueled by the growing affluence of some African Americans (Freeman
2006; Hyra 2008; Pattillo 2007; Street 2005).3

As a student of Chicago, of cities, and of black politics, class relations,
and social life, I was drawn to the transformation of North Kenwood–
Oakland. In 1998 I moved in and began my research. The neighborhood
offers a case study of the utilization of race by whites as the primary vehi-
cle for promoting both race and class stratification in the first historical
period. And in the contemporary period the neighborhood exhibits the
increasing salience of class among African Americans for similar spatial
opportunity-hoarding ends.

Classic Conservation, 
1940 to 1960: Race then Class

Between 1940 and 1960, North Kenwood–Oakland was “invaded” by
African Americans (see figure 9.2). The war metaphor was pervasive in
the rhetoric of community groups and scholars alike. The University of
Chicago sociologist Robert Park (1936) borrowed the concept of “invasion
and succession” from plant biology to describe the transition from one type
of urban land use or resident population to another. Following this theo-
retical tradition, sociologists Otis Dudley Duncan and Beverly Duncan

Table 9.1 Demographic Changes in North Kenwood–Oakland, 1990 to 2000

1990 2000

Total population 10,938 9,987

Percentage black 98.7 97.5

Median income (in 1999 dollars) $9,391 $21,949

Percentage with income over $50,000 6 20

Percentage homeowners 9.5 17

Median home value (in 1999 dollars) $44,160 $219,153

Family poverty rate 63% 39%

Source: Author’s calculations from 1990 U.S. census, 2000 U.S. census, accessed at http://
www.census.gov.
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Figure 10.1 Weekly Earnings Ratio for Female Workers, 1970 to 2000
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Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data 
Appendix for further details.
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Figure 10.2 Weekly Earnings Ratio for Male Workers, 1970 to 2000

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data 
Appendix for further details.
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Figure 10.3 Weekly Earnings Ratio for Full-Time Female Workers, 
1970 to 2000

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data 
Appendix for further details.
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Figure 10.4 Weekly Earnings Ratio for Full-Time Male Workers, 
1970 to 2000

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data 
Appendix for further details.
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Figure 10.5 Weekly Earnings Ratio Between Female and Male Workers,
1970 to 2000

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data 
Appendix for further details.
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Figure 10.6 Weekly Earnings Ratio Between Full-Time Female and 
Male Workers, 1970 to 2000

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data 
Appendix for further details.
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Table 10.1 Weekly Earnings and Occupations of Women in the Top,
Middle, and Bottom 10 Percent (2000 Dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000

Top 10 percent earnings $558.33 to $622.53 to $764.47 to $920.75 to
range $739.26 $817.51 $1049.33 $1346.15

Top 10 percent earnings $629.83 $705.51 $885.29 $1,088.79
(average)

Managers 7.21% 11.88% 24.43% 32.32%

Professionals 40.77 44.90 46.45 44.13
Noncollege teachers 20.62 16.25 12.91 12.59
Nurses 8.16 8.80 11.44 8.16
Professors and scientists 1.50 2.26 2.50 2.99
Doctors, lawyers, and 0.35 0.74 1.48 1.77
judges

Sales 1.67 3.12 6.98 8.14

Clerical 29.31 26.01 14.17 8.97
Secretaries 10.74 6.38 3.32 1.55

Services 3.28 3.00 1.68 1.99

Crafts 1.36 2.46 2.30 1.88

Operators and laborers 9.54 8.60 3.83 2.45

Middle 10 percent $319.05 to $347.15 to $393.19 to $460.67 to 
earnings range $364.17 $400.04 $465.85 $532.14

Middle 10 percent earnings $340.81 $371.21 $429.05 $493.82
(average)

Managers 2.77% 6.71% 12.00% 15.24%

Professionals 7.53 13.82 17.56 21.44
Noncollege teachers 3.29 4.10 4.54 5.75
Nurses 2.14 3.06 2.15 2.99

Sales 3.57 3.19 7.81 9.11

Clerical 38.02 45.90 41.05 35.15
Secretaries 10.66 14.11 12.01 7.12

Services 10.74 10.94 8.35 8.46

Crafts 1.65 2.22 2.88 2.73

Operators and laborers 30.49 16.72 9.99 7.34
(continued)
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Bottom 10 percent earnings $140.23 to $147.71 to $149.90 to $168.54 to 
range $190.85 $206.07 $216.53 $243.11

Bottom 10 percent earnings $166.30 $177.85 $183.98 $209.60
(average)

Managers 1.64% 3.29% 3.42% 5.02%

Professionals 6.57 9.62 10.02 10.93
Noncollege teachers 3.69 3.47 3.76 4.33
Nurses 2.35 2.07 0.67 0.63

Sales 8.59 8.34 16.08 14.97

Clerical 18.65 31.56 23.00 22.03
Secretaries 5.41 6.54 5.14 3.93

Services 21.23 27.98 27.99 26.94

Crafts 0.87 1.35 1.81 2.23
Operators and laborers 26.01 16.61 16.49 16.19

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data
Appendix for further details.
Note: Percentages for the seven major categories sum to 100 within each year and earnings
group (top, middle, and bottom 10 percent). Percentages of subcategories are percentage of
total, not of subcategory. Part-time workers are included.

Table 10.1 Continued

1970 1980 1990 2000

earnings inequality among women in exactly the same way as measures of
inequality among men. In this section, I take these objections seriously and
ask, quite literally, what does class inequality among women look like, and
how has it changed over the past three decades? I answer this question by
examining the earnings, occupations, and family characteristics of three
groups of women—the top, middle, and bottom tenths of the female earnings
distribution—and then comparing these patterns to those for men.

Some of the objections raised earlier are clearly borne out in the occupa-
tional distributions provided in tables 10.1 and 10.2. In 1970 women at the
top were concentrated in clerical work (29.3 percent), with one-third of these
employed as secretaries. Another one-fifth were primary and secondary
school teachers, and 10.9 percent worked in manual occupations, larger than
the share of nurses (8.2 percent). The rest were distributed among assorted
professions (roughly 10 percent) and management (7.2 percent). Overall,
then, over two-thirds of women in the top tenth were clerical workers,
teachers, manual workers, or nurses, while only an additional one-fifth were
employed in the more elite male-dominated occupations (management,
law, medicine, and other professions). Although most of these women were
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Table 10.2 Weekly Earnings and Occupations of Men in the Top, 
Middle, and Bottom 10 Percent (2000 Dollars)

1970 1980 1990 2000

Top 10 percent earnings $1011.25 to $1107.81 to $1174.25 to $1353.19 to
range $1381.19 $1546.31 $720.06 $2049.71

Top 10 percent earnings $1,154.25 $1,259.35 $1,372.10 $1,630.10
(average)

Managers 25.91% 28.28% 31.21% 33.85%

Professionals 34.13 29.64 30.51 34.40
Professors and scientists 3.83 3.48 3.45 2.37
Doctors, lawyers, and 0.89 2.62 3.52 4.14
judges

Sales 7.54 7.25 11.82 12.91

Clerical 3.06 2.70 2.57 1.80

Services 1.35 0.52 0.52 0.25

Crafts 19.00 21.05 15.73 11.50

Operators and laborers 9.36 10.40 7.11 4.88

Middle 10 percent $622.14 to $666.99 to $624.60 to $670.10 to
earnings range $687.12 $743.75 $730.07 $769.23

Middle 10 percent $654.82 $707.41 $675.56 $717.15
earnings (average)

Managers 11.09% 13.75% 12.54% 14.21%

Professionals 15.46 20.59 18.09 20.50

Sales 4.80 5.00 10.74 10.90

Clerical 10.57 8.80 6.89 6.99

Services 2.61 2.05 2.69 3.07

Crafts 25.68 25.01 23.99 22.09

Operators and laborers 30.40 24.49 23.70 20.83

Bottom 10 percent $276.77 to $262.18 to $224.34 to $240.44 to
earnings range $400.59 $400.04 $338.96 $365.38

Bottom 10 percent $348.39 $334.88 $285.66 $306.38
earnings (average)

Managers 5.54% 5.14% 3.79% 4.11%

Professionals 6.90 10.49 6.84 6.79
(continued)
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Sales 3.70 5.30 7.48 7.20

Clerical 5.96 6.17 5.79 6.29

Services 9.85 13.17 14.49 15.50

Crafts 18.69 20.05 18.88 18.78

Operators and laborers 48.08 36.06 35.39 34.11

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data
Appendix for further details.
Note: Percentages for the seven major categories sum to 100 within each year and earnings
group (top, middle, and bottom 10 percent). Percentages of subcategories are percentage of
total, not of subcategory. Part-time workers are included.

Table 10.2 Continued

1970 1980 1990 2000

more highly educated than most, this is not a portrait of an especially elite
group, at least not by today’s standards or by male standards. The weekly
average earnings for these women were comparable only to those of men
in the middle tenth of the men’s earnings distribution ($629.83 for women
at the top versus $654.82 for men in the middle).

A quite different portrait emerges three decades later. By 2000 about one-
third of women in the top tenth were clerical workers, teachers, nurses, or
manual workers (as opposed to over two-thirds in 1970). Nurses were the
only group to hold steady in their share of top employment; teachers’ share
declined from 20.6 to 12.6 percent, clerical workers’ from 29.3 to 9.0 percent,
and manual laborers’ from 10.9 to 4.3 percent. Over half of all women in the
top tenth worked in management and other professions. In contrast to popu-
lar perceptions, however, only 1.8 percent of high-earning women were
employed as doctors, lawyers, or judges. This was five times the share in 1970,
but it was still smaller than one would think given the vast increase in female
enrollments in law and medical schools, now at near parity (Goldin 2006).
Despite the high visibility of these occupations, then, they are actually a rela-
tively small share of overall employment, with only 4.1 percent of men in the
top tenth holding such jobs in 2000 (see table 10.2). In addition to these
improvements in women’s occupational standing, women at the top can no
longer be compared to midlevel men in terms of their earnings, which are
now well above those of men in the middle tenth ($1,088.79 on average for
women in the top tenth versus $717.15 for men in the middle tenth).

We know that inequality among women increased—so women in the
middle and bottom tenths could not have done as well as women at the top—
but did their occupations and earnings improve as well? At the same time
that clerical work decreased markedly among women at the top, it either
increased or held relatively steady among women in the middle and bottom.
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Table 10.3 Family Characteristics of Women and Men in the Top, 
Middle, and Bottom 10 Percent

1970 1980 1990 2000

Women, top 10 percent
Married, spouse present 64.43% 58.20% 59.12% 62.16%
Single, never married 17.36 18.81 19.86 18.18
Other 18.21 22.99 21.02 19.66
Spouse earnings rank (average) 41.62 49.18 56.07 56.38

(34.49) (33.38) (34.18) (34.44)

Women, middle 10 percent
Married, spouse present 73.62% 64.74% 62.80% 59.66%
Single, never married 8.46 13.11 15.53 18.49
Other 17.92 22.15 21.66 21.85
Spouse earnings rank (average) 35.34 42.30 44.76 46.12

(30.58) (30.92) (31.15) (31.35)

Women, bottom 10 percent
Married, spouse present 79.42% 76.22% 67.26% 59.66%
Single, never married 5.22 6.95 12.63 17.68
Other 15.36 16.83 20.11 22.66
Spouse earnings rank (average) 35.98 43.09 41.10 40.58

(32.05) (32.50) (32.17) (31.51)

Men, top 10 percent
Married, spouse present 91.04% 78.91% 76.31% 74.38%
Single, never married 4.83 11.27 13.42 13.52
Other 4.12 9.83 10.26 12.10
Spouse earnings rank (average) 22.79 40.00 45.44 47.28

(35.07) (35.31) (34.45) (34.61)

Men, middle 10 percent
Married, spouse present 88.11% 63.23% 57.45% 56.58%
Single, never married 7.41 22.24 27.69 28.32
Other 4.48 14.52 14.86 15.10
Spouse earnings rank (average) 27.25 33.86 38.89 38.88

(36.55) (33.02) (30.42) (30.52)

Men, bottom 10 percent
Married, spouse present 73.89% 44.34% 37.79% 43.03%
Single, never married 15.56 36.52 42.68 37.75
Other 10.55 19.15 19.53 19.22
Spouse earnings rank (average) 27.01 31.88 27.73 28.54

(34.54) (32.08) (28.27) (28.70)

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data
Appendix for further details.
Note: Standard deviations of average spouse earnings rank are in parentheses.



Table 10.4 Marital Sorting, the Independence Correlation, and Marital
Homogamy by Marital Status: All Households

1970 1980 1990 2000

Women
Full sample mean $7,823.72 $11,647.18 $16,798.65 $21,466.53
annual earnings
(2000 dollars)

Married mean $6,665.87 $9,897.47 $14,998.53 $19,938.27
Married mean, self $13,129.64 $15,565.76 $20,664.28 $26,695.77
works

Nonmarried mean $13,544.41 $16,656.57 $20,685.03 $24,370.72
Ratio married- 0.49 0.59 0.73 0.82
nonmarried
means

Men
Full sample mean $35,427.94 $37,538.38 $37,864.11 $41,249.60
annual earnings
(2000 dollars)

Married mean $36,319.01 $39,515.48 $40,742.90 $45,011.58
Married mean, $33,256.23 $37,401.75 $39,566.78 $44,058.40
wife works

Nonmarried mean $27,436.76 $29,349.34 $30,104.44 $32,897.72
Ratio married- 1.32 1.35 1.35 1.37
nonmarried
means

Marital status
Women, percent- 83.17% 74.11% 68.34% 65.52%
age married,
spouse present

Women, percent- 42.20 47.12 49.61 48.94
age married,
spouse present,
self works

Men, percentage 89.97 80.55 72.94 68.94
married, spouse
present

Men, percentage 45.65 51.21 52.94 51.49
married, spouse
present, wife
works

Correlation of own
earnings and
family income
Married and
nonmarried
combined
Women 0.27 0.28 0.43 0.51
Men 0.83 0.84 0.84 0.82

(continued)
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Married
Women 0.36 0.38 0.51 0.57
Men 0.82 0.83 0.82 0.80

Married, self/
wife works
Women 0.55 0.49 0.59 0.63
Men 0.80 0.81 0.83 0.81

Nonmarried
Women 0.72 0.76 0.85 0.88
Men 0.90 0.93 0.92 0.91

Correlation of
spouses’ earnings,
married couples
All (men, their −0.0645 −0.0267 0.0838 0.1098

spouses)
All, wife works 0.0843 0.0743 0.1865 0.2021

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data
Appendix for further details.

Table 10.4 Continued

1970 1980 1990 2000

pattern more typical of men. This could be an indication that the marriage
pendulum is swinging now in the direction of enhancing women’s labor
market productivity rather than detracting from it. Perhaps a clearer case can
be made for men, as the earnings advantage of married men over unmarried
men increased further by five percentage points from 1970 to 2000.9

Third, the increase in women’s correlation is also due to an increase in
marital income homogamy. The correlation between husbands’ and wives’
earnings in married-couple families has increased from a very low nega-
tive value of −0.06 in 1970 to a positive 0.11 in 2000. The lower and even neg-
ative correlations in the earlier period reflect the coupling of high-earning
husbands with zero-earning wives (Cancian, Danziger, and Gottschalk
1993). The correlation between spouses’ earnings is higher if we examine
only those couples in which both spouses work; it rose from 0.08 to 0.20
between 1970 and 2000. Although income marital homogamy has clearly
increased over the past several decades, it has tapered off somewhat in
recent years and at present remains quite small in absolute terms. To the
extent that the much higher (and possibly increasing) degree of educa-
tional homogamy sets the stage for greater income homogamy in an era of
high female labor force participation among wives, income homogamy
could begin to track educational homogamy more closely than in the past
(Schwartz and Mare 2005).
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Table 10.5 Marital Sorting, the Independence Correlation, and Marital
Homogamy by Marital Status: Black Households

1970 1980 1990 2000

Women
Full sample mean $8,313.91 $12,222.86 $15,917.74 $20,142.71
annual earnings
(2000 dollars)

Married mean $8,140.54 $12,496.06 $16,730.60 $21,354.00
Married mean, $12,190.34 $17,312.06 $20,960.37 $26,418.76
self works

Nonmarried mean $8,586.42 $11,972.97 $15,325.14 $19,317.35
Ratio married- 0.95 1.04 1.09 1.11
nonmarried
means

Men
Full sample mean $22,545.49 $25,598.42 $25,765.21 $29,838.72
annual earnings
(2000 dollars)

Married mean $23,775.67 $27,942.89 $29,182.73 $33,708.86
Married mean, $23,822.60 $28,229.77 $30,212.98 $34,755.66
wife works

Nonmarried mean $17,907.54 $21,013.25 $20,982.45 $25,103.56
Ratio married- 1.33 1.33 1.39 1.34
nonmarried
means

Marital status
Women, percent- 61.12% 47.77% 42.16% 40.53%
age married,
spouse present

Women, percent- 40.81 34.48 33.66 32.76
age married,
spouse present,
self works

Men, percentage 79.04 66.17 58.32 55.03
married, spouse
present

Men, percentage 52.77 47.75 53.45 44.48
married, spouse
present, wife
works

(continued)



unmarried black women’s independence correlation is most likely due to
a decline in other, nonspousal income (for example, income from the gov-
ernment), creating a closer relationship between actual earnings and fam-
ily income for low-income black women with children. To some degree the
increase in the independence correlation among single white women is
also most likely a result of the increase in single women with children who
rely almost exclusively on their own earnings. Thus, an increase in the
independence correlation itself—and the components that reinforce it,
such as marital income homogamy—is not necessarily a desired outcome
from an equity perspective, whereas a declining disparity with men,
regardless of the level of dependency, might be. These trade-offs between
independence from marriage, on the one hand, and financial well being,
on the other, especially for poor women with children, have been noted
by others and reinforce the need to understand the context of women’s
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Correlation of own 
earnings and
family income
Married and 
nonmarried
combined
Women 0.55 0.58 0.65 0.65
Men 0.78 0.81 0.82 0.78

Married
Women 0.67 0.65 0.69 0.67
Men 0.76 0.77 0.81 0.77

Married, self/
wife works
Women 0.73 0.70 0.70 0.67
Men 0.78 0.79 0.84 0.79

Nonmarried
Women 0.68 0.80 0.85 0.88
Men 0.86 0.92 0.92 0.89

Correlation of 
spouses’ earnings,
married couples
All (men, their 0.2133 0.2077 0.2868 0.2244
spouses)

All, wife works 0.3314 0.3059 0.3141 0.2405

Source: Author’s compilation from the Annual March Current Population Surveys; see Data
Appendix for further details.

Table 10.5 Continued

1970 1980 1990 2000



This is, roughly, the dominant stance taken by quantitative sociological
research on inequality in the United States, particularly before the 1970s,
but even today still. The central idea of the research area that came to be
known as “social stratification” is that we can understand the distribution
of unequal economic statuses by understanding how individuals come to
acquire their status. Given that economic status and rewards are mainly
acquired through employment in paid jobs, the central thrust of most
research has been on the determinants of individual access to occupations and
earnings. The elaborate “status attainment models” of this research tradition
thus have focused on the process by which people acquire the cultural, moti-
vational, and educational resources they use to acquire their position in the
system of stratification, mainly through the way these resources affect their
entry into jobs through the labor market. Little has been said about the deter-
minants of the inequalities in the positions themselves that people occupy.

Class analysis in both its Weberian and Marxian variants adopts a very
different strategy for understanding systems of inequality. Rather than
focusing mainly on the process by which individuals are sorted into posi-
tions, class analysis begins by analyzing the nature of and relations among
the actual positions into which people are sorted. Both Weberian and Marxist
class analysis see the resulting patterns of inequality as deeply structured
by causal connections among these positions.

Opportunity Hoarding

The Weberian tradition emphasizes the process by which various mecha-
nisms of exclusion and closure are built into occupational positions (a theme
also stressed in the class analysis of Pierre Bourdieu). The central logic of
this approach is schematically presented in figure 11.2.

Superficially, it might seem that there is scant difference between certain
individual attributes that give people enhanced opportunities and mecha-
nisms that enable people to monopolize opportunity. Consider higher edu-
cation, for example: should this be understood as human capital that simply
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Source: Author’s compilation.
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makes a person’s labor more productive and thus valuable, or is higher
education a mechanism of social closure through which people acquire cre-
dentials that effectively restrict access to certain kinds of jobs in the econ-
omy? The key difference here is that if the causal process is derived strictly
from individual attributes, then the well being and opportunities of indi-
viduals are independent of each other, so enhancing the education—
understood as human capital—of people with little human capital in no
way adversely affects people who already have higher levels of education.
It is like having two subsistence farmers on adjacent identical plots of land,
one of whom knows a lot about farming and the other little, with the result
that one has much to eat and the other little. Increasing the knowledge of
the poor farmer will improve that farmer’s productivity, and thus life
chances, without in any way reducing the well being of the more prosper-
ous farmer. In the strictly individual attributes approach to class, a person
who ends up poor has deficits in the relevant income-generating individ-
ual attributes such as education; a person who ends up rich has high lev-
els of these same attributes. The social relation between the rich person and
the poor person does not enter into the explanation: the poor are not poor
because of what the rich do to become rich, but rather because of their
deficits in the relevant attributes that would enable them also to achieve
higher statuses. The degree of inequality is thus primarily a function of the
inequality in those attributes, and remediation in these deficits would
reduce poverty without in any way undermining the welfare of the cur-
rently advantaged.

In contrast, if one mechanism by which higher education generates high
economic standing is opportunity hoarding, then there is a real causal
interdependence between the advantages of one group and the disadvan-
tages of another, and thus improvements in the latter are a threat to the for-
mer. High education generates high income in part because it enhances
productivity, but also because there are restrictions of the supply of highly
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Source: Author’s compilation.

Conflict over 
rents and  
distribution 

Power relations 
and legal rules 
that give people 
effective control 
over economic 
resources 

Social closure 
and 
opportunity 
hoarding 
among social 
positions 

Unequally 
advantaged and 
disadvantaged 
locations within 
market relations 
(jobs and occupa-
tions) 

Figure 11.2 The Opportunity Hoarding Approach to Class and Inequality



critical effect of opportunity hoarding is domination and exploitation, not
simply market advantage.

In both Marxist- and Weberian-inspired class analysis, power plays an
important role. The inequalities generated by closure and rent appropri-
ation require the use of power to enforce exclusions, and exploitation
requires supervision, monitoring of labor effort, and sanctions to enforce
labor discipline. Accordingly, the level of inequality depends in significant
ways on the effectiveness of political struggle against the social structural
bases of power and privilege. This is not simply because there is a zero-sum
quality to distributional struggles, but because a sustainable reduction
of inequality requires transformations of the underlying mechanisms of
exclusion, domination, and exploitation. In this way, class analysis sug-
gests not simply an analysis of the structural mechanisms that generate and
sustain inequality but a critique of the social institutions that embody those
mechanisms.

The Contributions of this Book and the
Logics of Class Analysis

Most of the contributions to this book anchor their analysis in some version
of the individual attributes and life conditions approach to class and
inequality, with occasional discussions of opportunity hoarding.

Michael Hout’s chapter is mainly concerned with the relationship between
various aspects of the objective economic conditions of individuals’ lives
and their subjective identification with social classes. There is no explicit
discussion about the social structural relations that bind these conditions
together.

David Grusky and Kim Weeden ground their analysis in a comprehen-
sive list of life conditions that, taken together, “adequately characterize
the multidimensional space of inequality.” While there are places where
they allow processes of social closure to play a role in the analysis—social
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Source: Author’s compilation.
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exogenous structures, whereas in fact these basic power relations are them-
selves shaped by class processes and class conflicts. Why does this matter?
It matters because structures of inequality are dynamic systems, and the
fate of individuals within the system depends not just on the micro-level
processes they encounter in their lives but on the trajectory of the system
as a whole within which those micro processes occur. Treating the under-
lying power relations that support a given structure of class locations as
fixed parameters is deeply misleading and contributes to the incorrect view
that the fate of individuals is simply a function of their attributes and indi-
vidual circumstances.4 What we need, therefore, is a dynamic macro model,
as pictured in a highly simplified form in figure 11.5.

The recursive quality of the linkages among power, locations, conflicts,
and individual outcomes becomes obvious in periods in which dramatic
collective challenges to the rules occur. Consider, for example, the radical
transformation in the civil rights era of the power relations and legal rules
that governed racial patterns of opportunity hoarding in the United States.
The conflicts generated by these racialized forms of opportunity hoarding
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Source: Author’s compilation.
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ultimately transformed the power relations and legal rules that sustained
such opportunity hoarding. The life chances of an African American born
in 1950 depended not simply on the micro processes within a fixed struc-
ture but also on the trajectory of transformations of the structure generated,
in part, by the conflicts produced by that structure.

A fully elaborated class analysis, then, combines this kind of dynamic
macro model with the macro-micro multilevel model. These models link
the class analysis questions about life chances with the questions about
class conflict and historical variation. In such a model, the key insights of
stratification approaches, Weberian approaches, and Marxist approaches
are combined.

Conclusions
Class analysis, anchored in these three clusters of causal mechanisms and
the dynamic model of macro processes, offers a wide-ranging agenda for
research and theoretical development. In recent years, at least in the United
States, there seems to have been some waning of interest in the macro-
structural questions of class conflict and historical variation linked to
problems of power, exclusion, and exploitation and a return to the more
micro-level concern with individual life conditions, attributes, and life
chances associated with the stratification tradition of research. Most of the
chapters in this volume follow this basic logic of analysis.
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Source: Author’s compilation.
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Figure 11.5 The Dynamic Macro Model



individuals but also through the social relations within which those indi-
viduals live and interact.

Domination and Exploitation

Marxist class analysis takes the relational interdependency of Weberian
class analysis one step further by identifying exploitation as an additional
causal process that generates inequality. In a relation of exploitation, it is
not simply the case that one group obtains rents by monopolizing certain
resources or positions. In addition, the exploiting group is able to control
the laboring effort of another for its own advantage. Consider the follow-
ing classic contrasting cases. In the first case, a large landowner seizes con-
trol of common grazing lands, excludes peasants from gaining access to
this land, and reaps economic rents from having exclusive control of this
land for his own use. In the second case, the same landlord seizes control
of the grazing lands, excludes the peasants, but then brings some of those
peasants back onto the land as agricultural laborers. In this second case, in
addition to gaining rents from the monopoly of the land, the landowner
dominates and exploits the labor of the farm workers. This is a stronger
form of relational interdependency than in a relation of simple exclusion,
for here there is an ongoing relationship between the activities of the advan-
taged and disadvantaged persons, not just a relationship between their con-
ditions. Exploitation and domination are forms of structured inequality that
simultaneously require the continual active cooperation between exploiters
and exploited, dominators and dominated, and generates systematic
antagonisms of their interests. This contrast in the role of social relations
within the logics of class analysis is summarized in table 11.1.

The domination and exploitation approach to class is represented in fig-
ure 11.3. Like the opportunity hoarding approach, power and legal rules
that enforce social closure are important in defining the basic structure of
social positions, particularly the potent form of social closure and exclu-
sion we call “private ownership of the means of production.” But here the
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Table 11.1 The Role of Social Relations in Different Logics of 
Class Analysis

Logics of Class Analysis Conditions of Life Economic Activities

Individual attributes Nonrelational Nonrelational

Opportunity hoarding Relational Nonrelational

Domination and exploitation Relational Relational

Source: Author’s compilation.
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