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Abstract

.. This paper compares two,different perspectives and methodsuapplied'to.the
,analysis of equality ot opportunity. One perspective is found in'étudies of
| societal‘elites, the other in status-attainment'research; .It is shown that
conflicting statements about the degree of equallty of opportunlty found in
the twa types of studles canngt be resolved on emplrdcal grounds. Results
are 1ncomparable and the findlngs of both research traditlons are open to
'conflictlng 1nterpretatdons. A theoretlcal perspectlve on the status
: attalnment process that could 1ntegrate both approaches is advocated 'The
:emphasis in thls perspective is on the process by which individuals obtain,“
) - access to‘various,positions in thelSOCial structure.- Equallty of opportunity
_then becomes a questlon of the importance of ascrlbed characterlstlcs for gettlng

access to various types of,p031tions (occupatlons, elites, etc.), and not a

global characteristic of society, as in existing research.
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ELITE AND STATUS ATTAINMENT MODELS OF INEQUALITY OF OPPORTUNITY

Introductipn

- The legitimation of,advahcgd'capitalist.oocieties,has been predidated A

on' their professed abiiity to‘éliminate‘inequality qfuopportuniﬁy rathér

than inequaiity.of rewards.‘ It is not surprising, then, thét'agcentralvooncenn_
,iﬁ.empirical reséarch on social strahification has.been on the procgssvof
moblllty and occupational achlevement, espec1aliy on the 1mportance of a person s
family background for future occupational achlevement. The fact that dlfferent
gocial pos1tions have differentlal access to rewards is by and.large taken as
given in empirical research,.and attention is turned to the process by which
persopns come to occupy these positiens.,.

- This emphasis on the transmission offinequality from one geperation to

another is‘sharod by sociologists who differ considerably in,their'conception

of the structure of inequality. Two traditions of résearch which érrive at
apparently”contradictory conclusions can be'distinguished; The first of these
finds its roots in the study of occupational mobility and has found its most -
recent e#pression in the "status attéinment" model of Duncan and his colleagues.
The second flows from the concern for societal elites and is exemplified in
Amériéan.sociology by the wark of Mills (1956) and Domhoff (1967) and in
Canadian soqiolqu:by the work of Portgr (1965) and his students. This latter
tradition, while failing to develop the methodolagical sophistication.of the |
former, has been most successfully developed w1thin Canadlan soc1ology ‘where,
largely" through the work pf Porter, it has attalned a pos1tlon of preemlnence.

.Withln American sociology, in ‘contrast, largely thrqugh the work of Duncan
. and others, the former model has_tended to domlnate. It is our contention

that this pattern reflects'less about the actuyal prpcess ofvattainmént in thel
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two societies than it does about the alternative methodologies and perspectives

employed.

I, Elite Analysis: Findings and Interpretations

While both traditions are primarily concerned with the process of attain-

ment and the role of ascription in this process, they make conflicting assump-

“tions with respect to the structure of inequality. The elite paradigm, as

the name suggests, assumes a discrete dichotomy between those who do and do not

'have power, between the elites and the nonelites. The task then is to identify

the extent to which access to the various elites (economic, ﬁolitical, ideological,
etc.) is a function of class of opigin, religion, ethnicity, ete. To the extent
;haﬁ access to the elite is influenced by such ascriptive characteristics, the
séciety is considered to be nonmeri;ocraiic.

.fAOh the basis of his analysis, Porter (1965) cqncluded that qlass of origin,
kinéﬁip ties and ethnicity remain crucial determinants for entry into the
elites of Canadian society although the various elites vary with respect to

the éxtent to which this is true. He also found (1965:293) ". . . slight

' ewvidence to suggest that mobility into the elite without the initial advan-

tage that comes from a higher class position is becoming more difficult."
Porter's study, based on 1951 data, was replicated for the corporate elite
on 1971 data by Clement who, in support of Porter's prdgnosis, found that indeed

", . ., access to the corporate elite has become more exclusively the preserVe

of the.uppef class over the past twenty years." (1973:280) Upper-class

recruitment to the corporate elite had increased from 37.8 percent to 46.8
percent. (Clement, 1973:281)
Though thére are no comparable diachronic studies of American elites, the

work of Mills (1956) and Domhoff (1967) reaches similar conclusions despite
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réﬁérdiffére;t iﬁtegp;éfiﬁe framewo;ks abpiié&vfo Aata 6frvéfying quaiity. iﬁ
b;ief, appliéation of the elite paradigm to the process of‘attainment in

advanced capitalist societies suggesté thé continued_impértance of aséription
‘;ﬁd gives some indication of incfeésing rigidification of class boundariés, |

Far from developing into meritocracies, capitalist societies are becoming more

 closed with the passage of time. Clement writes (1973:1): "As Canadian

society matures, its class structure becomes more crystalized, -stifling

'_mqbility and equality of opportunity."

II. The Status Attainment Model: Findings and Interpretations

With the publication of The American Occupational Structure in 1967, Blau

~and Duncan made a major contribution in overcoming the methodological problems

iﬁherent in the analysis of mobility tables which had been the pfedominant mode

.pf_analyiing the process of attaimment up until that time. With great ingenuity,

Duncan and his colleagues have continued to extend their anaiysis, and resolve.
a ﬁost of thorny methodological issues in the study of attainment.

In coﬁtrast to the elite paradigm, thé status attainment model conceptual-
izes the structure of inequality as one of continuous gradétion along such
dimenéions as income and prestiggﬂ The Duncan SEI scéle~(Duncan; i96l) has
become a standard measure of socioceconomic status.

The object of analysis‘is, however, similar to that of the elite paradigm;

namely, the distribution of sons across the occupational hierarchy is examined

-in order to determine the extent to which '"'success'" or "failure'" is a function

of achieved qualities rather than class, ethnic origin, etc., The familiarity
of the reader with the work. of Duncan and his students will be assumed and

only -the general conclusions of their analyses will be outlined here.
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Tﬁféuéﬁ.fhe>uée ofWmuiti%agiaﬁemaﬁéifsis—én& éimﬁiéaneéﬁérequations, Biéu
and Duncan are able not only to find associations between a person's occupational
achievement and his prior achieved and ascribed characteristics but are able
to assign relative weights to each., Thus they are able to assert (1967:
402), "A man's social origins exert a considerable influence on his chances
of occupational success but his own. training and early experience exert a
more profound influence . . ." Within American society the ". . . achieved
status of a man, what he has accomplished in terms of some objective
criteria, becomes more important than his ascribed status, who he 1s in
the sense of what family he comes from." (Blau and Duncan, 1967:430)

With respect to trends in social mobility, Blau and‘Duncan find no

reason to dissent from the conclusions of earlier studies which indicated no

change in the amount of intergenerational mobility and indeed found some

indication that mobility may have increased slightly (Blau and Duncan, 1967:97-113).

Featherman and Hauser (1973) come to similar conclusions for the period up to
1970. Hence a quite different image of the trend in inequality of Qpportunity
is presented with this model.

As was suggested earlier in this paper, the contradictory images of society
presented by these two perspectives are not based on firm evidence and may
therefore be more.apparent than real. In the remainder of the paper, it is our
intention to document this argument in more detail on empirical grounds and,

in addition, to provide an alternative interpretation of the attainment process

in advanced capitalist societies.

ITI. Open or Closed Societies: Methodologies and Findings

The most obvious limitation in contrasting these two perspectives on

empirical grounds is the lack of methodolegical comparability. Though both deal
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with the process of attainment, radically different assumptions are made about

the structure_of inequality. These assumptions lead in turn to quite different

"mothodologies,

(a).'Thgjﬁéthodologyﬁof Elite'Apaiysis

. Since the fundamental distinction ip elite studies is between the elite:

and -the nonelite, the question of equality of opportunity -~ or the importance

.of aseription —-'in these studies becomes a question of access to the elite.

Since the elite oonstitutes a small minority‘of any society,'the use. of random

sampling of a population to study access to the elite 1s obviously an inefficilent

'-mefhod of data collection on this group. Rather, the elites.are identified

apd data gathered on them so that an analysis of their composition can be made,

- An ipitial consequence of this methodology is that the analyst is constrained

by his data to the use of inflow or recruitment tables rather than outflow or

inheritance tables (for example, see Porter, 1965:292, Table 28). Accordingly,

"~ the unit of analysis is the elite or pérticular occupational gfoup under con-

sideration rather than the popﬁlation of individuals who do and do not gain.
vacoess to it. Usually the requisite data for the consﬁruofion of the appropriate
outflow tables is unavailable, Rather, the role of ascription is studied in
terms of recruitment — the manner‘in which the.elite as a whole reproduces
itself across generations. Reoruitment rather than inheritanoe is the object
of analysis, although statements are made on the amount of equality of .opportunity.
" Recrujitment dat% are inappropriaio for reaching;coﬁclusions about equéiioy
, opporﬁunity.' It is instructive tolgive the relation between the two concepts
a mathematical fqrmolation. Denote by P(X/Y) thé probability that avoonv

from origin Y obtains position X, say an elite position; and by P(Y/X) the

.' probabi1ity that a person'is from origin Y given that he is in the elite.

P(X/Y)'éerves to estimate equality of 0pportunity; (P(Y/X) is a measure of




recruitment. It is the latter rather than the former which is estimated by

the ellte analysts. Although recfuitment probabilities are formally iuap—

proprlate for maklng 1nferences with respect to equallty of opportunlty, it is

easy to‘show‘(Sérensen? 1971}‘that the two quautities will be related as:

PCL/E) = PCX/?)PO;) 2 - @

‘where " P(Y) dis the probability of being from origin Y (estimated by the

corresponding proportion), and P(X) similarly is the overall probability of .
a person being a member of the elite. Data'collected on a particular group,

say an elite, will yield informatiom on P(Y/X); P(X) can be estimated using

‘census or labor: force data. Usually, there will be no information on AP(Y)

and hence one cannot directly estimate P(X/Y), the measure of equality of
opportunity;‘ |

| Given tbelinterdepeniency of the two probabilities houever, it is easily
shown that with the addition of a rather weak aesumption some inferences about
equality of opportunity can be made. If we define complete equality of
opportunity as the situation where -P(X/Y) = P(X), then from equation (1)

it follows that complete equality of opportunity exists when P(Y/X) = P(Y).
Despite the fact that P(Y) cannot be estlmated dlrectly, it would be a timid
analyst indeed Wbo would hesitate to make some 1nferences about'equality of
opportunity upon‘learning that:QZ'percent of the corporate elite are eous of_
the ~corporate elite (Porter 1965:295). Given the small size of the eorporate
elite and barrlng a truly extraordinary fertllity rate, it is reasonably safe
to assume that P(Y/X)>> P(Y), where Y denotes origin in the corporate elitef.
Therefore; a considerable inequality of oppottunity exiéts.

The inferences that ¢an be drawn from intertemporel comparisons of

recruitment probabilities are somewhat more problematic howeﬁer."lt‘is clear~
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'Eﬂaﬁv P(Y/X) éan.changevas a reéuit'bf éhahgés in P(X) wand/or/ P(Y)vaithdﬁt

- a change in P(X/¥). Since the reSeather lacks data on P(Y), he is unable

to identify the scurce.pf'change.' The elite may indeed.be-iﬁcreasingly

"an upper clasg preserve'; it does nqt follow, however, that this is due te

‘greater rigidity ip the class structure.

Stateﬁents about the amount‘df equality of opportunity for gaining.aCCess
to the elité, that is,. ﬁhethgr.an obtained value of ,P(X/Y) is high or low,
musﬁ rely on a standard of comparison. This might be done by making comparisons
across places or o&er.time while céntrolling for the effects of changés in -
-P(X)I and P(Y), The appropriate method for such comparisons has been outlined
by Duncan (1966) and involvés progressive standardization of rows and columns

(Deming adjustment). However, such comparisons would only illustrate change

- in equality of opportunity. The appropriate method for evaluating the amount

'of”eqﬁality pf bpportuhity at ampoint';n fime would be to evaluate the dif—

ference P(X/Y) - P(Z/W), where Z and W stand for nonelite origin and
destination positions of the same type (say occupation). In this way the
analyst can compare the effect of origins on elite attainment with the effect.

of origins on access to other occupational groups. If the effect of origin

. on access to the elite is mueh larger than the effect of origin for access to

other positions in the social structure, then inequality of opportunity may
indeed be held to be high. However, recruitment studies usuéliy lack the
requisite data to make suchAcomparisons, and their fiﬁdings are not subjeqt

tg unambigdqus intefpretatipn.

<<<<<

Thé image of the closed society provided by elite studies contradicts

the image derived from ptatus aﬁ;ainmgny regearch, The question is whether




the probability of getting access to elites and to other positions in the
,social'structure, i.e., to subsets of positions rather than the entire popula-

- tion of positions. The two measures are clearly not comparable, and the measure
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this contradiction is supported by the results of the two types of studies.
The answer to this question is no, and this answer results not only from the
problems of interpreting the evidence from elite studies. For a number of

reasons, results.of the status attainment studies may be wholly consistent with

" the results of elite studies, the problem being one of comparability and not

‘of inconsistent findings. It is instructive to outline these reasons.
There are some obvious reasons for the lack of comparability. Although

studies like Blau and Duncan's use large national samples, these samples clearly

are nowhere near the size that would be needed to compare access to the elite

to access to other groups. Second, the dependent variable in status attain-

ment research is not the probability of gaining access to a given group but is

the occupational status of a respondent, as measured by the SEI score. Corporate
and other elites, which are subsets of occupational groups, will not be detected
by the measures used in status attainment research. These are the obvious
reasons, but there are also more subtle reasons for éhe lack of comparability,
‘reasoﬁs that have to do with how inequality of opportunity is measured in

status attainﬁent research.

In status attainment research the measure of equality of opportunity used
is thg effectlof origin variables on current status obtained as the regression
coefficient to father's status (and other measures of origin) in a linear model
of the status attainment process, This gives one measure for the whole pop-
ulation under investigation, a méasure that can be compared to other populations
or to the same population at earlier points in time. In contrast the measures

we suggested as the most reasonable for elite studies were ones that relied on
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used in status attainment research cannot be used to analyze the importance of
a person's origin for access to specific sets of positions, such as an elite.

Since only one measure of the importance of originlvariables in a pop-
ulation is available in status attainment research, how is it possible to make
statements about the amount of equality of opportunity? The standard of compar-—
ison is not other populations, nor the population at earlier points in time, and
comparisons among subsets of occupations are not made. Rather, the com—
parisons are made between the importance of achieved characteristics for social
status.

The inferences made in Blau and Duncan (1967) about the nature of society
are based on evaluations of the amounts of variance in current status explained
by ascribed and achieved characteristics. This is not an unproblematic com~
parison, for the main achieved characteristic, that is education, is partly
a function of the ascribed characteristics that are used in the comparison.

The path-models used in status attainment research mirror this interplay,

but -cannot solve the problem of how to divide the joint vériance explained by
origin and education. In addition, an implicit standard becomes the amount of
variance not explained by either group of variables that includes both un-
measured variables that could be both ascribed and achieved, and error. Recent
controversies (Bowles, 1972; Jencks et al., 1972) over the interpretation of
status attainment research testifys to the ambiguities the methods for
evaluating equality of opportunity this research contains. Ultimately such
c&ntroversies must be settled on the basis of theoretical considerations
concerning the mechanisms through which ascribed and achieved characteristics

determine status, but existing status attainment research contains precious little

such theory.
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The -empirical evidence for the various claims made regarding the role of
ascription in industrial society is then highly inconclusive. The claims made
vby'elite studies are not supported by adequate measures, and even if they were
it would be perfectly conceivable that the role of ascription was large for
getting access to the elite, while it would be more modest for the society af
large, as the status attainment research claims. In addition, élthough
considerably more sophisticated methodologically, the results of status
" attainment research are still open to conflicting interpretations.

New research following the two traditions would not settle this issue:
measures of equality of opportunity would not be comparable and the analysis
used to support various claims would not deal with the same phenomena. Elite
studies would compare the role of ascription for access to different: sets of
'> positions in the social structure; status.attainment research would compare the
relative importance of ascribed and achiéved characteristics for access to
all positions. What is néeded is a more cémprehensive theoretical framework
for the analysis of the status attainmentlﬁfocess, a framework that would
dictate comparable problems of analysis and measures ofkthe amount of equélity

~ of opportunity. The possibilities for providing such a framework are discussed

next.

IV. Open or Closed Societies: Toward a Theoretical Synthesis

We shall begin our discussion with a review and critique of the inter-
pretations presented by the major authors discussed above.

(a) A Values Perspective

Though Blau and Duncan initially disavow any intention of presenting a
theory of inequality (1967:1-2) they are led in their concluding chapter to

make some interpretations of their findings. Close reading of this chapter




which the negative case could not be found and hence not open to the rules of
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reveals two alternative modes of explanation with no overt attempt to integrate

them. One suspects that these two accounts reflect the differing intellectual

traditions of the two authors.

" . The first of these represents a Durkheimian view of the socialiorder. In

'btief, the argument is that ". . . social differentiation weakens the particu-

laristic ingroup values that unite men in bonds of mechanical solidarity."
(Blau and Duncan, 1967:429) The reason given for this phenomenon reflects
the priority given to culture and a common value system characteristic of the

/ .
functionalist-pluralist paradigm. Since ". . . society camnot any longer

afford the waste of human resources . . .'" implied by ". . . a rigid social
system . . ." it applies "universalistic principles . . ." of fecruitment

which ". . . have penetrated deep into the fabric of modern society and give.

rise to high rates of occupational mobility in response to this need."

‘(Biéu and Duncan, 1967:431)

The explanation bf high rates of intergenerational mobility‘and a relatively
open class systeﬁ in terms of a common ?alue system which places great emphasis
on achievement and universaliétic criteria of evaluation is in keeping with the
priority given to culture in the aﬁalytical schema of functionalism.

The agile theorist might weil be able to reconcile the cultural argument
with the finding that universalistic modes of evaluation do not apply with equal
rigor at different points in the status hierarchy -- e.g., there are "cultural

1agé“ in the system. He stahds in danger, however, of formulating a theory for

falsification. Moreover, within the functionalist theory of stratification,
the claims of elite studies that ascription is more prevalent in the more
"functionally important" sectors of the occupational hierarchy, namely the

elites, must be particularly embarrassing}
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(b) A Population Dynamics Perspective

The second explanation is found earlier in the chapter and represents

what we'shall call the "population dynamics" explanation, namely, that the

- high degree of mobility in American society can be accounted for by the changing

shape of the occupational structure.and the differential fertility of the various
occupational groups.

Men are much more likely to experience upward than downward mobility
inasmuch as the rapidly expanding salaried professions with low

‘fertility and the contracting farm occupations with high fertility
create a vacuum in the form of occupational demand near the top

and a pressure of manpower supply at the bottom that have repercus- .
sions throughout the occupational structure. ' (Blau and Duncan, 1967:420)

Here, the "openness'" of the system is attributed not to the pemnetration

of universalistic values but rather to..the population dynamics of the occupa-

tional structure and the resultant patterns of supply and demand.2
Within this model, however, is an implied assumption which .is never

formally stated or accounted for. The model assumes a natural tendency toward

" inertia, i.e., in the absence of change in the occupational structure and/or

“fertility rates of different occupational groups, sons tend to inherit the

occupations of their fathers. Why this should be so is not discussed and indeed

would appear to stand in contradiction to their statements on the value systems

v

of industrial societies. This perspective, as we shall see, does however

provide an entrée for a synthesis with the elite'perspective.

(c) The Power Perspective

The major feature of elite aﬁalysis is an emphasis on power. Porter,
like the functiénalists,.views power as a‘sdcietal response to the.néedvfor
céordination in a differentiated sociai:syétem (Porter, 1965:202). -Unlike
the functionalists however, he rejects the notion that "collective: goals and
valués always exist for the to;al society . . ." '(Porter, 1965:205), i.e.,

a common value system is not the prime mover in the chain of social causation.




_tiopal groups to the class structure (cf., Economy and Society, Vol. I, 1968:

‘are open or closed,
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Rather, "the iron law of oligarchy' means that the majority of the population

will ineyitably‘leave the organization of society to the'small group which

" holds power, thereby enabling the élites to fashion soéiety in a manner

suitable to their interests. Among the prerogatives of power is control over
recruitment and as a result elites ". . . can be exclusive and most of them

are." (Porter, 1965:218) The logical priorify of power in the elite paradigm

provides a perspective from which_the prospect of meritocracy remains largely

illusory. ‘While such an intéréyetation 1s attractive, it toq.is.incépable of
providing an aéequate explanation of the findings.

In the first insténce, it does not account for the variation in the amount
of self-recruitment found among the different elites nor does it account for
variations over time. In brief, itbdoes not specify the conditions under which

an elite is likely to use‘its.power to exclude nonelite sons. Nor is the

‘explanation entirely satisfactory‘in that high rates of intergenerational

t

inheritance and self-recruitment can be found among the nonelites (farmers,

proprietors, etc.). A more complex approach to the process of attainment is

required.

(d) A Weberian Perspective on‘the Stratification Process

Weber never fulfilled his intention of analyzing the relation of occupa-

141 and footnote 45 on page 210). He did, however, outline the basic dimensions

along which such aﬁanalysis might be:developed.

- First of all, social relationships can be characterized by,whethef they

A social relationship will be spoken of as' "open' to outsiders if
and insofar as its system of order does not deny participation to
anyone who wishes to join and is actually in a position to do so.
A relationship will, on.the other hand, be called "closed against




outsiders so far as , . . participation of certain persons is
excluded, limited or subjected to conditions, (Weber, Vol. I, 1968:43)

Whether a group remains open or clqsea will depend on fhe'eXteht to whiéh its .
material or ideal intérests will be eﬁhanéed by éither strafegy. blﬁitiélly

a grdup may seék to.increaSe its numﬁérg in ordéf to_seCuré'a pésitién of power
by édeduéte»numbefsa -Closure, howgver; will begin to occur as the nﬁmber of
con;enders increases relative to availabié.opportunities. At this péint, in
order to éurb‘coﬁpeti;ion, it ié usuélly the éasevthét ", .+ one group of .
cémpetipors takes some éxternall§'i&énfifiable<charécteristic'of another group

of (actual ér‘potential) compétitors ~— race, language, religion, local or social
9rigin,-déscen£, residence, etec. =~ és a pretext for attemptiné their exclusion.”
(Weber, Vol. I, 1968:342)3

| Wéberts account éf the process of group closure provides'a framework for
ﬁnderstandiﬁg the continued impbftancé of aséription in the labor market. As

in the elite paradigm, a key feature of the analysis is the capacity of the

.occupational group to exercise power. Group closure presupposes the exercise

of such poWer,.as one group excludes the other from competition. The exercise

of power, hoﬁever, is not assumed é priori to be the exclusive prerogative of fhe
elites. Closure can be attained by collectivities at vafious points in the
stratificatidn hierarchy (Neuwirth, 1969:750). This is not to say that different

occupational groups are equally capable of exercising closure, a question to

which we shall return.

Weber takes the power explanation further, however, and suggests a set
of conditions under which an occupational group will actualiy-exercise its

power. . Specifically, he invokes the population dynamics of the labor force,

namely, the situation where the number of contenders exceedé'the number of

positions. 'This syntheéis of the two perspectives overcomes the limitations of

either one taken in isolation. On the one hand, the '"tendency towards inertia"
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implied by tﬁe population dynamics explanation is accounted for by the exercise
"of power. The exteﬁt'to which'this‘péwef is exercised is in»tﬁrn_explained'by
the tensiqns se;Aﬁp by'the'interblayiof supply‘and déuand on'the laBor‘markét.

Such a perspgcfive, for examﬁlé, readily accéunts for the varying degree
of closure found'among the differént eiiteé studied by Porter. Under conditions
offadvahcedxgapitalism; the_corporate élite which exhibited tﬁe greétest dégree
of self-recruitment, has beeﬁ marked'by a gfowing concentration of control |
(cf., Porféf, 1965:Chapter VIII; Zeitlin, 1970:Part One) whereas‘the.bureau—
cratic, ideolqgical and‘laborvelites have been marked by expansion. Clement
(1973) found that'the number of positions in the corporate elite increased
from 1304 to 1454 between 1951 .and 1972, which, relative to‘growth in other
' océuﬁational sectorS-feﬁrésents a substantial relative decline.l'Under these
ci;éumstances théré ié iittie_need_for thg cofporate eiite to go beyond its owﬁ
generation of sbns for its-fecruits. |

Tﬁe matter is still more complex, however, for given the same initial
conditions, not all occupational groups will give incumbents the same caﬁacity
to. exercise the same degree of power gver the recruitment of new members.
.Here we must examine more closely tﬁg political structure of the iabor market.

Weber outlines four possible ways in which access to jobs is controlled
(Vol. I, 1968:125~130), The first of»these is a residual case that has largely
disappearédviﬁ advanced.capitalist socigtiésg namely Whére access ;o the job
is apprcpriated to the owner of the workers (i.e., the caéelof unfree iabor or
Slavery). .The secoﬁd poésibility, als§ iﬁ deéline; is where éCéeSS.tO the job.
' is appropfiated by the individuél.wqugr'(e.g., the master craftsman who takes ,
on anlapprenticé).‘.Such control overlaéceés 1s still found where the worker
j'owns the means'of broduction as aﬁqng fafmefs, proprietors,.self—employed

| professionals, etc. The third possibility is that ". . . opportunities for
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disposal of labor services may be appropriated by an organization of

Workers e W (Weber, Vol I, 1968: 126, emphasis added) . Though the potential
" for closure is less than under the previous form, the approprlation of jobs by
‘workers always ", . , involves llmitatlons,on‘the free recruitment of the labor
force. ’ihis'means that workers cannot be selected soiely on the grounds of |
technical efficiency PP ,(Weber,:Vol. T, 1968:128)‘ The history'of
}Aunionism and the’"ciosed shop" . among blue.coliarlworkers and the striving
for "profe331onallzat10n among Whlte collar workers is 1ndicative of this
.thlrd mechanism by Wthh access to JQbS 1is controlled on the 1abor market.
Finally, we find the-situation where the potential for closure is weakest,
namelyvon the formally_free labor market, where.a job is acquired directly
through a contractual relationship between employer and employee as is the case
.among 1ower white collar workers and nonunlonized blue collar workers. . If
: Weber is correct in his assumptlon that access to jobs is differentlally
structured on the same labor market, then the global measures of the attain-
ment process used in status attainment research are obviously inadequate
_to reflect this. | | |

Eliminating the re31dual case of unfree labor (slavery), the remalnlng
three mechanisms by which access to jobs is controlled describe a hierarchy
of occupatlonal group control over the recrultment process. Self-recruitment
and occupational 1nher1tance is- most likely where the 1nd1vidual worker controls
access to,jobs, followed by occupational groups 1n.wh1ch access is controlled
by an organlzatlon of Workers and the least likely on a formally free labor market.

An examlnatlon of the reievant data Would seem to support such an 1nter—
pretation. Mbbillty data from ‘Blau and Duncan (1967 39) 1nd1cate that occupational.
inheritance is greatest.among-the self—employed (farmers, proprietors, selff

employed profesSionals)‘followed by occupations in which-there is a high
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degree of unionization (craftsmen, conétruction, manufacturing) and profes-

 sienalization (salaried professions). The lowest level is found among clerical -

and sales workers, service workers, and. farm laborers.

(e) Ascrip;ion in“the Fprmally Free Labor Market

In the formally free labor market the role of ascription might be argued

. 'to be minimal, for employers'. interest is to maximize efficiency in production,

and workers' interest is to obtain the highest possible return on their productive
skills. This suggests that the model for access would be wage competition
based on universélisti¢ criteria, This ié indeed the model for access suggested

by neo-classical economics. However this model has recently been questioned

by Thurow (Thurow, 1969; Thurow and Lucas, 1972). He suggests that the dominant

mode of access, at least in the American labor market, is what he calls job

compétition; rather"than’Wagé competition. In job competition the concern of

employers is to minimize training costs, as most skills necessary for a job
can only b%,acquired on the job. Employers therefore ranklprospective employees
in terms of the presumed costs of training them for the job. Education will be

an important criterion, but not the only one for a person's position,in this.

"labor queue." It is not the actual skills acquired in schools or on previous

. jobs that matter, it is the information education and other characteristics of

the individual provide on his."ébility to 1garn.” Characteristics other than
education that can symbolize tréinability will also be felevantg-these includé
ascriptive characteristics such as sécialvorigin;

As prospective employees are ranked in a labor queue'sévcan jobs be ranked
accofding to their desirabilify in a job quéué, The highest raﬁked individual
in the labor queue'ﬁill then obtain the highest ranked availablé job in the job

queue. The job has to be available since in job competition most training




18-

takes place on the job; therefore there is an incentive to keep a person who
already has obtaipned the required skills; This is in contrast,to wage comr
petition where a person not in a‘job ﬁould be hired into the job if his pro-
ductivity is hlgher than the incumbent s productlvity

In wage competltlon it 1s the actual skllls that count regardless of orlgin
and other ascrlptlve characterlstlcs. In job competltlon, on the other hand,
employersAmay use ascriptlve characterlstlcs as criteria to rank prospective
employees in terms_of tralnab;lity? in addition to educatlon and general
training. It is likely that‘o,ri,gin1 amohg other ascriptive characteristics,”
‘ls perceived relevant for the cost of training a person to do a certain job.
(Thurow and Lucas, 1972) |

Educatloq 1tself, in Joh competition, may be sald to serve an ascrlptlve
function. Whlle in wage competition it would be unlikely that a college
| ;graduate would be hired into a ;ob for wh;ch a high school gradcate is qualified,
in job competition, a college graduate would always be ranked higher than a
high_school graduate because of his presumed lower training costs, even though
his actual skills may be inferior.. |

The mode of access to jobs or positions in the social structure is then
crugcial for how characteristics of the‘individdal determine the status he
.obtains, in particular for the relativeiimportance of ascribed versus achieved
characteristics. For_certain positions,‘among them elite positions;'lﬁcumbents.
exerclse direct control over who is to get agcess. lThe higher status'such
.positions haye; and the greater the control incumbents ekercise,'the‘more likely
| it is that they will use sﬁqh poWer to ensure‘the wellebelng of their own
offspringi .It is thereforevplausible that for such PQsitiQns, therehwill be

.’less'equality of oppprtunity for access than in the society at large. In the
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formally free labor market it is the predominance of wage versus job compe-

tition that will determine how influential ascribed versus achieved character-

'.istics will be for access,,for it Will'bevthe natute of the-competition‘process

that determines whether it is a person's presumed trainability rather than his .
actual skills and achlevements that decide who gets access to a Job |
Regardless of the mode of access, the relation between supply and demand
(i e., the populatlon dynamics of the labor market) of indlviduals and positions
will influence the relation between individual characteristics and the position

in the occupational structure they gbtain. When more vacant positions are

available than can be filled by the offspring of incumbents, the.importance of

achieVement Qb&ipusly-inc;eases, eﬁen for those positions where incumbents control
access. In Wage competition sectors of the labor market, supply and demand wil
determlne a person s ‘status and income returns on his achieved characteristics.
In JOb competition sectors the job opportunities for persons will in a similar

manner be influenced by the availability of vacant jobs. Where many jobs are

vacant, employers will be forced to go lower down in the labor queue to fill jobs.

In contrast where few jobs are available, persons high in the queue will be forced

to take less desirable jobs. " This in turn will determine the relation between

" those ascribed and achieved characteristics that are relevant for a person's

position in the labor queue_andAthe position he obtains,

We argue, in”sum; that analysis of the mode of acceSs apd of the forces

‘that determlne the avallablllty of a positlon is crucial for our understandlng

of the-status atta;nment progess. Only such analysis can enable us to predlct
andyexplain the relation between<an individual's characterlstlcs and the position
he obtains in the social stfucture. The questlon of equallty of QPPortunlty
then becomes one of how access to various p031t10ns is 1nfluenced by a person's

orlg;n, and the overall openness of a‘society'becomes a question of the d1s-
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tribution of modes of access in the social structure, and the economic and
demographic forces that determine the growth‘ahd decline of various sectors of
"soc1ety While we'ean obtain a global measure of equality of opportunity, as in

status attalnment research, an understandmng of why such a measure varies over

time and betweeq‘places demands-an understanding of the political organization

and'dynamics_of the labor market.

Cohclusioh
This paper has reviewed the fihdingS’and ﬁethods of research on equality.
of oppottunity.in elite ahd.status attainment studies.l We also suggested a
theoretieal framework for the analysis of the status attainment orocess that
vhay integrate the two fesearch traditions., Our review of methodologies suggests
that the ﬁlndlngs of these two types of studles are not now comparable. In
-addltion, the clalms made by ellte studies with respect to the amount and trend
in equality of opportunity are not based on firm evidence, because these studies
do not obtain the apptopriate data to support these claims. However the concern
" of elite studies for access to a givern set of positions does.seem to use the
more approprlate concern in ana1y81s of the status attainment process, |
because only analysis which takes into account the mode of access will enable
- understandlng_of the sources of.change in equality of opportunity. The global
measure of equality ot opportunity obtained in status attainment.tesearch as
Iit has been cartied out by Blau and Duncan (1967), and in later research in
this tradition; does not permit such apalysis. | |
Vstatus,attainment research has oontributed immensely toJour;ability to
- specify the transmission of pceupational tesources from one generation to the
hext'by its use of linear (path) models for.this.propess. fHowevef, the inter-

play between achieved and ascribed characteristics mirrored in these models
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is still subject to conflicting interpretations. A more explicit concern for
the mode ¢f access could greatly reduce the amb1gu1t1es presented by ex1st1ng
vresearch, because analysis of the mode of access to various poeitlons would
give a better bas1s for interpreting the importance of ascribed and achieved
:characteristics in determining a person's status. The analysis of the mode of
eccess couid not be carried out with exactly the same models asbnow are used
in stetns attainment research., Current models have achieved status as the
dependent variabie; whileﬁan enelySis of the,mdde of access would have the
prqbeBility of obtaining a particular position es the dependent variable like
in elite‘studies, With such.ehenges in methods, analysis of the process of
attainment of wvarious occupations and.subsete of occupations (such as elites)

would bring’about the desired comparébility between elite and status attain-

ment studles of equallty of opportunlty.. More impoftant, such analysis would

be an 1mportant step toward our understandlng of the status attainment process.
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Footnotes

1. The aﬁplipation ofvthis model to & national Canadian sample is'forthcoming,

cf.; Bbyd'aﬁd McRobertis (1974).

2. TFor a brilliant discussion oflthe-complexities involve& in formulating and

operationalizing an adequatevmodel of occupational replacement under different

stratification regimes, see Boudpn (1970).

3. Cf;, Neuwirth '(1969) for aﬁ“application of Weber's perspective to ethnic group

‘relations and to whose discussion of Weber's concept of community closure we

are ipdebted,
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