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ABSTRACT

In this article we anal yze six sanple surveys that contain information on
intergenerational nobility in Italy and estimate linear trends in the
determ nants of educational and occupational attainment for birth cohorts and
| abor market entry cohorts that together cover nost of the 20th century (1904-
1985). By pooling data fromsurveys that were carried out over a period of
24 years and applying linearly restricted regression equations, we obtain a
statistically powerful nodel of Italy's stratificationreginme inthis period.
W find that the effect of social origins (father's occupational status) on
educational attai nnent has significantly increased for wonen, but not for nen.
Wth respect to occupational attainment, the trend for Italy isinline with
that found in other countries: education has become nobre inportant and
parental status (again neasured by father's occupational status) has becone
| ess inportant. Wen these trends are studied for the non-farm popul ation
the increasing inportance of education continues to hold but the declining

i nportance of father's occupation does not.



I NTRCDUCT! ON

Paol o Ammassari's pronmise as a student of social stratification, alas,
remai ned unfulfilled at the time of his untinely death. He was very active
in the 1970's, playing a pronminent role in the reactivation of the |SA
Research Conmittee on Social Stratification and Mbility after a period of
dormancy in the 1960s; hosting one of the first nmeetings in the nodern era of
the Committee, the 1973 neeting in Rone (Featherman, Hauser, and Sewel |,
1974); and organi zing a nmajor enpirical study of social nobility inltaly, a
nati onal sanple survey of about 3,500 persons. Unfortunately, very little on
nobi l ity has appeared fromthis survey. W know only of a single unpublished
paper presented at the Dublin neeting of the | SA Research Committee on Soci al
Stratification (Amassari, 1977); however, the nobility tables he presented
at the Dublin nmeeting have been used in several cross-tenporal and
i nternational conparisons (e.g., Heath, 1983; Ganzeboom Luijkx, and Trei man,
1989) .12 After a nunber of years in which he was distracted fromthe study
of social nmobility by other obligations, Prof. Amassari had planned to return
to this topic, and even after the onset of his final illness had hoped to
organi ze a volune of papers on nethods and techni ques for studying social
stratification and social nmobility.? It is to be hoped that the data fromthe
Ammassari survey can be deposited in a data archive and i n that way ot hers can
carry on Prof. Ammassari's work.

For students of social stratification, Italy represents an extrenely
interesting case, since it is sinultaneously a major industrial country, with
a labor force simlar to those of the countries of North West Europe,?® and,
until recently, a quite traditional country with respect to its educati onal
system which was one of the nbst unequal in Europe, with a fraction of the
popul ation as highly educated as anywhere in the world and another fraction
obt ai ning | ess education than in virtually any Western European country.* In
this contribution we address the question of how distinctive Italy is with
respect to the process of status attainnent by studying long termtrends in

t he det erm nants of educati onal attai nnent and occupational status attai nnent,
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using data from si x surveys conducted over a period of 24 years.

DATA

Qur data® derive from six general population sanple surveys, which al
containinformation on educati on, occupation, and father's occupation. Gddly,
to our best know edge four of these six surveys have never before been used
by Italian scholars (or others) to study the stratification reginme of Italy.®
O the two that have been used, the best known anong Italian researchers is
the 1985 "Study of Social Mbility and Education in Italy" conducted by a t eam
of five: Barbagli, Capecchi, Cobalti, de Lillo, and Schizzerotto [|TA85]."
The data collected by Lopreato in 1963/64 [I TA63] are al so well known, since
Lopreat o published an intergenerational occupational nmobility table in the

Anerican Journal of Sociology (Lopreato, 1965; see also Lopreato and

Hazel ri gg, 1972:376-390), which refuted the clai mof Lipset and Bendi x (1959)
that Italy was nore rigidthan other industrialized countries (however see our
results below). Lopreato's data have not been included in the collections of
any of the major data archives; however, they have been preserved by the Data
Programand Li brary Servi ce of the University of Wsconsi n-Madi son, fromwhich
we obtained thenf. To the best of our know edge, the two el ection surveys of
Barnes (1968) [ITA68] and Barnes and Sani (1972) [ITA72] have never before
been used in stratification analysis, although they have been accessible
through the mgjor U S. data archive, the Inter-university Consortium for
Political and Social Research [ICPSR], for a long time. The fifth data set
[1 TA75p] was collected in 1974 by Sartori and Marradi (in association with
Sani) for Barnes and Kaase's (1979) Political Action project. The sixth data
set [I TA87] was collected by Calvi and Anselm as the Italian contribution to
the 1987 nodule (' Social Inequality') of the International Social Survey
program [ | SSP] .

Al six data sets utilize a nearly uniform coding system for educationa
attai nment, which we have converted into a netric of years of education:?®

Educati onal | evel Years of education




None, illiterate

Scuol a el enent are non concl usa

o ~ O

Scuol a el enentare con |icenza

Scuol a nedia inferiore non concl usa 7
Scuola nedia inferiore con licensa 8
Scuol a nedi a superiore non concl usa 11
Scuol a nedi a superiore con di ppl oma 13
Universita, ma non | aurea 15
Laur ea 18
Post Laurea 20

By contrast, the six data sets differ considerably with respect to the way
occupations are classified. Three files [ITA63, | TA68, | TA72] utilize various
coarse codes, which differ substantially across studies. [1 TAB5] uses a
fairly detailed (97 category) code and [ | TA75p] uses a highly detailed (three-
digit) code for both father and respondent. Finally, [ITA87] uses different
coarse codes for fathers and respondents. |In order to convert these diverse
codes into a standard netric, we nmatched each category in each classification
to a category of the 1968 Internati onal Standard O assification of Cccupati ons
[1SCTO (International Labor Ofice, 1969; Treinman, 1977) and then converted
it to the International Socio-Econom c |Index of occupational status [ SEl]
(Ganzeboom De Graaf, and Treiman, 1992), which ranges from 10 (for "Farm
Laborers") to 90 (for "Judges").

From each file we selected all nmen and wonen who were between 25 and 64

years of age at the tine of the survey and who had valid responses to all

variables in the analysis. The age specification was inposed to avoid
sel ection bias due to the om ssion of those still in school or those already
retired. Inthree of the six data sets respondent's age i s recorded i n broad,

10-year intervals. Since this is inconvenient in analysis that uses cohorts
and cohort characteristics, we added a uniformy distributed randomjitter to
the age variables in these data sets in order to distribute cases evenly
t hr oughout each interval

Descriptive statistics for each of the six files are shown in Table 1.



However, we have not anal yzed these files separately, but rather have pool ed
all six sanples into a single file, which is used for all of our analysis; we
do, however, carry out separate anal yses of men and women. Inspecting the
statistics in Table 1, it is reassuring to note that nost of the differences
across studies are either quite small or are fairly orderly, follow ng clear
time trends. Thus, we can have reasonabl e confidence in the quality of the

dat a.

METHODS AND MODELS

In order to evaluate historical trends in status attai nnent, we estinate
an el ementary status attai nment nodel involving only three status vari abl es:
father's occupation and respondent's education and occupation. W first
assess trends in the determ nants of educational attainment and then assess

trends in the determ nants of occupational status.

Educati onal attai nnent

For educational attainnent, the kernel of this nodel is a sinple regression

equation of the form

EDU = by + bi*FI'S + b*BYR (1)

where EDU = years of school conpleted; FIS = father's occupational status
(rmeasured by the ISEl); and BYR = year of birth.
H storical trends are estimated by adding a nultiplicative interaction

bet ween father's occupational status and year of birth:

EDU = by + by*FI'S + b,*BYR + bs*FI S*BYR (2)

Inthis type of nodel, the main terns for the two i ndependent vari abl es cannot

be eval uated i ndependently since the effect of each depends on the |evel of



the other. Precisely, b; refers to the effect of father's occupati on when
BYR=0 whereas b, refers to the effect of year of birth on |evel of educational
attai nnent when FI S=0. But these statenents are not very neani ngful, since
both points are outside the ranges of these vari abl es.

Inadditionto problens of interpretability, interaction nodels such as (2)
suffer fromtwo other difficulties. First, there is often nulticollinearity
(extremely high correlation) between the main terns and the i nteraction terns,
whi ch may | ead to nunerical problens in estinmation. Second, since FIS and BYR
are correlated, in Mdel (2) the effect of father's occupational status is
confounded by the effect of year of birth.

In order to avoid these conplications, it is convenient to center one
i ndependent variable within the other. This is acconplished by subtracting

t he within-cohort neans:

FIS = FIS- MFAIS (3)

where MFIS; = the nmean FI'S score for those in cohort ¢c. W used 5-year birth
cohorts to calculate the neans.'® This transformation solves all three
probl ems di scussed above. First, centering father's occupational status
within cohorts renoves the correlation between the two nain effects, and its
potential |y confoundi ng consequences. Second, the main effect for birth year
now refers to those who have the average father's | SEl score (FIS) of those
within the sanme five-year birth cohort. Third, centering mtigates
nmul ticollinearity between nmain terns and interaction terns.

Note that transformation (3) is non-linear, since we subtract w thin-cohort
nmeans, not the overall nmean. The effect of this transformation is that the
nodel becones simlar (but not identical) to a procedure in which the
bi vari ate regressi on of years of education on father's occupationis estinmated
cohort-by-cohort. The difference is that our specification constrains cohort
differences in the effect of father's occupational status on educational
attainnment to be linear, a constraint that would be relaxed in a cohort-by-

cohort analysis. In our specification, we retain the advantage of a one-
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paraneter test of the hypothesis that the relationship between father's
occupation and educational attai nnent has changed over tine, although at the
cost of the sinplifying assunption that any trend is |inear
In order to nake the nodel still nore interpretable we take two additiona

steps, both of which are linear transformations. First, we subtract a
constant fromthe year of birth, in order to nove the main effect coefficient
for father's occupational status (FIS) to within the range of the data. In
ot her contexts, it would be appropriate to subtract the sanple nmean of year
of birth. In that case both main effects would refer to the mean of the data,
whi ch woul d have the advantage of rendering themidentical in (1) and (2).
However, in the data that we analyze here, the nean year of birth differs
between nen and wonen. In this situation it is nore convenient to choose a
fixed point in tine. We choose (19)30 for the analysis of educational

attai nnent, which is close to the average year of birth

BYR = BYR - 30 (4)

Second, the nmulticollinearity between main terms and interaction terms is
dependent upon the differences in range of the constituent conponents. To
mnimze the risk of multicollinearity problens, we shrink the standard
deviations of BYR and FIS by dividing them by 10, on order to bring them

into approximately the sane range as the standard deviation for education

BYR' = BYR /10 and FIS"=FI S /10 (5)

Note that transformations (5) are linear transfornmations that affect the
estimated paraneters only in case of nunerical problens. They have the
addi ti onal advant age of maki ng t he paraneter esti nates sonewhat nore readabl e.

If we integrate the several steps into one nodel, we have:

EDU = by + bi*FIS" + b*BYR' + ba*(FIS")*(BYR')

or



EDU = by

+ by* ((FI S-MFI'S,)/ 10)

+ bo* ((BYR-30)/10)

+ bs* ((FI S-MFI S.)/ 10) * (( BYR 30) / 10) (6)

Note that by gives the expected education for a person born in 1930 whose
father's occupational status (FIS) is at the average for the 1928-1932 birth
cohort. For practical purposes such a respondent can be regarded as the
"average respondent' in our data. b; gives the effect of father's occupation
for those born in 1930, where the effect i s neasured as years of education per
10 points of FIS. b, gives the (linear) effect of educational expansion over
time--precisely, the expected difference in average years of schooling for
persons born 10 years apart whose fathers have the mean occupational status
of their cohort. b; gives the (linear) change in the effect of father's
occupational status on educational attainnent over tinme (or, alternatively,
the tenporal trend in educational attainnment for those at varying | evels of
father's occupational status). This is the coefficient of greatest interest

with respect to the analysis of trends.

Qccupational Attai nnent

Qur nodel of occupational attainnent is specified following a simlar

| ogic. However, the kernel of the nodel now has three i ndependent vari abl es:

| SE = by + by*FI'S + b,*EDU + bs*EXP (7)
where ISE is the respondent’'s occupational status, neasured by the I SEl; EXP
stands for years of experience; and the two renmaining variables are defined

as above. Since we have no direct neasure of |abor narket experience, this

termis approxi mated (in the conventional way) as:

EXP = AGE - EDU - 6 (8)



that is, the years el apsed since the respondent | eft school (on the assunption
that he or she started school at age six and continued uninterrupted). This

neasure, which we hereafter refer to as "seniority," approxi mates | abor force
experience to the extent that the respondent worked conti nuously since | eavi ng
school. The approximation is therefore much better for nmen than for wonen,
who tend in Italy, as elsewhere, to interrupt their careers for chil dbearing
and rearing. Moreover, in ltaly many wonen | eave the | abor force permanently
after marriage (Durand, 1975:190-191), so that wonmen with high seniority are
a highly selected set of all wonen. Therefore, the coefficients for seniority
shoul d be interpreted with caution, especially for wonen. However, they will
effectively control for career effects in occupational attai nment of whatever
nature; the inclusion of an experience termnakes it possible tointerpret the
coefficients of the other two terns (father's occupational status and
respondent's education) as the effect of these endownents at the begi nni ng of
the respondent's career, that is, at the point of school |eaving and |abor
mar ket entry.

Inorder to capture career dynam cs nore fully, we add i nteracti ons between

experience and the two other main terms. Qur nopdel then becones:

| SE = by + by*EXP + b,*FIS + bs*EDU
+ bs*FI SFEXP + bs* EDU* EXP (9)

The two interaction ternms nodel changes in the effect of father's
occupational status and respondent's education over the respondent’'s career
W expect the effect of father's occupational status to decline over thelife-
cycle; for education, the expectation is |ess obvious, since well educated
peopl e tend to experi ence nore career advancenent than poorly educated people
(Sbrensen and Tuma, 1981:84).

W then assess historical trends in these effects by conparing | abor nmarket

entry cohorts. The pertinent variable is constructed as:

ENT = BYR + 6 + EDU (10)



Experi ence and | abor nmarket entry year are thus reparaneterizations of age,
year of survey, and years of education. Expressed in the vernacul ar of age-
peri od-cohort analysis (Mason, et al., 1973), we assune that there are no
period (i.e., survey) effects, but that occupational attainnment can be
under stood conpletely in terms of cohort and age (life cycle) effects.!

To evaluate historical trends in occupational attainnent, we add to our
equation a term for year of labor force entry (ENT) and the correspondi ng

interaction terns:

| SE = by + by*EXP + b,*FIS + bs*EDU
+ bs*FI SFEXP + bs* EDU* EXP
+ be* ENT

+ b7*FI SFENT + bg* EDU* ENT (112)

As before, a nodel thus specified yields coefficients that are pertinent
out si de t he range of data points, and has the additi onal di sadvant age of bei ng
vul nerable to nunerical estinmation problens. Therefore, as in our nodel of
educational attainment, we center father's occupation and respondent's
education within five-year |abor nmarket entry cohorts. W also center year
of labor force entry around (19)40, following the same logic as before.
However, we do not center EXP since doing so would render the associated
coefficient difficult tointerpret: by controlling seniority, we eval uate the
ef fect of father's occupation and respondent's occupation at the begi nni ng of
the career. Again, the variances of all variables are converted to the sane
order of magnitude by dividing FIS, ENT, and EXP by 10. Since the dependent
variable is neasured in the same netric as FIS, it is convenient to divided

| SE al so by 10. Qur final nodel for occupational attainnent thus becones:

| SE/ 10 = by
+ by* (EXP/ 10)
+ bo* ((FI'S-MFI S) / 10)
+ bs* ( EDU- MEDU;)



+ be* ((FI S-MFI S,)/ 10) * (EXP) / 10)

+ bs* (EDU- MEDU;) * ( EXP/ 10)

+ be* (( ENT-40)/ 10)

+ b7* ((FI S- MFI )/ 10) * ( ( ENT- 40) / 10)
+ bg* (EDU- MEDU;) * ( ( ENT- 40) / 10)

or
ISE = by + by*EXP' + b*FI S" + bs*EDU' + b,*Fl S"*EXP
+ bs*EDU'*EXP' + b¢*ENT' + b;*FI S"*ENT'
+ bg* EDU' * ENT' (12)
where EXP' = EXP/10; FIS'" = (FIS-MIS;)/10; EDU' = EDU MEDU;; and ENT' =
(ENT-40)/10). In Eq. (12), be (*10) gives the expected |ISEl score at the

poi nt of | abor force entry for a person entering the | abor force i n 1940 whose
father's occupational status (FI'S) and own education (EDU) are at the average
for the 1938-1942 entry cohort. b; gives the effect of seniority (EXP) anong
those with the average educati on and average father's | SEl score of the | abor
force entry cohort. b, and b; give the effects of father's occupation and
years of education on occupational status at the begi nning of the career for
those entering the labor force in 1940. Note that because of the rescaling
of FIS, EXP, and | SE, but not of EDU, b; and b, can be interpreted directly,
as the effect of one year difference in seniority or one point difference in
father's occupational status or a on the respondent's | SEl score, but bs; nust
be multiplied by 10 to put it in the same nmetric as the original variables.
be gives the (linear) effect of the upward shift of the occupationa
di stribution over tine--precisely, the expected difference inthe average | SE
score for persons born in successive years whose fathers' have the nean
occupational status of their cohort and who t hensel ves have the nean years of
schooling of their cohort, but no seniority. The interaction term b, gives
the (linear) change in the effect of father's occupational status on
occupational attainment resulting fromeach additional 10 years of seniority
(or, alternatively, the change in the effect of seniority on occupational

status for those who vary by 10 points in father's occupational status). bs
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gives the (linear) change in the effect of educational attainment on
occupational attainment for each additional year of seniority (or,
alternatively, the change in the effect of seniority on occupational status
resulting fromeach additional year of schooling). Simlarly, b; gives the
difference inthe effect of father's occupational status for | abor force entry
cohorts 10 years apart and bg gives the change in the effect of educationa
attai nnment on occupational attainment for successive entry cohorts;
alternatively, these coefficients give the tenporal trend in occupational
attai nnent for those at varying | evel of education and father's occupationa
status. by and bg are the coefficients of greatest interest with respect to

t he anal ysis of trends.

RESULTS

Tables 2 and 3 display the results of our regression anal yses, separately
for men and wonen. In Table 2 we see the results for nodels of educationa
attainment, and in Table 3 the results for nodel s of occupational attainment.

Appendi x A contains the descriptive statistics used to estinmate these nodels.

Educati onal attai nnent

Model (a) of Table 2 shows estimates for Eg. (1), in which the effect of
father's occupation on educational attainment is not allowed to vary over
time, while Mbdel (b) shows the coefficients for Eq. (6) as presented above.
In the present case, our nmain interest is in Mdel (b), the point of
presenting Mbdel (a) being sinply to showthat when i ndependent vari abl es are
centered, the coefficients change hardly at all when interaction terns are
i ntroduced. Turning to Model (b), note first the coefficient of the intercept
(bo), which indicates that nmen born in 1930 whose fathers' had the average
occupational status of their cohorts would be expected to have about 7 1/2

years of schooling on average, while wonmen would be expected to have j ust
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under 6 1/2 years of schooling.

b; gives the effect of father's occupational status for those born in 1930.
Recall that because of the way FIS was scaled, the effect is neasured as
expected years of education per 10 points of FIS. For the 1930 cohort, the
ef fect of father's occupation was very strong: each 10 points of FIS was worth
about 1.3 years of schooling for men and about 1.1 year of schooling for
wonen. Since the total range in ISEl is 80 points (from10 for farml aborers
to 90 for judges), the difference in expected years of education between nen
born in 1930 into the lowest and the highest rungs in the Italian
stratification systemis sonmething over 10 years of schooling (precisely,
10.26 = 1.282*80/10); for wonen, the difference is also |arge, about eight
years (precisely, 8.70 = 1.088*80/10). Qur inpression is that the effect of
father's occupational status on educational attai nnent was much stronger for
the 1930 birth cohort in Italy than it was for the correspondi ng cohort in
nost other industrialized countries. O course, confirmation of this
conjecture nust await further analysis.

Next consider b,, the coefficient for birth year, which gives the (linear)
ef fect of educational expansion over tine, for persons whose fathers' had the
nmean occupational status of their cohort. This coefficient, whichis 1.0 for
nmen and upto 1.1 for wonen gives the total educational expansion of the
Italian population. Since year of birth is nmeasured by decade, the
coefficient inplies that mean occupation has grown by 5 to 6 years over the
50 years we study. Since father's occupation is centered within cohorts, this
nunber represents the total effect and is not confounded with expansi ons of
the occupational structure of fathers.

Finally, bs gives the (linear) change in the effect of father's
occupational status on educational attainment over tine. As it turns out,
there is no tenporal trend for nen, so that the very strong effect of father's
occupational status on educational attainment remains the sane for the nost
recent cohorts. For wonen the results are even nore striking, because the
effect of father's occupation on educational attainment has increased

significantly over tine. For the nost recent cohort of wonen, those born
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around 1960, the coefficient for father's occupational status is 1.342
(= 1.012 + .110*30/10), which inplies an expected difference in the
educational attai nnent of wonmen fromthe | owest and hi ghest status origins of
10.7 years (= 1.342*80/10), or about the sane as what it is for nen.
Projecting these coefficients backwards to the earliest cohort, wonen born
around 1905, we see that for such wonen the difference i n expected educati ona
attainnent for those fromthe | owest and hi ghest status origins was then a
little nore than three years (precisely, 3.2 =[(1.012 + .110*25/10)*80/10]).
So, over the period for which we have data, educational inequality between
wonen fromthe | owest and hi ghest status origins has increased by 7 1/2 years
(precisely, 7.5 =10.7 - 3.2).

In sum as we noted above, Italy has a highly inegalitarian educational
system the degree of inequality with respect to years of schooling has been
i ncreasi ng substantially over tinme, but even nore substantially for wonmen t han
for nen, as we see fromthe standard deviations in Table 1; and therefore
(Treiman and Yi p, 1989) inequality with respect to educati onal opportunity (as
i ndicated by the effect of father's occupation on educational attainment) is
very high in Italy and shows no evidence of abating; indeed, for wonen it has

i ncreased over the course of the 20th century.

Qccupational status

Table 3 reports our analysis of occupational status attainnent. Four
nodel s are estinmated, separately for men and wonen, building up to the ful
nodel of Egq. (12)--which is shown here as Mddel (d) in each set. Since this
anal ysi s includes only those with valid occupation codes, the nunber of cases
is reduced relative to Table 2, particularly for wonen.?*?

Model (a) refers again to the kernel of the stratification process and
reports the effects of father's occupati onal status (relative to other nenbers
of the same | abor force entry cohort), entry cohort, and seniority, averaged
over the total data set. The main effect of father's occupation, by, is about

.45 for men and is slightly smaller, about .40, for wonen. Since the standard
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devi ations of father's and respondent’'s occupational status are simlar, these
coefficients can be interpreted as standardi zed regression coefficients, net
of the confounding effects of entry year and seniority. They inply an average
| evel of intergenerational occupational nobility during the mddle years of
the century that is neither exceptionally high nor exceptionally | ow conpared
to other Western European countries at this time. The large size of the
coefficient associated with |abor force entry year, bs indicates very rapid
upward shifting of the occupational structure, such that a man would be
expected to obtain an occupati on about one-third of an ISEl point higher if
he entered the | abor force one year later (precisely, .364 |ISEl points) and
a wonman would be expected to gain about half an |SEl point per year
(precisely, .487 ISEl points). Thus, for exanple, if two nen entered the
| abor force in 1930 and 1960, respectively, and they had sinmlar seniority and
were fromsimlar social origins (neasured by their father's (relative) |SEl),
the man who entered the |abor force in 1960 woul d be expected to hold a job
with an | SEI score about 11 points higher than the man who entered the | abor
force in 1930 (precisely, 10.92 = .364*3*10). Note that 11 points is not
trivial; it is larger than the difference between a university professor and
a primary school teacher, or the difference between a carpenter and an
unski |l ed construction | aborer. For wonen, the difference is even |l arger, as
we have noted: a worman entering the | abor force in 1960 woul d be expected to
hold a job about 15 points higher than a woman with sinmlar seniority and
social origins who entered the labor force in 1930 (precisely, 14.61 =
.487*3*10). These results are, of course, just what we woul d expect fromthe
sharp upward shift in the average occupational status of respondents,
especi al |y wonen, over tine. The third variable in Mddel (a), seniority, has
no effect on occupational status attainnent for either nen or wonen. As we
shal | see below, this reflects the fact that we have not yet taken account of
the ef fect of education on occupational attainnment.

Model (b) sinply allows the effect of father's occupational status to vary
with year of labor force entry and with seniority. None of the interaction

terms is significant, for either men or wonen, and this nodel appears to be
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of little interest.

Model (c) is, however, informative. It differs fromModel (a) by including
educational attainnment (nmeasured relative to the average for the | abor force
entry cohort) as a determ nant of occupational status. Its inclusion
drastically changes all of the other coefficients in the nodel, which serves
to rem nd us how nmuch information is lost in analyses that are restricted to
the explication of intergenerational occupational nmobility tables: the
vari ance explained by the nodels is increased by nearly half; the effect of
father's occupational status is reduced by nearly half; and the effect of both
entry year and seniority substantially increase. The increase in the effect
of seniority is straight forward: within cohorts, seniority and education are
negatively correlated, so that when education is onmtted, the effect of
seniority is suppressed. The increase in the effect of entry year follows
fromthe negative correlation between entry year and seniority in our data:
recent entry cohorts cannot have been in the | abor force for along tine. The
negative correl ation between entry year and seniority can be vividly seen in
Figs. 1-4, in which there is no data in the upper left and | ower right hand
cells (see also Appendix A Table 2)

As expected, educational attainment has a substantial effect on
occupational status: for nen, each additional year of schooling (relative to
the mean for the cohort) results in an expected increase of nearly two | SEl
points (precisely, 1.90; recall that the coefficients nmust be multiplied by
10 to bring theminto the original ISEl netric), net of father's occupationa
status, seniority, and entry year; for wonen, the expected increase is
sonet hing over two | SEI points (precisely, 2.34). However, since the nodel
(c) results are averaged over entry year cohorts, they cannot tell us about
the question of greatest interest: how does the effect of social origins and
educational attainnment on occupational status change over tine in ltaly? To
answer this question, we nmust turn to Mdel (d).

Mbdel (d) is analogous to Model (b) in Table 2, but is nore conplicated,
since it include three basic determ nants of occupational attainment: father's

occupation, education and experience. W start with the intercept, by, which
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i ndi cates the expected occupational status (ISEl score) for persons who
entered the labor force in 1940 and have the average education and soci al
origins (father's occupational status) of the 1938-1942 |abor force entry
cohort and no | abor force experience.™® Note that the expected I SEl score is
a bit higher for men than for wonen: 34.8 conpared to 30.9, which is
consistent with the result for educational attainment in Table 2.

The coefficients b, and b; give the net effects of father's occupation and
years of education (relative to the cohort averages) on occupational status

at the beginning of the career for those entering the labor force in 1940.

Interestingly, educational attai nnent appears to be unrel ated to occupati ona
attai nnent at the begi nning of the career for wonen: the coefficient is -.06
(= -.006*10), conpared to .61 for nen. However, the size of these
coefficients is msleading since they refer to points for which there are
virtually no cases in our sanple. Recall that we have restricted our analysis
to those age 25-64; that the highest |evel of education in the data, "post
laurea,"” is specified as the equival ent of 20 years of education; and that the
| abor force entry year is defined as "age - years of education - 6". Thus,
only the handful of 25 or 26 year olds in our sanple with post graduate ("post
| aurea") education would have zero seniority.

The effect of education increases substantially with seniority, as
indicated by the positive values for both nen and wonen of, bs, the
coefficient for the interaction termEXP *EDU'. For those in the 1940 | abor
force entry cohort with five years of seniority, the effects on | SEl of each
year of education are, respectively for nen and wonen, .76
(=10*(.061+.031*.5)) and .24 (=10*(-.006+. 059*.5); for those with 15 years of
seniority, they are 1.08 and .83; for those with 25 years of seniority, they
are 1.39 and 1.42; and so on. Thus, by the height of the careers of those
entering the labor force in 1940, each year of education (relative to the
cohort average) was worth nearly a point and a half on the | SEI scale, net of
social origins (see Figs. 1 and 2 for a graphical representation of the sane
point; inthis figure the second row, which includes entry cohorts from 1925

through 1944, contains the entry cohort of 1940). Wiile this may seem
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relatively uninpressive, it yields nearly a 10 point |ISEl difference between
nmal e hi gh school graduates and those w th post-graduate degrees (precisely,
9.73 = 1.39*%(20-13)) and an equal difference for wonen.

Still, the effect of education on occupational status attainment is
relatively nodest for the 1940 | abor force entry cohort. Also, the effect of
father's occupational status is relatively strong for this entry cohort, and
for this effect there is little change over the course of the career. At the
begi nni ng of the career, each point increase in father's occupati onal status
(relative to the cohort average) is worth sonet hing over a quarter of an | SE
point for men, net of education (precisely, .285), and sonething over a third
of an | SEI point for wonen (precisely, .347). Conpared to simlar figures for
other Western European countries, these effects are relatively strong.
Mor eover, they do not change nmuch with seniority, since the coefficient by,
for the interaction term EXP' *FIS, is significant neither for nen nor for
wonen.

Qur real interest is not in the 1940 entry cohort, which is sinply a
conveni ent reference category, but in how occupational opportunities have
changed over tinme. W start by noting that for both men and wonen there has
been a very substantial upgradi ng of occupati onal opportunities: net of social
origins, educational attai nment, and seniority, each | ater year of | abor force
entry (be) results in about a half point increase in | SEl for nen (precisely,
.459) and nearly two-thirds of an | SEl point for wonen (precisely, .645). W
have noted this point before, in our discussion of Mdel (a), but the
coefficients are substantially larger in Mdel (d).

But the question of central interest is not sinply whether people have
better chances than their fathers but whether the basis of occupational
achi evenent has changed. There is sone evidence that the process of status
attainnment in industrialized countries is relatively nore achi evenent - based
and | ess ascription-based than in non-industrialized countries (Treiman and
Yip, 1989); and there is sone evidence that societies throughout the world
have becone nore open over the course of the 20th century with respect to the

i ntergenerational transm ssion of status (Ganzeboom Luijkx, and Treinan,
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1989). But there is yet relatively little evidence regarding shifts in the
relative i mportance of achi evenent and ascription over time (but see De G aaf
and Luijkx, 1992, for the Netherlands; De G aaf and Huinink, 1992, for
Germany; and Feat hernman and Hauser, 1978:Ch. 5, for the U S.). Here we are
able to provide such evidence for Italy.

I nspecting b; and bg, the interaction terns involving year of |abor force
entry, it is clear that in the course of the 20th century the process of
occupational attainnent in Italy has beconme increasingly nore dependent on
achi evenent (educational attai nnent) and i ncreasingly | ess dependent on soci al
origins (father's occupational status). Consider first the role of education
expressed by coefficient bs. The returns to an additional year of education
at the time of |abor force entry are expect to differ by .041 of an | SEl poi nt
for men who enter the |abor force ten years apart, and by .062 of an |SE
poi nt for women. Thus, over the course of the 75 years for whi ch we have data
on labor force entry (from 1910 to 1985), the nunber of ISEl points gain
expect ed per year of schooling (relative to the cohort average) increased by
about three for nen (precisely, 3.08 = .041*7.5*10) and by wel | over four for
wonen (precisely, 4.65 = .062*7.5*10), which are very substantial increases.

As we have already noted, one difficulty in evaluating Mdel (d) is that
seeni ngly reasonabl e proj ections often carry us beyond the range of our data.
For exanple, were we to project the effect of educati on on occupati onal status
at the beginning of the career to those who began their careers early in the
century, we would show a negative effect for wonen, clearly a nonsensical
result, and a m sl eading one as well since we have no data in this range. As
a solution to this problem we have graphed the net relationship between
education and occupational status inplied by Mdel (d) separately for 16
categories created by subdividing our sanple into four |abor force entry
cohorts (ranging fromentry years 1910-1924 to entry years 1965-1985) cross-
tabul ated by four seniority categories (those with | ess than 15 years since
| abor force entry, those with 15-27 years, those with 28-41 years, and those
with 42 or nore years). The graphs for nales are shown as Fig. 1 and for

females as Fig. 2. Figs. 3 and 4 (to be di scussed bel ow) show correspondi ng
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graphs displaying the net rel ati onshi ps between father's occupational status

and respondent's occupational status inplied by Mddel (d). In each of the
four figures, each cell is identified by the mdpoint of the range of |abor
force entry dates and years of seniority included inthe cell. In each of the

figures, cells were left blank if there were not sufficient cases to produce
reliable estimtes, and the sizes of the dots are proportional to the size of
the sanple with specified conbinations of characteristics. Thus, it is
i mredi ately evident frominspection of the figures to which conbi nati ons of
entry year and seniority the bul k of our data obtain.

Both of the figures relating educational attainnent to occupational status
show the sanme story--which is, of course, just the story inplied by the
coefficients of Mdel (d). If we read down each colum, we see that the
slopes relating education to occupational status systematically increase
whi ch indicates that the effect of education increases over the course of the
20th century for successive | abor force entry cohorts. |f we read across each
row, we see that the sl opes al so systematically i ncrease, which indicates that
the effect of education increases with seniority. In both cases, the
i ncreases are steeper for wonen than for nen, which reflects the |arger size
of the interaction terns involving seniority and | abor force entry year for
wonen than for men.

In the sane way, we can visually exam ne the inpact of entry year and
seniority on the (net) relationship between father's occupational status and
respondent's occupational status. Before turning to the graphs, however, we
note that the coefficient b;, for the interaction between |abor force entry
year and father's occupational status, is significantly negative--which is
just what we would expect under the hypothesis that over the course of the
century the Italian stratification systemhas noved away from an ascriptive
basi s of occupational allocation. Evaluating the inpact of this change over
the same 75 year period as before, we note that the inpact of fathers'
occupational status on the occupational status of their sons decreased by
about a third of an I SEI point (precisely, -.383 = -.051*75/10) per point of

fathers | SEI and the inpact on the occupational status of daughters decreased
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by about half an I SEI point (precisely -.548 = -.073*75/10). Again, these are
| arge decreases. Consider, for exanple, two fathers, one a secondary schoo
teacher (I1SEl = 63) and the ot her a bookkeeper (ISEI = 45). At the beginning
of the period under study (the early years of the century), we would expect
the difference in the status of their sons, net of education, to be nearly
seven points--about half a standard deviation--larger than at the end of the
period we are studying (precisely, -6.89 = (-.383)(63-45)); and for the
daughters of two such nen the expected di fference woul d be even | arger, nearly
ten points (precisely, -9.86 = (-.548)(63-45)).

This pattern is very clearly revealed in Figs. 3 and 4. Readi ng down each
colum, we see that the slopes relating father's occupational status to
occupational status systematically increase, whichis exactly as expected from
what we just discussed. However, reading across each row, we see that there
is virtually no change in the slopes, which is of course inplied by the very
smal | size of by, the coefficient for the interactiontermEXP *FIS"', for both
men and wonen.

To sunmarize: it is clear that, taking the country as a whole, the Italian
status system has shifted substantially away from ascription and toward

achi evenent over the course of the 20th century.

Non-farm | abor force

There is one consideration that may gi ve us pause, however. W know t hat
over the period we are studying Italy shifted from a predom nantly
agricultural econony to a predominantly urban industrial econony. This
suggests the possibility that our results sinply reflect differences in the
stratification systens of agricultural and non-agricultural societies. To
investigate this possibility, we replicate our occupational analysis for the
non-farmpopul ation only. The results are shown in the second panel of Table
3.

As it turns out, it does indeed appear to be the case that the reduction

inthe effect of father's occupation on respondent's occupation is primarily
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due to the shift of the | abor force out of agriculture. Consider Mdel (d).
Al'though virtually all the remaining coefficients remainrelatively unaffected
when the analysis is restricted to those not engaged in agriculture, the two
non-trivial coefficients involving father's occupation, b, and bs, are
substantially reduced in size, and b;, the coefficient expressing trends in
the relationship between father's occupation and respondent's occupation,
becones non-significant. Although this coefficient remains negative for both
nmen and woren, it becones quite small when the analysis is restricted to the
non-farm popul ati on. Thus, in ltaly, as elsewhere, it appears that the
primary determinant of the shift toward greater societal openness is the
novenent of the popul ation off the |and.

On the other hand, the increase in the effect of educational attainnent on
occupational status is not affected at all by the restriction of the analysis
to those not engaged in agriculture; in fact, the non-farmcoefficients are
slightly larger than those for the popul ation as a whole. Hence, our initial
conclusion, that the inportance of achievenment is increasing relative to
ascription continues to hold up under the restricted analysis. So, in stil
anot her way, we cone back to the sane conclusion: over the course of the 20th

century the process of status attainment has beconme nore open in ltaly.
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NOTES

The same survey did yield a new occupational prestige scale for Italy

(Ammassari, 1978).

’Per sonal conmmuni cation to Trei man, 13 Decenber 1990

|In 1971, 16 per cent of the Italian |abor force was engaged in
agriculture, about the sane percentage as France al though somewhat hi gher
than in Germany and the United Kingdom and the distribution of the non-
agricultural labor force was quite simlar to that of the other three

countries (International Labor Ofice, 1977: Tabl e 2B)

“School ing was not conpulsory in Italy until the 1950's (Haycraft,
1985: 226). Barbagli (1973:16, quoted in Acquaviva and Santucci o,
1976: 169), notes that "In 1950 about 30 per cent of the Italian population
had either never |learned or else had forgotten howto read and wite.
Italy had the highest illiteracy rate in Europe. At the sane tine,
however, our country had the highest proportion of university students in
its popul ati on when conpared with Switzerland, Sweden, Gernmany, France,
Great Britain, Holland and Belgium" Even in nore recent years the
vari ance in years of school conpleted has remained large in Italy relative

to other Western European countries (Ganzeboom and Trei man, 1991).

°® The data used in this article are all part of Internationa
Stratification and Mbility File (Ganzeboom & Trei man, 1992) that contains
standardi zed extract files for surveys fromaround the world with social
nobility informati on. Many col | eagues and data archi ves have ki ndly hel ped
us in collecting and processing this information. Special thanks are due to

El i sabet h St ephenson, the project archivist.

’I ndeed, the four are not even nentioned by Cobalti (1992) in his

conprehensive review of Italian stratification research
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"W thank Antonio Schizzerotto and Luisa Saviori, of the University of

Trento, for making these data available to us.

8 Laura Quy (DPLS) was hel pful in retrieving them

W thank Angela Prando and G nzia Meraviglia for their advice on this

matter.

"These cohorts are centered on decades and hal f-decades. For
exanpl e, the (19)30 birth cohort includes persons born between 1928 and
1932, inclusive. Qur oldest cohort is centered at (19)05 and our youngest
at (19)60. This is the only point in our analysis where we treat cohorts
in a discrete node. |In the remainder of the analysis we neasure single
years of birth (or single years of |abor force entry date); the nunerica
val ue of our variable refers to the last two digits of the year, e.g., 30

for those born in 1930, and so on

“period effects in this instance could be either effects associated
with specific historical events or effects that arise fromdifferences in
qual ity or neasurenent anong the six surveys. The way we specify and
interpret our nodel effectively assunes that such effects do not exist. W
think this a reasonabl e assunption. G ven the dates of the surveys, there
is no reason to suspect historical effects; and, as we have noted, the
coefficients in Table 1 give us confidence that there are no anomal ous

surveys anong the six.

12 Conparing the nunber of wonen available for the education and
occupati onal attainnent anal yses, respectively (shown in the two panel s of
Table 1), is sonmewhat disturbing. |In the [ITA75p] and [ITA85] files, nore
than 60 per cent of the wonen in the education analysis are al so included
in the occupation analysis, conpared to | ess than 40 per cent in the other
three files (recall that [I1TA63] did not include wonmen at all). This
difference reflects the inclusion of information on the nost recent job for

wonmen not currently working in [ITA75p] and [| TA85].
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3The averages are conputed separately for nmen and wonen.

¥The proportion of the economically active popul ati on engaged in
agriculture declined from57 per cent in 1901 to 18 per cent in 1971
(Acquavi va and Santucci o, 1976:48) and has undoubtedly declined still

further since then.
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Table 1.--Descriptive Statistics for the Surveys Used in the Analysis.

Survey

1TAG3 1TAGS 1TA72 I1TA75 1TA85 1TA87

Education Analysis

Number of cases Men 1255 919 654 558 1747 286
Wome - 922 690 582 1812 305

n
Years of schooling (EDU) Mean Men 6.51 6.56 7.18 8.36 8.53 9.76
Wome - 5.79 6.05 7.05 7.71 8.40

n
S.D. Men 4.05 3.48 3.63 4.22 4.36 4.58
Wome - 2.85 2.67 3.87 4.24 4.42

n

Father®s occ. status (FIS) Mean Men 34.7 30.0 31.3 33.8 36.6 31.6

Wome - 29.1 30.0 34.0 36.8 31.7
n
S.D. Men 14.7 15.2 15.0 11.8 15.0 16.0
Wome - 15.0 15.1 13.1 15.3 18.2
n
Birth year [2 digits] Rang 04-42 04-43  08-47 11-50 21-60 23-61
(BYR) e
Occupation Analysis
Number of cases Men 1210 884 553 546 1666 212
Wome - 352 214 363 1191 92
n
Occupational status (ISE) Mean Men 37.7 38.4 40.7 40.1 45.4 47.7
Wome - 36.3 40.5 41.4 46.3 49.9
n
S.D. Men 14.7 14.3 13.9 14.0 15.9 17.4
Wome - 15.2 16.2 16.3 14.9 19.0
n
Seniority (EXP) Mean Men 31.8 31.3 28.9 29.5 29.0 21.4
Wome - 30.5 27.3 28.3 28.7 20.8
n
S.D. Men 11.8 11.9 11.5 13.4 13.3 10.6
Wome - 12.6 11.4 13.0 13.9 12.9

n

Father®s occ. status (FIS) Mean Men 34.4 29.7 31.5 33.6 36.4 32.6

Wome - 30.0 30.6 34.2 37.2 36.3
n
S.D. Men 14.5 15.0 15.1 11.7 14.7 15.7
Wome - 15.4 15.5 12.7 15.0 20.2
n
Year*"s of schooling (EDU) Mean Men 6.43 6.47 7.34 8.22 8.44 10.36
Wome - 6.30 6.92 7.69 8.24 10.88
n
S.D. Men 3.99 3.40 3.68 4.16 4.31 4.53
Wome - 3.42 3.38 4.29 4.39 4.71
n
Labor force entry year Rang 11-66 10-64 18-70 18-74 27-84 33-85

(ENT) e




For definitions of variables see text. For descriptions of data files, see text and
References. Source: Harry B.G. Ganzeboom & Donald J. Treiman (1992) "International
Stratification and Mobility File." [MRDF] Amsterdam/Ni jmegen: Steinmetz
Archives/International Archives of Comparative Social Research.



Table 2.--Linear Trends in Educational Attainment in Italy for Cohorts Born Between 1904

and 1961, Persons

Age 25-64. Metric Regression Coefficients.

Men Women

@ (b (C)) (b)

b,: Intercept 7.51 7.51 6.38 6.38
b,: Father®s ISEl (FIS™) 1.281 1.282 1.083 1.012
b,: Year of Birth (BYR™) 1.010 1.010 1.180 1.190
b;: FIS"*BYR" -.010 .110
(0.0) (5.3)

Adj. R? .332 .331 .358 .362

For definitions of variables, see text.



Table 3.--Linear Trends in Occupational Attainment in ltaly for Cohorts Born Between 1904
and 1961, Persons

Age 25-64. Metric Regression Coefficients.

Men Women
@ (b) © ()] @ (b) © ()]
A. Respondent®s Occupational Status

b,: Intercept 3.95 3.96 3.47 3.48 3.82 3.84 2.97 3.09

b,: Seniority (EXP") .008 -006 .155 -155 -.004 -.011 .228 -199

b,: Father®s ISEl (FIS™) .452 .436 .254 .285 -403 -299 .164 .347

b;: Years of schooling -190 .061 .234 -.006
(EDU™)

b,: EXP"*FIS" .011 .003 .038 -.033

(0.6) (0.1) a.2) (1.0)

b;: EXP"*EDU" .031 .059

4.9 4.4

bs: Lab. Frc. Entry Yr. .364 -363 .456 .459 .487 .483 .666 .645
(ENT™)

b,: ENT"*FIS" -.021 -.051 .004 -.073

1.5) 3.7 (0.1) (2.8)

bg: ENT"*EDU" .041 .062

(7.1) (4.9

Adj. R? .322 .323 -460 -469 .354 .355 .520 .528

B. Respondent®s Occupational Status (Non-farm Labor Force)

b,: Intercept 4.37 3.38 3.86 3.88 4.27 4.27 3.37 3.52

b,: Seniority (EXP") -.011 -.013 .146 .145 -.006 -.008 .231 -197

b,: Father®s ISEl (FIS™) .354 .301 -165 .184 .310 -.010 .077 -109

b;: Years of schooling .184 .045 .227 -.031
(EDU™)

b,: EXP"*FIS" .017 .002 .084 -.003

0.9) (0.0) (2.6) 0.2)

b,z EXP"*EDU" .039 .061

(5.3) (4.6)

be: Lab. Frc. Entry Yr. .250 .248 .347 -349 .353 -353 .542 517
(ENT™)

b,: ENT"*FIS* .011 -.023 .072 -.018

(0.5) aa.n (2.6) ©.7)

bg: ENT"*EDU" .046 -069

(8.1) .7

Adj. R? .226 .226 .403 .413 .249 .250 .487

For definitions of variables, see text.



Table 1.--Means, Standard Deviations,

above the diagonal

[N=5419]; females below [N=4331]).

APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

and Correlations for the Education Analysis (males

EDU FIS" BYR" FIS"*BYR" Mean Std. Dev.

EDU: Years of .452 -359 .054 7.613 4.190
school

FIS": Father®"s ISEI .434 .000 .119 .000 1.473
BYR": Year of birth 417 .004 .008 1.045 14.832
FIS"*BYR" .239 .407 .006 .002 22 _.308
Mean 6.991 .000 5.122 077

Std. Dev. 3.824 1.517 13.425 22_771




Table 2.--Means, Standard Deviations,

and Correlations for the Occupation Analysis (males above the diagonal

[N=5071];

[N=2212]).
ISE* EDU™" FIS™ EXP* EYR" EDU"*E FIS"*E EDU""*E FIS"*E Mean S.D.
XP*® XP*® YR" YR"
ISE": Occ. status .516 .420 .338 .383 473 -396 .300 .121 4.140 1.539
EDU": Years of .526 .448 2112 .005 .918 .382 .544 .197 .000 3.412
school
F1S": Father®s ISEI .365 .453 .048 .001 .419 .913 .204 372 .000 1.425
EXP®: Seniority -.416 -.086 .014 -836 -.089 -.030 -.064 -.022 2.979 1.259
EYR": Entry year 473 .009 .014 -892 -.010 -.003 .003 .004 .458 1.641
EDU""*EXP* .481 .901 417 .062 .003 .423 .244 .072 -.482 9.468
FIS"*EXP* .341 .388 .895 .031 .004 .431 .068 .026 -.086 4.334
EDU"*EYR* 424 .780 .346 .066 .013 471 .204 -400 .028 5.765
FIS"*EYR" .214 .332 .661 .005 .003 .210 .293 .426 .003 2.498
Mean 4.346 .000 .000 .848 .110 -.368 .026 .045 .009
Std. dev. 1.598 3.216 1.439 .339 .537 8.722 4.197 6.408 2.992

females below



Table 3.--Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for the Non-farm Occupation Analysis (males above the diagonal [N=4273]; females
below

[N=1900]).
ISE EDU™ FIS™ EXP™ EYR" EDU""*E FIS"*E EDU""*E FIS"*E Mean S.D.
XP*" XP* YR" YR"

ISE": Occ. status .537 .373 -.268 .296 -489 -339 .368 .168 4.504 1.387
EDU": Years of .559 .433 -.121 .004 .918 .369 .591 .212 .000 3.548
school

FIS": Father®"s ISEI .327 .443 -.055 .001 404 -909 .222 437 -000 1.454
EXP®: Seniority -.338 -.092 -.001 -.826 -.102 -.039 -.070 -.025 2.842 1.239
EYR": Entry year .379 .010 .004 -.889 -.006 -.001 .003 .003 .667 1.600
EDU""*EXP* .504 -902 .414 -.064 -.001 .410 .304 .093 -.533 9.596
FIS"*EXP* .294 .383 .891 .014 -.002 .434 .089 .091 -.100 4.310
EDU"*EYR" -493 .814 .355 -.076 .013 .525 .218 .391 .025 6.051
FIS"*EYR" .241 .336 . 707 -.008 -.002 .223 .345 -419 .003 2.599
Mean 4.717 .000 .000 2.684 1.313 -.397 -.001 .049 .008

Std. dev. 1.398 3.312 1.469 1.298 1.481 8.654 4.142 6.739 3.152




