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Status attainment theery is a bighly specialized area of knowledge.

" A1l of its curreat expressions are at least partly fragmentary and some,

even of the better ones, are very much $o. Nonetheless, it 1s quite
ccherent by current standards of social science theory. A great deal

of its coherence is a consequence of its having emerged from a

moderately consistent theoretical traditicn regarding social stratification.
We shat) call it "status analysis' to distinguish it From,another_tradition
in stratification thought which could be called '"class analysis." This
position grows oaut of early work by Max Weber {Gerth and Mills, 1946;
Parsons, s ) and Pitirim Sorokin {1926} and has its most precise
current restatements in Svalastoga (1965), buncan {1968), Hai!er (1876},
and Haller and Saraiva (unpubliished, 1973). Briefiy, it holds that the
major varisbles, status content dimensions, deSG;ibing differential accoss
to tha resources sometimes employed in competitive struggies and at other
times distributed as rewards for performance in cooperative ventures are
summed up as pewer (influence, authority, coersion, political status),

wealth (income, earnings, real estate, stocks and bonds, accumulated

goods, economic states, monetary status), prestige (social honor,

deference, fame), and information {educational attainment, skill, learning).

Statﬁs analysis lends itseif guite neatly to modern statistical theory.
Indeed, this Yies behind another reascn why status attalnment thecry is
retativaly coherent: a special set of multiple regression technigques
called Y'path analysis' {together with some extensions Encsrporating
factor analysis and canonical correlations) have been fbund to be
especially appropriate toels for rescarch In this area. The theoretic
tradition provides a conceptual framework t‘hat the theorist may use to
generate new ideas, and the statistical méthods show how these may be
couched in the form of taestabie hypotheses.

Much of status attainment theory 1s also informed by an additionai
tradition, a form of 50c}al psychology based partly on thinking of Kurt
Lewin { Y, Fritz Heider { }, and partly on G. H. Mead ( Y. The
status attainment verslon hotds that, even before assuming their éventua!
statuses, persons develop status-specific concepts of themselv;s and
of other pergons in thelr psychological environments; that one's own

status-speciflc self concept (or "level of aspiration as it is uswally

-called) is determined partly by imitation or adopting for oneself the

statuses illustrated by models, partly by se!f-reflexive observation of

one's performances in status-related arcnas of behavior, and perhaps mostly
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by acquiescing in the status conceptlons others attribute to one, It

" holds, toe, that once formed, such status-specific conceptions of oneself

are extremely resisfant to change. Embedded in a mass of consistent
and rutually reinfercing cognitions almost constantly communicated to
the person by others and by himsglf, they ceme to have an inertia of
their own. Resistant to change, these conceptions show themselves In
performances. Constantly, if subtly, signalled by the person {o himself
and others, they gulde his selection among status oppertunities he
encountars and they provide informaiion used by status '‘gate-keepers'':

v M . :
{employment offlcers, school personnel, money lending agencies, poltitical
Ypros,” étc.) to determine one’s fitness for a given status, and by
status "sentinels" {parents, relatives, friends, teachers, informal
counselors, ete.) who help him to identify potential opportunities and
to prepare himself to tzke advantage 6f them. Thus one's-status-speclflc
aspirations exert an Influence on the statuses he comes to occupy.
Later on status aspirations combine with statuses, such as educatlon,
obtained earlier iq the tife cycle to jeintly to Influence the other
statuses, such as income that are attalned during the middle and later

years of the iife cycle.

e

It is important to note that the social psychological theoretic
position is not In conflict with the status analysis pesition. The two
can easily work together, even though models are often written using only
the relationships among status variables. As Portes and { (1973) have
hetd, status attainment hodels such as those of Blau and Dunc;n'(lsé?}
or Kelley (1872), or Treiman and Kelley {unpublished} are incomplete
precisely in that they lack a theory explaining how statuses are transmitted
and otherwise attained.

A decade age status attainment models came te be sufficiently expilcit,
clear, and comprehensive so that, for ail their ltimitations, it is qu-ite
easy to see whether and how each new offering of research fits into the
exlsting body of knowledge. it no longer takés an extraordinary imaginatioh
to see what needs to be done in crder to.make adyances. In a few.wqrds.

It 1s a highly accretive théught system,

By the terms "status attaiomeat model'l we sha]I mean any attempt to

describe the status attainment processes of defineable set of a population

at a glven time and place, using any set of status and antecedent variables,

which lend themselves to systematic statistical and/or mathematical

analysis, A complete status attainment model would have the following
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¢ : . : . ' to be restricted to status variables, though they would doubtless at
characteristics: 1) Its dependent variabies would include valid and , : v

" least be Included. By now, Incidentally, abundant evidence makes it

TR TR ST Y TR

%g? -reliable measures of cach of the four basic status content dimensfons.

- - clear that Inftial or, at least, parental statuses had relatively little
2) All of the valid and reliable variation In each of the dependent .

TR

. . ) affect on a peréon‘s later statuses: the component of a person’s 2
status variables would be attributable, in the statistical sense, to -

. . ) statuses which is transmitted to him frem his parents' statuses is
antecedent variables included within the mode!. "3) included among the

' . . rather modest. -
antecedent variables would be performance variables plausibly explaining :

. . Ko one has vet presented a comslete model. The sc-called "basic 4
the causal linkages of dependent status variables to a set of initial ) :

T

model' of Blau and Duncan (1967) is indead developed sufficiently so

piic

independent variables. These would be variables describing the social

i that 1t has served well as reference against which to assess others
locations of each-persons just before his performances could be observed

. . which proposed. But It Is quite incomplete. it lacks indicators of
é§§ : or conceptions of his potential statuses could be formulated - in other prop i 4 fncemp ' ¢

' . . . s wealth and power. It has no mechanism at all by which to explain the
words, before status attainment activities pertaining directly to him .

R transformation of antecedent variables into dependent statuses. Its
had been set In motion. _ .

Lo i independent variables include only fathers' occupational and educational
In other words, a complete model would explain differential status -

i wohofe status, thus it is a status transmission model. Finally, explaining
attaimment fullv, using Independent var:ab]esgwhefe values would be . —_———

half or Tess of the variance in attained status, It is aiso incomplete

&
e

measured before_the individual's status attainment behaviors began, and

. . . . In that it Is weak, It is thus fragmentary because iz lacks indicators
employing Intervening variables providing a theoretically consistent,

- 7 R of perhaps the two most important status centent dimensions, because it
plausible, and complete explanation of the mechanisms by which the

. . . facks a causal theory, because it lacks effective initial variables, and
initial independent variables resulted in the final status of the

because It leaves a great deal! of the variance in educational and occupational

dependent variables. MNaturally, the Independent variables would not have

»
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;tatuses unexplained. if | understand their current work correctly,
Treiman and Kelley are performing quite similar analyses, and their
madels, too, are fragmentary for the same reasons as the B!au-Dunc;n
hasic" model. From tlme to time, variations on the Blau-Duncan models -
are offered which add one or two dependent varizbles {e.g., Featherman,
1971), or which clear up previous analyses, clearing up the estimates
of parameters.(e.g., ¥elley's {1572) use of rellability coefficients to
correct Festherman's estimates of path coefficients). Indeed, in recent
models ifncome, an indicator of the wealth dimension, has been added.in
quite regularly (e.g., Sewell and Hauser, }97h) beth as &n Initial status
variable and as a depenéen& status variable; and following Kelley's lead,
others {e.g., Otto, 1973} have been correcting parameter astimates for

attenuation due to instrument unreliability.

A secial psychological view.

Hodels by Sewell and Halier and their colleagues {Duncan, Haller,
and Portes, 1968; Gasscn, Haller, and Sewell, 1972; Haller and Sﬁenner,
1977 {unpublished}; Otto and Hai!er,.1977 (Forth;oming); Sewell, Haller,
and Ohlendorf, 197¢; Sewell, Haller, and Porves, 1969, Seweil and Hauser,

1975; Moelfel and Halier, 1971) together with an attempt at replication

-8-

by Alexander, Eckland, and Griffin (1975) provide perhaps the main

* attempts systematically to apply social psychological constructs to

explain the transmitted component of attaiqed statuses and to add non-
transmitted components to the total attained status varizance accounted
for, Those of Sewell and Hauser (1975) and Otto (1973} are probably the
most nearly complete to date. We shall return te them after inquiring
in greater detail about the elements and structure of a model which would
make full use of the exlsting theory of status analysis and of the social

psycholegy of status attainment.

In 1973 Portes and | published a more general model, whick Incorporates

- both status analysis and the '"Wisconsin' efforts to provide social

psychological components. The 1973 medel could not then and caﬁnot today
be tested because no one has yet measured all of the variables it calls
fof. But 1t is, we believe, more than idle speculation.'.Some of Its
most Imporéant parts come from the social psychologlcal position sketcheé
above. Parts had been worked out on data previously published; these
seem to agree with the predictioﬁs which can be drawn from the social
psychological theory we émpiOy. Other parts for which no data exist are

based upon a rationale ldentical to this last and in any case are directly
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ané]ogcub‘to those for which data exist. Sti1] other parts, those
employing the reference concept and learning by Imitating models.

Two other contributions come froh status analysis. The flyst of
these {following the spirit of Haller, unpublished, 1976; Haller and

Sarziva, 1973; Haller, 1970; Duncan, 1968; Svalastoga, 1965) concerns

the content dimensions of status. On the sets of varlablas describing

hierarchically ordered differences among persens (or other smal) unlts,
such as households) within bounded interaction networks (which some

call Veommunities' [Haller aﬁd Saraiva, unpubllished, 1973] but wﬁich

subsum everything from small hamlets to wﬁole societies) concernlng
wealth, power, prestige, and informational! status. In actual status
attainment research opera£30ns, however, power has not beea studied, and
no one has yet tried to employ status variables which fully cover any éf
the other thfee dimensions. This deserves further commeat. The fact is
that the quesf{on as te which status ;ontent indlcator variables tDIUSE
has never been attacked serlogs]y with hard data, although Curtis and
Jackson (1976) and a few others {see Haller, u6pubiished, 1976} have

come close. As a result ho one really knows for sure. Even so, researchers

use certaip status indicators constantly. These are: vyears of education

=10~

successfully compieted, for informaticnal status; occupational prestige
or occupaticonal socigeconomic status {Duncan and Relss, 1951), for prestige
or social status; and income OF earnings, for wealth. Power variahles
have not yet been employed because no one yet knows how validly and
reliably to measure them outside the laboratory. Factor analyses of N
multiple indicators of each of the content dimensions would probably
answer the gquestion as to what status variables would be best in status
attainment research. This would require obtaining such indicator; for
potitical influence and other power variables, of course. In iisel?
this opens a research program which will take 2 long t to bring to
fruition. In the meantime the best practical solution may be to do just
about what wg're doing now: use educational attainment, occcupational
prestige, and income Gr earnings as single=variable measures of their
respective content dimensions, and work out at leést one equally defensible
measure for thé power dimension; Saraiva and | (1972) have done this in
Brazil, and a Wisconsin team is now working on the problem for use in the
United Stafes.

“he second of the contributions from status analysis, following

much the same literature, concerns structural, 4s opposed to content,

iA=L
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dimensions of status (Hal}er, 1970}, These describe differences among
gtatus systems of different communities {including societies) or of a
given community from time to time. We shali not discuss these dimensions
much (see Haller and Portes, 1973, which applies them to status attalnment;
and Haller, 1570, and Haller and Saraiva, 1973, where they are more fully
elaborated). Two, though, are especiaify important - status dispersion
and status crystatllzation. Status attainment models will doubtless
work best‘where each status content variable has a large dispersion -
where, that is, inequality is great. Status crystallization is the
degree of the correlation among status content variable;. In communities
where it Is low, separate causal models will be required to explain
attainment varjation in e;ch status content varlable. Each model may
be relatively simple. wherg crystailizatiop Is high, only one model
will be needed and will be relatively simple; status will be attained on
different variables at different points in the tife ecycle, but a person
who attains a certain level on one which i§ fixed In 11fe will remain
at the same relative level on each later one., In the real world of
moderately high crystallization, s;atus‘attainment models will be

relatively complex.

-12-
A
In the long run, status attainment models are intended for use In
rescarch in which inter-community (including inter-societal) comparisons
will be drawn systematically. As such attempts are made, it will become
apparent that the structural dimensions of whole status systems do in

fact control the way a general model applies to different status systems.

But let us return tc the internal structure of the medel presented by

.Haller and Portes.

Figure 1 presents a schematic diagram of four basic status content

Figure | about here

variables, the wsys they zre measured (if they can yet be measured) and
the psycholeglcal vériables which can be derived from them, tegether with
the names which are avaiiable for them. In s?atus transmission models,
rescarchers are, at bottom, asking how and to what degree wea]th statuses,
power statuses, prestige statuses, and informational statuses are passed

on from parents to offspring. Status sttalnment models, though they are

addressed to a more general! problem, require data on these same wvariables.
As we have already seen, these general dimensions have never yet been
measured direétly. Instead, researchers have settled upon the more

specific measures of income or earnings, occupational prestige, and

educational attalnment; aad power is never

TN
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measured.

So In the best of current status gransmission research one

at the affect of parents' cccupational prestige status

looks at the affect of parents' income or earnings on those of thelr
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Yoday this is done routinely, using
Featherman, Fink, Gasson, Haller, Hauser,
These are also presented schematically

As written here, these are relationships among

1ons
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Figure !. Sgatus Content Variates and Thelr Perivatives, For Use In Statys Attalnment fodals
Berivative Variates
Psychological [semarphs of Stasus Conteat Varfables
Scatus $tazfus (onient
Conzent Varfagle el Ayt 173 _ _rt inrtan el
Dizensions (Actua S use of Status Aspirazion Yariables Ststus Expectation variatles N
feasible in the near {These are held by one for onese!f; they quide| (These are by one's defiaers, thasa
Fugure). one's status attalomont hehavlors) who "tzli" one what his aspiratlons
[s] [a] should be)
ix]
a
Wealth Incons or earningst incore Asplrstion Level Income Yxpectation Leval
Seported aanual incoms (ROT YET AVAILAGLE)F HGT YET AdRPLAELEJF 4N
or earnings WAl fx)
[ .
Power ical Influgnce a Palitical Influence Asoiratlon Level Fluence Exaectatizn Level
P T AVATLASLE) 60T YET AVATLASLE) T RUAILASLE] .00
ipsi {Pr] . [Px}
Brestiqe Prestige. b Qccupational Aseiration Level: Occunatiognal Exzeclation L ¥
TR] qs, scid NOACE SE1Y, STOPC ratings of respentes to Geoupaziona! Expectatien Eligiter
scores, S10P¥ scores open-ended Questions; Occupational Aspiratlen {Rx]
[as] Scale Scroasd
{an]
Infornational] Eduzacienal Seatuss Edugationa) Aspiration Leve!; Efucstional Expectation Level: I
Years of formal educa= Responses to open-cndad questions concernlng Educagional Expectation Elicitor
zion sugcessfully hopes and plans for future edycationa) atsaln= f1x]
comzleted ments
(s} g
P\wn.::m aspiratfons are soclal psychological varlables. They arc

sycholnalcal becavse they describe similarities and
differences in the cognitive structure of persons, They ars soclal psychologleal bacausa each status aspiration variable
takes (ts ordered syructure from tha conseasually defined status hierarchy appropriate to it: ths educational hisrarshy,
tha aceupazional prestige hlarzrchy, alc. . .

m\wzacu axcor ons sre also-sociat psychalegleal variablas. They are psychaloglcal bocause they are paris of persons!
cogaizive struciurel 1a this case of tha cognitiva siructures of thosa “signi ficant othars” who dsfino a parson's status
orieatations for him. They are social psychological for two reasens® Tirst. they taka thelr form from exsctly the same

consensusally dufined status hierarchlias as do status asplratloas; sccond, as expectations held by ore parson  for anogher,
they deicribe a kind of Interparsonal relationship,

%aratininary Srazillan verslons have bacn used by Halles and Saralva (1972, 1573), Others ars now bolng tasted at the car..a.‘m:x
of Wisconsin for use I the Ynited States.

n._.nnyamacn. arc also avallable for measurlag personal asticm In small faca~ro-communltles, but becauss Stetus Ittainment
research is normajly concernod with large scale {national, state, or regional) status systams, those #f0 nat aresented hera.

SMGAC {Karional Dpinion Aescareh Centor) retiags: sca Selgel (3971): also calied “Horth-Hate" scores.’
4

SEl {Socio Economic Indos) sceres: sed Duncan (1981} and Featherman and Houser (19751},

%5107 {Standard Internaclona) fecupational Prestlina) scoras: soa Trelman (Forthesming).

¢
“ArelIminary Unltad Seatol versions ara nod being tostod a1 the Unlvarslcy of Wisconsine
%ualtar snd #idlor (1972); Haller, Otta, Meler and Ohlondart [1975),

;..s.: to datarmlna the nanas of the ladividuals [dafisars)

who tell ona what |4 cpprapriata for him or ker ara belag workad
Qut ak the University of Wisconsin. '

V5o Rellar, Moalfal and Flak {1368), Voalfal and Hailar (1971),

r and Woalfab {1872}, Those wrizings also prasent
methads for oilciting the nares of occupstional and educatlocal

ars,




have not yet been successfully measured (although we are now trying to

do so) and no one seems ever to have attempted te measure any other power
aspiration or expectation variab1e.- Moreover, no one has ever introduced
measures of income {or earnings) aspirations or expsctations intoc a status
attainment analysis. Thus seven of the 12 darivatives of status variables
have actually been used in one status attainment project or another.

These are the educational and occcupational statuses, aspirations and
expectationsr plus income {or earninés) status. The other flve have not, =
s%mp]y because we do not yet know how to measure.them. A given proiect
may include status measures for one to three of the objective status
variables, and may do so for elther the respondent, or his parents, or
both. So with fou; feasible ebjective status variables for the respondent,
four for his parents, four - aspiration varlables for the respondent,
and Faurexpectation.variables for his parents, there are 16 possible

status-derivative variablzs. Relations between any paipr of them gould

be determined.

But of course none of the political influence varlables have yet

been used in status attainment research., Nelther have either of the

tiwo psychological isomorphs of income. So among all the studies done to

~15=
date, of the 16 different classes of status-derived variables which jt

is at least feasibie te consider, data are available by which to assess

relationships among only ten. But actually, no one project includes all

even of these. The most comprehensive longitudinal analyses to date, by
Sewell and Hauser (1975), Alexander, Eckland, and Griffin (1975), and
0tto and Haller (1977) employ nine; they either do not have or do not
use measures definers' occupétionai prestige expectations. Those with
data collécted at only one point in time, or with data collected too
early to assess educstional and/or occupational attainments include
fewer variables. But before saying anything about evidence, let's go
into the problem.

The !etters tn brackéts of Figure 1 at the bottom of each cell identify
the two coastructs, one & dimension and the other a derivative, which are
combined to form a derivative status variate. Thus, WS is wealth Status,

WA wealth aspirations, etc. \Underlylng the psychological argument of the
Hai]er—?crtes paper ls the cognitive proximity principle, which postulates
that, ceteris paribus, the closer to cach other two objécts are in cognitive

space, the greater the influence they will have on cach other. Thus, take

three variabies, X for expectation, A for aspiration, $ for attalrment status.

i
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We assume that the casual order is this: X—3A~——>§, In temporal
" orderingt X——38 D X===3 A and X——}$ > A=—IS. In other wards the
distance bewtecn X and § is greater than that betwesen either X and A or

A and 5. Ceteris paribus, this predicts that the correlation between
measurés of X and A or A and § would be greater than corretations between
3 and S. How take four other variables: X for the means informational
;tatus expectation level feducational expectations) definers hold qu a
person, RX for the mean cccupational prestige expectations definers hold
for him; 1A for the educaticnal aspiration level the perscn holds for
himseif; and RA for the occupational aspiration ievel he holds for himself.
' cognitive space, different aspects of education such as (X and |A,
are rather close to each other because they both treat education (I).

So are objects containing occupational prestige, such as RX and RA.

S0 too ares the different asplrations a person may hold fﬁr himself, 1A

and RA. Or the different expectations others held for him, 1X and RX.

New, then, look at the whole set RX, RA, 1X, IA, In cognitive space,

ceteris paribus, four conceptual relaticasips are rather close and would yield
A ——— 2 -

relatively high correlations—RX x RA, RX x IX, RA x 1A, and IX x A,

Each of these palrs shares a common element, the first pair an R, the

-17~-
second an X, the third an A, and the fourth an . But by the same -
reasoning, the two rengining relationships would be rather more distant
and would yield relétively tow corre[ations—;Rx x [A and RA x [X. Here
we have generated hypotheses based only on conceptual simiiarity, Uniess

we make additlonal assumptions, there are no other possibilities, since

there are only six possible pairs of correlations ameng the four variables -

RX, RA, IX, and IA.

In fgct, additionat assumptions can be made. We could take all
three of X, A, and S, plus at least two status concepts such as R and |,
and by combining the informaticn from two types of cognitive
proximity (temporal proxfm{ty and conceptual similarity} we could, geteris
paribus, generate even more precise predictions about the order of relative

magnitude of the correlations among variables, Without going into datail

here, the reasoning is this: [f X——3A ———335, then in psychological

-d‘lstance, as we have seen, X——35§ » X—=3A and X~——~¥S% A—5. HNow

combine these with R and 1:

RX =} RA~—==) RS
IX—FA——3ls5, .

Since llkes are closer than unllkes: RX x IX is closer than

rmty
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RX X 1A or ix x RA, etc. 'in correlational terms: rnX,iX>-rRA,IX;

Tex,ra” TRX,RSY TRY, 1% RX,IAP StC

 Over the years we Htave observed the patterns of these correlations.
The most useful cases can be seen in relationships between the various
exﬁectation and aspiration variables emp!o?cd instudies inwhich all ére
measured with reliable Instruments. The independent status variahbles
(éane!s) ére less.useful because theif influances are not merely-
cognitive Fhey sometimes provide materié}resource;, t?o. As a dependent
variable, occupatibna]'status Is less useful for a different reason.
The thecry not only says that RX——> RA—3RS, but also that educational
attainment {itse!f influerced by a cognitive chain, IX———}IA-—-%IS) is
influenced by educational ;ttainmentﬁ |5—RS. éo the comparison of

effects invelving the dependent status variables is made less clear

because the status attainment theory predicts this: Ix-——%iA'——~9IS~‘H$
R ===} R ~=———=3"RS,

~i8-

The point is that some sets of variables in ;he social psychological
theory of status attainment are, for -theoretical and technical reasons,
more appropriate than others for testing hypotheses concerning the impact
of differences in cognitive progimity. Wle have gone back to cur earlier
work to ident?fy existing data which would provide the most adequate
test of the hypothesis thaF the cognitively more proximal variables are
more highly assoclated with each other than cognitively more dictal
variables. We have drawn upon multiple regression coefficents for this
purpese, cancentrating on relations'among educational and 6ccupationa]

expectations of significant others for the persen and the corresponding

- aspiration variables of the persons himself. Because there were only

two dependent variables and these were aspirations, these data do not
permit an assessment of the partial regressions where the expectations

variables are dependent, These data, collected in West Bend, Wisconsin,

are presented In Table % and 10 of Haller and Woezlfel (1569:422«3)._ Here

all ths key variables are conceptually clear and were measured quite well.
The partiél regression coefficents pertaining to the hypothesis are all

statistically signiflcant, at b = +.42, +.29, +.52, and +.41. Except for

one theeretically trivial case where a significant b = .21, all the others

&
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T = .05, diarsqerding prep.
non-significant; they average, Essentially comparable findings were
obtained in ancther (unpublishe@) project carried out in Beaver Dam,
Wisconsin. They, too, confirm the hypothesis. Even the data which
provide less satisfactory tests tend to be consistent with ft. We have
checked the pertinent 1957-1972 iongitudinal dara from the Lenawee
County, Hichigan project, and where the variables are conceptually and
technically most adequate, their relationships are also consistent with
the hypotheses. We therefore have convinc}ng theoretical and empirical

reasons for accepting the principle of cognitive proximity in the

psychology of status attainment. Variables which are cognitively

proximal are more highly related than are those which cognitively more
distal. It would seem that the cognitive proximity principle provides
a stfohg basis for selecting variables to be tested empirically for

their theoretical usefulness in status attainment research. Although the

procedure of selecting variables for possible inclusion according to the

orinciple of cognitive proximity is not widely known and may not yet
have been articulated this way previously, social psychological status:
attainment researchers use it quite ;egular!y. Examples go back many
years. & would be impossible to identify the first such instance

because the principle Ttself emerged slowly. 1 think Sewell glimpsed

_20-
at it in 1943 when he deslgned some of his early studies of “occupaéional
" choice.!' §.M. Lipset may alsc have done so, for it seems to appear in
=
his {1955) Rural Sociolegy article on social mobility. [ believe that

it appears in each of our publications status attainment which have
appeared during the last twoe decades.”

It enters research in many ways, perhaps sost frequently in the
form of unwriften hypotheses: Educational aspiration will be more highly
predictive of educaticnal attainment than will another aspiration variable

or indeed any variable which comes into being earlier than educational

aspiration. Occupational aspiration will be more highly predictive of

“occupational attainment than will any other aspiration variabte or any

variable that emerges before occupational aspirations. Educational and
occupational aspiration will be highly related to each other because a
largé number of people see high educational attainment as necessary for
high occupational attainment. Educational expectations of significant
others will be more highly productive of educational aspiratiens than

wiil any other expectation varlable or any variable which cmerges earlier

than It in the 1ife course.” Similarly for occupational expectations and

occupational aspirations. These examples are drawn from the empirical
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"research reporis presented in the sociclogical journals by sccial
psychologists active in status aitalmment research.
' .There appear to be at ieast thfee quite general forms of the

cognitive proximity principle. Each Is a special case of the genara!l
principle itself. !t and they are based upon two more fundamental
postulates in social psycholegy. The first that is ‘‘that which pepple
define as real is real in Its r.onseqt.ie*_nces;‘.I to paraphrase W.l. Thomas.
In more current terms, people act upoﬁ the attributions they construct .
{cf. Heider 1958}, including the cognitions to which they define as
related. The second is that those shared cogﬂ]tions which define
entities and events emarée through the symbollc interaction. So .
consgnsuses develop concerning Fhe nature of individqa] objects and the
;elations amonrg them.

The three generél forms of consensusally defined cognitive proximity
which appear to recur regularly in status attainment research could be

called temporal proximity, conceptual proximity, and means-ends proximity.

The first and second of these have already been touched upon and thus

need little discussion. The one holds that vartables describing

temparally more proximal ‘events will be more highly correlated than

“322n

those describing temporally more distal events. The othér, conceptual

- proximity, holds that variables describing concepts which are more

nearly identical wil? be more highly correlated than will variables

describing concepts which are less nearly identical (Note that this

could apply to correlations among variables constructed from concepts

bearing pureiy logical relations such as generality and particularity.)
We have not yet looked at the third. It holds that yariables

which are conceived to have closer ends-means relatlonskips to each

. other will be more highly correlated than variables whick are concelved

to have more distant ends-means relaticnships. This has four applications.

. Flrst, when people conceive one class of behaviors or states (a set of

Hmeans-behaviors' or “means~states) as necessary to the accompiishment.
of anothér class of behaviors {'ends-behaviors'" or ‘'ends-states'),
variables.describing the different levels of esch set of the respective
behaviors (or states) will be correlated with each other. in other
words, variables. describing ends behaviors {or states) wiil be correlated
with behaviors describing means behaviors (or states). Second, the
cognltive variables describing anticlpated cnds behaviers {or states) will

be correlated with the cognitlve variables describing anticipated means
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behaviors (or states). In other word;, variables describing peoples'
aspiratioﬁs for end-states will be correlated with variables describing
their aspirations for means-states. VStill more concretely, educational
éspfrations {or expectations) wil} be correlated with occupationat
aspirations {or expectations}. Third, variables describing angicipated
ends behaviars {or étates) will be correlated with variables describing
OVErt means behaviors {or states). In concréte status attainment research,
occupational aspirations will affect educatlonal attainment. Finally,
variaﬁ]es describing anticipated means states will be correlated witg
variables describing ends behévior; {or states). <Loncretely, educatioﬁal.
aspirations will affect bgcupational attainment.

Agtuaily, Tn status atfainment research operations, any or all of
the three basic applications of the cbgnitive proximify principle may
apply to any pair of.variables. In other words, variables stand in
varying degrees of temporal proximity, of cqnceptuél proximity, and of
ends-means proximity. Some pair§ of variables involve only one of the
types of cognitive proximity principles, some involve two, $Ome involyé

all three.

wilim
This reasoning suggests a whole series of hypotheses which wou]d.

seem o follow Jogically. We offer them tentatively because they have

" ‘not yet beer thoroughly checked. A pair of variables which are relatively

close to each other by one of the critefia of proxkimity will be more
highiy correlated with each other than wiil a pair which are distal on
the criterfon. A pair of varlables which share two criteria of proximity
will be more highly correlated than variables which are proximsl on one
criterion and distal on another, and the latter will ba mere highily
correlated than will variah]és which are distal on two criteria and
proximal en nene. Similarly, a palr of variables which are proximal on
three ¢riteria will be moEe highly correlated than those that are more
proximal on two and distal’ on one. In turn thege will be more highly
correlated than variables which are proximal on one and distal on iwo.
The latter, of ﬁourse will be more highly correlated than these which
are dista} on three and proximal on néne.l/

Models of Status Transmisslon and Status Attainment: Theoretical

Conclusions., In a few words all existing models of status transmission

ifThese hypothesesare subject to the condition that all other things
are equal. In addition, various ¢riteria of proximity may in reality
be differently weighpd. This would require modifying the appliicatien
of hypotheses to conform to the weights. Finally, some of the criteria
may have several subclasses, such as partially overlapping or multiple
iocgical categories. Whare this holds, other modifications would have
to be made.
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are straightforward but fragmentary application of the concepts of the
Etatus analysis tradition. They are fragmentary . in that none
have yet included measures drawn from the power dimension of states;
none have ever seriously attempted to cover-the entire_

range of variables implied by the four genersl status content
dimensions, or even attempted to find out what their factor structure
would look like; and they have no mechanism to explain how.statuses
are transmitted. Those available to date are, in other words, mcdels
of the degree to which educational ana occupational prestige, and
sometimes Income statuses are transmitted From parent to offspring.

Non-psychological status attainment models might be at least

imaginable. lndeed one could argue that Wilson and Portes:(1975) are

moving in that direction, i would not try to make such a case. The

individual's conception of his ability as well as his status aspirations

could be dropped from a given model (if the evidence warranted doing so,

which it does not) without its being any less psychologlical. To shift

to the status allocational conseguences made by Imperscnal evaluators

would not at all imply the abandonment of psychologlcal status attainment

mechanisms. 1t would mereiy shift the focus to the structural locations

T
of the allocators, the psychological mechanisms by which they
distribute the "allocatees! and to the mechanisms by which the lacter
respond. This is, | believe, the fhrust of Wilson and Portes. If 50,
then 1t seems éafe te say that as vet no one has proposed a non-psychological
model, This is not really surprizing. Even models of econom}c behavior
at Igast make psychotogical assumptions.
But with the possible exception of Wilson and Portes, the onty
available models containing plausible, 1f partial, explanatiens of t#e
mechanisms of status transmlssioé and statu§ attainment are those which
explicitly draw upon Individuals® status aspirations and their significant
Lt
others' status expectatigns, and which at lzast implicitly draw upon
the principle of cognftlve proximity. ' For the most part, these are
the various representations of the "“Wisconsin model.M {Notably Haller
and Portes, 1973; Sewell and Hauser, 1975; Alexander, éckiand, and

Grlffin, 1975; Otto and Haller, 1977).

$tatus attainment models must of necessity be more

comprehensive thas the types of status transmission models available

today. This {s for two reasons, First, even I they were merely descriptive
,

they would be more ambitious than stotus transmission models, for their
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aim iz to maximize the §r0portion of status vafiability which can

bz axplained. Sratus transmission models are intended cnly to account

for the portion of status variability that one obtains from his forebears,

a rather small part of the total, at least in the United States. Second,

4
these models are intended to provide empirically defensible anq\?lausible

-

theoratical explanations of the status variability. Today's status
i~
transmission models go little beyond measuring the amount of status

transmissian, only so far as to assess the impact of different status

varlabies on each other. ' in attempting to explain status attainment,fle puyudohgid

models thus invoke hypotheses concerning more varlables than do the
corrresponding status transmission models. Mﬁ

Mg : ' , :

Yet those to which data have been applied are alse fragmentary.

First, like the empirical status transmission models, they iack complete

caoverage of the exogencus status variables and of the dependent status

variables. They, draw upon precisefy the same single indicators—education,

occupaticnal prestige, and income or earnings—of unmapped but potentially
more complex status dimensions as do the existing status transmission
models. Again, like the latter, none .. have yet included any Indicators

of power. Second, it is almost certain either that non-status exogenous

~28-
determinants greatly influence status attainment. Or if status variables

are [n fact the only exogenous variables, researchers have not yet learned

how to conceptualize them 50 as to make use of this fact. To repeat,

relatively little of the variance g dependent status variébies-—probably

no more than 25 to 35 percent—can be explained by parental status variables.

So far as can be seen, only Haller and Portes {1973) have suggested that
a new lock at status origin statuses might show that all status attainment
is real?y status transmission, They wonder whether in modern society it
might be more useful to think of origin statuses as being 1odgéd inall
thg significant others, one has,'both definers and models, rather than
conceiving origin statuses as located in parents alone. This would be
;onsisteﬂ+hith é widely held soclological tradition which locates the
origin of one's Identifieg, beliefs, and attftudes in ane's reference
groups (Mert6n, 1568; Hyman and Sinrger, }968). But this hypothesis has
not beeh testedy, and even if it were found to add to our ability to
ex#lain status attainment, the possibility remainsAit too might agt

provide a full exogencus explanation of the endogenous causal systems.

Status attainment models and social mebility. From the foregoing

presentation of status 9ttainment theory it can be concluded that the
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topic encémpasses gtatus transmission research and goes much farthér.
The latter draws only upon the concepts of the status analysis tradition
aﬁd is deseriptive. The former draws upon status analysis and goes op
to invoke a social psychological theory of causai mechanisms. Though
all empirical modeis profferred to date are fragmentary, the p}omise of
status attainment research is that 1t may one éay yield:EonCeptually
parsimonious, yet complete and empirically valid theory capable of
generating models which account quite precisely for the differences in
status attained by persons or other small omits Tn any community.

Now in general there are two different kinds of social mobility
resegrch, one at the indi;idual levei'and the other at the community
(societal) level. At the individual leve} the maln aim: is to determine
the amount of mobility experienced by the small Jnits {persons} in a

community over time,and to deveiop an explanation for it. At the

community level, the aim is to determine the bases of differences among

communities in the rates of mobility experiénced by the small units within

them.

Reésearch on the intra-community mobility of small units is essentialily

the same rescarch topic as status transmission research. Since the

=30~

publication of the Blau-Duncan volume (1967:194-193), it has been

‘elear thnat the search for sceres by vhich to measure ”mobilit;y”——Ti-T2

differences—is fruitless and unnecessary. The basic proeblem here is
to learn how much status mobllity or turnover exists end to explain it.
Status mobility is the obverse of status i{ransmission. So,in variance
terms, the amount of status mobility can be seen as the difference between

the total status variance at T2 and the amount of status transmitted for

T] to TZ’ or | - RZ. This gets a bit more complicated when dealing with

batteries of status variables at T] ahd Tz. And, of course, there
individual *'mobi}ity" Is affected by changes in the strusture of status.
Hauser and his colleagues (1875a, 1975) and Keaneth |. Spenner {1977)

. 2
have begun to cope with these problems. Indeed, by means ofheur adaptation

of cancnical correlation it may be possible to summarize net mobility

in a single figure analogous to | - Rz.
Basically the form of mobility (or iif obverse) most oftan attacked
by means of status transmission models could be called “flux' or “circulation

mebility." But there Is another kind., 1t is usually called “structural

mobility." It consists of a net rlse or net f311 In the central tendency

of a status system,. When, for example, most individuals get more money

Z
¥
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‘boeause there 6 more money available per capita, a portion of the : Changes In the structure of status systems. In general chere are
%%E total mobility would be called "structural' because more persons would _ at least six important changes that the status system of a community
shift upwards than would be expected in the ordinary up-and-down e “(or naticn) may undergo {(Haller, 1970}, Four of these are important
i

‘ WOk . . ; #
exchanges of position which occur.rj fA',. P (—07».1; PR, A Moﬂm,( MI/

;’lﬁj}(} fjc L&’)!"f‘f‘ft}'lfmr 55;; tarve ned MW

enough to enumerate. They are: 1} an increase orf decrease In the’ central

This takes us to the problem of inter-community mobility rates. ' . tendency of any or all status dimensions, or “structural mobility;"
During the 1950s there was cénslderabi‘a research on Ysocial mobility!wm—— ‘ 2) an Increase or decreese in the dispersicn of any or all status
which appears to have had a political motive {(e.g., Lipset and Bendix, : dimensions {or a rise or fall in the degree of eguality}; 32) an iacrease
1958}, Evidently it was widely believed at that time that internal ] . , or decreavse in tﬁe rate of status transmission (or, obversely, Yeirculation
political stability and democracy were promated by high rates of mobillir.y. ' mobility;'" and &) an increase or decrease in the status crystallization

Hence there was a spate of publications on the topic. It was found, of the status system (or perhaps more generally, changes in the factor

however, at least with methods then available, that all Industrialized structures of the variables measuring:the content dimensions of status.

‘nations had about the same mobility rates. But we should not make too All of these would be needed to provide a fully developed description of
much of these reports. 'l:he metheds may ndf have been precise enough’ to changes in the structure of a communityl's status system, or ever to
obtain valid measures of national mobility rates. Besides, .the "“theory" ' fully understand the changes in social mobitity of a patior .3/

it.seif is suspect. On a purely speculative level, one can rake a S -Z—/GCCupatl'Onal mobility studies would.‘ be concerned with 1) the changes

in the states of the structural dimension of status within and among
~occupations in a given community; 2) with the formation, growth, and
convincing case that high mobility rates promote instability. We really ' dlsappearance of specific cccupations within a community; or 3) the 2

. occupational career shifts of individuals. s

do not know the relationship between varying degrees of mobillty—immeobility,

democracy—authoritarianism, and stabitity=instability.




