CAUSAL MODELS FOR THE INTERGENERATIONAL
TRANSMISSION OF SOCIAL INEQUALITY IN THE
NETHERLANDS IN 1958 AND 1977 *

H.B.GC. Ganzeboom **

This article provides an analysis of status atrainment in the
Netherlands in 1958 and 1977, using a causal model approach. The direct
and indirect pathes batween father’s and son’s gccupational prestipe
have decreased vver time, but other predictions from mevitoctacy theory
fail. In particular, it caanot be shown that education has become more
importaat in the prvocess of artaiament of higher occupational prestige
and higher lncomes. In addition, the decrease of rhe divect effect of
fathec’s prestige on son’s prestige has to be attribated to the virtual
disappearvance of highly ascriptive nccupativnal proups of self~employed
and farmers frowm the occupational structuve.

L. LNTRODUCTION

The transmission of social inequaliry between generations is one of

* the main coacervns in the field of social stratcification., The thesis that

formy rhe background (in either a pusitive or negative way) of many
analyses is that of meritocracy: rhe idea that in modern societies the
selection for high-ranked positions Is increasiogly shaped by
achievenent standards and less by family background. One expects a
development towards more equal opporrunities for persons from diftevent
family backgrounds and a growing importance of education (investment in
and selection vf ralent) in the deternination of outcome-dimensions as

{¥*) EBarlier versioas of this papev were read ar the Nederlands-Vlaamse
Sociologeadagen, April 1984, Amsterdam and at the ISA~Conference on
‘Dimeasions of Soclal Status’, September 1984 in Budapest. The
analyses in this paper are part of project financed by the
Netheclands Organisatioa for rhe Adviancement of Pure Research ZWO
(50.202)« The data arve obtained from the Steinmetz Archive in
Amstercdan (P 0142y P 0328). [ am grateful tn Prufesser Gadourek forv
giving information on the 1958 file and to Christine Jol for
information on the 1977 tile,

(#%) Uacry B.G. Ganzeboom (Department for Sociological Theory aud
tlechodology, Heidelberglaan 2, 3508 1C Utvecht, The Netherlands)
preseatly works on a project on "Culture Consumprion in the
Nertherlands berween 1955 and 1980" financed by the Netheclands
Oryanisatioa foc the Advancement of pure Reseacch ZHO (50.202).
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income and occupational prestige, This meritocracy or moderaisation
thesis has been rhe main rthrust behind the functionalist rheory of
social inequality and a considerable body of empirvical work (Blau &
Duncan=1967; Jencks—1972). It has beea opposed by conflict theorists
(Collins=1972, 1979) who hold chat the importaunce of family has not
declined ar all, but has ar most chosea the channel of education to
veproduce the initial inequality in the next generation. More
specifically, meritocracy theory leads to the following hypotheses on
status attainment:
a. The direct effect of family background on education will become
lower over tine,
b. The dicect effect of family background on occupational attainment wil
become lower over time,
¢. The direct effect of education on occupational attainment will become
stronger ovevr time,

d. The direct effect of family background on income will decrease and
the direct effect of education on income will increase over time,
Note that the hypotheses do not imply logically that the total effect of

family background on attained occupation will decrease. Since no
magnitudes of changes ave specified, it is entirely possible that the
growing effect of education on occupation compensates for the
diminishment of the influence of family background on education and
occupation.

Compared to international standards, there have been velatively few
investigations on the transmission of intergenerational inequality in
the Nethexrlands. However, amoung the ISA-sponsored studies in the fifties
on occupational mobility, there was one, rather outstanding contribution
from rthe Netherlands: Van Tulder (1962). This author collected data from
a random sample survey of about 2500 men and coded their and their
father’s occupation on a previously constructed prestige scale (Van Heek
& Vercruijsse-]958). Van Tulder did not use the detailed scores on
occupational prestige, but recoded his data {nto six categories, that
were homogeneous with respect to prestige, but rather heterogeneous with
respect to other aspects of occupational position. Van Tulder’s
procedure merged manual and non-manual occupations, farm and non-farm
occupations and made divisions within the categories of farmers and that
of self-employed. Unfortunately the data (that weve collected in 1954)
were lost. Everything that is left of the Van Tulder study are the,
published tables and a rather detailed instvuction on the recodings of
occupations to prestige categories.

This information was usced by Ganzeboom & De Graaf (1983) to
construct an identical table for data of 1977. They made comparisons
between tables with loglinear models. Their main conclusion was that the
Duteh society displayed considerably movxe openness in 1977 than in 1954.
This conclusion was matched by the vesults of the investigation by Ultee
& Sixma (1983) on marriage patterns, who also found a loosening of
status ties in Dutch society over the last decades.

The analyses of Ganzeboom & De Graaf (1983) had to be vestricted to
occupational mobility tables, because Van Tulder, nor other sources
provided any information on other dimensions of social status, In
general it can be said that, whereas older Dutch studies kept up with
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the fivst, seminal genevation of mobility studies (Centervs, Glass,
gvalastoga, Lipset & Zettevbervg, Miller), they were only counspicuous in
~theiv absence in the second generation of mobility studies, rhat is

~ since the appearance of Blau & Duncan’s (1967) path analykic study.
Apart from Dronkers’ & De Jong’s (1978) veplication of rhe Jencks’
(1972) study, nation~wide status attainment models have not been
published. However, the work of Dronkers c.s. ou school careers of
children (cfr. Dronkers-1983) has immediate implications for the
analysis of social opportunities. These studies of educational
attainment of children generally do not show a substantial weakening
over time betweea Family background and educational attainment of young
children,

In this paper T will study the pattern of social inequality in 1958
and 1977 with regard to education, occupational prestige and incone
distribution. T will use path analysis as the method of comparison.
Since we are dealing with a problem with five variables and have in 1958
only 480 cases at our disposal, this few-parameter technique seems to be
more apt than loglinear analysis.

The 1958 data are drawn from a health survey (Gadourek-1963), in
which accidently data on occupations of fathers and interviewees (only
men are analysed in this paper) weve collected. These data have never
been analysed befove within a framework of stratification vesearxch. The
occupations in this survey have been classified rather crudely, but hold
apart imporrant distinctions as those between fatm and non-farm and
manual and aon-manual, that are blurred in the Van Tuldev codings.
Unfortunately, Gadouvek did not include EFarther's education in his
questionnaire. However, he included education and household income for
the interviewee.

The 1977 data T have used are taken from a Quality of Life Survey
of the Central Buveau of Statistics., The data belong to the main soutces
on inequality in the Netherlands in recear years, They have been used
for stratification analysis by Ganzeboom & De Graaf (1983), Ultee &
Sixma (1983) and others.

2. THE DATA

Cadourek (1963) collected his data on occupations of farhers and
sons in a healrh survey in 1958, The study, one of the earliest
sociological surveys with a national sample in the Netherlaands, is known
for the high quality of its data, These data are freely admissible via
the Steinmetz Archive and have been used for several studies on social
change (Gadourek-1982, 8CP-1978). Though the occupational scores for the
primary vespondents have been used in Gadourek’s oviginal analysis, the
infotmation ou theic fathers has never been analysed before. The
oviginal questionnaires have disappeaced, but dr, Cadourek was so kind
to give me a copy of his original codebook.

To obrain a fair comparison between status attainment models for
the two years, it is necessavy rto match the 1958 and the 1977 codings.
For the 1958 dara the codings of occupations comprise 27 occupational
careguries. Occupations refer to former occupation if a person is aob in
the labour force (mostly retired). Some occupiational groups have no ot
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few incumbants (among male vespondents). The 1977 data are coded in rhe
1971 four-digit Ceasus Occuparional Coding (CBS=1971). I have matched
thase two variables by vecoding them into the Ultee-Sixma (Sixma &
Ultee~1983) prestige scale. Table-! provides detailed iaformation on the
categories, the frequencles and the mean prestige scores of these
caregoties in the 1958 dara,

The matching of the other varviables was more straightforward. Age
has been marched in six coborts according to Gadourek’s oviginal
scoring. Education is matched as closely as possible, vegarding both the
length of trainiag and the content of the curviculum. Acknowledging the
heavy restructuring of the pPuteh school system that took place since Lhe
fifries and the cather vague descriptions of some of Gadoureks
categories, it should be norted that this matching can only be partly
succesfull, Yith respect to income, no effort is made to mateh the two
files in absolute values: the 1977 categovies have been devised to
approximate the relative sample income-distribution in 1958 as closely
as possible, Tt should be noted that in 1958 as well as in 1977 incomes
refer to houseliold income and that the percentage of married women
active in the labour force has risen from about 7% to 20%4 in the
weantime,

Table-2 gives detailed information on the categories of the
vaviables and their respective frequencies in rhe two years., For matter
of convenience the distributions of prestige scoves have been subdivided

into 8ix groups.

3' Tf’“‘: ANALYS [S

Table-2 shows the distribution of rhe five variables under study
and the changes that have taken place between the two yeavs. The meaus
and standavd deviations of these distributions are worthwile to reflect
on.

The ape disrributions of the two samples do not show pertineant
differences, The educational distributions reflect the large shift that
has taken place in Dutch society (as well as ia others) in the last
decades. Fducations have been quantified according to their category
oumber. In this metric mean education has grown 49%. The form of the
distribution has changed from a very much right skewed one into a more
symmelric one, Mean occuparional prestige of fathers and sons has grown
slightly, but not very much, The income distribution shows a
considevable diffevence (2.1) of logged means, of which about half is
simply attributable to monetary iunflation. The inequality of incomes has
declined somewhat over time, This caan be seen from the declining
standard deviations, We must remember that we may be comparing
incomparables here, The household income is a sum of personal incomes.
Since the percentage of married women working in the labox fovce has
grown between the fifties and the seventies, household income is only in
a loosely defined way a identical vaviable in the two surveys. However,
other sources (Pen & Tinbergen=1977) have documented a substantial
decline of income inequality as well.

Regression techniques like path analysis build on the assumption
that the rvelations between variables ave linear. I have tested for npn-
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and curvilinearity fu Ehese :dara with several strartegies, Resonlts (not
cepeoduced) sugpest that the oveeuparional caregncies of self-employed
and farmers do nok fir nicely inrto the Linearity assumptions.

Table-3a pgives means, srtandard deviations and cocrrelations of the
five variables in 1953 and 1977, as well as unstandacdized vegressions,
Figure=4 shows rhe standacdized vegressions io the form of path-models.

The fwporrance of the distincrion between staadardised and
unstandardised regression coefficients should be stressed. Uhile
standavd ised coepfticients estimare the relation between var{ables scaled
in the same metric (units standacd deviation), uvastandardised
coeftficivatys report on rhe relation between variables in the oripinal
metric, Siace standardisation is done within a sample, standardised
coefficients cannot be compared between samples. On the orher hand,
unstandavdised coefficient of diffevently scaled varviables can be
comparad bhetween samples bur not within a saaple; therefore the relative
imporrance of their effects cannot be assessed without staandacvdisation,

All this holds, if it is assumed rhat the variables are measured in
the same metvie in borh samples. LE on che orher hand oae is o avgue
that it is meaningless to compare units between samples, it is better to
campare only standavdised coetficients., Theoretically, an obvious
interpretarion of staadacdised coefficients in strvatificarion reseavch
is that rthey indicate relative status positions, In the sequel, we will
evaluate both sets of coefficients.

3. 1. OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY

The first thing to look at ia rtable~3a is the information on
occupational mobility ro see whethev the conclusion of Canzeboom & De
Graaf (1983) on the growing openness of Dutch sociery holds. Indeed, the
bivariate corrvelation coefficient reduces considerably between the two

.'years:.as (1958) to .34 (1977). In this respect the conclusion of

Ganzeboom & De Graaf (1983) is confirmed. The unstandardised
cegression coefficieat gives the same result: .47 in 1958 and .38 in
1977.

32, THE DETERMINATION OF EDUCATIONAL ATTALNMENT

Meritocracy theory leads to the expectation that the effect of

family background on education will decline over time. At fivst
Cimpression this is not confirmed by the empivical evidence in table-3a.

The unstandavdised effect of rhe father’s occuparional prestige on
education has even grown somewhat. In addition, the differences between
age groups in educational attaiument has been move than doubled. This

“reflects the rise of general educational attainment between cohorts and

stresses the importance of age as a determinant in status attainment
processes. Howeverx, the relation between fathers occupation and

“educational attainment looks somewhat different, if assessed by the
‘standardised coefficients:
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195871977

»37 / .32 (bivariate correlation)
.20 / .22 (unstandardised effect)
.36 / .30 (standardised effect)

A unit of father’s occupational prestige gains as much units ’
education in 1977 as in 1958. But a unit of education was not a unit auny
more in 1977, since the standard deviation of educational attainment had
grown nearly 25%. Therefore the effect of parental background on
relative educational attainment has become somewhat smaller in 1977,

even if the absolute gains for sons from higher status families have

remained the same in absolute terms. Therefore, the first prediction
from meritocracy theory is confirmed.

3.2, THE DETERMINATION OF OCCUPATIONAL PRESTIGE

The second pair of equations in table 3.a shows that the direct
effects and father’s occupational prestige have clearly declined over
time and this goes for unstandardised (.29/.18) as well as standardised
(.29/.17) coefficients. This result confirms the second hypothesis from
meritocracy theory. Acknowledging the fact that the lowering of the
indirect effect of father’s occupation on son’s occupation via son’s
education is not substantial (either in standardised or unstandardised
effects), this phenomenon is most important for understanding the
openness of the Dutch mobility regime.

The second pair of equaltion also shows that the unstandardised effect of
education on occupational prestige has remained the same over time. This
part of the model also looks diffevent, if evaluated by standardised
coefficients.

1958/1977

.56 / .57 (bivariate correlation)
.87 / .81 (unstandardised effect)
.47 [/ .59 (standardised effect)

While the unstandardised effect has become somewhat lower, the
standardised effect has grown substantially! A unit of educational
attainment in 1977 was rewarded with about the same prestige as in 1958
unless it is assumed that not absolute, but relative units are
important, Therefore, the third prediction from meviticracy theory can
only conditionally be confirmed.

3.4, THE DETERMINATION OF INCOME
The influences of education and occupation in 1958 and 1977 are of

about the same magnitude, while the effect of fathers occupation is not
significant. The effect of education on income did not increase over
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time, but decreased slightly, both in absolute (.11/.08) and
standarvdised (.27/.24) values, The fourth prediction from meritocracy
theory cannot be coafirmed.

3.5. TAKING FARMERS AND SELF-EMPLOYED OUT OF THE ANALYSILS

It may be assumed that the declining total effect of father’'s
occupational prestige is not a result of growing achievement standards,
but is produced by changing magnitude of occupational groups. This maybe
another example of the coufusion of marginal effects. Since the
categories with the greatest immobility effects (farmers; small
proprietors) have declined considerably, there are fewer observations on
the diagonal (rhat is: near the regression line) in 1977 than in 1958.
In standardising this loosens the relation between the two variables and
' this 1s expressed in the decline of the correlatioun coefficient.

We can test this hypothesis by raking the declining groups (farmers
cand self-employed) out of the analysis (table-3b). This leaves the
‘relation between father’s occupation and son’s occupation unchanged:
'standavdised (.42/.33) as well as unstandardised (.43/.36) the velation
decreases, Other parts of the picture look considerably different.
First, the divect effect of father’s occupation on son’s occupation is
about the same in 1958 and 1977, both in absolute (.17/.16) and
standardised (.17/.15) values. This shows that the decrease of ascribed
status attainment is due to the diminishment of a few highly ascriptive
occupational groups. Secondly, the evidence that father’s occupatioun has
a slightly smallerv effect on son‘s education im 1977 is clearer now: .24
versus .22 (n.s.) in absolute values, but ,42/.31 in standardised
values., However, the third conclusion, on the growing importance of
education to gain occupational prestige, is now no longer supported by
the evidence, Without: farmers and self-emloyed, this effect decreases
between periods: 1.11/.85 (p<.05) in absolute values and .61/.56 in
standavdised values. In conclusion: the model without farmers and self-
enployed shows that the increasiug mobility is largely due to the
~disappearance of these groups and for another part to the smaller effect
of father’s occupation on educational attainment,

4, CONCLUSTON

In this analysis [ have found mixed and somewhat confusing evidence
with respect ro the meritocracy thesis, Although the replication of the
Ganzeboom & De Craaf vesullr shows that their conclusion on the growing

openness of Duteh society (lower association between father’s and son’s
occupation) is conficmed, the other evideace is incoaclusive. A
substantial growth of the importance of education for attaining higher
occupations and incomes could not be observed., On the other haad, the
effect of family background on education has decreased over time, Lf
both variables are measured in standavdised values. The clearest tvesult
of the analysis ig that the decveased toral effect of farher's
occupation on sons’s occupation is due o a smaller direct effect,
Addditional analysis showed that this decrease of the dirvect effecr is
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largely due to the disappeavance of sowme highly ascriprive occupational
groups (Farmers and self-employed) and no penecal growrh of achievement
standards is observed.

In conclusion it may be said that the case fov the meritocracy
thesis is still not shrong at all. Family backpround remains as an
important divect and indivect cause of arktaining social positlon.

NOTE

(1) The reader might wonder what the relation is between the Van Tulder
table for 1954 and the Gadourek table for 1958, Unforrunately, it
is not possible to assess this relation divectly. The codings
Gadourek used are too crude to be recodable into the Van Tulder
levels of prestige, Preliminary loglinear analyses, in which ‘both
tables for the fifties are compared with the same occupational data
for 1977 (but differently recoded) lead to the impression that the
degree of association between origins and destinations is higher in
the 1954 table than in a table constructed fvom the 1958 file.
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Table-l: Occupational distributions of respondents, The Netherlands,
Men 21-70, 1958

ot 4 s 0k ok e e g et S S o i e S S s St A S Y B Al o S i ot i B o S S S o S S i o o ok Bk S b P S e G . S, o P ek S S bt B S

Description (1958 codebook) N Us
1. Proprietors, general managers, 15 85
clerical supervisors
2, Professionals: phycisians, 5 83
pharmacists, jurists etc,
22, Captains of seaships l 75
24, Captaians of vessels 2 75
3. Teachers, clecrgy 13 69
26, Army officers 1 66
28, Police officerts 0 66
4, Clevical workers: bank-employees 32 57
personnel specialists
19. Nurses, social workers, family nurses 0 59
7. Self-employed store~keepers 72 54
or artisans
27. Army, low raunk 6 50
29. Policemen, low rank K] 50
6. Salesmen, real estate or assurance 15 48
agents
9. Supervisors of non-clevical persoaacl 40 48
2], Supervisors of clerical personnel 9 48
10, Middle- and lowexr grade technicians 14 48
11. Clerical workers 13 37
5. Self-Employed Fishermen and Farmers 52 35
23. Personmel Sea-Ships, low rank 0 30
25. Personnel Vessels, low rank 0 30
16. Agvicultural Workers 10 26
12. Skilled Labourer, Lndustry 39 23
14, Skilled Labourer, n.e.c. 84 23
8. Shop Hands 7 22
13. Unskilled Labourer, n.e.c. 31 15
15. Unskilled Labourerv, n.e.c. 38 15
18. Service Workers 2 14

ek i v Aot i o A A, S S N e i S O e e A o S s o s S

US: Occupational prestige according to Ultee-Sixma Scale (Sixma & Ultee-
1983)
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fable~2: Frequency distributions of 5 variables in 1958 and 1977

1954 1977
M: 42.3 AGE M: 42.5
Sb: 131 sD+ 13,85
FATHER'S
PRESTIGE
M: 38.5 M: 40.4
SD: 18.9 Sh: 17.9
EDUCATION
M: 1.82 M: 2.72
Sh: 1.05 D: 1.30
PRESTIGE
M 39.8 M: 44,9
SD: 19.2 SD: 19.4
1]
LNCOME
M: 25000
M: 5150 SD: 10600
SD: 2540
h__*j r——~~——ﬂ

T e g i VY o e A ) S 0 Gk D S Mo K e B S A o Vo] OO, e o i e A sk 2 e s e P Al o S o e et 08 N o st kb

11



Table~3a: Causal models for intergenevarional social inequality in 1958
and 1977, The Netherlaads, Men 21-70 ‘

oo S 4l G o iy i g ok b v e e S b bt b B . e M S i b ol o s Sk Bl S S S e A S i o i S A M W o S O ik R P, S ok, S Y Y ot S s e

Variables N M Sbh CORRELATTONS
1958
AGE : 484 42,3 13.1 1.0
FATHER’S PRESTICE 476  38.5 18.9 -.05 1.0
EDUCATION 480  1.82 L.0S - 14 .37 1.00
PRESTIGE 476  39.8 19.2 .08 .45 .56 1.00
LN (INCOME ) 442 1.54 441 L0627 W44 W47 1.0
1977
AGE 1580  42.5 13.5 1.0
FATHER’S PRESTIGE 1469  40.4 17.9 -.06 1.0
EDUCATION 1567  2.72 1.30 -,28 32 1.0
PRESTIGE 1580  44.9 19.4 -.05 .34 .57 1.0
LN (INCOME) 1528  3.25 .413 -.09 .24 46 .51 1.0
Regressions
1958
EDUCATION PRESTICE/ L0 LN(INCOME)
B (SE) B (SE) B (sE)
AGE/ 10 ~.099 (.036) +239 (.055) 025 (,014)

FATHER’S PRESTIGE/LO
EDUCATION

.199 (.025)

L0110 (.021)
112 (.010)

PRESTIGE/10 J067 (:012)
CONSTANT 1.467 (.188) 266 (.306) L918 (.078)
R = 39 .64 452
1977
EDUCATION PRESTICE/LO LN(INCOME)
8 (8E) B (SE) B (SE)
FATHER’S PRESTIGE/1Q 218 (.018) 184 (.024) 010 (.005)
EDUCATION 811 (.035) 078 (.009)
PRESTICE/ 10 076 (.006)
CONSTANT 2.981 (.129) 438 (.198) 2.737 (.042)
R = A1 60 +55

b e e

Note: AlL regression computed with pairwise
INCOME refers to household incomes

Note:
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Table-3b: Causal models fov iatecgenerational social inequality in [958
i and 1977, The Netherlands, Men 21-70, without farmers and

self~employed
yariables N M SD CORRELATIONS
1958
AGE 353 41,9 13.2 1.0
. FATHER’S PRESTIGE 346 36.9 19.9 -.09 1.0
- EDUCATION 351  1-831 1.1 -0l W44 1.0
PRESTLGE 353 37.1  20.3 OB L4200 .67 1.0
LN(INCOME) 336 1.54 434 09 .30 .49 .55 1.0
1977
AGE 1370 41.9 13.5 1.0
FATHER’S PRESTIGE 1277  41.0 18.4 -.06 1.0
EDUCATTION 1357 2.81 1.3 -.260 .33 1.0
PRESTICE 1370 46.3 19.9 ~.04 .33 .58 1.0
Regressions
1958
EDUCATION PRESTIGE/ 10 LN( INCOME)
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
AGE/ 10 ~.063 (.043) 257 (.061) 030 {.015) .
FATHER’S PRESTIGE/10  .243 (.028) JA72 (.045) 011 (.011)
EDUCATLON L 11t €.079) .090 (.014)
PRESTIGE/ 10 078 (.0L4)
CONSTANT [.278 (.222) -.122 (.333) L914 (.082)
R = Al .70 .58
1977
EDUCATION PRESTIGE/ 1O LN(INCOME )
B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)
ACE/ 10 ~.237 (.035) 167 (.035) .002 (.007)
FATHER’S PRESTIGE/LO0  .223 (.018) L1695 (.026) .013 (.006)
EDUCATION .852 (.038) L080 (.009)
PRESTICGE/ 10 078 (.006)
CONSTANT 2,888 (.138) 860 (.214) 2.592 (.045)
R = A 61 .59

A i ot b i S g B e bt e Gl P 8 U B, Sl B o o i b ) i b g 0 iy 4, U . e i, A St A . B S e g e 0 S W

Note: All regression computed with pairwise deletion of missing values
Note: INCOME vefers to household incomes
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Figure~4: Standardized path~models of iatergenerational social
inequality in 1958 and 1977, The Nethetvlands, lten 21-70

S, . . G G S B St S, W R 4 e Bt o o Gy S N B b S O B i P o S e Vo B o S P o S S B S S o A S ok i 6 P ks 2

1958: complete sample
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1977: complere sample
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1958+ without farmers and self-employed
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1977¢ without farmers and self-employed
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