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The Paradigm Shift in Intergenerational Mobility Research:
Index Paradigm and Model Paradigm

Ichiro HIRAO

 The history of intergenerational mobility research is long and the quantity of prior research is huge. 
Therefore, it is difficult to grasp the comprehensive scope of prior research. Particularly problematic 
are differences in methods and problem establishment, which involved the value of equality of opportunity 
in the prior research. Therefore, in this paper, I examine some of the most important research in the 
field using the paradigm theory of Thomas Kuhn. Intergenerational mobility research has undergone 
a distinguishable paradigm shift. I call the research framework in which we comprehend intergenerational 
mobility tables with one or more indices "the index paradigm." Likewise I call the research framework 
in which we comprehend mobility tables with statistical models "the model paradigm." This field has 
experienced a paradigm shift from the index paradigm, which is characterized by use of the association 
index, the dissociation index, or Yasuda’s coefficient of openness, to the model paradigm, which is 
characterized by employment of log linear models.
 In the index paradigm, P. Sorokin, S. Lipset, and H. Zetterberg would have been interested in a 
problem establishment that involved the value of equality of opportunity, but they never brought it into 
the field. When S. Yasuda developed Yasuda’s coefficient of openness, he consciously brought this 
value into the field. Moreover, he presented an analytical framework using intergenerational mobility 
concepts, which are pure mobility (circulation mobility), forced mobility (structural mobility), and 
mobility de facto. Yasuda’s coefficient of openness was criticized at the time of the paradigm shift. 
However, his problem establishment and analytical framework have continued affecting the field 
even after the paradigm shift.
 The paradigm shift, which was carried out chiefly by L. Goodman, D. Featherman, L. Jones, and R. 
Hauser, significantly changed the field, because the standard for analyses has changed from a 
descriptive-statistics basis to an inferential-statistics basis. However, as pointed out by Kuhn’s 
paradigm theory, the shift was carried out quietly. That is, at the time of the shift, Featherman, Jones, 
and Hauser simply have replaced the Lipset-Zetterberg (LZ) hypothesis with the Feaherman-Jones-
Hauser (FJH) hypothesis. Moreover, as again pointed out by Kuhn’s paradigm theory the concepts 
of the previous paradigm were used. That is, the previous mobility concepts of the index paradigm 
and expressed mobility concepts of the model paradigm were expressed as circulation mobility and 
structural mobility. In response to FJH, J. Goldthorpe expressed the mobility concepts of the model 
paradigm as absolute mobility and relative mobility. Moreover, he called relative mobility, in 
particlular, social fluidity. In the arguments of the model paradigm, many researchers have 
confirmed the stability of social fluidity. Thus, by accumulating normal scientific knowledge and 
developing methodology, they have once again brought into the field a problem establishment that 
involves the value of equality of opportunity.


