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INTERGENERATIONAL MOBILITY IN EDUCATIONAL & OCCUPATIONAL
ATTAINMENT: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF SOCIAL CLASSES IN INDIA

Rajarshi Majumder®

1 INTRODUCTION

It is often found that Intergenerational Mobility in terms of both Education and Occupation is
lower in developing countries in general, and among specific ethnic groups within those
countries in particular. It starts from the fact that specific ethnic groups (in developing and
developed countries) are excluded from the process of capability formation and income-
earning opportunities due to various forms of discrimination. This exclusion and
backwardness transcends the boundary of the current generation and spills over to successive
generations as well. The World Bank (2000) has accepted the overlapping generation impact
of social exclusion by commenting:

“Discrimination on the basis of gender, ethnicity, race, religion, or social status can lead to

social exclusion and lock people into long-term poverty traps.”
Such processes of exclusion can be linked to deprivation or impoverishment in a multi-
dimensional, multigenerational, and interactional fashion, rather than in a linear way. On one
hand, ‘the poor’ are likely to be excluded from wider participation in society because of their
relative material disadvantage in terms of income. On the other, exclusion from the avenues
of capability formation due to poor income also renders them poorly endowed in terms of
human capital and hence reduces the income of their next generation. Under such
circumstances it becomes imperative to understand the absence of intergenerational
educational and occupational mobility among socially excluded classes in developing
countries in comparison to certain advanced groups. India serves as an excellent case study

because of the presence of diverse social groups and historical disparities between them.
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2 REVIEW OF CURRENT RESEARCH
a) Methodological Approaches

Studies on Intergenarational transmission of educational and occupational characteristics
have mostly followed two methodological approaches. The first type cross tabulates the
individual characteristics with those of their parents and computes a Mobility Matrix, based
on which proportion of people exhibiting Upward Mobility (children having higher
educational/occupational position compared to their parents) are calculated. Starting with
Driver (1962), this method has been used by Erikson and Goldthorpe (1992, 2002), Cheng
(1995), Biblarz (1996), Kumar (2002), Behrman et al (2001), Beller and Hout (2006), and
Louw et al (2006). This is basically a descriptive approach without analysing the impact of
other variables on such transmission. When computed separately across social groups, it
provides measures of upward mobility for each of them, which can then be compared.
However, this method is unable to bring out the causal relation between parental educational
and occupational status and that of the children objectively when several other possible
explanatory factors are present. This gives rise to the second method which is more rigorous
in nature and typically regress child’s educational / occupational characteristics on those of
the parents along with a set of other control variables. The coefficients of parental
characteristics will give us a measure of intergenerational inertia in our dependent variable. A
high coefficient will denote low mobility while a low coefficient will represent high mobility.
Apart from OLS Regression, Logistic Regression and Correlation has also been used to
objectively measure parental influence on children’s achievement level using this method.
Researchers using this methodology include Behrman and Wolfe (1984), Solon (1992),
Peters (1992), Gang and Zimmermann (1999), Bowles and Gintis (2002), Bourguignon
(2003), Black et al (2003), Checchi et al (2008), and Brown et al (2009). While the Mobility
Matrix method has been used mostly for case studies when achievement levels are discrete
categories in hierarchically ordered classes (e.g. occupational category), the
Regression/Correlation method has been used when a large dataset has been available and
achievement levels are measured in continuous scale (e.g. income or completed years of
schooling). Though the regression/correlation approach has been in favour in recent times, it
is sometimes criticised on the ground that the association between parental and children’s
achievements is non-linear over the achievements range of parents and hence can not be truly
captured by this method (Bjorklund and Jantti, 2000). For these reasons, we have used both

the approaches in the present paper — first calculating upward mobility across generations



separately for different social groups from the mobility matrix and comparing them; then
attempting an econometric exercise where individual educational/occupational attainments
have been expressed as function of parental achievements; to bring out the dynamics of
intergenerational mobility.

b) Empirical Experience — International

Internationally, in economics, there is an extensive literature on the transmission of economic
success from generation to generation. That the family plays a crucial role in shaping income
inequality has long been recognised by economists [Knight, 1935; Parsons, 1975; Becker and
Tomes, 1979, 1986; Loury, 1981]. Hertz et al (2007) estimated trends in intergenerational
persistence of educational attainment for a sample of 42 nations around the globe over fifty
year period and obtained large regional differences, with Latin America displaying the
highest intergenerational correlations, and the Nordic countries the lowest. Most of the recent
studies, e.g. Cheng (1995) for China, Behrman et al (2000) for Latin America, Bowles and
Gintis (2002) for the US, Bourguignon et al (2003) for Brazil, Checchi et al (2008) for Italy,
conclude that there is both a significant direct and indirect effect of parental
education/occupation/income on young people’s educational attainment level, occupational
destinations and well being [see Mazumder (2001) for a brief review]. On the other hand, low
parental influence has been reported by Peters (1992) for the US, Gang and Zimmermann
(1999) for immigrant Germans, Black et al (2003) for Norway, Louw et al (2006) for South
Africa, and Brown et al (2009) for Great Britain.

¢)  Empirical Experience — Indian Context

One of the earliest works in Indian context has been that of Driver (1962). Using data on the
male heads of households in Nagpur district, he concluded that intergenerational mobility is
frequent among rural and urban castes but is generally confined to occupations of similar
rank. This association was attributed by the author to differences among castes in educational
attainment. Surprisingly, caste being such an important issue in India in determining various
socio-economic and political dimensions, there has been only few studies to compare
intergenerational mobility of various castes in India in recent times. Kumar et al (2002,
2002a) discussed the role of caste and community in class mobility and the impact of
modernisation on such processes using National Election Study data of 1971 and 1996 from
80 and 108 parliamentary constituencies respectively, across India. Using the mobility

matrix, they infer that the dominant picture is that of continuity rather than mobility, though



the stagnation is attributable to financial and other resource-related factors and not caste
alone.
More recently Jalan and Murgai (2007) look at inequalities in educational outcomes across
groups of individuals and the perpetuation of these inequalities across generations using
NFHS data for 1992-93 and 1998-99 and conclude that educational mobility in India is up to
international standards and has further has increased over time. Also, the differences in
mobility are more along Rich-Poor divide rather than along caste lines. Deshpande and
Palshikar (2008) uses survey data from Pune city to look at intergenerational occupational
mobility across different castes and observes substantial upward mobility in the aggregate.
Using both mobility matrix and regression techniques, they also infer that while caste does
matter for upward mobility, in general occupational mobility across generations is not shaped
by caste factors.
It is thus evident that though a plethora of work has been done at the international level,
especially in the developed countries context, the area has remained under-focussed in Indian
economic research. This is quite unexpected since social exclusion and disparity have been
quite substantial in India and none have had as long-lasting an effect as the division along
caste lines. The Scheduled Castes (SCs), Scheduled Tribes (STs), and Other Backward
Classes (OBCs) have been a pariah in the development process of India for quite a long time.
Affirmative actions in the form of Reservation in Education and Employment were taken
after independence to provide them space in the mainstream and trigger self-sustaining
growth of these groups. In recent years the issue has again come to centre-stage in view of the
debate between pro- and anti-reservation lobbies. Whether such actions have been able to
create greater mobility among the Excluded Castes (EC hereafter, comprising of SC, ST and
OBCs taken together) and bring in higher social fluidity in the nation as a whole, remains an
important area to be explored.
The present study will try to fill in this void in existing literature by bringing out not only the
educational attainment level and occupational structure among various castes in India, but
also the degree of educational and occupational mobility for them, disaggregated across
gender wherever possible. The study is thus significant from the viewpoint of both assessing
the current dispensation and understanding the temporal dynamics.
With this backdrop, the author tries to:

a) Determine levels of Educational Attainments & Occupational Structure separately

for the Excluded Castes (SCs, STs and OBCs) and the Advanced Castes (Upper

Castes) in India;



b) Determine Mobility across generations in terms of Educational Attainments &
Occupational Structure separately for these two classes;
c) Explore whether the Mobilities are different for the different groups, separately

for two gender groups wherever possible;

3 DATASOURCES AND METHODOLOGY

The methodology to be followed in the study can be outlined as follows. The study has used
the NSSO database on employment and unemployment (Unit level records) for the 50" and
the 61% Rounds, pertaining to the years 1993 and 2004. While the 1993 survey covered
115,409 households enumerating 564,740 persons, spread over 6983 villages and 4670 urban
blocks, the 2004 survey was spread over 7,999 villages and 4,602 urban blocks covering
124,680 households and 602,833 persons.

The NSSO data provides a volume of information for each individual in the sample, of which
those of our interest are individual’s age, gender, educational levels, work status,
occupational group if working, wages received, etc. along with household characteristics like
social group (Caste), religion, location of residence, monthly per capita expenditure.
Educational levels are provided as broad groups while Occupational groups follow National
Occupational Classification (1968)." For all individuals it also provides information on
Relation with Head of Household. Based on this information we can identify three different
sets of Parents-Children from the dataset — Head of Household/their Spouse and their
Children; Head of Household/their Brothers/Sisters and their Parents; Sons/Daughters of
Head of Household/their Spouses and Grandchildren of Head of Household. Using household
serial number and person serial number available in the dataset, comprehensive records with
characteristics of two generations were prepared and family/household particulars were
superimposed on them.? Thus our data provides us necessary information on education and
occupation for two generations along with household characteristics and can be summarised
separately for different castes, age groups, gender, and location. The first generation is called
‘Parents’ and are divided into Fathers and Mothers while the second generation is called
‘Children’ and are subdivided into Sons and Daughters. Only persons aged 20 or above have
been included in our study to allow them to complete the full educational cycle. Moreover,
the older age-groups, even if belonging to ‘Children’ generation are more likely to exhibit
legacy of a more distant past. Therefore, we divide the individuals into 10 year cohorts — 20-
30 years of age, 31-40 years of age, 41-50 years of age, 51-60 years of age, and those above

60. While results for the whole sample are also reported, results for the youngest cohort



should be representative of the recent trends in the society. Since NSSO database also
provides multipliers to convert sample characteristics into population characteristics, we
report population estimates in our study.

A note on the limitations of the database seems necessary at this point. Imposition of the age-
restriction truncates the data and we are left with 264800 persons for 1993 and 222683
persons for 2004. Of these, numbers of individuals with information available on both parents
are 57809 for 1993 and 73463 for 2004, while those with information available for any one
parent are 84651 and 108794 respectively. The sample therefore is much less than the actual
NSSO coverage and such truncation may not be non-random.

Secondly, since the NSSO sample uses the household as sampling frame, and as we are using
household level information to generate our dataset, we are including only those households
with at least two generations living in the same household. This excludes a large number of
women who have been married and have left their parents’ household. The results for Girls
therefore have to be taken with a bit of caution, though even after such elimination we are left
with 19884 women in 1993 and 15229 women in 2004. However, since our main objective is
to bring out the differences between different Castes, assuming that sample elimination is
similarly distributed across castes, we can continue our analysis without much of a problem.
Thirdly, NSSO data for 1993 distinguishes between STs, SCs, and Others (whom we call
General Caste or GEN) while the 2004 data provide information for OBCs separately from
the GENs. Thus, there are some comparability problems in the data, which however is not
insurmountable.

With this background, we now explore the situation.

4 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Educational attainment levels of the people are substantially lower by international standards.
Even in 2004, more than 30 per cent of them are Illiterate, and only about 20 per cent have
completed secondary schooling. Within such low standards, the situations of the Excluded
Castes are still worse. 45 percent of OBCs, 60 per cent of STs, and 55 per cent of SCs are
illiterate, compared to only 27 per cent for the Advanced Castes (Table 1). Secondary schools
have been completed by only about 8-11 per cent of the excluded class workers.

If we consider different Gender classes, it is observed that women are placed much below the
men. While 16 per cent of males are illiterate, more than 38 per cent of females are illiterate.
At the other end of the scale, only about 20 per cent of females have passed secondary

schools & above compared to 35 per cent of males.



There is however disparities among different generations and age groups regarding
educational levels. Children and young people are having better educational levels than their
parents and older age group persons. Also, standards have improved over the 1993-2004
period. Alarmingly, gender discrimination is pretty strong and illiteracy among Daughters is
more than double compared to that among Sons. The upward mobility witnessed is more
prominent among the advanced castes and marginal among the excluded castes, especially for

the women. Whether this is because of intergenerational stickiness will be examined later.

5 OCCUPATIONAL HIERARCHY

One of the major factors affecting income distribution is the hierarchical structure of different
occupations and the occupational distribution of the workers. Occupational segregation leads
to perpetuation and also accentuation of income inequality over generations. Therefore,
examining the occupational distribution of workers becomes an important issue.

We have used the Indian NCO-1968 classification in our study and workers have been
divided into 10 occupational classes. Arranged in descending order of hierarchy and prestige,
these are — Technical & Scientific Personnel, Professionals, Administrative, Clerical, Sales,
Service, Farmers, Production related, Transport, and Labourers not elsewhere classified.
Occupational structure and mobility is discussed in terms of this structure. We have at the
second level clubbed similar occupations to form 3 broad groups — Grade-1 (White Collar
jobs - Technical & Scientific Personnel, Professionals, and Administrative); Grade-II (Pink
Collar Jobs - Clerical, Sales, and Service); and Grade-III (Blue Collar jobs - Farmers,
Production related, Transport, and Labourers not elsewhere classified). This hierarchical
structure has also been used in our study.

It is observed that the workers of the Excluded Castes are much more concentrated in the
Grade-III jobs compared to the Advanced Castes, while the proportion of the latter in Grade-I
jobs is unduly large (Table 2 & 3). Some improvements are observed over time and across
generations whereby proportion of excluded caste workers in higher occupation classes are
increasing. However, the rate of improvement is much more pronounced for the advanced
castes. Moreover, share of workers in the Grade-III jobs have increased for the Parents and
the Daughters belonging to Scheduled Tribes. Thus occupational segregation and
occupational stickiness among excluded castes is very much a reality in India.

If we look at age groups instead of biological generations, a similar picture emerges. Moving
from 40+ population to 20-40 population in 2004, there is a marginal upward movement

among the OBCs, while for the SCs there is a tendency towards concentration in mid-level



occupations. For the STs, there is a clear downward movement with proportion of Blue

Collar workers increasing.

6 INTERGENERATIONAL MOBILITY

We are more interested in examining how children’s education and occupation are related to
parental standards. More specifically we want to quantify the degree of intergenerational
upward mobility in education and occupation. In the literature this has been done using the
Mobility Matrix or cross-tabulation of children’s parameters with parental parameters.
Thereafter, the percentage of children moving to a higher educational or occupational class
compared to their parents will provide us a measure of intergenerational mobility. The
following results are obtained.

a) Educational Mobility

It is observed that a substantial upward mobility is present in terms of educational attainment
levels. About 48 per cent of children in 1993 and about 56 per cent of children in 2004 have
higher educational levels compared to their parents (Tables 4 & 5). Mobility is higher for the
younger age group compared to the older, and for boys compared to girls. Mobility has also
improved during 1993-2003, especially for the girls. However, social disparity in mobility
levels is quite evident. Upward mobility was quite lower for the excluded castes compared to
the advanced castes in 1993. The gap has decreased in 2004, especially for the boys, but is
still significant. It is also observed that for new male entrants, probability of reaching a higher
educational standard than their parents is almost equal for the advanced and excluded castes.
This is a welcome trend, though the gender bias is still a major issue.

b)  Occupational Mobility

Compared to Educational mobility, occupational attainment is much more sticky across
generations with upward mobility being only about 15-19 per cent in 2004 (Table 7).
Mobility has improved during 1993-2004 for all the sub-groups. At detailed occupational
level, only about one-fifth of the boys and one-seventh of the girls are moving to higher level
of jobs compared to their parents. For the advanced castes however, mobility among girls is
higher compared to boys, indicating wider acceptability of women employment in diversified
occupational positions and also higher aspirations among present generation women of the
advanced castes. However, much of this mobility is perceived to be at comparable
hierarchical level and grade level stickiness is observed to be much higher when viewed at
broad occupational levels since only about one-tenth of workers in 2004 have better

occupational grades compared to their parents (Table 8 and 9).



Mobility among excluded castes is lower than that for advanced castes indicating greater
intergenerational stickiness for the former. This gap is higher at broad occupational levels
compared to detailed occupational levels. Thus, it emerges that for the advanced castes, the
mobility from Blue Collar to Pink Collar and from Pink Collar to White Collar jobs is
substantial while for the excluded castes much of the mobility is lateral, i.e. from one
occupation to other within the broad grades.

Quite surprisingly, mobility is higher among older age group people compared to the young.
This may be due to various reasons. First, this may be a reflection of lower initial or parental
occupational levels of the current 40+ people compared to the current 20-40 age group people
whose parents have already higher occupational levels. Hence upward mobility may be
higher for the former compared to the latter. Second, this may also be because of tighter
labour market situations in post-1990 era whereby chances of vertical mobility have become

much more sparse and most of the movements are horizontal among similar occupations.

7 INERTIA ACROSS GENERATIONS

In the previous section we have reported the proportion of current generation individuals
achieving higher educational and occupational level compared to their parents, separately for
different castes and gender in India. Such upward movement is observed to be lower for the
excluded castes compared to the advanced castes. But is such stickiness really due to the
caste factor or are other factors responsible? To answer this, we have applied a Multivariate
Regression Method where the Children’s characteristics have been regressed on Parental
characteristics along with other explanatory variables specified as:
Ci = a+ fF; + M; + 0(Social Group Dummies) + @ (Poverty Status) + A(Cohort Effects) +
errorterm e (D)
C;is i" Child’s characteristic related to education / occupation;
F; is i child’s Father’s characteristic related to education / occupation;
M; is i child’s Mother’s characteristic related to education / occupation;
The coefficients B and 7y relate the education/occupation level of children to that of their
parents. A higher value for these coefficients implies stronger parental effects on the children,
higher intergenerational stickiness, and therefore less mobility. & denotes base level
difference between social groups regarding educational/occupational achievements. Effect of
household income is captured by Poverty Status, which is a Dummy Variable taking value 1
if the MPCE of the household is less than the Poverty Line, and thus ¢ signifies how being

poor affects achievement levels. 4 will measure base level differences among different age



cohorts regarding educational/occupational achievements. To examine differences between

different castes or gender regarding parental influence two approaches can be taken.

First, Equation (1) can be collapsed to:

Ci= a+ PBFi + M; + @ (Poverty Status) + €rror term ---------=-=-=-=-=-mmmmmmmmeeee 2)

and estimated separately for different location/caste/gender/cohort groups and the values of

B and ycan be compared across those groups. Higher B and y for Excluded Castes and

Females would indicate greater inertia and lower mobility for them.

Second, Equation (1) can be expanded to:

Ci = a+ PBF; + M; + @ (Poverty Status) + 6 (Social Group Dummies) + €~ (Interaction
Dummies of Social Groups with Parental characteristics) + error term —  -------- 3)

whereby estimates of 6" would provide us measures of differential parental impact for

different castes. Equation (3) may again be estimated separately for location, gender and

cohort groups. A positive 8”will indicate higher parental impact for Excluded Castes.

In addition to this regression technique, one can also use Partial Correlation method to

measure the association between parental and child’s characteristic after controlling for

variables like Poverty status etc. A higher correlation coefficient would imply substantial

intergenerational inertia.

We have used both the regression methods as well as the correlation method to examine the

issue of intergenerational transmission of educational and occupational characteristics in

India. However, this exercise has been done only for the most recent available dataset, i.e. for

the 2004 period.

a) Parental Impact on Education

To explore inertia in educational achievements, we have used Completed Years of Education
as the characteristic variable. Since education of both parents and children are measured in
numbers of years of schooling, the coefficients would measure how much difference in the
schooling of children is caused by a difference of one year in the father’s/mother’s schooling.
Results indicate that for the Rural areas Parental educational levels have significant impact on
the children’s educational level (Table 10a). Notably, for the Daughters, impact of maternal
education is stronger than that of the father. Also, this maternal impact is stronger for
daughters compared to that for sons. This indicates the importance of women’s education in
sending the girl child to school.

The intercept dummies of the Excluded Castes are significantly negative indicating lower

average educational achievements for them compared to the upper castes. The parental
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impacts are lower for the younger cohorts indicating decline in intergenerational inertia in
educational achievements over time.

Our main interest however is to examine whether parental impacts are systematically higher
for Excluded Castes compared to others. This would be revealed by the difference among
castes regarding the values of coefficients § and yin Equation (2) or by the value of the
coefficients of the slope dummies (8”) of Equation (3). It is observed that the Father’s
education have significantly greater impact for all the three Excluded Castes compared to the
upper castes — supporting our hypothesis that intergenerational mobility is lower for these
groups (Table10a). Impact of maternal education is also greater for these groups, though the
coefficients are significant only at 20 per cent level. The results hold for both the functional
forms used.

For the Urban areas, the broad trends of the results are similar, though now fewer coefficients
are significant (Table 10b). Another observation is that for the urban population cohort
effects are much less pronounced.

As noted earlier, the coefficients of parental educational levels in Equation (2) and (3) are
measures of intergenerational stickiness and therefore their inverse can be taken as a measure
of intergenerational mobility. These Mobility Indices are reported in Table 11 for both the
equations. It is observed that mobility is substantially lower for the Excluded Castes
compared to the upper castes, and also for the Daughters compared to the Sons. Thus, even
after allowing for differences in income level (proxied by MPCE) mobility is lower for the
excluded groups and if we consider the fact that poverty itself is much higher among the
Excluded Castes, they are thus doubly disadvantaged.

b)  Occupational Group and Parental Influence

Analysing Occupational Mobility in a Multivariate framework is much more complex since
we can only have some ordinal ranking of the occupation groups, as mentioned earlier. In
absence of any cardinal values associated with each occupation, we can advance in either of
the following ways. First, and theoretically the best approach would have been to use
Multinomial-Multivariate Logit models to regress occupational group of the individual as
function of parental occupation, caste, and poverty status. This however would make this
paper more technically challenging and rob much of its appeal, as also would make it longer.
So we do not proceed in this direction. The second method could be to rank the occupations
and use the rank values as numerical variables, followed by OLS regression of Equation (2)

and (3). But that assumes proportional ratio relationship between different discrete categories
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of occupations and it would not be theoretically justified to use them in a regression analysis.
Hence we take the much rudimentary third option where after ranking the occupations we
derive Rank Correlation coefficient between an individual’s occupation status and that of
their parents, after controlling for effects of poverty status and cohorts. In addition, it is
expected that an individual’s occupation would depend on her/his educational level. Since
parental influence on education has already been established, we want to remove the effect of
education from intergenerational occupational inertia. Hence education of the individual has
also been included as a control variable while calculating the partial correlation coefficients.
These Partial Correlation Coefficients between Children’s and Parent’s occupational ranks
were calculated separately for the different castes and gender. A high and positive association
would indicate substantial influence of parental occupation on that of the children while a
lower coefficient would indicate higher mobility. These coefficients and derived Mobility
Indices are reported in Tables 12 and 13.

It is observed that as with education, child’s occupational status is significantly influenced by
parent’s occupation, both at 1-digit NOC and out Broad occupational grade level. As
expected, the association is on an average stronger for the Excluded Castes compared to the
Advanced Castes, and for broad occupational grades compared to 1-digit NOC, confirming
our earlier finding that much of the intergenerational mobility is lateral and not vertical
[Driver (1962) also obtained similar results].

Two notable differences from educational mobility are that here associations are stringer for
the urban population compared to rural population, and that both father’s and mother’s
occupation have greater influence on son’s occupational status an not on the daughter’s,
except for the upper caste girls. Consequently Mobility Indices are also higher for the

Advanced Castes compared to the Excluded Castes.

8 CONCLUSION

It is thus evident that upward mobility across generations in India is moderate for educational
level and significantly low for occupational level. Within that, the condition of the excluded
classes is further lower. Though educational levels of the second generation is higher that
their parents in 2004, this is not adequately reflected in occupational mobility matrix. People
are stuck in their parental occupational class and whatever movement is perceived is mostly
among advanced classes. This lack of upward mobility among the workers in general and
among socially excluded classes in particular is a matter of grave concern. The fact that

educational mobility is not being transformed to occupational mobility brings up a question
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mark against the tradition of reservation in educational institutions. Reason of such stickiness

is an area that merits further discussion and exploration.

[This is part of a broader study on Intergenerational Mobility of Excluded Classes in India,
sponsored by University Grants Commission, India. The author is grateful to an anonymous
referee for comments on an earlier draft. The author also acknowledges academic inputs from
Dipa Mukherjee and Jhilam Ray.]

Notes

' From the NSSO data, individuals can be grouped into any of the following Educational categories — Tlliterate,
Literate but below Primary level education, Primary School (Class 5) Passed, Middle School (Class 8) Passed,
Secondary School (Class 10) Passed, Higher Secondary (Class 12) Passed, Graduate & above. The
Occupational categories used in NSSO and our study relates to the Indian NCO-1968 classification where
workers have been divided into 10 occupational classes. Arranged in descending order of hierarchy and
prestige, these are — Technical & Scientific Personnel, Professionals, Administrative, Clerical, Sales, Service,
Farmers, Production related, Transport, and Labourers not elsewhere classified.

* This required use of modern econometric and database software like SPSS (student version) and Visual Foxpro
Version-9. Latter econometric exercises also took help of these programmes as also Microsoft Office suite.
SPSS syntax may be available from the author on request.
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Educational Attributes of Different Generation Groups in India - 1993-2004 (%)

Table 1a

Generation . 1993 2003
Group | Educational Group e =g ™" BC GEN | ST SC__ OBC GEN
Illiterate 50.1 41.0 na 20.9 60.5 55.2 44.8 26.8
Literate below Pr 8.2 84 na 6.6 11.2 10.2 10.5 9.5
Primary Passed 8.6 89 na 8.4 10.1 11.3 12.7 12.6
All Middle Passed 15.9 196 na 22.1 9.2 11.3 14.1 15.3
Secondary Passed 8.0 112  na 17.6 3.7 53 7.7 12.5
Hr Sec Passed 6.4 7.6 na 12.2 2.6 3.3 4.6 8.3
Grad & above 2.9 34 na 12.2 2.6 3.4 5.6 14.9
Illiterate 71.3 66.3 na 40.2 60.7 56.0 43.6 25.1
Literate below Pr 13.7 156 na 18.9 15.5 14.1 16.1 13.4
Primary Passed 8.2 87 na 14.1 11.8 11.3 14.6 15.2
Fathers Middle Passed 33 53 na 10.6 6.0 8.1 11.2 14.2
Secondary Passed 2.0 2.6 na 8.7 2.9 5.5 7.3 14.4
Hr Sec Passed 0.8 09 na 3.0 1.0 2.2 3.1 6.2
Grad & above 0.7 0.6 na 4.5 2.2 2.8 4.1 11.5
Illiterate 90.2 89.0 na 68.7 86.8 83.8 74.4 52.2
Literate below Pr 4.3 56 na 10.9 4.6 6.3 8.3 12.1
Primary Passed 2.8 33 na 9.4 4.3 5.0 8.5 13.2
Mothers Middle Passed 1.6 1.3 na 5.9 2.6 3.0 5.1 10.0
Secondary Passed 0.9 0.6 na 33 0.7 1.3 2.3 6.2
Hr Sec Passed 0.2 0.1 na 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.8 2.2
Grad & above 0.1 0.1 na 1.0 0.5 0.2 0.6 4.0
Illiterate 3377 435 na 17.9 26.3 20.1 14.9 7.8
Literate below Pr 12.3 127  na 9.6 13.8 10.5 8.8 6.5
Primary Passed 14.5 139 na 12.8 17.6 16.2 14.5 10.8
Sons Middle Passed 17.2 140 na 19.6 20.3 23.4 24.5 19.2
Secondary Passed 10.6 7.7 na 16.5 9.6 11.7 14.3 17.4
Hr Sec Passed 8.2 6.0 na 12.3 6.7 9.5 10.7 15.6
Grad & above 3.6 22 na 11.3 5.8 8.7 12.3 22.8
Illiterate 67.3 73.0 na 42.0 49.9 45.7 37.5 15.8
Literate below Pr 8.8 6.9 na 9.4 11.2 9.4 9.1 7.0
Primary Passed 8.3 7.8 na 10.8 10.6 11.8 12.5 11.8
Daughters Middle Passed 79 6.0 na 12.9 14.3 14.2 17.2 18.5
Secondary Passed 4.4 29 na 10.0 54 7.2 9.5 13.8
Hr Sec Passed 2.3 2.1 na 6.9 4.2 5.6 6.6 12.2
Grad & above 1.0 1.3  na 7.9 4.4 6.0 7.6 20.9

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Table 1b
Educational Attributes of Different Age Groups in India - 1993-2004 (%)

Generation . 1993 2003
Group | Educational Group e —c i BC GEN | ST SC__ OBC GEN
Illiterate 50.1 41.0 na 20.9 60.5 55.2 44.8 26.8
Literate below Pr 8.2 8.4 na 6.6 11.2 10.2 10.5 9.5
Primary Passed 8.6 8.9 na 8.4 10.1 11.3 12.7 12.6
All Middle Passed 15.9 19.6 na 22.1 9.2 11.3 14.1 15.3
Secondary Passed 8.0 112 na 17.6 3.7 53 7.7 12.5
Hr Sec Passed 6.4 7.6 na 12.2 2.6 3.3 4.6 8.3
Grad & above 2.9 34 na 12.2 2.6 3.4 5.6 14.9
Illiterate 59.4 50.6 na 29.6 53.0 45.6 35.8 19.9
Literate below Pr 9.7 10.7 na 9.7 12.1 10.9 10.2 8.4
Primary Passed 10.4 11.5 na 12.4 11.6 13.2 13.8 12.8
20-40 Middle Passed 9.8 12.7 na 16.7 11.9 14.7 17.6 17.4
Secondary Passed 4.9 74  na 13.2 4.7 6.8 9.4 13.9
Hr Sec Passed 4.0 50 na 9.3 3.5 4.6 6.1 10.7
Grad & above 1.8 2.2 na 9.2 3.2 4.4 7.1 17.0
Illiterate 73.9 76.7 na 46.2 70.8 67.1 54.6 32.9
Literate below Pr 12.6 8.0 na 10.0 10.4 10.0 11.2 10.5
Primary Passed 6.9 5.6 na 11.8 8.0 9.2 11.8 12.5
40+ Middle Passed 2.5 6.5 na 11.0 5.1 6.8 10.1 13.7
Secondary Passed 32 1.8 na 9.7 2.3 34 5.8 11.0
Hr Sec Passed 0.0 0.6 na 4.0 1.3 1.5 2.6 5.7
Grad & above 0.9 09 na 7.2 1.9 2.1 3.7 13.8

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Occupational Attributes (1-digit NOC) of Different Groups in India - 1993-2004 (%)

Table 2a

Generation . 1993 2003

Group | Oceupational Group ey ™9™ "(BC GEN | ST __SC___OBC__ GEN
Technical 4.3 54 na 4.8 1.1 1.5 1.6 2.6
Professionals 1.7 1.8 na 4.8 1.6 1.7 2.3 6.1
Administrative 2.1 1.0 na 3.8 1.2 1.6 3.0 6.8

Clerical 1.4 29 na 5.4 1.3 2.1 2.4 5.0

All Sales 35 6.0 na 13.1 2.8 4.8 7.9 12.8
Service 1.4 50 na 3.5 1.8 5.7 4.4 3.7

Farmers 65.2 48.6 na 38.8 76.0 57.3 57.2 441

Production etc. 11.3 21.0 na 20.0 7.9 18.0 16.8 14.0

Transport 0.9 2.7 na 3.0 1.2 3.1 2.6 33

Labourers nec 8.1 57 na 2.7 5.0 4.1 2.0 1.8

Technical 1.8 24 na 2.4 0.7 1.1 0.9 2.3
Professionals 0.9 1.2 na 34 1.4 1.6 1.6 5.1
Administrative 0.5 1.1  na 34 0.9 2.3 3.7 7.6

Clerical 1.9 2.5 na 3.8 1.9 3.7 2.7 4.7

Sales 2.1 46 na 9.4 1.9 4.7 8.4 13.0

Fathers

Service 1.0 40 na 2.8 0.9 5.2 3.6 2.6

Farmers 83.0 677 na 62.4 83.1 58.7 64.0 53.1

Production etc. 5.4 124  na 9.8 6.5 15.7 12.4 8.7

Transport 0.6 14 na 1.4 0.7 33 1.7 1.9

Labourers nec 2.7 27 na 1.1 1.9 3.6 0.9 0.8

Technical 2.3 40 na 4.1 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.5
Professionals 0.3 0.2 na 2.8 0.7 0.4 0.7 3.8
Administrative 0.8 1.1  na 1.4 0.5 1.6 1.5 2.9

Clerical 0.3 0.6 na 1.1 0.3 1.0 0.7 2.0

Sales 3.7 31 na 4.3 1.8 2.8 4.8 5.2

Mothers

Service 1.4 59 na 34 1.3 10.5 44 35

Farmers 87.5 76.1 na 75.1 90.0 73.3 77.8 71.3

Production etc. 3.1 7.8 na 7.1 3.0 7.6 7.9 8.7

Transport 0.1 0.0 na 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Labourers nec 0.6 1.1 na 0.7 1.0 1.2 0.5 1.1
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Table 2b

Occupational Attributes (1-digit NOC) of Different Groups in India - 1993-2004 (%)

Generation . 1993 2003

Group | Oceupational Group =gy ™0™ (BC GEN | ST __SC___OBC _ GEN
Technical 3.0 2.2 na 3.0 1.1 1.8 1.8 2.2
Professionals 1.2 09 na 2.5 1.5 2.3 2.4 4.1
Administrative 0.8 04 na 2.8 1.4 1.8 3.2 6.4

Clerical 1.7 0.8 na 2.9 1.1 1.7 1.9 3.2

Sons Sales 5.2 2.1 na 11.5 3.1 7.0 11.1 17.3
Service 2.4 0.8 na 2.3 1.8 4.0 3.5 1.9

Farmers 64.3 77.3 na 56.3 70.5 49.7 52.3 44.2
Production etc. 14.8 85 na 14.0 10.4 22.0 18.0 14.4

Transport 2.0 0.9 na 2.5 1.9 43 3.7 4.0

Labourers nec 4.6 6.2 na 2.2 7.2 5.4 2.2 2.3

Technical 5.7 33 na 4.5 1.7 1.5 2.5 2.1
Professionals 1.4 09 na 4.2 1.6 2.9 4.3 13.0
Administrative 0.2 1.8 na 1.2 0.2 1.5 1.4 3.6

Clerical 0.2 0.2 na 1.9 0.5 0.5 1.4 3.2

Daughters Sales 0.6 1.5 na 1.5 0.6 2.1 2.3 2.5
Service 34 0.9 na 1.9 1.0 4.0 2.0 1.9

Farmers 78.8 85.6 na 74.0 85.8 74.0 74.3 62.0
Production etc. 7.9 37 na 9.8 4.8 12.1 11.3 10.9

Transport 0.1 0.0 na 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3

Labourers nec 1.7 22 na 1.0 39 1.0 0.5 0.5

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Table 2¢

Occupational Attributes (1-digit NOC) of Different Groups in India - 1993-2004 (%)

Generation . 1993 2003

Group | Occupational Group 7o ™0™ OBC GEN | ST SC__ OBC GEN
Technical 4.3 54 na 4.8 1.1 1.5 1.6 2.6
Professionals 1.7 1.8 na 4.8 1.6 1.7 2.3 6.1
Administrative 2.1 1.0 na 3.8 1.2 1.6 3.0 6.8

Clerical 1.4 29 na 5.4 1.3 2.1 2.4 5.0

All Sales 35 6.0 na 13.1 2.8 4.8 7.9 12.8
Service 1.4 50 na 35 1.8 5.7 4.4 3.7

Farmers 65.2 48.6 na 38.8 76.0 57.3 57.2 441
Production etc. 11.3 210 na 20.0 7.9 18.0 16.8 14.0
Transport 0.9 2.7 na 3.0 1.2 3.1 2.6 33
Labourers nec 8.1 57 na 2.7 5.0 4.1 2.0 1.8

Technical 2.7 34 na 34 1.1 1.5 1.8 2.5
Professionals 1.0 1.2 na 3.3 1.8 2.0 2.6 6.0
Administrative 1.3 0.7 na 2.7 1.2 1.5 3.0 6.5

Clerical 0.8 2.0 na 3.8 1.1 1.8 2.0 4.5

20-40 Sales 2.1 40 na 9.5 2.9 5.2 8.4 13.8
Service 0.9 33 na 2.5 2.0 5.6 4.2 3.8

Farmers 78.9 653 na 55.6 73.9 54.0 53.4 40.2
Production etc. 6.8 143 na 14.8 8.6 20.1 19.1 16.7
Transport 0.6 1.9 na 2.3 1.3 3.6 3.1 39
Labourers nec 5.0 39 na 2.0 6.0 4.6 2.4 2.2

Technical 1.8 49 na 34 1.1 1.4 1.3 2.9
Professionals 1.6 0.9 na 4.1 1.5 1.5 1.9 6.6
Administrative 0.9 0.3 na 2.3 1.2 1.7 3.0 7.6

Clerical 1.3 09 na 3.6 2.0 3.1 34 6.5

40+ Sales 3.1 40 na 5.7 2.7 4.2 7.1 11.3
Service 0.2 23 na 1.8 1.5 6.2 4.6 4.0

Farmers 70.6 472 na 434 79.2 61.2 62.0 46.8
Production etc. 6.8 7.5 na 6.0 6.7 15.0 13.4 10.3
Transport 12.2 30.8 na 29.1 0.9 2.3 1.9 2.6
Labourers nec 1.4 1.1 na 0.6 3.2 3.5 1.3 1.3

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Table 3
Occupational Attributes (Occupational Grade) of Different Groups in India - 1993-2004 (%)

Generation 0 » G 1993 2003
u IO Tou

Group ccupanonatLroup ey sc OBC GEN | ST  SC  OBC  GEN
White 91 96 na 55| 40 48 69 155
All Pink 70 163 na 252 | 60 127 146 215
Blue 839 741 m 593 | 900 825 785  63.1
White 320 47 m 93| 30 50 62 151
Fathers | Pink 50 111 na 61| 47 136 147 203
Blue 918 842 na 747 | 923 814 791 646
White 34 54 m 83| 26 36 40 82
Mothers | Pink 54 96 na 88 | 34 143 98 106
Blue 913 850 na 809 | 940 8.1 82 812
White 51 35 ma 82| 40 59 74 126
Sons Pink 92 37 ma 168 | 61 127 164 224
Blue 857 929 m 750 | 899 814 762  65.0
White 7.4 6.0 na 99 3.5 6.0 8.2 18.7
Daughters | Pink 4.2 2.6 na 53 2.1 6.7 5.6 7.6
Blue 885 914 ma 848 | 945 873 862 737
White 49 53 m 95| 41 50 73 149
2040 | Pink 38 93 m 158 | 61 126 146 2.1
Blue 913 854 ma 747 | 898 824 781  63.0
White 49 88 m 137 | 38 45 63 171
40+ Pink 52 105 na 55| 62 134 151 219
Blue 898 807 na 708 | 900 820 786  61.0

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Table 4
Upward Educational Mobility of Different Generations in India - 1993 (%)

Social Group All Age Group 20-40 Age Group 40+ Age Group
Boys Girls All Boys Girls All Boys Girls All
Scheduled Tribe 47.5 18.1 35.2 479 18.4 35.5 34.2 3.8 24.3
Scheduled Caste 54.6 23.3 423 54.9 23.6 42.7 40.3 16.1 30.0
Other Backward Classes na na na na na na na na na
General/Advanced Class 62.0 359 513 61.9 36.5 51.5 66.7 17.0 47.6
Aggregate 59.8 32.7 488 59.8 33.3 49.0 62.3 16.2 44.5

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.

Table 5
Upward Educational Mobility of Different Generations in India - 2004 (%)

Social Group All Age Group 20-40 Age Group 40+ Age Group
Boys Girls All Boys Girls All Boys Girls All
Scheduled Tribe 60.6 364  51.1 61.4 36.6 51.5 42.3 25.7 39.0
Scheduled Caste 64.2 37.7 540 64.5 38.2 54.2 57.2 13.6 47.7
Other Backward Classes 66.4 41.6 563 66.3 42.0 56.2 68.4 31.7 59.2
General/Advanced Class 63.1 50.4  58.0 62.8 50.6 57.8 69.2 459 63.1
Aggregate 64.4 437  56.1 64.4 44.0 56.1 65.7 35.5 58.2

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.

Upward Occupational Mobility (NOC1) of Different Generations in India - 1993 (%)

Table 6

Social Group All Age Group 20-40 Age Group 40+ Age Group
Boys Girls All Boys Girls All Boys Girls All
Scheduled Tribe 7.0 9.0 7.6 7.0 9.1 7.7 2.5 0.0 1.8
Scheduled Caste 12.6 16.8 13.5 12.6 16.9 13.4 18.7 18.0 18.5
Other Backward Classes na na na na na na na na na
General/Advanced Class 13.7 13.2 13.6 13.6 13.2 13.5 19.1 14.8 18.3
Aggregate 12.9 13.1 13.0 12.9 13.1 12.9 18.0 13.8 17.1

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.

Table 7
Upward Occupational Mobility (NOC1) of Different Generations in India - 2004 (%)
Social Group All Age Group 20-40 Age Group 40+ Age Group
Boys Girls All Boys Girls All Boys Girls All

Scheduled Tribe 16.6 8.7 9.7 10.1 8.8 9.7 14.3 2.3 11.2
Scheduled Caste 20.8 18.0 157 14.9 18.1 15.5 29.1 12.9 25.9
Other Backward Classes 18.1 12.6 14.7 15.2 12.8 14.7 18.1 34 15.3
General/Advanced Class 20.9 20.4 17.4 16.7 20.6 17.4 20.0 11.3 18.7
Aggregate 19.3 15.1 15.3 15.2 15.3 15.2 19.9 7.1 17.6

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Table 8
Upward Occupational Mobility (Occ Gr) of Different Generations in India - 1993 (%)

Social Group All Age Group 20-40 Age Group 40+ Age Group
Boys Girls All Boys Girls All Boys Girls All
Scheduled Tribe 5.0 6.4 5.4 5.1 6.5 5.5 2.5 0.0 1.8
Scheduled Caste 8.0 8.7 8.1 7.9 8.7 8.1 17.1 7.5 14.4
Other Backward Classes na na na na na na na na na
General/Advanced Class 10.7 9.2 10.5 10.6 9.2 10.3 18.0 12.3 16.9
Aggregate 9.8 8.7 9.6 9.7 8.7 9.5 16.9 10.3 15.6

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.

Table 9
Upward Occupational Mobility (Occ Gr) of Different Generations in India - 2004 (%)

Social Group All Age Group 20-40 Age Group 40+ Age Group
Boys Girls All Boys Girls All Boys Girls All
Scheduled Tribe 7.7 4.5 6.8 7.6 4.6 6.8 14.0 2.3 11.0
Scheduled Caste 10.2 7.2 9.7 10.0 7.1 9.4 27.7 11.7 24.5
Other Backward Classes 12.1 8.3 11.3 12.0 8.5 11.3 15.7 34 13.4
General/Advanced Class 13.5 15.6 13.9 13.4 15.9 13.8 16.7 5.8 15.0
Aggregate 11.9 9.6 11.4 11.7 9.7 11.3 17.3 5.1 15.1

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
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Table 10a
Determinants of Years of Schooling in India — 2004 - RURAL

Equation (2): Dependent Variable - Completed Years of Schooling (Method: Separate Regressions)

Scheduled Tribe Scheduled Caste OBC General
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls
(Constant) 5.824 4.020 5924  3.573 6.312 3.752 6.595 4.835
Father's Education 0.413 0.379 0410 0.385 0.387 0.299 0.357 0.305
Mother's Education 0.120 0.410 0.176  0.408 0.168 0.540 0.140 0.383
Poverty Status -1.994 -2.362 -1.467  -1.694 -1.402 -1.617 -1.355 -1.670
Adjusted R Squared
Equation (3): Dependent Variable — Completed Years of Schooling (Method: Using Dummies)
Variables All Ages : 20-30 Age group : 30-40 Age gl:oup
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls
(Constant) 6.979 4.933 7.006 5.249 6.947 4.059
(106.6)%** (60.3)%** (91.8)** (57.0)** | (48.9)** (21.6)**
Father's Education 0.347 0.307 0.331 0.315 0.386 0.254
(31.0)%** (22.4)%* (26.1)%* (20.8)** | (14.9)**  (7.4)**
Mother's Education 0.154 0.360 0.149 0.318 0.196 0.522
(10.1)** (19.4)%* (8.9)** (15.9)** | (5.)**  (9.5)**
Scheduled Tribe Dummy -1.453 -1.881 -1.480 -2.102 -1.455 -1.565
(14.4)** (14.9)%* (12.8)%* (15.1)** | (6.2)**  (4.9)**
Scheduled Caste Dummy -1.072 -1.519 -1.177 -1.701 -0.629 -1.155
(11.3)%* (12.4)%* (11.0)%* (12.7)% | Q7% (3.7)*
OBC Dummy -0.522 -1.103 -0.541 -1.149 -0.439 -1.213
(6.7)** (11.6)%** (6.1)** (10.8)** | (2.5)**  (5.4)**
ST Dummy * Father's 0.121 0.090 0.120 0.079 0.151 0.133
Education (5.3)%* (3.2)%* (4.8)** (2.6)** (2.4)** (1.5)
SC Dummy * Father's 0.170 0.182 0.183 0.178 0.144 0.143
Education (3.5)%* (3.2)** (3.8)** (2.9)** 0.7) 0.5)
OBC Dummy * Father's 0.033 0.011 0.034 0.037 0.036 0.120
Education (2.3)%* (0.6) (2.1)** (1.9)** (1.0) (2.6)**
ST Dummy * Mother's 0.057 0.027 0.042 0.020 0.093 0.090
Education (1.7)* (0.6) (1.1) (0.4 0.9) (0.6)
SC Dummy * Mother's 0.019 0.051 0.033 0.068 0.091 0.257
Education (0.5) (1.2) 0.9) (1.5) 0.8) (1.3)
OBC Dummy * Mother's 0.012 0.173 0.025 0.216 0.026 0.046
Education (0.6) (6.8)** (1.1) (8.0)** 0.4) 0.5)
Poverty Status -1.474 -1.560 -1.350 -1.581 -1.817 -1.676
(24.4)** (20.8)** (19.9)%* (19.5)** | (12.7)**  (8.4)**
No of Observations 43890 8483 28236 6809 10596 5613
Adjusted R Squared 0.27 0.34 0.28 0.34 0.26 0.30

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
Note: Figures in parenthesis are t-values. * and ** indicates significance at 1 per cent and 5
per cent levels respectively.
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Table 10b
Determinants of Years of Schooling in India — 2004 - URBAN

Equation (2): Dependent Variable - Completed Years of Schooling (Method: Separate Regressions)

Scheduled Tribe Scheduled Caste OBC General

Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls
(Constant) 7.275 6.057 6.892 5.472 7.144 6.106 7.568 7.172
Father's Education 0.342 0.369 0.340 0.366 0.349 0.299 0.348 0.291
Mother's Education 0.166 0.274 0.137 0.258 0.139 0.307 0.108 0.214
Poverty Status -1.673 -2.223 -1.773  -2.303 -1.473 -1.870 -2.025 -2.437
Adjusted R Squared

Equation (3): Dependent Variable — Completed Years of Schooling (Method: Using Dummies)

Variables All Ages : 20-30 Age grou-p 30-40 Age grm'lp
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls
(Constant) 8.038 7.478 7.799 7.579 8.370 7.214
(87.05%* (60.1)** (71.7)** (55.7)%* (41.8)%* (22.4)%*
Father's Education 0.327 0.283 0.330 0.280 0.334 0.301
(25.9)** (17.2)%* (22.3)%* (15.6)%** (12.2)%* (7.0)**
Mother's Education 0.082 0.191 0.088 0.190 0.078 0.177
(6.5)** (11.9)** (6.0)** (10.9)** (2.8)** (4.1)**
Scheduled Tribe Dummy -0.859 -1.944 -0.881 -2.181 -0.094 -0.288
(3.8)%* (7.0)%* (3.4)%* (7.0)%* (0.1) (0.4)
Scheduled Caste Dummy -1.297 -2.383 -0.902 -2.342 -2.274 -2.925
(9.4)%* (12.6)%* (5.7)%* (11.5)%* (6.9)%* (5.7)%*
OBC Dummy -0.429 -0.967 -0.180 -0.838 -0.977 -1.618
(4.0)%* (6.7)%* (1.4) (5.3)%* (4.0)%* (4.1)%*
ST Dummy * Father's 0.013 0.017 0.018 0.042 0.020 -0.142
Education 0.3) 0.3) 0.4) (0.8) 0.2) (1.0)
SC Dummy * Father's 0.023 0.101 0.000 0.100 0.096 0.086
Education (1.0) (3.2)** (0.02) (3.0)** (1.5) 0.7)
OBC Dummy * Father's 0.001 0.001 -0.019 -0.012 0.056 0.066
Education (0.03) (0.05) (1.02) 0.5) (1.4) (1.1)
ST Dummy * Mother's 0.040 0.087 -0.030 0.089 -0.134 0.036
Education 0.9 (1.6) 0.6) (1.5) (1.1) 0.2)
SC Dummy * Mother's 0.057 0.082 0.052 0.075 0.073 0.185
Education (1.8)* (2.1)** (1.5) (1.8)* (0.8) (1.1)
OBC Dummy * Mother's 0.033 0.093 0.043 0.105 0.000 -0.004
Education (1.7)* (3.9)** (2.1)** (4.1)** (0.01) (0.05)
Poverty Status -1.589 -1.971 -1.586 -1.936 -1.377 -2.208
(23.9)** (22.3)** (21.1)** (20.3)** (8.9)** (9.2)**
No of Observations 22969 6746 14616 5396 5613 867
Adjusted R Squared 0.40 0.45 0.40 0.45 0.41 0.48

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.

Note: Figures in parenthesis are t-values. * and ** indicates significance at 1 per cent and 5

per cent levels respectively.
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Table 11

Derived Mobility Indices of Schooling in India — 2004

Scheduled Tribe|Scheduled Caste OBC General
Boys Girls | Boys Girls | Boys Girls| Boys Girls
Equation 2 Rural 3.8 2.5 3.4 25 |36 24 | 40 2.9
Urban 3.9 3.1 42 32 |41 33 | 44 4.0
Equation 3 Rural 2.3 2.2 2.3 18 [34 19 | 40 3.0
Urban 3.9 2.9 35 24 |42 30 | 49 42

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
Note: Mobility Indices are derived as inverse of the Average of the coefficients of Father’s
and Mother’s educational level in Equation 2 and 3.

Table 12a

Determinants of Occupational Status in India — 2004 - RURAL

Partial Correlation of Child’s Occupation after controlling for Poverty Status

1 digit NOC Scheduled Tribe | Scheduled Caste OBC General
Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys  Girls Boys  Girls
All Ages  Father’s Occupation  (0.23**  0.19*% [0.33** 0.14* |0.22*%* 0.11 0.17*  0.13
Mother’s Occupation  0.27*%  0.33%% | 0.21%* 0.46%F |0.14* 0.45%= [0.18% 0.22%
20-30 Age Father’s Occupation  (.37#% 0.23** [0.36** 0.22*% |0.26%* 0.18* |0.22%* (.16
Mother’s Occupation  0.23**  0.35%* |0.22%  0.46%F |0.17 0.46** 10.13* 0.15
30-40 Age Father’s Occupation  0.21%% 0.20% | 0.29%* 0.15 0.15 0.13 0.17%  0.13
Mother’s Occupation  0.14*  0.50*%* [0.14*  0.62%* |0.17%* 0.43%% |0.10 0.37%*
Broad Occupational Group
All Ages  Father’s Occupation  0.24*  0.16* |027*  0.17% |0.26% 0.16 0.22%  0.13
Mother’s Occupation  0.28**  0.33** [0.23*  0.50%* |0.19% 0.48** |0.20%  0.24*
20-30 Age Father’s Occupation  0.27*  0.32#% |0.30%* 0.25% |0.31*% 0.21% |0.27+ 0.17
Mother’s Occupation  0.24*  0.37*%% |0.24*%  0.51% |0.21*% 0.49%% |0.16 0.27*
30-40 Age Father’s Occupation  0.24** (0.20% |0.25%* 0.01 0.19*  0.06 0.18*  0.12
Mother’s Occupation  0.26**  0.44*% |0.21*  0.62%% |0.12 0.45*%* 10.07 0.30%*
Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
Note: * and ** indicates significance at 1 per cent and 5 per cent levels respectively.
Table 12b
Determinants of Occupational Status in India — 2004 - URBAN
Partial Correlation of Child’s Occupation after controlling for Poverty Status
. . Scheduled Tribe | Scheduled Caste OBC General
[ digit NOC Boys Girls Boys Girls | Boys  Girls | Boys  Girls
All Ages  Father’s Occupation  (.37#* (.38** |0.48* 0.28*% |0.23* 0.27* |0.30% 0.21*
Mother’s Occupation  0.28*  0.60** |0.34*  0.40** |0.26* 0.50%* |0.13 0.25*
20-30 Age Father’s Occupation  (.35%*  (.44%* |0.48%% (.17 0.30*%* 0.24* ]0.18 0.14
Mother’s Occupation  (0.39*%+ 0.67** |0.33*  0.31% |0.29% 0.53%% |0.20 0.13
30-40 Age Father’s Occupation (.12 0.42%* 10.36%% 0.92** 10.21* 0.87** |0.20% 0.25%
Mother’s Occupation  0.25%  0.32%% | 0.49%% 0.62** |0.35%* 0.53** |0.13 0.26*
Broad Occupational Group
All Ages  Father’s Occupation  (0,28**  0.41%+ |0.55%% 0.41%F |0.33*% 0.39%% |0.25% 0.29%
Mother’s Occupation  0.41%%  0.63** |0.42%* 0.62%* |0.36** 0.61** |0.16 0.25
20-30 Age Father’s Occupation  0.35%*  0.52%* | 0.54%* 0.31* |0.39%F 0.35%F |0.34*= (.10
Mother’s Occupation  0.49%*  0.69%* |0.39%* 0.57** |0.35%* 0.62** |0.31%* 0.29*
30-40 Age Father’s Occupation  0.45%* (0.44%% | 0.57+% 0.92%* |0.23*% 0.94%% |0.23*  0.36%*
Mother’s Occupation  (.32#%  0.65%* | 0.56** 0.64** | 0.51*%% 0.74** |0.39%* (.45%*

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
Note: * and ** indicates significance at 1 per cent and 5 per cent levels respectively.
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Table 13
Derived Mobility Indices of Occupational Status in India — 2004
Partial Correlation of Child’s Occupation after controlling for Poverty Status

1 digit NOC Scheduled Tribe| Scheduled Caste OBC General
Boys  Girls | Boys Girls | Boys Girls | Boys Girls
All Ages  Rural 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.4 5.6 3.6 5.6 5.8
Urban 3.0 2.1 25 29 4.0 2.6 47 44
20-30 Age Rural 3.4 3.4 3.5 2.9 4.7 3.1 5.7 6.5
Urban 2.7 1.8 25 4.1 3.4 2.6 5.3 7.4
30-40 Age Rural 5.7 2.9 4.6 2.6 6.3 3.5 7.5 4.0
Urban 5.4 2.7 24 1.3 3.6 14 6.2 4.0
Broad Occupational Group
All Ages  Rural 3.9 4.1 4.0 3.0 45 3.1 4.8 5.3
Urban 29 1.9 2.1 1.9 2.9 2.0 49 3.7
20-30 Age Rural 3.9 29 3.7 2.6 3.9 2.8 47 4.6
Urban 24 1.7 22 2.3 2.7 2.1 3.1 5.1
30-40 Age Rural 4.0 3.1 44 3.2 64 40 8.2 47
Urban 2.6 1.8 1.8 1.3 2.7 1.2 3.2 2.5

Source: Author’s calculations based on Data Sources mentioned in the text.
Note: Mobility Indices are derived as inverse of the Average of the partial correlation
coefficients of child’s occupation with Father’s and Mother’s occupation.



