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Mobhility of Social Barriers: Intergenerational mobility in the context of
stru ctural change ................................................ Gao YOI’lg 1

Abstract: The status attainment paradigm and the class mobility paradigm, which consist
of the mainstream of intergenerational mobility research have two hypotheses. In the
temporal dmension they presume that the social structural context is static. In the spatial
dimension they assume that the mobility has a unique trend. However, intergenerational
mobility in China does not have a static stuctural context. In fact there is a “ double-
mobility” : agency s mobility between social barriers and social bariers mobility between
social structure. The key issue of Chinese intergenerational mobility is the mobility of
social bamiers. By mining the data from “The Survey of Social Charge in Urban China”,
the paper has verified these propositions. The results show that the layout of social bamriers
has changed dramatically. The discussion of the causality of those changes may have

significant influence on sociological theory.

Ethic and Faimess of Daughter’ s Supporting to Her Parents’ Family: Gender
study on intergenerational family relation in rural areas of eastern Zhejiang

Provinge -« «eeeererieee e Tang Can, Ma Chunhua &Shi Jinqun 18

Abstract Accoding to mles of patrlineal family system, daughter does not have
obligations to support her parents as the informal member of her parents’ family.
However, daughter plays an increasingly important role in the economy and welfare of her
parent$ family nowadays. Focusing on this emerging fact in rural areas the article
explores and analyzes the different ethic principles of daughter s and son’ s supporting to
their parents family, the construction process of ethic principles of daughter s supporting
to her parents and gender fairness revealed by the fact. It is concluded that daughter
patticipating in supporting her parents in mral areas show that the corflictual and

commentary traditional and modern family structure coexist during family change.

State, Market and Life Chances: Evidence from rural Guangdong -+ -+

243



