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Intergenerational Income Transition and Mechanism of Urban
YANG Xinming, DENG Quheng
(Institue of Economics, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, 100836)
Abstract; The “second generation” phenomenon shows that our society has been becoming more solidified
nowadays. The inter-generational income mobility is an important tool to describe the social steady state.
The empirical results show that the inter-generational income mobility of urban residents is low, there are
significant gender differences, and work transfer is important on income transmission between
generations. Gender differences owns two characteristics: the inter-generational income mobility is
different, and the specific elements affecting the children income are different. Generally, there are three
kinds of mechanisms on inter-generational income transmission; parents transfer income to their children
directly; parents improve their children ability by human capital investment; parents help their children
enter high-income sectors, industry or post, get a higher income.
Keywords: Inter-generational mobility, Mechanism, Education, Job Selection
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