THE CONSTANT FLUX

GOLDTHORPE AND ERIKSON

CAPITULO 2


Concepts, Data, and Strategies of Enquiry 
In this chapter we consider a variety of methodological issues which range from ones of a quasi-philosophical character through to others of statistical technique. To some readers, our discussion of these issues may seem to constitute an excessively lengthy preamble to the treatment of the substantive matters that are of ultimate importance. If so, we must remain unrepentant. We do not believe that the way in which in a sociological study methodological problems are defined and resolved can be seen as simply a 'backstage' operation, to be reported on, if at all, only in the decent obscurity of an appendix. The treatment of methodological and of substantive problems is in fact often difficult to separate, and this should not be concealed. Moreover, as we have argued at the end of the previous chapter, the unsatisfactory state of comparative mobility research, as regards the persistence of large areas of disagreement on essentially empirical questions, has to be attributed largely to methodological difficulties, and there is then a particular need for these to be explicitly identified and addressed. 

We begin the chapter with a discussion of the different conceptual contexts within which the study of social mobility may be undertaken, and we explain our decision to adopt a class-structural perspective. We then give an account of the class schema through which we have attempted to make this decision operational, and which provides the basis for the numerous mobility tables that we shall subsequently construct. From such problems of concepts and their representation, we move on to those of data and, most importantly, to those associated with achieving data of an adequate standard of cross-national comparability. We describe the approach that we have taken to these problems and the procedures that we have followed in constituting the data-set on which our empirical analyses rest. Our next concern is with analytical techniques. We seek to show why, following the conceptual approach that we have adopted, we may most appropriately work through the analysis of mobility tables, using--in addition to simple percentaging--techniques of log-linear modelling, and how in this way we can implement what is for us a crucial distinction between absolute and relative mobility rates. Finally, we take up large, yet highly consequential, issues of the methodology of comparative studies. We note the sharp divergencies of opinion and practice that here exist, and explain the 'combined' or 'mixed' strategy that we will ourselves attempt to follow. 
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THE CHOICE OF CONCEPTUAL CONTEXT 
As will have become apparent enough from the previous chapter, the study of social mobility has been prompted by a range of different, and often conflicting, interests, socio-political as well as academic (see, further, Gold thorpe 1980a/ 1987: ch. 1). It is thus scarcely surprising to find a similarly wide range of variation in the conceptual approaches that have been followed by those actively engaged in investigating and analysing mobility. The most basic divergence which, as recounted elsewhere ( Goldthorpe, 1985a), can be traced back to nineteenth-century origins, relates to the conceptual context within which mobility is to be defined and, in turn, observed and measured. Two main traditions can here be distinguished: one in which mobility is envisaged as occurring within a class structure, and the other in which it is envisaged as occurring within some form of social hierarchy. For those who follow the first tradition, mobility refers to the movement of individuals as between social positions that are identified in terms of relationships within labour markets and production units; for those who follow the second, mobility refers to the movement of individuals as between social groupings or aggregates that are ranked according to such criteria as their members' prestige, status, economic resources, etc. 1 
To be sure, particular mobility studies may not always neatly fall into one rather than the other of these two traditions. Some investigators appear to shift between a class-structural and a hierarchical context more or less unknowingly, while others have sought deliberately to work within both. However, what may be said is that in any study one conceptual approach or 

____________________ 

	1 
	As regards the origins of these different conceptual traditions, a comparison of passages from Marx and John Stuart Mill is of interest. Marx, in one of the rather few instances in which he discusses social mobility directly, alludes to the ease with which in the United States of the mid-nineteenth century wage-labourers were able to turn themselves into 'independent selfsustaining peasants'--so that the position of wage-labourer was for the majority of those who occupied it 'but a probationary state which they are sure to leave within a longer or a shorter term' ( 1865/ 1958: 444). And what is then for Marx of chief significance about this mobility is not that it represents any form of social ascent--he makes no attempt to characterize it in 'vertical' terms--but rather that it serves to prevent what he elsewhere refers to as 'a developed formation of classes'. Because of the prevailing high rate of mobility, Marx argued, classes in American society 'have not yet become fixed but continually change and interchange their elements in constant flux' ( 1852/ 1958: 255). 

Mill, on the other hand, has a quite different perspective on mobility. Anticipating liberal theorists, he emphasized the way in which advancing industrialism in mid-nineteenth-century England was beginning to break down the barriers that had traditionally existed to movement between different levels or grades of employment. Hitherto, the demarcation between these grades had been 'almost equivalent to an hereditary distinction of castes, each employment being chiefly recruited from the children of those already employed in it, or in employments of the same rank with it in social estimation . . .'. But currently, according to Mill, 'the habits and disabilities which chained people to their hereditary conditions are fast wearing away, and every class is exposed to increased and increasing competition from at least the class immediately below it' ( 1848: 462-3). Thus, although Mill here uses the language of class, he clearly sees the context of mobility as being in fact a social hierarchy: that is, one determined by the type of work performed and its 'social estimation'. 
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the other tends to be dominant; and this is, in our view, to be expected, since the two approaches are directed towards the treatment of different, even though overlapping, sets of problems. 

For our own part, we have chosen here to take up the class-structural perspective, on the grounds that it would appear to be the more encompassing and, in any event, the more promising overall as regards the range of problems on which, as we have indicated, we intend to concentrate our attention. In what follows, we seek to explain this choice in more detail and what is entailed by it. 

If mobility is studied within the conceptual context of a social hierarchy, it may be supposed that a prime focus of interest is on mobility in some 'vertical' sense--that is, on social ascent or descent in terms of prestige, status, or whatever is taken as the ordering principle of the hierarchy; for it is such upward or downward movement that will, of course, be implied in each individual instance of mobility. Such an approach has an obvious relevance for the examination of a number of major issues within the field of mobility research. It is, for example, well suited to treating questions concerning the determinants of individual 'success' or 'failure'--or, in other words, questions of 'who gets ahead--and why?' Thus, scales of occupational prestige or of 'socio-economic' status have formed the basis for most studies carried out within what has become known as the 'status-attainment' paradigm (see, e.g., Blau and Duncan 1967; Jencks 1972, 1979). And in turn, then, a hierarchical perspective can also be taken up in macrosociological and comparative analyses where the aim is to characterize societies as being more or less 'open' according to the relative importance of ascription and achievement--as represented, say, by 'family' and 'education'--in promoting success or guarding against failure. 

However, what must at the same time be noted is that occupations that are found in close proximity to each other on scales of prestige or status need not, and often do not, have much else in common with each other, and may indeed hold quite disparate locations within the social division of labour. Thus, within the same narrow band of scale values one may find, say, groupings of skilled industrial workers brought together with certain types of small proprietor and minor official; or, again, farmers and smallholders placed alongside artisans, industrial labourers, and personal service workers. 2 
____________________ 

	2 
	For instance, in the case of the Duncan Index of Occupational Status ( Duncan 1961; Blau and Duncan 1967: 122-3). one finds within the score interval 55-9 electrotypers and stereotypers and locomotive engineers grouped together with funeral directors and wholesale proprietors, railroad conductors, and certain types of foremen; or again, in the interval 10-14, farmers and fishermen bracketed with shoemakers and repairers (non-factory), longshoremen and stevedores, labourers in machinery manufacturing, hospital attendants, and taxi-drivers. Inspection of the more detailed Hope-Goldthorpe scale of the prestige or 'general desirability' of occupations ( Goldthorpe and Hope 1974: 96-109) would provide still more numerous examples of such heterogeneity. It should be emphasized that the aim here is not to question the validity of these scales. The point is, rather, that, where occupations are brought together according to their 
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In consequence, where mobility is analysed in a hierarchical context as represented by occupational prestige or status scales, it becomes difficult for the structural influences that bear on mobility rates and patterns to be adequately isolated and displayed. Occupational groupings that are treated as equivalent will in fact often be ones that are affected in quite different ways by, for example, shifts in demand, technological innovation, or the policies of national governments, and that may thus be following, within the overall course of economic development, quite divergent trajectories of expansion or decline (cf. Westergaard and Resler 1975: 287-8). 

If, in contrast, mobility is studied in the conceptual context of a class structure, it is not 'vertical' movement on some social scale that will be at the centre of attention but, rather, mobility understood in terms of relational changes: specifically, changes in the nature of individuals' involvement in relations within labour markets and production units. Such changes may not, in fact, be readily interpretable as implying social ascent or descent. For, while the relationships that constitute a class structure can be seen as expressing differential social advantage and power, they do so in quite varying ways; and class positions need not therefore be ordered in any consistent unidimensional fashion (cf. Carlsson 1958: ch. 3; Dahrendorf 1959: 74-7; Giddens 1973: 106). 3 Further, though, within a class-structural approach individual chances of mobility, whether vertical or otherwise, are unlikely to be the only issue raised. In contrast with the social groupings found at similar levels of prestige or status, classes--in the minimal sense of collectivities defined by their common class locations--can be expected to show some degree of homogeneity not only in the kinds and levels of resources that their members command but further in their exposure to structural changes and, in turn, in the range of at least potential interests that they may seek to uphold. Thus, within a class perspective, it becomes possible for the investigation of mobility chances to be included within a larger concern. While the significance of such chances in themselves--and in actually revealing the inequalities in advantage and power associated with different class locations--can be fully recognized, other issues can also 

____________________ 

	
	status, prestige, etc., there is no reason why they should also be homogeneous in terms of their structural locations and that, in all probability, they will not be. 

	3 
	Our position here does, however, differ significantly from that of Runciman. Although Runciman initially defines classes as 'sets of roles whose common location in social space is a function of the nature and degree of economic power (or lack of it) attaching to them through their relation to the institutional processes of production, distribution and exchange' ( 1990: 377 ; emphasis added), he then wishes to treat as equivalent, on a single dimension, 'roles whose shared level of economic power derives from different institutional relations . . .' ( 1990: 380 ). Whether or not it is the case that the idea of such equivalence 'is in principle familiar enough to sociologists of all theoretical schools', we find it difficult to understand why Runciman should go on to concern himself with the question of 'How many classes are there?' For it would seem far more consistent with his general position for him to conceptualize the differing degree of economic power attaching to class roles--its differing nature being effectively discounted--as forming a continuum. 
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be addressed: on the one hand, those of how the mobility of individuals also reflects the structural aspects of economic development and, on the other, those of how mobility rates, as both endogenously and exogenously determined, help to create or to undermine the conditions under which class identities are formed and class interests pursued. 

Given, then, that in this study our major aim is to evaluate theories which in various ways seek to establish connections between mobility and economic development--specifically, the development of industrial societies--the attractions for us of the class-structural as against the hierarchical approach should not be difficult to appreciate. To put the matter more concretely, we would, for the task in hand, see a decided advantage in being able to discuss mobility rates and patterns in terms of class categories--such as, say, those of industrial wage-workers, peasants or farmers, salaried employees, propraetors and self-employed workers, etc.--rather than in terms of categories which represent simply levels distinguished within a prestige or status continuum. For it is, we would maintain, far more as members of categories of the former than of the latter kind that individuals have in fact experienced the processes--political as well as economic--through which their societies have developed as industrial ones, and have in turn responded to, and participated in, these processes. 4 
To argue thus, we would stress, does not require us to claim that classes are more 'real' than collectivities distinguished by reference to prestige or status, nor to regard a class-structural approach as being superior to a hierarchical one in any absolute sense. As we have sought to make clear, our preference for the former approach is entirely a matter of choosing one conceptualization over another because we believe that, on balance, it is the more suited to our purposes. Accordingly, we would not seek to deny that, along with the advantages offered, certain disadvantages are also entailed. Most obviously, within a class-structural perspective the possibility is lost of treating mobility systematically in terms of social ascent or descent, and further, then, the possibility of applying various elegant analytical techniques which depend upon the adoption of categories ordered within a social hierarchy. 

At the same time, though, we would reject the implication of arguments such as those of Kelley ( 1990) to the effect that a class-structural context for the study of mobility is in some way less 'natural'--or conceptually more arbitrary--than a hierarchical one in being less securely grounded in the ways in which mobility is typically thought of and 'lived through' by the 'lay members' of a society. While we would not, of course, question that popular conceptions of mobility do often imply a hierarchical context, the idea of 

____________________ 

	4 
	We would regard it as significant that it is in fact in terms of classes, rather than of prestige or status levels, that historians of the modern period have usually wished to discuss social cleavages, conflicts, and movements; and working within essentially the same conceptual framework as they have done is itself an advantage that we will seek to exploit. 
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mobility between class positions which cannot be readily characterized in vertical terms is also, we believe, one that finds a wide correspondence at the level of actual social experience. 

For example, in the course of industrialization the most important of all mobility flows, numerically at least, are those of peasants and small farmers and of their offspring into semi- and unskilled wage-earning jobs in industry; and there can be little doubt that radical changes thus ensue not only in the market and work relationships in which these individuals are involved but further in their entire way of life and its social setting. Yet perhaps one of the least revealing questions to be asked about such mobility, whether from the standpoint of the sociologist or from that of the social actors in question, is whether it is 'upward' or 'downward' in direction. Typically, such mobility would appear to bring, and to be experienced as bringing, varying kinds of both gains and losses for which no common denominator is readily available: for example, increased income and shorter hours of work but devaluation of previously acquired skills and reduced autonomy; the chance of entering 'modern' affluent society but also the risk of cultural and social impoverishment (cf. Smelser and Lipset 1966; Johnson 1981). 5 Moreover, other instances of mobility in which similar trade-offs seem often present--and likewise ambivalence on the part of those contemplating, or who have made, the transition--are not difficult to cite: for example, that from employee to 'independent', self-employed status or from a rank-and-file to a first-line supervisory position (see, e.g., Chinoy 1955: chs. 5 and 7; Goldthorpeet al. 1968: ch. 6; Mayer 1977; Bland, Elliott, and Bechhofer 1978; Crossick and Haupt 1984). And here again what would appear from the monographic 

____________________ 

	5 
	Johnson has written as follows on the implications of mobility from the peasantry into industrial work in Eastern European societies in the post-war period. 

It should be stressed that the move from the village to the town or city represented an enormous change in nearly every aspect of the lives of those involved. It was not simply a case of changing one 'job' for another. An enormous gulf separated the relatively 'modern' lifestyle of the industrial centers from the age-old patterns and traditions of the relatively isolated peasant communities. The urban migrant left behind the emotional support and the economic security (however tenuous) provided by multibonded ties of familial relationship and lifelong acquaintance for the anonymity and impersonality of life among strangers. Instead of the relatively self-sufficient patterns of consumption characteristic of subsistence agriculture and handicraft production, he now found it necessary to depend . . . upon his capacity to acquire the cash to purchase [commodities] by selling his labor. Instead of the autonomous, self-scheduled and periodically varied patterns of work characteristic of smallscale agriculture, he now had to accustom himself to the unfamiliar discipline of the foreman, the punch-clock and a minutely specialized and routinized task on the assembly line. With his skills as a farmer and husbandryman essentially useless in his new setting, and lacking in formal education, he almost necessarily had to settle for the low wages and often unpleasant working conditions of an unskilled or semiskilled laborer; yet at the same time the example of his acquaintances and the proximity and visibility of amenities and 'luxury' commodities almost unknown in the village stimulated him towards acquisitiveness and a consumptionoriented mentality that linked the sense of self-worth with the outward trappings of material prosperity. ( 1981: 33 -4) 
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literature to be of chief significance is the relational changes that are involved rather than movement along some 'vertical', attributional dimension. 

Since our main aim thus far has been to bring out as clearly as possible the differences between the class-structural and hierarchical approaches to the study of mobility and to show how these have been developed in regard to different sets of problems, we have in effect represented the two approaches as alternative paradigms between which a choice must, implicitly or explicitly, be made. In conclusion, however, we should qualify this account by recognizing rather more fully that the two approaches are not entirely incompatible and that, in practice, some degree of compromise between them may be sought. 

Thus, in the case of investigators taking up a hierarchical perspective on the basis of prestige or status scales, it is notable that, while, for example, Glass ( 1954) and Svalastoga ( 1959) made little or no attempt to reduce the heterogeneity of occupations that were placed at the same hierarchical level, later exponents of this approach have often been concerned to do so. At least for the purposes of mobility-table analysis, the practice has become quite regular of starting with a set of occupational categories--derived, say, from official statistics--that are relatively homogeneous in their structural locations and of then ordering these categories in the light of some average of the scale values of their constituent occupations (see, e.g., Blau and Duncan 1967: 26-9; Featherman and Hauser 1978: 25-30). Indeed, it may also be the case that the ranking thus produced is itself subject to further ad hoc modification, with the aim, it would seem, of bringing it into yet closer accord with what might be described as 'class-like' criteria. 6 This latter step is, however, one which, in our view, risks achieving compromise at too great a cost in terms of conceptual consistency: it becomes unclear just what the context of mobility is taken to be. 

In turn, where a class-structural perspective is adopted, the most obvious way of attempting to capture some of the hierarchical aspects of mobility is then to order the classes distinguished by reference to prestige, status, or some other appropriate criterion of an 'external' kind. This is, in fact, the strategy that we shall ourselves take up, as described in the section that follows. None the less, we shall pursue it to only a rather limited extent. While at an empirical level a fairly high correlation may be expected 

____________________ 

	6 
	Thus, for example, Blau and Duncan, having ranked seventeen occupational categories according to socio-economic status on the basis of median income and years of schooling, then modify the order by moving 'Salesmen, retail' above three categories of craftsmen so as 'to maintain the nonmanual-manual distinction' ( 1967: 26 ). (They appear, however, to forget making this adjustment when later seeking to argue ( 1967: 71 -5) that the multidimensional scaling of mobility flows confirms the centrality of socio-economic status.) Likewise, Featherman, and Hauser modify their socio-economic ranking of the same seventeen categories, invoking 'conventional distinctions among major occupational strata and the supplemental information provided by other rank criteria' ( 1978: 27 ). 'Salesmen, retail' are again promoted, this time above two categories of craftsmen, so as to be included in the second--'lower nonmanual'--of five strata into which the seventeen categories are for some purposes aggregated. 
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between the social inequalities that are conceptualized in terms either of a class-structure or of a prestige or status hierarchy, it is, we believe, still the case that no perfect mapping from one conceptualization to the other can be achieved and that--to return to the point from which we began--there is good reason why, in any particular study, one or the other should be privileged. 7 
THE CLASS SCHEMA 
Having opted to conduct our analyses of mobility within a class-structural context, we need then to translate this decision into practice by establishing some set of class categories which will provide the basis for our empirical work. However, there is no obvious and uncontroversial way in which this may be done: to the contrary, the concept of class is a notoriously contested one. Our position in the face of this difficulty is the following. We take the view that concepts--like all other ideas--should be judged by their consequences, not by their antecedents. Thus, we have little interest in arguments about class that are of a merely doctrinal nature. The class schema that we have developed in connection with the present and previous ( Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 1979) comparative investigations possesses a theoretical rationale which, we trust, endows it with a measure of internal consistency. But, as will become apparent, it is in its inspiration rather eclectic. We have drawn on ideas, whatever their source, that appeared to us helpful in forming class categories capable of displaying the salient features of mobility among the populations of modern industrial societies--and within the limits set by the data available to us. Correspondingly, it is by reference to this objective that, we would hope, the value of the schema will be assessed. 

Table 2.1 provides a description of the categories of the schema. The most extended version, shown in the first column of the table, is presented, together with the diagrammatic account of Figure 2.1, primarily to help readers follow the rationale of the schema that we set out--thematically rather than class by class--in the remainder of this section. It is actually the seven-class version of the schema, found in the second column of Table 2.1, that will for the most part serve as the basis of our empirical analyses, since, as we report in the next section, some collapsing of categories was necessary in order to maintain standards of cross-national comparability in our data. The explanation below of features of the full version of the schema that we cannot in fact utilize should enable readers to make their own judgement of 

____________________ 

	7 
	In principle, a complete reconciliation of the two approaches might be thought possible simply through the elaboration of a sufficiently large number of categories: for example, through distinguishing prestige or status strata within each of a set of classes. In practice, however, very large samples would then be required in order to have reliable cell counts in mobility tables based on such a categorization, and questions of the theoretical focus of particular analyses would in any event remain. 
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FIGURE 2.1 The derivation of the class schema 
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how far in its seven-class form its underlying principles are compromised. The five- and three-class collapses that are also shown in Table 2.1 are clearly less satisfactory but were unavoidable in a number of more complex analyses where cell counts would otherwise have become unreliably low. 8 The aim of the class schema is to differentiate positions within labour markets and production units or, more specifically, one could say, to differentiate such positions in terms of the employment relations that they entail. 9 The principles of differentiation that we adopt have been mainly derived from classic sources, in particular, from Marx and Max Weber. But these principles have been adapted, under the influence of various later authors, to try to meet the specific requirements of analysing class mobility within the total populations of mid-twentieth-century industrial nations, both capitalist and state socialist.For Marx and Weber alike, it could be said that employment relations are crucial to the delineation of the structure of class positions within modern society--even though these authors would accord a somewhat differing significance to these relations. 10 From both sources, we can derive a basic, threefold division of class positions, as follows: 

	
	1. employers: i.e. those who buy the labour of others and thus assume some degree of authority and control over them; 

	
	2. self-employed workers without employees: those who neither buy the labour of others nor sell their own; 
3. employees: those who sell their labour to employers and thus place themselves to some degree under their authority and control.



____________________ 

	10 
	We would, in fact, believe that the opposition between Marxian and Weberian conceptions of class that is by now enshrined in sociology textbooks is in many respects exaggerated, and especially in view of the fact that the work of neither author can be regarded as providing a canonical statement of his position. Our own approach has been often referred to and discusssed as 'Weberian', but we would not regard this as particularly informative or otherwise helpful: to repeat, it is consequences, not antecedents, that matter. 

	8 
	The origins of the present schema lie in one devised by Goldthorpe and Llewellyn ( 1977) for use on British data. This was then modified for purposes of the comparative mobility analyses reported in Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero ( 1979) at the same time as Erikson was involved in revising a Swedish classification ( Andersson, Erikson, and Wärneryd 1981) which already in its original form ( Carlssonet al. 1974) had close similarities with that of Goldthorpe and Llewellyn. Further refinements were proposed in the course of later British work by Goldthorpe and Payne ( 1986) in collaboration with Anthony Heath. The rather cumbersome labelling of classes by combinations of roman numerals and letters is here retained, since this enables earlier and later versions of the schema to be systematically related. 

	9 
	In earlier presentations we have referred to the class schema as aiming to bring together individuals holding similar market and work situations. The revised formulation here used seeks to bring out more clearly that the schema is intended ultimately to apply to positions, as defined by social relationships, rather than to persons, although, for purposes of describing the classes distinguished, it is difficult to avoid referring to actual incumbents--e.g. managers, proprietors, workers, etc. We might also add here that, while we then allocate individuals to class positions within our schema, we do not thereby commit ourselves--logically or sociologically--to the view that the class of all individuals alike will be most validly determined by reference to their own employment. Questions of 'derived' class, turning on whether the individual or the family is the more appropriate unit of class composition, will be taken up at length in discussing the class mobility of women in Chapter 7. 
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                                                                                                          TABLE 2.1 The class schema 
	

	
	Full version 
	
	Collapsed versions 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Seven-class* 
	
	Five-class 
	
	Three-class 

	Higher-grade professionals,
administrator, and officials;
managers in large industrial 
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	establishments; large
proprietors 
	I+II 
	Service class; professionals,
administrators and managers;
higher-grade technicians; 
	


	
	
	
	

	II 
	
	Lower-grade professionals,
administrators, and officials;
higher-grade technicians; 
	
	supervisors of non-manual
workers 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	managers in small industrial
establishments; supervisors of
non-manual employees 
	
	
	
	
	I-III 
	White-collar workers 
	


	

	IIIa 
	Routine non-manual 
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	employees, higher-grade
(administration and commerce) 
	
	III 
	Routine non-manual workers:
routine non-manual employees
in administration and 
	
	
	
	
	Non-manual
workers 

	IIIb 
	Routine non-manual
employees, lower grade (sales
and services) 
	
	
	commerce; sales personnel; other rank-and-file service workers 
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	IVa 

	Small proprietors, artisans, 

	


						


	
		etc., with employees 

		IVa+b 

	Pretty bourgeoisie: small
proprietors and artisans, etc., 

		IVa+b 

	Pretty bourgeoisie 

		
	IVb 

	Small proprietors, artisans,
etc., without employees 

			with and without employees 

					
	IVc 

	Farmers and smallholders;
other self-employed workers in 

		IVc 

	Farmers: farmers and
smallholders and other self- 

	


				
		primary production 

			employed workers in primary
production 

		IVc + VIIb 

	Farm workers 

		Farm workers 


	V 

	Lower-grade technicians; 

	


							
		supervisors of manual workers 

		V+VI 

	Skilled workers: lower-grade 

					
					technicians; supervisors of 

		V+VI 

	Skilled wokers 

	


	
	VI 

	Skilled wokers 

			manual workers; skilled manual
workers 

					Manual
workers 


	VIIa 

	Semi-and unskilled manual workers (not in agriculture, etc.) 

		VIIa 

	Non-skilled workers: semi-and unskilled manual workers (not in agriculture, etc.) 

		VIIa 

	Non-skilled workers 

		
	VIIb 

	Agricultural and other workers
in primary production 

		VIIb 

	Agricultural labourers:
agricultural and other workers
in primary production 

					

	

	Note: 

	*As indicated in the text, the seven-class version of the schema is the one we shall most frequently use in our analyses. We give here the name--'service
class', etc.--by which we will usually refer to each class. 
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In the construction of the class schema, this threefold division may be regarded as the starting-point, as Figure 2.1 illustrates. However, considerable modification and elaboration then follow, in respect chiefly of two closely related developments within the twentieth-century industrial world: first, the transformation of property into corporate forms, whether private or public, which has resulted in most major employers being organizations rather than individuals; and, secondly, the growth of employees as a proportion of the total active population, accompanied by a greater differentiation of the forms of employer-employee relations as employing organizations have become increasingly bureaucratized. 

As regards, first, the now predominantly corporate--or, in socialist societies, state-owned--nature of productive property, the main implication is that the class of 'employer' becomes one made up overwhelmingly of small employers with, say, work-forces that number at most in tens rather than in hundreds. Such small proprietors are comprised by Class IVa of our schema, while Class IVb covers self-employed workers without employees--apart in both cases from those engaged in primary production, who go together in Class IVc. 

As can, then, be seen from Table 2.1, no separate class of large employers is provided for. Large proprietors are in fact included in Class I, where they might appear to constitute a rather anomalous element. However, more detailed examination of the cases in question, which we have been able to make in several of our national samples, suggests that, as well as being few in number, 11 they are also less straightforward than they might seem. 

To begin with, it should be emphasized that we are not dealing here, other than quite exceptionally, with members of a capitalist élite or leaders of industry. Rather, 'large' proprietors turn out to be most typically the owners of stores, hotels, restaurants, garages, small factories, or building or transportation firms. Indeed, it might be argued that, since their operations tend to be on only a slightly more ambitious scale than those of the small proprietors of Class IVa, little is gained in seeking to separate them from the latter. The main reason for so doing, and for including them in Class I, is that, in so far as such large proprietors tend to be quite extensively involved in managerial as well as entrepreneurial activities, they may be regarded as having a yet greater affinity with those salaried managers to be found in Class I who have a substantial share in the ownership of the enterprises in which they work. Most often, the difference here will be simply one of 

____________________ 

	11 
	We would estimate that, across the Western industrial societies that we consider, 'large employers' account for only around 5-10 per cent of all men allocated to Class I, which itself makes up only around the same proportion of the total work-force. For our two Eastern European societies the category will not, of course, be relevant, except, perhaps, as regards class origins. 
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whether enterprises of very much the same kind as was indicated above-that is, relatively modest ones--have become incorporated or not: a matter which will be of somewhat varying consequence cross-nationally, depending on prevailing company law and business practice, but in any event more from a legal, financial, and fiscal than from a sociological standpoint. 12 
It might further be noted at this point that considerations similar to the foregoing underlie the inclusion in Classes I and II of the schema of all professionals, whether reportedly self-employed or employees. Among professionals, a variety of legal and conventional arrangements is to be found through which independent practice and salaried employment are combined or the distinction between them is effectively blurred; and, even where it might be possible for 'true' independents to be identified, it would then seem likely that in most of the national samples at our disposal their numbers would be too small to allow separate analysis. 13 
When we turn, secondly, to the growth in numbers of employees and the increased differentiation in their relations with employers (usually, employing organizations), what we are clearly forced to recognize is the inadequacy of treating all employees alike as holding similar class positions. It is apparent that, in consequence of employer-employee relations being based on quite heterogeneous principles, employees in fact occupy a range of different labour-market and work situations, among which meaningful distinctions can and should be made in class terms. 

The line of division to which we would here give greatest emphasis-following Weber and in turn Renner ( 1953) and Dahrendorf ( 1959, 1964)-is that which stems from differences between, on the one hand, the labour contract and, on the other, the conditions of employment which typically obtain within organizational bureaucracies, both public and private. Employment relationships regulated by a labour contract entail a relatively shortterm and specific exchange of money for effort. Employees supply more-orless discrete amounts of labour, under the supervision of the employer or of the employer's agents, in return for wages which are calculated on a 'piece' or time basis. In contrast, employment relationships within a bureaucratic context involve a longer-term and generally more diffuse exchange. Employees render service to their employing organization in return for 'compensation', 
____________________ 

	12 
	It should be noted that, where in truly large-scale enterprises managers have a share in ownership, this will typically amount to only a very small fraction of the total equity and--even if sufficient to give these individuals considerable personal wealth--will still not constitute the basis of their authority, which will remain bureaucratic. In other words, the wealth of such managers derives from their positions of authority and not vice versa, as with the entrepreneur in the 'heroic' phase of capitalist industry. 

	13 
	Thus, for example, in England, where self-employed professionals include, for largely technical reasons, all general medical practitioners working for the National Health Service and many Church of England clergymen, the category still accounts for only a little over 1 per cent of all men within the work-force and for about 5 per cent of all allocated to Classes I and II together; while in Sweden, where a stricter definition of self-employment applies, the corresponding percentages are roughly halved. 
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which takes the form not only of reward for work done, through a salary and various perquisites, but also comprises important prospective elements--for example, salary increments on an established scale, assurances of security both in employment and, through pensions rights, after retirement, and, above all, well-defined career opportunities. 

As argued at greater length elsewhere ( Goldthorpe 1982), a 'service' relationship, rather than one formulated in terms of a labour contract, is likely to be found where it is required of employees that they exercise delegated authority or specialized knowledge and expertise in the interests of their employing organization. In the nature of the case, such employees must then be accorded a legitimate area of autonomy and discretion and, to this extent, their performance will depend on the degree of moral commitment that they feel towards the organization rather than on the efficacy of external sanctions. A service relationship can thus be understood as the means through which an employing organization seeks to create and sustain such commitment; or, that is, as a functional alternative to direct control in regard to those employees whom the organization must to some significant extent trust to make decisions and to carry them through in ways that are consistent with organizational values and goals. 14 
It is, therefore, the distinction between employees involved in a service relationship with their employer and those whose employment relationships are essentially regulated by a labour contract that underlies the way in which, within our class schema, different employee classes have been delineated. The most obvious division to be made in this respect is that between the predominantly salaried professional, higher technical, administrative, and managerial positions of Classes I and II and the predominantly wage-earning manual occupations of Classes VI and VII. The former may be taken as those positions with which a service relationship is most characteristically associated, and thus as constituting the basis of the 'service class' or 'salariat' of modern industrial societies; the latter, as those where the labour contract usually prevails, and which thus constitute the basis of the working class. We find it of interest and significance that something close to this division receives rather widespread linguistic recognition: for example, in the distinction made in English between 'staff' and 'workers'; in French, between cadres or employés and ouvriers; in German, between Beamte or Angestellte and Arbeiter; or in Swedish between tjänstemän (literally, 'service men') and arbetare. We would, furthermore, see a reflection of a similar division in the distinction drawn in state socialist societies between 'intellig- 

____________________ 

	14 
	While one would, then, from this point of view, expect to find a close association between type of employment relationship and the content of work tasks and roles, it should be emphasized that it is the former rather than the latter that, for us, is decisive in determining class position. Thus, in the case suggested by some exponents of the proletarianization thesis (e.g. Crompton 1980) of employees who are performing routine administrative work although with the 'cosmetic' title of manager, the crucial question is whether this title does or does not carry with it the advantages of a service relationship with the employing organization. 
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entsia' and 'workers' (cf. Szczepański 1970; Hardin 1976), even though the historical context and wider connotations are here of course in some respects very different. 15 
We have, though, at the same time to recognize that the contrast that we have set up between a service relationship and employment regulated via a labour contract is one of an ideal-typical kind, and that actual employment relationships will often only approximate one type or the other, or may indeed fall rather ambiguously between them. Consequently, and as Figure 2.1 again brings out, we elaborate on our basic division of employees in two ways. 

First, the distinctions between Classes I and II and Classes VI and VII are made within the service class and the working class respectively. Positions covered by Class I may be taken as those to which the largest responsibilities in decision-making attach and which will in turn offer the fullest range of beneficial conditions associated with the service relationship; while in the case of the lower-level positions of Class II, certain of these features may be attenuated. Conversely, it is with non-skilled labour as represented by Class VII, where there is least need for employees to be allowed autonomy and discretion and where external controls can be most fully relied on, that the labour contract will tend to operate in its purest form; while, with skilled labour as represented by Class VI, modifications directed towards making the 'money-for-effort' exchange somewhat less specific and short term are more likely to be found. 16 
Secondly, we distinguish two classes which may be regarded as 'intermediate' in the sense that they comprise positions with associated employment relationships that would appear characteristically to take on a very mixed form. Class III covers the range of routine non-manual positions, usually involving clerical, sales, or personal-service tasks, which exist, so to speak, on the fringes of professional, administrative, and managerial bureaucracies; and Class V takes in lower-grade technical and first-line supervisory positions whose incumbents usually work closely with rank-and-file manual employees, although being in certain respects differentiated from them. In both cases, the extent to which a service relationship could be said to prevail over the 

____________________ 

	15 
	For debates on the 'class' role of the intelligentsia in Eastern European nations, see Konrad and Szelényi ( 1979), Starski ( 1982), and Frentzel-Zagórska and Zagórski ( 1989). 

	16 
	For example, workers in Class VI could be regarded as more likely than those in Class VII to be included in 'internal' or 'craft-specific' labour markets. It might be added here that employers appear increasingly prepared to introduce 'service' elements into the employment relationships of various grades of manual worker in positions involving high levels of skill or responsibility, so that the latter might then be more appropriately allocated to Class V (see following text). And, certainly, we would not regard the 'manuality' or otherwise of work performed as being in itself relevant to class allocation--consistently with the position taken in n. 14 above. However, over the period to which our data relate, which, as will be seen, extends several decades back from the mid-1970s, the manual-non-manual division does in fact appear to have corresponded rather closely with that we have noted of 'workers' versus 'staff, etc., so far as employment relations are concerned. 
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presuppositions of a labour contract is problematic. Employing organizations appear to display a frequent uncertainty over whether the roles performed by such personnel are ones that would justify 'staff' status or whether they are to be treated essentially as labour. It is notable that difficulties arising from this uncertainty--in regard, say, to methods of remuneration, timekeeping, promotion chances, union representation, etc.--have been a recurrent theme in studies of employer-employee relations concerning the groups in question. 17 
It should be added that the subdivision of Class III into IIIa and IIIb that is further indicated in Table 2.1 was prompted by the application of the schema in studies of women's mobility, and is used only in analyses where women are involved. The purpose of the subdivision is to isolate in Class IIIb a range of routine and very low-skill non-manual positions which are largely occupied by women and to which (especially when held by women) very little ambiguity in fact attaches. That is to say, these positions tend, in contrast to those retained in Class IIIa, to be more-or-less undifferentiated in their conditions of employment from those of non-skilled manual workers. Thus, in analyses in which the subdivision is applied, Class IIIb is usually collapsed with Class VIIa. 

There remains one other feature of the class schema on which some comment should be made: namely, the sectoral division through which proprietors and wage-workers in agriculture and other primary production are separately identified as Classes IVc and VIIb. This elaboration would seem necessary in view of various distinctive aspects assumed by class relations within primary production--in consequence, for example, of the major form of property ownership being in land, of the organization of production remaining often family-based, and of the frequent substitution, even in the case of labour drawn from outside the family, of payment-in-kind for money wages. Ideally, we would also have wished to introduce into the schema some degree of differentiation among agricultural proprietors, in regard to form of tenure, size and value of holding, etc. However, there appeared little point in so doing, since relevant information, at least in a form that would permit cross-national comparisons, is not sufficiently available in the data-sets on which we rely. 

From what has already been said in this and the preceding section it will be apparent that the class schema is not constructed around any single hierarchical principle from which a regular ordering of the classes could be derived. If, therefore, for particular analytical purposes, such an ordering would seem desirable, it must be produced by reference to external criteria. As we have already remarked, we would doubt if any very ambitious moves in this 

____________________ 

	17 
	See, for example, on clerical workers, Mills ( 1951), Lockwood ( 1958/ 1989), Crozier ( 1965), Kocka ( 1980a, 1981); on foremen and supervisors, Thurley and Wirdenius ( 1973) and Child ( 1976); and on technicians, Roberts, Loveridge, and Gennard ( 1972) and Low-Beer ( 1978). 
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direction could be justified. However, good grounds would appear to exist for introducing within the seven-class version of the schema a threefold hierarchical division which could be more-or-less equally well taken as ordering class positions in terms of their prestige, socio-economic status, or 'general desirability'. We would, in fact, regard scales purporting to rank occupations according to such criteria as all reflecting in a rather similar way differences in, on the one hand, levels of job rewards and, on the other, jobentry requirements (cf. Goldthorpe and Hope 1972, 1974). 

In Table 2.2 we show the results achieved if we assign scores to the classes of the schema on the Treiman international occupational prestige scale ( Treiman 1977a) and also on a number of scales available for individual nations that will be represented in our subsequent analyses. On each scale we have obtained a score for every occupational and employment status grouping comprised by a particular class--to the extent that a mapping between the categories of the scale and those of the class schema proved 

TABLE 2.2. Scores for classes of the schema on different occupational scales as a basis for a threefold hierarchical division 
	
	Class 



	Scale* 
	I+II 
	
	III 
	IVa+b 
	IVc 
	V+VI 
	
	VIIa 
	VIIb 
	

	Treiman 
	56 
	
	35 
	42 
	44 
	35 
	
	29 
	24 
	

	Hope-Goldthorpe
( England) 
	63 
	
	36 
	39 
	47 
	40 
	
	29 
	31 
	

	Wegener (FRG) 
	92 
	
	50 
	49 
	50 
	49 
	
	39 
	30 
	

	Irish Occupational
Index (all Ireland) 
	58 
	
	30 
	42 
	42 
	37 
	
	24 
	26 
	

	de Lillo-
Schizzerotto ( Italy) 
	71 
	
	41 
	51 
	48 
	34 
	
	20 
	11 
	

	Naoi ( Japan) 
	62 
	
	41 
	37 
	37 
	41 
	
	33 
	30 
	

	Duncan ( USA) 
	66 
	
	27 
	46 
	25 
	33 
	
	17 
	14 
	

	
	
	
	


	
	


	

	Division 
	1 
	
	2 
	
	3 
	

	Note: 

	*The international Treiman scale and those for the FRG, Ireland, and Japan are intended as
scales of occupational prestige, although constructed in different ways; the English scale and
also, it would seem, the Italian, are intended as ones of the general desirability of occupations in
popular estimation; and the US scale, while originally constructed as a proxy for a prestige
scale, is now generally interpreted as one of the socio-economic status of occupations. For
further details, see Treiman ( 1977a), Goldthorpe and Hope ( 1974), Wegener ( 1988), Boyle ( 1976), de Lillo and Schizzerotto ( 1985), Naoi ( 1979), and Duncan ( 1961). 
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possible--and we have then taken the median of these values as the overall class score. Although scores are not, of course, directly comparable from scale to scale, it is still evident enough that Class I+II, the service class or salariat, consistently ranks above all others, and that Classes VIIa and VIIb, those of non-skilled workers in industry and of agricultural workers, consistently rank below all others, while the relative positions of the remaining classes are cross-nationally rather variable. A threefold hierarchical division of the schema guided by these results, and as indicated in Table 2.2, would therefore seem well founded. 

There is, however, one modification that we would wish to make in the case of the class of farmers, IVc. In the course of industrialization, agriculture typically undergoes a radical transformation. Peasant, or other kinds of largely subsistence, farming give way to more decisively market-oriented forms of production, and then in turn commercialized family farming is in part superseded by relatively large-scale 'agribusiness'. In this process, a substantial decline in the number of farmers goes together with a steady increase in the average size of farms and in levels of capital investment and sales values (see, e.g., Renborg 1969; Newby 1978). As we have mentioned above, we cannot, with the data at our disposal, differentiate among farmers in such a way that would allow us to capture these changes directly in our analyses. But in those cases where we utilize our hierarchical division, we can, even if only crudely, still try to give some recognition to what is in effect the collective upward mobility of farmers by treating Class IVc differently as a class of origin and of destination. That is to say, we can take Class IVc, following Table 2.2., as falling in the intermediate division when considered as a destination class, but then relegate it to the lowest division, along with Classes VIIa and VIIb, when considered as an origin class. 

In conclusion of this section, we would again wish to emphasize that the schema we have presented is to be regarded not as an attempt at providing a definitive 'map' of the class structures of individual societies but essentially as an instrument de travail. 18 As we have sought to make clear, its construction and adaptation have indeed been guided by theoretical ideas--but also by more practical considerations of the context in which, and purposes for which, it is to be used and of the nature of the data to which it is to be applied. In turn, the crucial test of the schema, as of any other conceptual device, must lie in its performance: it must be judged by the value that it proves to have in enquiry and analysis. But any such judgement, we would then suggest, will need to meet two requirements: first it must be made across the entire range of applications in which the schema is involved--and, as will be 

____________________ 

	18 
	Thus, it does not aim at responding to the question posed by Runciman ( 1990) of 'How many classes are there?'--the only sensible answer to which is, we would believe, 'As many as it proves empirically useful to distinguish for the analytical purposes in hand.' Even while preserving the underlying idea of the schema that classes are to be defined in terms of employment relations, the differentiation of these, following the pattern of Figure 2.1, could obviously be much further extended, were there good reason to do so. 
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seen, these are rather diverse; and, secondly, it should be made in comparison with what might be offered by the available alternatives. 19 
DATA 
At the end of the previous chapter we argued that one major reason for the unsatisfactory state of comparative mobility research is that data of the kind that have been typically utilized are seriously inadequate: in particular, they lack comparability from one national case to another, and indeed to such an extent that one might question the value of basing any analysis upon them. In this section we seek first of all to amplify this point and then to describe how, for the purposes of the present work, we have attempted to generate data to which greater reliability might attach. 

Until recently, most comparative research has been based on the published results of national mobility enquiries: that is, on the results of these enquiries as reported in books and journal articles. Such data are, of course, readily accessed and, as their range has widened, they have offered tempting possibilities to the quantitatively oriented macrosociologist. It would, none the less, seem clear that with such data severe, and in fact largely intractable, problems of comparability are encountered in (at least) two respects. 

First, national enquiries, as might be expected, differ in many of the technical details of their design and conduct: for example, in their precise population coverage, in their sampling and weighting procedures, in the wording of questionnaire items, etc. In the literature to which we here refer, such problems have in fact received little attention--whether because it has been bravely, but unjustifiably, assumed that they can be of no great consequence or because, in working with already processed data, what can be done to overcome them is in any event very limited. 

Secondly, as we have been concerned to emphasize above, mobility can be studied from different conceptual standpoints, and attempts to render these operational in different national contexts have created great diversity in the social categorizations by reference to which mobility has been defined, observed, and measured. In the face of this difficulty, the standard practice 

____________________ 

	19 
	The most obvious extant alternatives are the two different class schemata proposed by Wright ( 1978, 1985) of an explicitly Marxist character (and see also the further comments of interest in Wright, 1989b). We do not ourselves find the theoretical basis of either of these sociologically convincing; and, furthermore, serious problems arise in implementing at least the earlier version in intergenerational mobility studies, since class allocation in part depends on interview data on individuals' subjective assessments of their degree of authority and autonomy in work, which are unlikely to be available for the parental generation. However, comparisons made between the results of using our own and Wright's schemata across a range of issues in the field of class analysis must form the main basis of any competitive evaluation (cf. Goldthorpe 1990: 406-9). In this respect, the major contribution thus far is that of Marshall and his colleagues ( Marshallet al. 1988; Marshall and Rose 1990), which indicates that a version of the class schema here used performs appreciably better in displaying a variety of 'class effects' than does either of Wright's proposals. 
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has been to try to produce cross-nationally comparable data by the progressive collapsing of the categories of different enquiries until some 'lowest common denominator' is reached. This has in fact usually turned out to be a simple twofold non-manual/manual occupational division or, at best, a threefold non-manual/manual/farm one. 20 On examination, however, such collapsing turns out to be of very doubtful advantage. The comparability that is thus produced can be of only a nominal kind, and the extent to which a high standard of real comparability is achieved remains entirely problematic ( Treiman 1975; Goldthorpe 1985a). There is, in other words, no reason for supposing that the two or three categories that are ultimately distinguished will be comparable in their actual content--that is, in the particular occupations that they comprise--and, indeed, it would seem highly likely that this will not be the case. As is shown in some detail elsewhere ( Goldthorpe 1985b: Appendix), the non-manual/manual division especially is one that is open to very variable interpretations, with the result that certain occupational groupings may be--and in national mobility studies regularly have been-allocated to either one category or the other or split in differing ways between them. Moreover, these 'borderline' groupings are not small. They include foremen and other supervisors, technicians, lower-grade service workers, self-employed artisans, and small working proprietors. Together, they could be reckoned to account for a fifth to a quarter of the total workforces of most of the societies for which nationally based mobility data are available. 

Our point is, then, that comparative mobility analyses dependent on the already processed data of published accounts are vitiated not because of the simple presence of error due to non-comparability of one kind of another, but rather because of the potential magnitude of this error and of the difficulties of identifying its sources and of estimating and allowing for its effects. It would seem highly probable that in such analyses variation in mobility rates and patterns could be displayed as a result solely of the noncomparability of data which would be of a size similar to, or indeed larger than, any genuine differences that one might reasonably expect to discover. Yet there is no way of knowing if, when, and where such distortions are occurring. Those who have presented analyses of the kind in question have. usually been ready enough to acknowledge the shortcomings of the data they use. But they have then typically resorted to the argument that, imperfect though they may be, these data are 'better than nothing' and permit at least some 'preliminary' or 'provisional' conclusions to be drawn. This is not, we believe, a tenable position. The possibility can never be discounted--and in the case at issue is all too real--that, beyond a certain point, defects in data will give rise to results which, rather than serving as a useful first approximation, will in fact simply confuse and mislead. 

____________________ 

	20 
	See, for example, the studies cited in Chapter 1, n. 25. 
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Our own approach to questions of data quality starts from the conviction that, in comparative work above all, these are ones of fundamental importance and should be recognized as such in the attention and resources that are devoted to them. In an ideal design, cross-national analysis would be based on the results of research carried out specifically for this purpose and with high standards of data comparability being thus a goal from the first. In practice, of course, the difficulties that stand in the way of organizing and conducting research of this kind are formidable, and it is only rather infrequently accomplished; in the field of social mobility, it has not so far been seriously attempted. 21 We have, therefore, to turn to some alternative means of constituting comparative data-sets, through which the ideal can at least be approximated. 

Such an approximation is, in our view, best sought by working with the data of existing national mobility enquiries but in their raw rather than their processed form--that is, through 'secondary analysis'; and, further, by undertaking, preparatory to such analysis, the extensive recoding of these data at unit-record level to new categories of a standardized kind. In this way it is possible to adjust the original data so as to remove, or at least reduce, cross-national differences resulting from variation in research design and protocols; and a data-set for mobility analyses can then be created which provides for high standards of real, rather than simply nominal, crossnational comparability, and without the necessity for categories to be drastically collapsed. 22 
In the empirical parts of the present study we work essentially with a dataset that has been constituted by the procedures outlined. Specifically, we have recoded the original data of twelve national enquiries, details of which are given in Table 2.3. 23 All these enquiries, as is indicated, took place during the early or mid-1970s and were ones which either were focused directly on social mobility or led to the collection of substantial amounts of information relevant to mobility as part of wider-ranging concerns. All were 

____________________ 

	21 
	The closest approximation to a mobility study of the kind in question is that of Pöntinen ( 1983), who was able to use data for Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden from a common source, the Scandinavian Welfare Survey, 1972. However, as its name indicates, this survey was not one specifically concerned with stratification and mobility and, moreover, the national sample sizes were rather small--c. 1,000 men and women aged 15-64. The Comparative Project on Class Structure and Class Consciousness, organized by Erik Olin Wright, aims to collect strictly comparable data across a wide range of nations but is not in fact designed to have class mobility as one of its central concerns. 

	22 
	We developed this methodology in earlier comparative work covering England, France, and Sweden ( Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 1979, 1982, 1983). 

	23 
	Additional material utilized is of two kinds. First, in Chapter 5 we analyse intergenerational class mobility tables for three other nations than those covered in Table 2.3 ( Czechoslovakia, Italy, and the Netherlands), which were produced by independent researchers who have, however, adopted our class schema; and, secondly, we are at various points led by our arguments to reanalyse data-sets placed in the public domain by other mobility researchers whose conceptual or methodological approaches are different from ours. 
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TABLE 2.3. National enquiries used as data sources 
	Nation 
	Enquiry 
	Date 
	References for survey
details 

	Australia (AUS) 
	Social Mobility in
Australia Project 
	1973-4 
	Broomet al. ( 1977) 

	England & Wales
( ENG) 
	Oxford National
Occupational Mobility
Enquiry 
	1972 
	Goldthorpe ( 1980a) 

	France (FRA) 
	INSEE Enquête
Formation-Qualification
Professionelle 
	1970 
	Pohl, Thélot, and
Jousset ( 1974) 

	Federal Republic of
Germany (FRG) 
	ZUMA Superfile 
	1976-8 
	Eriksonet al. ( 1988) 

	Hungary (HUN) 
	Social Mobility and
Occupation Change in
Hungary 
	1973 
	Andorka and
Zagórski ( 1980) 

	Irish Republic (IRL) 
	Determinants of
Occupational Mobility 
	1973-4 
	O'Muircheartaigh and
Wiggins ( 1977) 

	Japan (JAP) 
	Social Stratification and
Social Mobility Survey 
	1975 
	Ando ( 1978);
Tominaga ( 1979a) 

	Northern Ireland (NIR) 
	Determinants of
Occupational Mobility 
	1973-4 
	O'Muircheartaigh and
Wiggins ( 1977) 

	Poland (POL) 
	Change in the Socio-
Occupational Structure 
	1972 
	Zagórski ( 1977-8) 

	Scotland (SCO) 
	Scottish Mobility Study 
	1974-5 
	Payne ( 1987) 

	Sweden (SWE) 
	Level of Living Survey 
	1974 
	Andersson ( 1987) 

	United States (USA) 
	Occupational Change in a
Generation Replicate 
	1973 
	Featherman and
Hauser ( 1978) 


conducted from reputable institutions and by competent research teams, who were able to provide clean data-tapes and adequate documentation. 

A leading aim of the recoding exercise that was carried out was, of course, to allow mobility to be analysed on the basis of the class schema that we have previously described. To achieve this end, the method regularly adopted was the following. A two-way table was drawn up for each national case in which the most detailed occupational classification used in the national enquiry was crossed with an employment status classification constructed so as to distinguish between employers, self-employed workers, and employees, 
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and also in some way between rank-and-file, supervisory, and managerial grades of employee. Each cell within this table (apart from those which remained empty on all variables of interest--respondent's class, father's class, etc.) was then allocated to one or other class of our schema, and in this way a recoding algorithm was established which could be subsequently applied by computer to all unit records within the data-set. 

In carrying out this allocation, we should emphasize, our overriding concern was not to treat particular occupation and employment status combinations themselves in exactly the same way from nation to nation. It was, rather, to allocate such combinations to the appropriate class in each national case in the light of the employment relations which, in that case, were typically associated with the positions comprised. While, in fact, similar combinations were very largely placed in the same class across all nations alike, certain exceptions did arise--most often with workers in lower-level administrative, clerical, and service occupations, whose characteristic employment relations appeared to be unusually variable. 

No claim could be made that this recoding of data to the categories of the class schema was undertaken by reference to formal decision-rules: our own judgements were clearly paramount. We did, however, attempt to make these judgements as systematic and informed as possible. We drew heavily on national experts both for guidance on the principles and idiosyncracies of different classificatory systems and for information on aspects of employment relations--for example, levels and methods of pay and other 'conditions of service', fringe benefits, career structures, etc.--within different occupations, industries, and types of enterprise. Other investigators appear not to have found great difficulty in implementing our procedures (see p. 166 ) and we can, moreover, report one instance in which a useful check on them has been provided. Davis ( Jones and Davis 1986: 17) independently recoded the Australian data that we use and arrived at an allocation of individual cases to the classes of the schema that is almost identical to our own. 24 Thus, while further checks might not, of course, prove so entirely satisfactory, we are encouraged to believe that our recodings are ones that would in very large part be reproduced by other sociologists who were similarly informed and similarly conversant with the ideas that underlie the class schema. 

The data-set that will form the basis of our subsequent analyses does then, in our view, represent a clear improvement on those previously used in cross-national mobility research so far as standards of comparability are concerned. To be more specific, the procedures we have followed should mean that, where in our analyses significant differences in mobility rates and patterns are revealed between nations, it will in most instances be the reasonable presumption that these differences are real rather than simply artefactual; and, in so far as some amount of non-comparability remains-- 

____________________ 

	24 
	These data were made available to us by Professor Frank Lancaster Jones, to whom we are duly grateful. 
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as it undoubtedly does--our recoding exercise has given us the further advantage of a good deal of insight into its sources and location. The data-set is now in the public domain and detailed documentation is provided in Eriksonet al. ( 1988). 25 
Finally, though, in conclusion of this section, we have to acknowledge a number of ways in which our efforts to achieve high standards of data comparability have, unfortunately, led to limitations being imposed on our analyses in other respects. First, to return to a point mentioned earlier, we should note that, while in recoding data to the class schema we did in fact work with the most extended version, as shown in Table 2.1, the standard of comparability that was attainable at this level of differentiation fell below our expectations. Collapses of classes of the schema appeared to be called for in three respects, giving rise--in the way indicated in Table 2.1--to the seven-class version, which has then provided the main basis of our analyses. Classes IVa and IVb had to be combined simply on account of inadequate information for several nations on whether or not self-employed workers had employees. The collapse of Classes I and II appeared advisable because, while we could draw a meaningful dividing line between these classes in each national case, differences in the original classificatory systems prevented this from being the same line from one case to another. And Classes V and VI were likewise collapsed because they could not be separated in a crossnationally comparable way, although here it seems likely that the problems encountered were ones not only of incongruent classifications but further of real cross-national differences in the organization of first-line supervision, especially in manufacturing industry (cf. Maurice, Sorge, and Warner 1980; Maurice, Sellier, and Silvestre 1982). 26 
Secondly, the combined effects of deficiencies and incompatibilities in the national enquiries mean that, although we have been able to create a dataset on which comparative work can be reliably carried out, it is one that offers rather uneven possibilities for the study of different aspects of mobility. Specifically, we have better data on intergenerational than on 

____________________ 

	25 
	The collection, recoding, and subsequent analysis of the data in question were, as noted in the Preface to this volume, carried out under the auspices of the CASMIN Project, funded by the Stiftung Volkswagenwerk and based at the Institut für Sozialwissenschaften of the University of Mannheim. Copies of the data-set-the International Mobility Superfile (IMS)-together with supporting documentation including all recoding algorithms--are available on request to Abteilung Microdaten, ZUMA, B2,1, D-6800 Mannheim, Federal Republic of Germany. It should be noted that a number of--very minor--corrections were made to the IMS in the final stages of its preparation. Thus, results derived from it may not always correspond exactly with those reported in the present text. However, all discrepancies should be quite trivial and without consequence for any substantive conclusions. 

	26 
	Although, then, the IMS data will be found coded to as full a version of the class schema as possible--and with, in fact, a further division of 'large' from 'small' farmers added--this is intended simply as a facility for users who might be interested in the analysis of data for single nations. For the reasons set out in the text, the application in cross-national analyses of more extended versions of the schema than the seven-class one, as, for example, by Hout and Hauser ( 1991), is not, in our view, defensible. 
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intragenerational, or work-life, mobility, for men than for women, and for European than for non-European nations. It is for this reason that in what follows our central comparative analyses will, in fact, be concentrated on the intergenerational mobility of men in the nine European nations included in the listing of Table 2.3. Questions of the mobility of women, of work-life mobility, and of mobility rates and patterns in the three non-European nations in the data-set, in regard to which our data are for one reason or another somewhat more problematic, will then be treated separately. 

Thirdly, the recoding of data to standardized categories for the purposes of secondary analysis is a time-consuming and expensive procedure, and one that can in any event only be usefully applied where the original data are themselves of a relatively high standard. Thus, in following this approach, greater data comparability is likely to be achieved at the cost of a less extensive coverage of nations than would typically be found in a crossnational mobility study based on published results. We do in fact work with a rather restricted sample of nations and one, moveover, that could only be described as 'accidental'. By chance, it does comprise industrial nations that are highly diverse as regards their levels and paths of economic development, their socio-cultural traditions, and their political evolution and status. In this latter respect, not only liberal democratic but also the post-war state socialist nations of Hungary and Poland are included, and, in the case of England and Wales, Northern Ireland, and Scotland, we have nations that are the component parts of a larger, multinational state. However, while we can seek to exploit this range of variation wherever it appears of value to do so, we still, of course, have no grounds for treating the nations we consider as being representative of all within the industrial world. The evident limitations of our sample of national cases must, therefore, be a factor in shaping our comparative strategy, which we will outline in the last section of this chapter. 27 First, though, we must turn to a consideration of analytical techniques. 

____________________ 

	27 
	We may at this point note a further approach to the problems of data and comparative strategy in the field of mobility research that has been followed by Ganzeboom, Luijkx, and Treiman ( 1989). The aim here is to accumulate data-sets allowing the construction of multiple mobility tables for as many nations as possible, by dint of relaxing standards of recoding to comparable categories and of accepting data-sets from very small samples (for example, ones of only a few hundred respondents). Each mobility table thus produced is treated as a 'data-point', subject to error; and analyses are then undertaken in which attempts are made to test for the extent of error, due to non-comparability and other deficiencies of the data, at the same time as substantive issues are addressed. 

While recognizing the considerable ingenuity underlying this approach and indeed its validity in principle, we remain highly sceptical about the way in which it has so far been implemented. First, the theory of measurement by which it is informed crucially requires that the entries in the several tables for each nation comprise the true values plus random error and represent entirely independent observations. In fact, the tables often derive from enquiries carried out by the same research organization or are based on the same national occupational classification. And in this connection Ganzeboom, Luijkx, and Treiman do not introduce appropriate 'quality controls' (see, further, ch. 3, n. 32). Secondly, while such controls are introduced in regard to coding comparability, sample bias (in terms of age), and cross-national study effects, it is still 
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ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUES 
It is not perhaps surprising that mobility research should be the field in which 'analytical developments come faster and more furiously . . . than in any other in sociology' ( Hout 1983: 7). For, as well as having the major substantive importance that we have stressed in the previous chapter, mobility is an inherently quantitative phenomenon which lends itself readily and rewardingly to statistical treatment, ranging from simple description through to various kinds of formal modelling. It is, in fact, now a major problem for students of mobility to know how to choose among the array of possible techniques that are open to them and enthusiastically recommended by devotees. In this section we seek to explain why, in the analyses that follow, we have actually employed only a rather limited number of the techniques currently on offer, and by no means the most avant garde. As will be seen, the primary criterion by which we have been guided has been not statistical elegance or sophistication but rather aptness to our sociological concerns. 

Probably the first technical decision that has to be made by the mobility analyst is that of whether--or when--to work on the basis of mobility tables or through regression and related methods, such as path analysis. Fortunately, there is by now a good deal of agreement on the relative merits of these two approaches. 

If interest centres not primarily on mobility, or immobility, in the sense of the degree of association between social origins and destinations, but rather on elucidating the various factors that are involved in 'success' or 'achievement', then regression methods are generally to be preferred. Evident affinities indeed exist between the conceptual choice of a social hierarchy as the context for studying mobility, which puts the emphasis on vertical movement, and the technical choice of regression as a means of exploring the determinants of such movement. The dependent variable is the individual's present position on a usually interval-level prestige or status scale, and the explanatory variables are the individual's origin, and perhaps subsequent positions on this scale, plus measures of a range of other 'background' or 'personal' characteristics. If, however, the focus of interest does indeed rest on the association between origins and destinations itself-on its detailed pattern and, further, on how far this pattern and its variation over time and place reflect endogenous as against exogenous, 'structural' influences--then a tabular approach has obvious advantages. It permits analysis both of actual mobility flows and of mobility 'propensities' as 

____________________ 

	
	disturbing that each mobility table is otherwise given equal weight in their analyses, despite great differences in sample size and also, one may reasonably suppose, in quality in such other respects as response rate and data collection and preparation. The reason given for not taking account of differences in sample size--that larger tables would then considerably outweigh smaller ones--is scarcely persuasive. 
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between all origin and destination categories that are distinguished; and, further, no particular difficulties arise where these categories are unordered or only partially ordered, as they are likely to be where the conceptual context is that of a class structure. 

It will, then, be apparent enough from all that we have previously said that, for us, it is the tabular approach that must commend itself. As we have indeed already indicated, we will work essentially from mobility tables constructed on the basis of the class schema which we have described, and by reference to which we have recoded the data of our source enquiries in order to achieve relatively high standards of cross-national comparability. 

Mobility table analysis is a special case of the analysis of contingency tables. What is special about it is simply that the kinds of analysis undertaken reflect the particular interests of mobility researchers, as in turn then do the substantive interpretations that are given to the results produced. In the present case what we chiefly seek from tabular analysis are means of establishing and implementing a distinction that will in fact prove crucial to the discussion of most of the chapters that follow: namely, that between absolute and relative mobility rates. 

Absolute mobility (or immobility) rates refer to the proportions of individuals in some base category who are mobile (or immobile), and these rates are thus most readily expressed by percentaging values in particular cells within the mobility table. The three kinds of absolute rate that we shall consider are total rates, inflow rates, and outflow rates, all of which have, of course, been in use from the early days of mobility research. Total rates are given by the percentage of all individuals represented in the mobility table who are found in cells off the main diagonal--that is, whose categories of origin and destination are not the same. Inflow rates show the percentage by origin of individuals of a given category of destination; and outflow rates show the percentage by destination of individuals of a given category of origin. 

Relative rates, as might be supposed, are then produced by in some way setting different absolute rates against each other. We will here follow what has by now become the standard practice of treating relative rates in terms of (second order) odds ratios: that is, ratios which show the relative odds of individuals in two different categories of origin being found in one rather than another of two different categories of destination. In the simplest possible case of a 2 x 2 mobility table, the one odds ratio calculable would thus be given by 




where f 11 is the number of cases immobile in category 1, f 12, the number mobile from category 1 origins to category 2 destinations, and so on. In mobility tables with more than two categories, more than one odds ratio 
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will, of course, be calculable--in fact, one for every possible pair of origin categories considered in relation to every possible pair of destination categories. Thus, the number of odds ratios implicit in a (square) mobility table with k categories will be given by 




although it can be shown that a 'basic set' (cf. Goodman 1979) of (k - 1)2 odds ratios can be specified which will determine the remainder. 

The relative rates, as expressed by odds ratios, that are embodied in a mobility table have been aptly described in their totality as 'the endogenous mobility regime' ( Hauser 1978). We will ourselves take up this terminology but will also, following our earlier practice ( Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 1982, 1983), speak synonymously of 'the pattern of social fluidity'--thus seeking to give the ideas of mobility and fluidity a sharper differentiation than in much previous usage; that is to say, we will take fluidity as referring specifically to relative rates. 

Another way in which odds ratios can be interpreted is as expressing the pattern of net association between categories of origin and destination--that is, the pattern of association considered net of the effects of the marginal distributions of these categories. An odds ratio of 1 implies complete statistical independence of the origin and destination categories involved-or, that is, a situation of 'perfect mobility'--while the further an odds ratio departs from 1, the stronger the association that is indicated. 28 Odds ratios are able to capture such net association because they are what has been termed ( Bishop, Fienberg, and Holland 1975) 'margin-insensitive' measures: that is, they remain unaltered under the multiplication of the rows or columns of a contingency table by (non-zero) constants. An important implication so far as the analysis of mobility is concerned is, therefore, that two or more mobility tables could in fact possess the same underlying pattern of relative rates, as expressed by odds ratios--or, that is, the same endogenous mobility regime--even though they have different marginal distributions and thus display different absolute rates. 

One further major advantage of thinking of relative rates in terms of odds ratios is that these ratios constitute the elements of log-linear models. Such models have emerged as the sociologist's most flexible yet powerful means for the analysis of contingency tables of any kind (for introductions see, e.g., Payne 1977; Hauser 1979; Knoke and Burke 1980; Gilbert 1981). In the context of mobility research the major advantage obtained from log-linear 

____________________ 

	28 
	In the context of mobility analysis, the interpretation of odds ratios greater than and less than I will depend on the classes, or other categories, involved and also on their ordering, if one is assumed. In the simplest case of a 2 x 2 table, an odds ratio greater than I will, of course, imply mobility below the independence or 'perfect-mobility' level and a ratio less than 1, mobility above this level 


-56- 
modelling is that it thus becomes possible to express hypotheses on relative rates--for example, concerning temporal stability or cross-national similarity--in a form in which they both have precise meaning and are readily available for empirical test. In addition, though, log-linear models have been increasingly applied, usually in a more exploratory mode, in order to investigate the more detailed features of relative rates, and it is indeed in this respect that technical innovation has of late been most rapid of all. 

One family of recent models consists of those developed specifically for application to mobility tables with ordered categories. Their defining characteristic is the assumption they embody that, other things being equal, mobility between two categories will vary--inversely--with the 'social distance' that separates them, as measured by prestige, status, etc. While this assumption undoubtedly makes for parsimony, models of the kind in question have tended, in fact, to give only rather poor fits to mobility tables unless other, non-hierarchical, effects are in some way suppressed or the models are elaborated to allow these effects to be accommodated (see, further, Erikson and Goldthorpe 1989). 29 But, in any event, such models are not those most appropriate to our own approach and concerns. Rather, we turn to another family of models which have been labelled as 'topological' ( Hout 1983: 37; cf. Hauser 1978, 1979) and which are also known, somewhat more modestly perhaps, as 'levels models'. 

These models are especially suited to the analysis of mobility within a class-structural context in that they do not require any ordering in the categories of the mobility table. What they aim to do is to elucidate the pattern of relative rates--or, as we would wish to say, of social fluidity--by allocating the internal cells of the mobility table to a number of subsets, and by then requiring all cells in a subset to show the same level of net association (or 'interaction') as between the origin and the destination categories involved. In other words, one could say that topological or levels models seek to divide up the mobility table into a number of 'regions', distinguished from each other by differing 'propensities' for the transitions that their constituent cells define. 30 The adaptability of these models is such that no problems arise in fitting the data, should this be the only objective. However, 

____________________ 

	29 
	It might be added here that, while models based on some notion of social distance between categories do not actually require the assumption that this distance is unidimensional and 'vertical', it is, none the less, such an interpretation that is generally introduced, whether the attempt is made to justify it a priori or--as, say, in the case of 'scaled association' models--a posteriori. 

	30 
	It can be shown (see Goldthorpe 1980a/ 1987: 119) that, under a topological model, the relationship of the interaction parameters for any tetrad of cells within the mobility table to the expected odds ratio for that tetrad is simply 


where i,j are a pair of origin classes and k,l a pair of destination classes, and F and I refer to expected cell values and cell-interaction parameters respectively. 
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little is in fact thus gained unless the design of models--that is, the allocation of cells to different subsets and levels--is invested with some theoretical rationale, rather then being merely ad hoc, so that the analyst has a basis for choosing among different models which show a similar goodness of fit or indeed, among models with different designs but which are in fact formally equivalent (cf. Macdonald 1981; Pöntinen 1982). In the present study the main technical innovation that we will ourselves propose, in Chapter 4, is a new form of topological model in which the ultimate allocation of cells to different levels is the outcome of a series of more specific decisions that the analyst is called upon to make in some systematic way. 

To recapitulate, then, we will pursue our interests in mobility within a class-structural context through tabular analysis and on the basis of the distinction between absolute and relative rates. The former can be treated in simple percentage terms; the latter we will express as odds ratios and analyse by certain kinds of log-linear modelling. There is, however, one remaining issue on which we should here set out our position. We should make it clear that we would regard the distinction between absolute and relative mobility rates as effectively superseding that used in much previous mobility research between 'structural' and 'exchange' mobility. 

The latter distinction was prompted by an awareness of the fact that where, as is usually the case, the marginal distributions of a mobility table are not identical, some amount of mobility is necessitated by this discrepancy alone: it is arithmetically impossible that all cases should be found on the main diagonal. Consequently, various attempts were made to find ways of measuring such structural--or 'forced'--mobility separately from that which might be thought of as occurring, independently of any marginal discrepancy, in the form of entirely compensating exchange--or 'circulation'-mobility between different categories. The accounting identity underlying most of these efforts was 

total mobility - structural mobility ≡ exchange mobility 

where total mobility was represented by the proportion of all cases found in cells off the main diagonal of the table, and structural mobility by, for example, the index of dissimilarity for the marginal distributions. However, in all such procedures a basic confusion of levels of analysis would appear to be present. As argued elsewhere: 

What is being attempted is to use the straightforward partitioning of recorded instances of individual mobility as a means of expressing a distinction which can have meaning only at a supra-individual or 'macrosociological' level. Structural and exchange mobility are in effect being treated as if they were two different kinds of mobility, between which the movements of individuals may be divided up--when the distinction between them must be understood, if it is to have sociological significance at all, as relating to two aspects of mobility which are variable properties of societies, taken as units of analysis. ( Goldthorpe 1980a/ 1987: 75) 
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Not surprisingly, then, a series of both technical and interpretive problems arose and remained unresolved (cf. Bertaux 1969). 

In our view, those substantive issues which led to the concern to isolate exchange from structural or total mobility--that is, issues of social fluidity and openness--are ones that, as we have already argued, can now be in all respects better treated by distinguishing relative from absolute rates. And, in place of the identity given above, one may more usefully think of a set of relative rates once embodied--as odds ratios--within given marginal distributions as then entailing a set of absolute rates: that is 

marginal distributions, relative rates ⇒ absolute rates. 

Proposals for reviving the distinction between structural and exchange mobility have been advanced by Sobel, Hout, and Duncan ( 1985). These authors abandon the idea of a deterministic partitioning of individual instances of mobility into two types, and seek rather to implement the distinction stochastically within a log-linear modelling approach. Thus, structural mobility is modelled as a factor that raises or lowers the odds, across all categories of origin uniformly, of individuals being found in a given category of destination, while exchange mobility is understood as that part of the mobility process that produces 'equal flows' between pairs of origin and destination categories. 

This approach is evidently far more sophisticated than previous ones; none the less, we still do not find it convincing. As Sobel, Hout, and Duncan acknowledge, their reformulated concepts of structural and exchange mobility can give an adequate account of the mobility table only if certain empirical conditions are met: that is, if the pattern of net association between pairs of origin and destination categories is symmetrical; otherwise, the entirely ad hoc notion of 'non-reciprocated exchanges' has to be introduced. We can see no good sociological reasons for privileging symmetrical association in this way, and it would in any event appear unsatisfactory--above all from the standpoint of comparative research--that the applicability of a conceptual scheme for the analysis of mobility tables should in fact be dependent upon one of their quite contingent features. 31 We find no difficulty, we should stress, with the idea of structural effects on (absolute) mobility rates, in the sense of effects that are mediated via the marginal distributions of the mobility table; and, indeed, we will in this respect later exploit the proposals that Sobel, Hout, and Duncan put forward. But, as regards attempts to distinguish between structural and exchange mobility per se, we would underwrite the conclusion reached by Sobel in an earlier paper ( 1983) that these are by now outmoded and unhelpful and should no longer be pursued. 

____________________ 

	31 
	A log-linear model proposing symmetrical association fails in fact to give an adequate fit to four out of the twelve intergenerational mobility tables in our data-set (those for Australia, the FRG, Japan, and Scotland) even when we standardize on the size of the smallest (N = 1,991). 
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COMPARATIVE STRATEGY 
As Ragin ( 1987) has noted, comparative, cross-national research in sociology would at the present time seem to be characterized by a sharp methodological division. On the one side are those comparativists who work primarily with 'qualitative' materials, derived mainly from historical or anthropological sources, and who wish to treat national societies or other mascrosocial units 'holistically'--that is, as so many separate case-studies that are to be interpreted. On the other side are those who work primarily with 'quantitative' data, derived from survey research or official statistics, and whose strategy is essentially that of taking nations (cf. Kohn 1989) not simply as providing the context of analysis but as being in fact the units of analysis, differences among which are then to be explained through the same multivariate techniques as would be applied in regard to differences among individuals. Thus, while adherents of the former approach tend to be highly sensitive to the specificities of national histories and cultures--sometimes to the point at which their general arguments may no longer be easy to discern--adherents of the latter approach are guided by the radical programme of conceptually transcending all such specificities or, as expressed in the well-known phrase inspired by Przeworski and Teune ( 1970), of 'replacing the names of nations with the names of variables'. 

However, despite the clear conflict between the two approaches--ultimately, perhaps, over what sociological analysis can and should hope to achieve--they may, as Ragin further suggests, still be regarded as in some degree complementary. For example, the typical emphasis in case-studies on the part played by particular actors, individual or collective, in given historical contexts can help offset the tendency of 'variable-oriented' analyses to produce explanations of an excessively abstract and 'black-box' kind-while this emphasis is itself usefully qualified by the ability of wider-ranging and more systematic analyses to bring out the more general structural constraints to which human agency and historical process may be subject. From such complementarity there does then arise the possibility that 'combined' or 'mixed' comparative strategies of various kinds may be developed; and it is, in fact, this possibility that, for our present purposes, appears to us to have the greatest attraction. 32 
We shall, of course, wish to treat class mobility within the nations that we consider in quantitative terms: that is, by distinguishing and measuring absolute and relative rates in the way we have indicated in the preceding section. Moreover, we shall also wish to make direct quantitative comparisons of mobility rates, patterns, and trends among nations. Thus, we are clearly committed to the assumption--apart from all technical questions of data 

____________________ 

	32 
	Ragin ( 1987: ch. 5) would himself rather recommend what he calls 'synthetic' strategies. However, the particular proposals that he makes under this head--for, in effect, comparisons based on the logic of Boolean algebra--do not appear well suited to our own concerns. 


-60- 
comparability--that at a conceptual level our class schema does have valid cross-national applicability. In other words, we must reject the argument, which some sociologists appear ready to maintain, that national class structures have to be regarded as entirely sui generis and can be compared, if at all, only in some holistic fashion and not through quantitative analyses dependent on concepts and categories formed at a high level of generality. 33 To this extent, therefore, it is clearly the quantitative and variable-oriented approach that we will take up. 

However, when we come to consider the results of our quantitative comparisons of mobility, we shall not until a very late stage--and even then with some amount of scepticism--attempt to explain such cross-national differences as may be revealed by relating these systematically to differences displayed by our nations in other of their macrosocial attributes. That is to say, we shall not be primarily concerned with the kind of multivariate analysis, by now quite common in comparative mobility research, in which measures of mobility serve as the dependent variables and the independent variables are indicators of such national characteristics as level of industrialization, degree of educational opportunity, degree of income inequality, political complexion of governments, etc. 34 Rather, in seeking to account for cross-national differences in mobility, we shall for the most part rely on analyses of a more 'internal' and historical kind. Thus, the explanations we will suggest for features of mobility of special interest to us in particular nations will often be ones couched in terms of the more immediate effects of events, conjunctures, and social processes occurring within these nations; and, instead of assuming that multivariate analysis is here the 'natural' approach to follow, we will treat as essentially open the question of whether the factors we identify are ones that could be usefully subsumed under variable names. In this respect, then, we shall opt for a version of the qualitative, case-study approach, and the names of nations will certainly not disappear from our text. 

Our reasons for favouring a mixed strategy on the lines indicated are, we must acknowledge, of differing kinds. To begin with, some are no more than pragmatic. As we previously remarked, in constituting our comparative data-set through the detailed recoding of information from reputable national studies, we have in effect traded off coverage for reliability. Thus, apart from all questions of their representativeness, the number of national cases that we have available to us is clearly a good deal less than would be desirable for the purposes of multivariate analysis, and sets narrow limits on the range of independent variables that could be sensibly introduced. 

We would also wish to emphasize that all the reservations we earlier expressed concerning the quality of comparative data on mobility taken 

____________________ 

	33 
	See, for example, Burawoy ( 1977)--and also the very effective reply by Treiman ( 1977b). We will return to this issue more specifically in Chapter 10 in considering the case of Japan. 

	34 
	Various examples are again provided by the studies citied in Chapter 1, n. 25. 


-61- 
directly from published sources could be reiterated with no less force as regards measures of the independent variables that have most often been considered in relation to cross-national differences in mobility. It is not just that there is much room for disagreement on exactly how level of industrialization, degree of educational opportunity, economic inequality, etc., are to be measured, but that the data available for doing so on a comparative basis, in whatever way may be chosen, are still for the most part highly unsatisfactory. In our judgement, major improvements will in this respect need to be made before any comparative analysis that incorporates such variables can produce results that warrant being taken seriously other than in their crudest outline. 35 
At the same time, though, we would still wish to regard the choice of strategy that we have made as being something more than simply a pis aller. There are, in fact, three considerations which lead us to believe that it may, in present circumstances, offer positive advantages. 

It is, first of all, relevant to recall from Chapter 1 that a number of the arguments concerning mobility that we aim to assess, as embodied both in the liberal theory of industrialism and in certain rival positions, are ones claiming very strong regularities in the form of 'univariate' tendencies or indeed of invariances. Thus, the liberal theory proposes that both absolute and relative mobility rates (as we might now say) will rise steadily in relation to just one, overriding factor: namely, the progress of a society's industrial development. According to the LZ hypothesis, however, in all industrial societies, at whatever developmental stage they may be, absolute rates of intergenerational mobility between manual and non-manual positions will be found at much the same level. Or, according to the FJH hypothesis, all such societies will display relative rates that are on a basically similar pattern. Where, then, we are dealing with arguments of this degree of boldness, multivariate analysis is scarcely required: as Popper has emphasized (see, e.g., 1972: ch. 1), the stronger a hypothesis, the more easily it may be tested. Provided that we do, in fact, have good grounds for trusting our data, 'deviant' cases, if they exist, should be readily identifiable, and any such that emerge will be sufficient to show that the hypothesis in question should be rejected or, at all events, should to some degree or other be qualified--on lines which close examination of the deviant cases might in turn help to suggest. 

____________________ 

	35 
	To illustrate our point here, we may take the case of comparative data on the personal distribution of incomes, which have been widely used in constructing indices of economic inequality. The inadequacies of such data as may be found in official compilations and standard source books are clearly revealed by results from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) ( Smeeding and Schmaus 1990; cf. also O'Higgins, Schmaus, and Stephenson 1990), which represents the first attempt to raise standards of cross-national comparability in this respect by reprocessing unit-record data, in a way analogous to that we have followed in the case of mobility. Correspondingly, though, the LIS data-set is not all that extensive. 


-62- 
Secondly, to the extent that regularities of both a strong and a straightforward kind fail to be demonstrated, and some more complex understanding of mobility rates, patterns, and trends is evidently required, it still does not necessarily follow that one should move directly to multivariate analysis. It may yet be of greater value to maintain a focus on particular cases, with the aim of developing the insights that can thus be gained into hypotheses bearing directly on the actual generation of the variation that is to be observed. Certainly, it would not be difficult to argue that the multivariate analyses of cross-national differences in mobility that have so far been undertaken have tended to be theoretically underdeveloped, if not quite premature, with the result that the specification of the models applied would appear often rather arbitrary and their--far from consistent--results very difficult to interpret. 

Thirdly, the possibility has always to be kept in mind--and it is one that will in fact grow in importance as this study proceeds--that, even where cross-national variation in mobility is apparent enough, it may still not be open to macrosociological explanation or, at least, not of the kind that multivariate analysis can offer. That is to say, some aspects of the variation at least may simply not be generated in ways that are universal across the range of societies in question but rather in ways that are specific to particular societies and, perhaps, particular times. And to the extent, then, that this is so, little is likely to be achieved through a programme in which the names of variables are to be substituted for those of nations. Thus, it may be argued, attention to variation in mobility as it arises in particular national contexts will be of value in determining the scope that does in fact exist for multivariate analysis to be validly deployed. 36 
In sum, then, we would see our mixed strategy as one that is not inappropriate to the aims--and limitations--of our present study and indeed to the present 'state of the art' in comparative mobility research. In the circumstances, we do not find it unduly eclectic to link together a quantitative and variable-oriented approach to the study of mobility within nations where the units of our analysis will be individuals or families, and a largely qualitative and case-oriented approach when we compare mobility rates and patterns among nations. Such a strategy will in some instances undoubtedly restrict the kinds of conclusion that we can reach, and we must, in particular, resist the temptation of engaging in 'verbal multivariate analysis' in the absence of the real thing. But we will, on the other hand, as we have sought to show, have various opportunities to exploit the advantage we gain from our relatively small number of cases in being able to acquire, and draw on, a rather detailed knowledge of each individually. 

____________________ 

	36 
	Note here that to try to determine this matter simply from the results of multivariate analyses--for example, in terms of 'variance explained'--would be especially dubious in view both of the lack of any detailed theoretical basis for model specifications and of the small number of cases likely to be involved. 
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After this extended excursion into methodology, we are now ready to turn to our substantive concerns. Questions of method, however, should not, and will not, henceforth disappear from view. In the foregoing we have indicated in necessarily rather general terms the positions that we shall adopt on a range of--often contentious--issues of conceptualization, data, technique, and comparative strategy. In the following, the options that we take up will be given more specific expression in the way that we attempt to realize the programme set out in our introductory chapter: that is, the testing of a variety of arguments on mobility rates, patterns, and trends within industrial societies. As this attempt proceeds, the full implications of our methodological commitments will become more apparent, and the reader will thus be provided with a far better basis than the present chapter alone for forming judgements as to their merits or otherwise. 
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