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Acta Oeconomica Vol. 7 (1), pp. 25—45 (1971)

R. ANDOREKA

SOCIAL MOBILITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
IN HUNGARY

Economic development is strongly correlated with social processes, e.g.
migration, social mobility, cultural change. Economic planning ought to take into
consideration these social corollaries of economic growth. A comprehensive survey
of social mobility in Hungary performed by the Demographic Research Institute
of the Central Statistical ?)?fice rovides a detailed picture of the processes of
mobility, including some historical and international comparisons as well.

Theories of the relation between social mobility and socio-economic
development

Scientific statements concerning the factors which determine social
mobility in a given society are rather different, even contradictory:.

1. A few decades ago it was general opinion both in the United States and
in Europe that possibilities for social mobility are much greater in America than
in the European countries, because the American society is more ‘‘democratic”,
more ‘“‘open”, the European countries being in general more “aristocratic’’ and
more ‘‘closed’’; thus social mobility depends on the social system of the country.
Empirical studies of mobility, however, disproved this one popular theory
(1,2, 3].

2. On the basis of these first empirical surveys Lipset and Bendix [4]
formulated their well-known theory. According to them ‘‘the overall pattern of
social mobility appears to be the same in the industrial societies of various
Western countries . .. Further, although it is clear that social mobility is
related in many ways to the economic expansion of industrial societies, it is at
least doubtful that the rates of mobility and expansion are correlated. Since a
number of the countries for which we have data have had different rates of
economic expansion but show comparable rates of social mobility, our tentative
interpretation is that social mobility of societies becomes relatively high once
their industrialization, and hence their economic expansion, reaches a certain
level” (p. 13). Thus it is not the social system, its democratic or aristocratic
character, nor the rate of economic development, but the level of development
which determines the extent of mobility. Miller and Bryce, however, did not
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26 _R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY

find strong correlations between social mobility (more exactly: different pat-
terns of mobility) and economic indicators [5].*

Hungarian society provides a suitable field to test these different theories.
The economy almost stagnated between the two World Wars, the annual growth
rate of national income being about 2 per cent; because of the consequences of
the Second World War production has declined to a very low level, followed
by a period of comparatively rapid economic growth in the 25 years since the
War [17, 8, 9]. National income trebled from 1950 to 1970. During that time the
social system changed from a conservative feudal-capitalist system to a socialist
system based on the public ownership of almost all means of production.

On the other hand, we have at our disposal a detailed survey on mobility
by the Demographic Research Institute [10, 11] giving a full picture
of intergenerational and intragenerational (caréer) mobility, as well as of
several factors and concomitants of mobility (migration, education [school]
level, fertility ete.). Also we have at our disposal mobility data from the cen-
suses of 1930 and 1949 [12, 13], and from a special survey on the working class
in Budapestin 1929 [14].** Although several methodological problems render an
analysis of the latter data difficult, they can be used for rough comparisons

Social mobility after the Second World War

In the wake of economic development and social transformations, the
occupational structure of Hungarian society changed rather radically after the
Second World War. In the period between the census of 1941 and the micro-
census of 1963 the number of men*** in non-manual occupations increased by
almost 150 per cent, the number of manual workers in industry, building
and other non-agricultural sectors increased by almost 50 per cent, while
the number of male manuals in agriculture decreased by about 60 per cent.
Also inside the particular social strata there were deep changes, first of all in
agriculture, but also in industry and trade where the number of self-employed
diminished strongly. These structural changes necessitated a large extent
of social mobility.

The influence of occupational structural changes was enhanced by the
effect of differential fertility, as agricultural population, most of all the agri-

* Cutright recently calculated rather high correlations between the rate of develop-
ment and mobility in different countries, but his analysis seems to be less conclusive than
the work of Miller and Bryce, because he used a very condensed measure of mobility, the
“Q” of Yule, neglecting the different types and patterns of mobility [6].

** Lacké [15] and Rupp [16] analyzed these historical data on social mobility,
their results have been utilized in this study.
**+* Only the mobility of men is analyzed here, because of the difficulties connected
with the study of mobility of women (who are often temporarily inactive).
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R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY 27

cultural labourers (as distinguished from small landowners or farmers) had
the highest and the non-manual workers the lowest fertility between the two
World Wars.

The combined effect of the changes in occupational structure and of
differential fertility are reflected in the social structure of the present sample
and in the social structure before the Second World War of the fathers of the
men in the sample.* There are more than three times as many intellectuals and
top executives in the sample at present than among the fathers, three times as
many other non-manuals, more than twice many workers of all categories, but
only half as many agricultural labourers and small landowners or farmes and
less than half as many self-employed artisans, shop-keepers and members
of industrial cooperatives taken together (Table 1).

Thus, the changesin social structure, as well as differential fertility neces-
sarily brought about social mobility at an important scale: more than two-thirds
of the intellectuals and top executives, as well as of the other non-manuals, and
half of the skilled, semi-gkilled and unskilled workers must have originated
from other social groups, while almost half of the sons of peasants were neces-
‘sarily obliged to “‘outflow’ from agriculture.The forces of socio-economic prog-
ress determined the main direction of the social mobility process:** from the
social strata of agricultural population into the groups of non-agricultural manuals,
as well as from the group of agricultural and non-agricultural manuals into the
groups of top executives, intellectuals and other non-manuals.

91 per cent of those who were intergenerationally mobile in the sample
changed their social position in this main direction and only 9 per cent opposite
to it (Table 1). The majority of the individual mobility movements were mobil-
ity steps from the agricultural population into the manual occupations (51 per
cent of all cases of mobility), a smaller part consisted of mobility steps from
lower grade manual occupations to higher grade manual occupations, e.g. from
the unskilled group into the skilled group etc. (32 per cent), and a rela-
tively small part of total mobility was movement from the agricultural and
non-agricultural manual strata into the non-manual strata (8 per cent). Thus
the main feature of mobility in Hungary was the change from peasant status
into non-agricultural manual status, in other words #he inflow of peasants into
industry (and partly also into the service sector).

* The sample of the mobility survey of the Demographic Research Group composed
approximately 16,000 families. Here we use only the data of the approximately 12,000
male heads of families. ?

** The expression of “‘upward”’ and “downward’’ mobility are avoided in the follow-
ing discussion on purpose, instead of these the expressions “mobility in the main direction”
and “mobility opposite to the main direction” are used. The cause of this terminology is
that — since we do not dispose of a reliable survey on the objective and subjective rankin
of different occupations — it is impossible at present to state unequivocally that mobility

n the main direction was always an “upward’’ movement.
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R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY 33

These characteristics of mobility in Hungary have a counterpart in the
development of the sectoral composition of national income: the production
of industry grew from 1950 to 1969 from 100 to 436, that of the building
industry to 378, while that of agriculture to 116 only. Social mobility was
strongly correlated with the industrialization of the country.

The question arises, however, to what extent did the more “open” or
more ‘‘egalitarian’ character of Hungarian society after the Second World
War contribute to social mobility ¢ It is difficult to operationalize the concept
of “‘openness’ of society. If we define open society as a society characterized
by equal opportunity for everyone independently of his social origin to attain
the same social status, position, or occupation, then we may measure ‘‘openness’’
by the extent of circular mobility compared to structural mobility, which latter
may be divided again into the necessary minimum structural mobility and
other structural mobility.*

In the sample of the mobility survey of the Demographic Research In-
stitute, '

59 per cent were intergenerationally mobile (compared to the  father)
of which: :

33 per cent may be considered as minimum structural mobility,

8 per cent other structural mobility,

18 per cent circular mobility.

Thus, the importance of structural factors in mobility was much higher than of the
factors connected with the ‘“‘openness” of the social system: This empirical result
is in accordance with the statement of Ossowski [17] that socialist revolution
exerted its influence in the direction of increasing social mobility first of all
through increasing the pace of economic and social progress and the change of
political and cultural value systems had (at least in the period following im-
mediately the socialist revolution) a smaller influence on the extent of mobility.

Two further characteristics of the mobility process in Hungary should be
emphasized:

1. Intragenerational or career mobility [18] played animportant rolein total
mobility, about half of total mobility having taken place between the fathers’
occupation and the first job and another half between first and present job, i.e.

* The definitions of these concepts are: necessary minimum structural mobility: the
mobility which would have occurred in the case if outflow took place from the diminishing
social strata only and inflow exclusively into the increasing strata; other structural
mobility is the mobility in the main direction caused by the fact that structural changes
are generally realized by movements between neighbouring social groups, e.g. from the
group of unskilled workers to that of semi-skilled workers, from the semi-skilled ones to
the skilled group, from the skilled group into non-manual occupations ete.; circular
mobility consists of vice-versa movements between different groups, regardless
of structural changes, e.g. some part of the sons of skilled workers entering the non-
manual group and the same amount of sons of non-manuals taking their place in the
skilled group.

3 Acta Oeconomica 7, 1971
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34 R. ANDORKA : SOCIAL MOBILITY

during the career of the respondents (Tables 2 and 3). Inflow into professional
occupations necessitating attainment of higher school level is also frequent
during a career. This fact seems to prove the importance of adult education, in
evening schools (and at the universities). The inflow into the skilled occupations, on
the contrary, took place in the majority of cases intergenerationally, i.e. at the
time of entering the first job. By generalization it may be stated that the young
sons of peasants rather became skilled workers, while the older peasants rather
entered some semi-skilled or unskilled occupation, if they moved into the non-
agricultural manual strata [11].

These facts are again in close connection with the economic development
of the country. Industrialization began suddenly after the War, the demand for
manpower in industry rose swiftly. The demand for skilled workers was satis-
fied mostly from the younger generations going through apprenticeship and
from older semi-skilled and unskilled workers who had already some industrial
training and learned the new skill at the job. Older peasants filled the places of
these latter workers in the semi-skilled and unskilled groups.

2. The attainment of higher school qualification was a most important
factor in the social mability in the main direction (Table 4). Peasants and sons
of peasants who entered some non-agricultural social group have higher school
qualification, than those who remained in agriculture, the workers and peasants
and their sons who entered the top executive, intellectual and other non-
manual groups have higher school qualification than those who remained in
their group of origin.

The growing importance of schooling in mobility is a fact often stressed
by authors investigating social mobility in Western countries. It is noteworthy,
however, that even in Hungary where social mobility took place under some-
what different conditions, in connection not only with general economic devel-
opment, but also with a change in the social system, the attainment of a higher
school qualification was strongly connected with the change in social position
either as a precondition fo it, or a consequence of it.

The connection between mobility and school qualification is even stronger
if viewed from the opposite viewpoint: not everybody who originated from
another social group and entered the group of top executives and intellectuals
attained parallelly a higher school level (though the majority did), but almost
everybody who acquired a university degree belongs to the group of fop executives
and for intellectuals. The demand for qualified manpower seems to have been so
strong that sooner or later everybody who managed to graduate from a uni-
versity got an adequate job. The overwhelming majority of those sons of
non-manuals who are at present manual workers, did not attain even the
complete secondary school qualification. This statement is not in contra-
diction with the fact that, in some periods after the War, there was a con-
siderable mobility from non-manual occupations into the groups of manual
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R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY 35

workers, but most of these returned after some years into non-manual jobs [19].
On the contrary, there was very few ‘“‘return’ mobility of the type: manual —
non-manual — manual,i.e. those who originated from the worker and peasant
social groups and entered top executive, intellectual or other non-manual
occupations, very rarely returned into the manual strata (mostly only in
cases when they could not attain the school level necessary for that type
of job). ;

The importance of education in the process of social mobility may be
interpreted as a manifestation of the demand for knowledge and skills, in other
terms: for human investment in the conditions of modern socio-economic
development. This imperative demand prevails sooner or later also in the case
of revolutionary changes of the social system, as in Hungary.*

Social mobility in historical perspective

Recently Fiigedi analyzed the conditions of social mobility in the Hun-
garian ruling class, the top aristocracy in the Middle Ages and demonstrated a
surprising stability of the small group of ruling families [23]. For several
centuries the composition of the ruling class changed very slowly, the members
of the families belonging to the ruling group at the time of the original settle-
ment of Hungarians in the Danube valley in the basin of the Carpathians and
of the foundation of the Kingdom of Hungary (10th century) still belonged to
the top aristocracy at the end of the Middle Ages.

It would be desirable to dispose of similar historical studies of
social mobility in other periods of Hungarian history too; at present, however,
we can follow the development of social mobility only from 1929 on. The work-
ing class survey of Budapest [14], as well as the censuses of 1930 [12] and 1949
.[13] contain data on intergenerational mobility. Well aware of the difficulties
of comparison** [7] (first of all because of the fact that the data of 1949 are
published only for both sexes together, and because of differences in the classi-
fication of occupations) we may draw some conclusions on social mobility and
its relation to economic development since the First World War.

Comparing the results of 1930 (Table 5)*** and 1949 (Table 6) with the

* The empirical results of the mobility survey of the Demographic Research Insti-
tute of the Central Statistical Office, as well as the conclusions drawn from them are
supported by other sources of data and analyses on mobility, as a general stratification
survey of the Central Statistical Office containing some data on intergenerational mobility
[20], [21] and a special survey on the career of leaders of village councils [22].

** The classification of different occupations is not entirely comparable between
1930, 1949, 1960 and 1963.

*** According to the results of the survey in 1929 [14] the composition of the work-
ing class in Budapest by the social position of the father was at that time: father non-
manual 5 per cent, self-employed manual 31 per cent, manual worker 29 per cent,
agricultural 28 per cent, other and unknown 7 per cent.

3* Acta Oeconomica 7, 1971
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36 R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY

Table 5
Intergenerational mobility of men (earners) in 1930 (n = 2 932 864)

Son at present

Father
non-manual .| Self-employed | manug] worker | agricultural Total
manual

Non-manual 33 4 3 — -4
Self-employed manual 28 48 22 2 ‘ 14
Manual worker 9 9 30 2 % 10
Agricultural 14 33 35 94 | 65
Total 100 100 100 100 | 100

Son at present

Father non-mn.nual 5‘“;3}‘2:{“‘1 m‘;:l; agricultural other* - " Totat
Non-manual Y 8 18 2 16 100
Self-employed manual 13 29 40 10 8 100
Manual worker 5 7 72 8 8 100
Agricultural 2 4 14 76 4 100

Total 7 8 25 53 7 100

* Mostly pensionnaires.

data taken from the mobility survey of the Demographic Research Institute in
-.1962—64 (Table 7)* the following conclusions can be drawn:

1. The percentage of those who originated from manual worker or agri-
culturalsocial groupsincreased in the non-manual group from 1930 to 1962 — 64
i.e. the inflow of workers and peasants into non-manual occupations is higher
.at present than between the two World Wars.

2. The percentage of those who originated in the agricultural stratum
increased in the non-agricultural worker groups from 1930 to 1962—64, i.e. the
inflow of peasants into manual occupations inindustriesand services is higher
at present than between the two World Wars.

Thus, mobility in the main direction was significantly higher after the Second
World War than before.

3. The outflow of sons of non-manuals into the manual strata decreased
to a certain degree.

4. The outflow of sons of manual workers into the agricultural stratum
remained at the same, relatively low, level.

* Table 7 is a “summary” of Tablé 1.

Acta Occonomica 7, 1971
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Table 6

(n = 4409 299)

37

Son and daughter at present
Father ! o ] :
non-manual “‘fmﬁ’:&y ed | manual worker : agricultural : Total
Non-manual 29 6 3 1 5
Self-employed manual 20 37 14 3 11
Manual worker 31 20 40 19
Agricultural 18 34 40 92 63
Unknown 2 3 3 1 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100
Son and daughter at present
Hather non-manual self-employed | panual worker agricultural f Total
manual .
Non-manual 67 10 18 5 100
Self-employed manual 20 26 40 14 100
Manual worker 18 9 85 8 100
Agricultural 3 4 20 ! 73 100
Unknown 10 10 51 | 29 100
Total 11 8 31 50 100
Table 7
Intergenerational social mobility of men in 1962—1964
Son at present
Father ,
non-manual manual ' agricultural Total
Non-manual 23 3 — 6
Self-émployed manual 17 13 4 10
Manual worker ; 35 32 5 23
Agricultural T 52 91 61
Total 100 100 100 100
Son at present
Father
non-manual manual l agricultural Total
Non-manual 70 28 s 100
Manual (self-employed and worker) 25 66 ] 100
Agricultural 7 43 A 100
Total 17 49 8¢ 100
Acta Oeconomica 1
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38 R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY

Thus, mobility opposite to the main direction, i.e. circular mobility decreased
somewhat from 1930 to 1962—64. This seems tobe a very important conclusion
and isin contradiction with scientific and popular hypotheses and beliefs con-
cerning the mobility after social revolutions. Without further deeper investiga-
tion of this phenomenon, however, it is impossible to explain the causes of this
empirical finding.

5. The chances of working class sons to enter the non-manual occupations
considerably increased from 1930 to 1962—64.

6. The chances of peasant sons to enter non-agricultural manual and non-
manual occupations similarly grew to a high extent from 1930 to 1962—64.

Thus, the chances for mobility of members of the working class and of the
peasant class are much higher at present than they were in the past.

All the above conclusions may be interpreted in terms of different eco-
nomic development in the period before and after the Second World War. The
period between the two World Wars was characterized by slow economic
growth, nationalincomerose by anannual average of 2 per cent after the set-
back caused by the First World War; the recession was especially prolonged
and from its consequences theeconomy recovered slowly. Thus, industrializa -
tion which might have been a way out of the serious economic and social
problems of the country (agricultural underemployment, ‘“‘three million beg-
gars” in the villages etc.), proceeded at a very moderate rate only. In conse-
quence, the occupational and social composition of society underwent only
relatively small changes, predominance of agriculture remained the main
characteristic of the occupational structure (the proportion of male earners in
agricultureremained above 50 per cent). The non-agricultural working class
was relatively weak and grew partly by absorbing the social group of artisans,
providing in consequence relatively few chances for peasants to leave agricul-
ture. Only the years of the War brought some changes, with the upswing of
industrial war production. These however, were, soon swept away by the devasta-
tions. At the census of 1949 the percentage of earners in agriculture was approxi-
mately the same as in 1941, and only 3 percentage points less than in 1930,
whereas the percentage of industrial and service workers, as well as of nonmanu-
als rose only slightly since 1930. As against all that, in the two following
decades national income grew at a yearly average rate of 5.6 per cent, industry
became the leading sector of the economy, and, in consequence, the occupation-
al and social structure changed radically: today (according to the census of
1970) only 23 per cent of active earners are maouals in agriculture, the percentage
of non-agricultural manuals grew to 51 per cent and that of non-manuals to 26 per
cent. The differences in the rate of change of occupational structure are dis-
played (of course not exactly) also by the marginal columns and rows, i.e. by
the occupational composition of fathers and sons (daughters) in Tables 5—17.
Greater changes in occupational structure brought about greater mobility.

Acta Oeconomica 7, 1971
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R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY 39

The changes in the praportions of different social strata to each other also
had an important effect on the chances of mobility: obviously, there are better
chances to “‘outflow” from the agricultural stratum, if it becomes smaller as
compared to the growing groups of manuals and non-manuals, as more
“places” are available in the latter groups for fewer sons of peasants.
Similarly a greater non-manual stratum provides by its growth more places
for mobile persons originating from other classes.

International comparison of social mobility

In international comparison, methodological difficulties are even more
important than if we try to compare social mobility at different dates in the
same country. Some tentative conclusions, however, seem to be possible.

Comparing the “outflow” mobility ratios quoted by Lipset and Bendix
[4] and those of the survey of the Demographic Research Institute in Hungary,
at first the similarity seems to be striking. E.g.:

The proportion

of sons of of sons of of sons of
manuals p t no; ls

who are at present

non 18 1 manuals and
peasants

(as percentage of the social
group of origin)

France 35 13 27
Germany 1. survey 27 28 42
Germany II. survey 30 19 20
Germany III. survey 27 37 30
Sweden 29 42 25
Switzerland 44 19 16
United States I. survey 35 39 29
United States II. survey 31 46 35
Japan 33 22 26
Hungary 26 43 30

It would be, however, unwise to draw the conclusion that ‘Hungaria.n
mobility confirms the thesis of Lipset and Bendix, namely, that social mobility
ig similar in all industrialized countries. If, namely, the inflow mobility ratios

Acta Oeconcmica 7, 1971
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40 R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY

are calculated from the data published by Lipset and Bendix and compared
with the Hungarian data,* very important differences are displayed. E.g.:

Proportion
of sons of of sons of of sons of
manuals P b b t
\;h o are at presents
non 1s | non- Is , 0 1s

(as percentage of the social group of destination)
France 18 17 ! 24
Germany III. survey 26 11 17
Sweden ) 32 22 32
United States I. survey 32 20 32
Japan’ 16 27 32
Hungary 52 25 52

Thus, although outflow mobility ratios** in Hungary are more or less simila”
to those in other countries, the inflow of workers and peasants into the non-manual
stratum and the inflow of peasants into the non-agricultural manual stratum is
higher in Hungary than in any other country compared by Lipset and Bendix.***

As the very broad occupational groups used by Lipset and Bendix (non-
manual — manual — farm) seem to be too aggregated and may be therefore
misleading, the Hungarian mobility ratios were compared by finer occupational
classification (see Table 1) to the results of two mobility surveys, that of Blau
and Duncan in the United States (25) and of Glass and associates in England
(1), who used comparable occupational groups.**** It was found that:

* This calculation based on the data of Lipset and Bendix and the comparison
with Hungarian results was first made by Kemény [24].

** Qutflow mobility ratio is defined as the proportion of mobile persons (in per-
centages) of the social group of origin. Inflow mobility ratio is defined as the proportion
of mobile persons (in percentages) of the social group of destination (ﬁmesent group).

*** Miller [26 ] compared “national mobility profiles’”, among them also the mobility
of Hungary based on the results of the 1949 census. It is possible to classify Hungarian
mobility in 1962—64 according to his criteria in the following way:

~— manual into non-manual: high mobility (just above the dividing line of high
and low);

— non-manuel into manual: high mobility;

— manual into elite (intellectuals and executives): high;

— middle classes (other non-manual) into elite: high;

— total movement out of elite: low;

— middle classes downward to upward movement: low;

— elite into manual: high.

As Miller, too, uses outflow mobility ratios, there is again no clear-cut difference
between Hungarian mobility and that of Western countries.

***+* Data, for the United States on pages 28 and 39 in [25], data for England on page
183 in [1].

Acta Oeconomica 7, 1971
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R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY 41

1. the outflow of éons of intellectuals (professionals), executives, and man-
agers into other social groupsisslightly higher in Hungary than in the United
States and England; ‘

2. the chances of a son of a skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled worker to
enter the group of intellectuals and executives (professionals, managers) are
higher in the United States and lower in England than in Hungary;

3. the chances of a son of a peasant to enter the group of intellectuals and
executives (professionals, managers) are higher in the United States than in
Hungary;

4. the chances of a son of a skilled, semi-gkilled and unskilled worker to
enter other non-manual occupations are more or less similar in the three
countries;

5. the chances of a son of a peasant to enter the other non-manual
occupations are smaller in Hungary than in the United States.

Thus, circular mobility (manifested by the outflow of intellectuals and
executives into other groups) is similar or somewhat higher in Hungary than in
the other two countries. As to the chances of sons of workers and peasants to
reach intellectual, executive and other non-manual occupations, it is difficult
to state any clear-cut tendency, but surely they are not higher in Hungary
than in the United States.

The inflow mobility ratios, however, display again very clear differences:

1. the percentage of sons of manual workers and peasants in the social group
of intellectuals and executives (managers, professionals) is decidedly higher in
Hungary than in the two other countries,

2. the percentage of sons of peasants in all groups of non-agricultural
manual workers is much higher in Hungary than in the United States.

Thus, the finer international comparison based on a more detailed list of
social groups confirms the above-mentioned conclusions drawn from the com-
parison of Hungarian mobility with the data used by Lipset and Bendix.
This unexpected and rather peculiar result, Hungarian mobility being similar
from the viewpoint of outflow mobility ratios and much higher from the view-
point of inflow mobility ratios, is again a consequence of structural factors and
ultimately of the rate of economic development. The national economy of Hungary
and, in consequence, its occupational structure is at a lower level of develop-
ment than that of the United States and England: the ratio of agricultural
population still is much higher and that of the social groups of intellectuals,
managers and other non-manuals much smaller. On the other hand, economic
development and the change of occupational structure was probably faster in
Hungary than in the United States and England in the period preceding the
mobility surveys compared. Therefore, the rapidly growing intellectual and
other non-manual social groups absorbed a large number of persons originating
from the working class and agricultural population who constitute today the

Acta Oeconomica 7, 197 1
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42 R. ANDORKA: SOCIAL MOBILITY

majority of these social groups. The number of these mobile persons, however,
was not so important compared to their original stratum because of the rela-
tively smaller weight of their class of destination and greater weight of their
class of origin. Similarly, the sons of the agricultural population who entered
non-agricultural manual occupations constitute the majority of the working
class today, while in the United States the exodus of peasants into industry
and services influenced the composition of manual groups to a smaller extent,
as farm population was already very small.

Some remarks on future mobility and problems of social policy
concerning mobility

From the analysis of social mobility in the Hungarian society and from
its comparison in historical perspective as well as with other developed coun-
tries it seems to be clear that the main driving force of mobility was economic
development. 1t follows that future mobility will also depend, first of all,on
future economic development. (Fertility differences of social classes decreased
and are continuing to decrease, so that it is improbable that differential fertility
will be a very important factor in bringing about social mobility.) If national
income grows at the planned high rate (about 6 per cent a year), the number of
people with university degree must grow rapidly (as a precondition and a con-
sequence of economic development). Similarly, the number of high-level
executive and manager jobs will increase. The doubling in one generation of the
percentage of intellectuals with university qualification and of top executives
implies an inflow of 50 per cent of persons originating from other social strata
even in the case of total occupational inheritence of the children of intellectuals.
If the extent of occupational inheritance of intellectuals and executives remains
the sameasin the period investigated by the mobility survey of the Demographic
Research Institute,i.e. 56.5 per cent (see Table 1), the implied inflow will be more
than 70 per cent. A higher rate of economic development would imply still
higher inflow, an eventual lower rate of growth obviously a lower inflow of sons
of workers and peasants into the social group of intellectuals and executives.

A high rate of social mobility, however, is also a precondition of a high
rateof economic development. Therefore, a comprehensive social policy embrac-
ing, among other things, the fostering of the chances of social mobility by dif-
ferent means (e.g. educational policy, regional development policy, migration
policy) is an important component of an overall economic policy for economic
growth and social progress.

Acta Oeconomica 7. 1971
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Annex

Definition of the social groups used in the article:

1. Intellectual and executive: all persons having a university degree and
working in a job where a university degree is required, as well as all persons
having a top executive position in enterprises (managers) and state administra-
tion (inclusive of leaders of village councils).

2. Other non-manual: all other people having a ‘‘white-collar’ job.

3. Artisan, member of industrial cooperative: all self-employed persons
outside agriculture, as well as the members of non-agricultural cooperatives.
In the case of the fathers’ social position (in 1938) only self-employed persons,
as there were no cooperatives (compared to the present ones) at that time.

4. Skilled worker: persons having learned some skilled trade and having
an adequate job, exceptionally also persons doing such a job without qualifica-
tion.

5. Semi-skilled worker: persons having a job (mostly machine work) re-
quiring a short learning, without learned skill.

6. Office attendant: all kinds of non-agricultural manual workers who
cannot be classified into the other categories, e.g. office attendants, porters,
messengers, etc.

7. Unskilled worker: persons in jobs where learning is not necessary.

8. Day-worker: persons without a regular job. At present it means
probably deviant behaviour, in the past it was a regular form of employment.

9. Agricultural: farmers, agricultural labourers, members of agricultural
cooperatives.
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~ OBUIECTBEHHAS1 MOBHJIbBHOCTb M 3KOHOMHWUECKOE PA3BUTHE
B BEHI'PUH

P. AHOOPKA

B JHTEpaType MOXXHO BCTPETHTbCSI C Pas3jHUHBIMH MOJIOXKEHHsIMH 0 QaKTopax, ompe-

HEJSIOUNX BEJIMYHHY O06MECTBEHHOH MOGHIBHOCTH. OJHM CUHTAIT «OTKPHITHIH XapakTep
o6lecTBay Ba)KHEHMIIMM ONpeneNsioHM (axTopoM, ApyrHe NPHAAIT peulalllee 3Ha4YeHHe
YPOBHIO WJIH TEMNy 3KOHOMHYECKOTO Pa3BHTHS.
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HccnenoBanne obiecTBeHHOH MOOHJIBHOCTH, NpoBefeHHoe JlemorpaHyecKHM HHCTH-
TyTom npu LICY, no3BoJisier NpoBEPHTb 3TH NMPOTHBOMOJIOYKHBIE THINOTe3bl HA ONbITe BeHrpHu.
Tlepenucu Hacenenusi 1930 u 1949 ropa, a Taroke obcienoBaHHe MOJIOXKEHHsT OyJanemTCKUX
pabouux 1929 rona copep)kaT HEKOTOPbIE JaHHbIE 0 MOGHJIBHOCTH, KOTOpPbIE MOXKXHO HCHOJIb-
30BaThb JJIsl L|eJIH HCTOPHYECKOr0 CPaBHEHHSI.

Ha nporsprenny ucteKmux 25 yier B BeHrpHH HMes MeCTO KPYIHbIH 3KOHOMHYECKHId
nporpecc, NapasjulejbHO C KOTOPHIM NPOU30II0 M3MEHEHHEe CTPYKTYPLI 3aHSITOCTH H 00miecT-
BEHHOH CTPYKTYpPBHl. 3TO CTPYKTYpHOEe npeoGpa3oBaHHe SBISJIOCh Ba)KHeimieii amwKymei
cusioif pocta o001ecCTBEeHHOH MOOHJIBHOCTH.

OCHOBHBIM HamnpaBJieHHEM 061ecTBEHHOH MOGHJILHOCTH ObLJI MEPEXON H3 CJI0Si CeJIbCKO-
X03s1CTBEHHOT0 HacCeJIeHHs1 B CJIOH HEeCeJIbCKOXO03s1iCTBeHHbIX pabounx. IIpHmMepHO noJI0BHHA
HbIHEUIHHX PaGouHXx MPOHCXOAUT H3 KPeCThsIHCTBA. BoJlee aByx TpeTeii HbIHENIHEro €051 HHTEJ-
JIMTeHUHH M DYKOBOASIIHX Da0OTHHKOB M Gosiee 4YeThipeX MSITHIX OCTAJIbHBIX PabOTHHKOB
YMCTBEHHOI'0 TpPyZa TPOHCXONHJIH M3 cemeii paGOTHHMKOB (pH3HuUECKOro Tpyja.

KpynHyio posib B npouecce MOGHJIIBHOCTH Hrpasl Nepexof H3 OXHOre O0O0IECTBEHHOrO
CJI051 B IpYToii cI10#t B Xoie COOCTBEHHOI TPYAOBOii AESTEILHOCTH, HaTIPUMED, Nnepexos pabounx
B IPYNNy HHTEJUTHIeHLUH H PYKOBOASIIHMX PaGOoTHHKOB, NMEpexof KPeCTbsiH B Psifibl paGoyuXx.

OG6uecTBeHHast MOOHJIBHOCTH Obljla TECHO CBsi3aHAa C MOJIyyeHHeM 0osiee BBHICOKOTO
IIKOJBbHOro 06pa3oBaHusi. PocT noTpebHOCTH B KBalHQHUHPOBaHHOH paloueil cuie, — B
pe3ynbTare YCKOPEHHSI 9KOHOMHYECKOr0 PasBHTHsI, — HMeJ HaCTOJIbKO KpyMHble MacmTabh,
YTO BCE JMLA, MOJIyyuBLIHe 6GoJjiee BHLICOKOE HIKOJIbHOe 00pa3oBaHMe, MOYTH 03 MCKIIOYEHHS
MOJIyYyaJii COOTBETCTBYIOILYI0 HOBYIO HOJDKHOCTB.

Hons snuu pabouero H KPECTbSIHCKOr0 HMPOHCXO)XKAECHHS B TpYININEe HHTEJUIHIEHIHH H
PYKOBOASIIMX PaOOTHHKOB, a TaK)Ke BO BCeM CJIoe paG0OTHHKOB yMCTBEHHOT0 TPY/a B HacTosiiee
BpeMs1 CymecTBeHHo Gonbiue, yem B 1930 m 1949 romax. AHanoruuHbIM 06pa3oM CyI[€CTBEHHO
BO3pOCJIa JI0JIsT JIML KPECTbsIHCKOI'0 NMPOHUCXO)KJAEHHs1 BHYTpPH pabGouero KJyacca. 3To CBsi3aHO
C TEM, YTO B MEPHOJ MeXXAY ABYMsSI MHPOBbIMHU BOfHaMH 9KOHOMHYECKOE pa3BUTHe B BeHrpuu
6bLII0 BECbMa MeJIEHHBIM, @ NMOCJIe COLHATHCTHYECKOr0 NepeyCTpoHCTBa TeMI 3KOHOMHYECKOT0
nporpecca upe3BblYaiiHO YCKODHJICS.

ComocTaBsieHHe BEHrepCKHX M 3apy0e)KHbIX Ko03(QHIHEeHTOB MOGHJILHOCTH ONpoBEp-
raeT 1oJIo)KeHHe aMepHKaHCKHX colnoJsioroB Jluncera u BeHAMKCa, COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY Mac-
mrabbl 061eCTBEHHOH MOGHIILHOCTH B 9KOHOMHYECKH Pa3BHTHIX CTPaHaX SIBIISIIOTCSI PHMEPHO
OJMHAKOBbIMH. B BeHrpum josst Mu paGodyero H KpecTbsIHCKOI'0 MPOHMCXOXKAEHHsI B rpynme
HHTEJUIMT€HLIMH M PYKOBOASIIHX PaGOTHHKOB M PabOTHHKOB YMCTBEHHOro TPyAa BooOue, a
TaK)Ke J0JIs1 JIML KPECTbSIHCKOr0 NPOHUCXOX(EHHsI CpeAd pabouyHX CYyU[ECTBEHHO BbIllEe, YEM
B 3aNaJiHbIX CTPaHaX, 00CJIel0BAaHHLIX YIOMSIHYTHIMH BbIllI€ aBTOPaMH. JTO OMSITb-TAKH MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTb CTPYKTYPHBIMH (pakTopamu u GoJiee GBICTPbIM TEMINOM 3KOHOMHYECKOT0 Pa3BHTHS.

Ha ocHoBaHMM aHanH3a 0011eCTBEHHOH MOGHJIBHOCTH MOXXKHO CHENaTh BHIBOJ, YTO BaXK-
HeHMM (aKTopom nocyiefHed M B AasbHeiiem OyaeT sIBAATBCS 3KOHOMHYECKOE Pa3BHTHE.
CoumanbHasi MOJIMTHKA, PaCIIMPSIIOIAsT PAa3IMYHBIMH CPEJCTBAMH BO3MOXKHOCTH COOCTBEHHO#
MOOMJIbHOCTH, (LIKOJIbHOe 00pa3oBaHHe, PerHOHajbHOE Pa3BHTHE, MHIDALHsi HaCeJIeHHs) ToXKe
SIBJISIETCS1 OJHOH M3 NPenochUIOK OLICTPOro 3KOHOMHYECKOro INporpecca.
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