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A REAPPRAISAL OF SOCIAL MOBILITY
IN BRITAIN*

G. PaYNE, G. ForDp and C. ROBERTSON

Abstract  Social Mobility in Britain has been a key work for theories of mobility and social
stratification, but its basic data on the occupation of fathers and sons is open to question.
Arguing from evidence (mainly from the Census) about occupational transitionand ~ differ-
ential fertility, this paper suggests that thc 1949 study appears to have an implausible
number of middle-class fathers. When this critique is related to the peculiarities of the data
already separately reported by others such as Ridge, Hope, and Noble, a strong case can be
made for the rejection of the Glass findings. It follows that the conventional sociological
wisdom that Britain has a low rate of mobility must be reconsidered, and also that those
theories of stratification which have drawn too uncritically on Social Mobility in Britain
must now be re~examined.

For OVER twenty years British sociology of stratification has been profoundly
influenced by the LSE study published as Social Mobility in Britain (Glass, 1954).
Central contributors to subscqucnt writings on class, such as Bottomore, Wester-
gaard, Miliband, and Parkin, draw both dircctly and indircctly on the cvidence of a
rigid, relatively closed, and stable socicty which the book presented.? As a resul,
the Glass study is not just a historical description of mobility pattcrns in the first
half of this century: rather, it has become an integral, if sometimes implicit, part
of the continued dcbate about class structurc and formation, and so rctains a
greater innnediacy than some other, more recent, cmpirical studics.

It is often the case with such seminal works that any technical defects or limita-
tions arc quickly overlooked and soon convenicently forgotten. Glass himself is at
great pains to point out a number of unusual features of his results, and later writers
(mainly in the ficld of social mobility rather than class theory per se) have echoed
his obscrvations. However, very little has been done to consider what significance
such featurcs might have. For example it is almost a commonplace that the LSE
mobility tables arc unusually symmetrical, or that class differentials in fertility rates
producc a biased distribution of fathers’ occupations—both points originally made
by Glass. Other peculiaritics have been reported by Ridge and Hope during the
recent phasc of national mobility studics. But as yet, these problems have not
collectively received the attention which they merit; the intention of this paper is
to remedy this, and thereby to raise doubts about the uses to which the Glass data
have been put. The present authors contend that there are major factual inaccuracies
and logical improbabilitics in the LSE study which call for explanation, and for
which no adequate explanation currently cxists. These difficultics in turn bring
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290 G. PAYNE, G. FORD AND C. ROBERTSON

into question those theories of class which have drawn too uncritically on Social
Mobility in Britain.

The starting-point of this rcappraisal is the core of all mobility analysis, the
mobility table. Onc of the general characteristics of mobility tables showing
respondents’ occupations tabulated by their fathers” occupations is that the distribu-
tion of occupations for the respondents is different from that of their fathers. The
dominant pattern of such tables is that fewer of the fathers have middle-class
occupations than do the respondents (or sons), and conversely more fathers appear
to be in working-class occupations. This pattcrn is associated with greater over-all
upward occupational mobility than downward mobility, despite varying levels of
inherited advantage and sclf-recruitment, and it occurs because these are tables for
twenticth-century industrial socictics.

There arc two major historically specific reasons why the fathers/sons distribu-
tions differ in this respect; changes in occupational structurc and differences in
fertility. The thesis of occupation transition, that industrial socictics manifest a
trend towards increasing skill levels, with more professional, technical, and white-
collar workers, and relatively fewer unskilled manual workers, implics a steady
expansion of the morc desirable middle-class occupations. This necessitates a flow
of workers into thosec new occupations which expand the middle-class sector. In
other words, the sons of working-class familics arc less likely to inherit their fathers’
jobs because relatively speaking, the working-class scctor is contracting while the
middle-class scctor is expanding, thercby making it casicr to cnter (Payne, 1977).
This process is reinforced by cducational policics designed to produce a workforce
with the necessary skills for further vocational specialization. The result is structural
mobility, which is incrcasingly scen as the major component of mobility (Hauser,
19754, 1975b).

In the mainland UK for cxample, professional, technical, supervisory, and
routinc white-collar workers incrcased from about 3,900,000 in 1921 to over
6,900,000 in 1971, and have come to occupy 45 per cent of all jobs compared with
30 per cent, as Table 1 shows.

Bluc-collar workers, despite an absolute increase in numbers between 1921 and
1951, have been in relative decline since the First World War, and absolute decline
since 1951. Their proportion of the classified work-force has fallen from 70 per cent
to under s5 per cent (excluding armed forces).

This pattern is reflected in the mobility tables for Scotland, although it is dis-
torted by other cffects (particularly differential fertility) discussed below, and does
not show up so dramatically. A comparison of fathers’ and sons’ generations for
the 1975 Scottish Mobility Study sample shows 345 per cent and 462 per cent
middle class respectively, and 655 per cent and 53-8 per cent working class. A
similar regrouping of the Blau and Duncan data gives the middle class (categories
1-7) 29+ 5 per cent fathers and 396 per cent sons (excluding ‘farmers’), with the work-
ing class 70-5 per cent fathers and 604 per cent sons. (Blau and Duncan, 1967: 496.)
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A REAPPRAISAL OF SOCIAL MOBILITY IN BRITAIN 291
Table 1

Occupational transition in Scotland, England, and Wales in 1921, 1951, and 1971:
cconomically active males, aged 20-64*

Source: adapted from Census Occupational Tables (for details see Payne, et al., 1975).

1921 9 1951 % 1971 %
‘White-collar’ Scotland 419,641 283 480,729 312 560,800 39-1
occupations: England ) ) ) .
SEG 1-6; 8: 12-14 and Wales 3,519,704 300 4,706,004 351 6,386,250 45°8
(incl. farmers) Total 3,939,345 298 5,186,733 347 6,947,140 452
‘Bluc-collar’ Scotland 1,063,192 717 1,060,221 68-8 872,040 609
occupations: England ) . .
SEG 7:9-11: 15 and Wales 8,225,290 700 8,713,168 649 7,566,240 542
Total 9,288,482 702 9,773,389 65°3 8,438,280 548
Totals Scotland 1,482,833 100 1,540,950 100 1,432,930 100
(cxcluding armed  England

forces and 17 and Wales }11’744’994 100 13,419,172 100 13.952,490 100
(not known)) Total 13,227,827 100 14,960,122 100 15,385,420 100

* Throughout this paper, data is presented for crude categories such as ‘White-collar’ or
‘Manual’ workers. This is unsatisfactory, but to achicve comparability over the several studies
it is unavoidable.

The sccond historically specific process which gives rise to differences between
the fathers’ and sons’ distributions as seen in mobility tables is differential fertility.
Broadly speaking, working-class fathers each have more children (and therefore of
course more sons) than do middle-class fathers. A sample of the sons would find
more who said their fathers were working class, because there would be a greater
chance of working-class sons being sampled. This would lead to an over-cstimatc
of the proportion of working-class fathers (Glass, 1954: 191).

Consider the following example: suppose there were only two classes, A and B,
of cqual size, and the population remained unchanged over two generations; but
class A fathers had on average onec child each (o5 sons per father), while class B
fathers cach had on average three children (15 sons per father). Regardless of the
occupations of the sons, the distribution for cight fathers would be:

Fathers A A A A B B B B
Birth Rate o5 o5 o5 o5 s I°§ I'5 IS
N ——— ™ N —— e’

Sons a a b b b b b b

Six out of eight sons (the bs) would say that their fathers were class B, and only
two out of eight (the as) would declare class A. Therefore our cstimate of the
fathers’ occupational distribution on the basis of the sons’ answers would not be
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292 G. PAYNE, G. FORD AND C. ROBERTSON

s0:50 but 25:75 (for further discussion, see Allan and Bytheway, 1973). As a
concrete illustration, the class fertility for women married between 1900 and 1909
was 2+64 for R-G Class I, ranging to 4-17 for R-G Class V. Marriages contracted
between 1927 and 1931 (and enumerated twenty to twenty-four years later)
ranged from 1-88 to 3-18 for the same classes (Carr-Saunders ef al. 1958: 25). To
some extent these differences in crude averages are ‘damped down’ by infant
mortality, so that 1-88 becomes 1-78 while 318 becomes 2-74, (MOH, 1956:
233) and the rate for sons becomes thereby approximately 0-89 (below full self-
replacement) and 1-37. Although the manual/non-manual ‘differential has been
remarkably constant, in relative terms, over the early part of this century’ at
around 1+9 and 27 live born children (Carr-Saunders et al., 1958: 24) the absolute
rate has changed, particularly in more recent years. Each generation covers a long
period both of changing rates of fertility, and of a changing occupational—and
therefore R-G class—structure. It is therefore intended that these fertility rates
should serve mainly as an illustration. During the first half of this century the
maximum effect would be that for every 100 non-manual fathers reported by a
sample of sons, the actual distribution in the fathers’ generation was nearer 110,
while for every 100 manual fathers reported, the real figure would have been
nearer 75. Thus in mobility tables the apparent difference between fathers’ and
sons’ occupational distributions under-estimates the number of middle-class fathers
and over-estimates the number of working-class fathers, so that the already present
effects of occupational transition are exaggerated. The two processes are comple-
nlentary‘

The effects of these processes should be evident in the following distributions of
fathers and sons taken from the LSE study: the dotted line indicates the middle-
class/working-class boundary.

Table 2

Occuptional distributions of fathers and sons in Social Mobility in Britain
Source: Glass, 1954: 180-3

Father’s occupation Son’s occupation
as reported by son as reported by son
1. Professionals 129 103
2. Managerial/Executive 150 159
3. Higher non-manual/Supervisory 345 330
4. Lower non-manual/Supervisory 518 459
5. Routine non-manual/Skilled manual 1,510 1,429
6. Semi-skilled manual 458 593
7. Unskilled manual 387 424
Totals 3,497 3,497
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A REAPPRAISAL OF SOCIAL MOBILITY IN BRITAIN 293

Table 2 is not a mobility table: it says nothing about how pairs of fathers and sons
fit into particular classes, because the two columns are discrete. It will be immedi-
ately apparent that the two distributions do not differ greatly from one another,
and that the difference between them in six out of seven classes is not as expected.
Classes 1, 3, and 4 of the middle-class sector show miore fathers than sons, while
working classes s, 6, and 7 all show fewer fathers than sons.

But it is known that these figures distort the real distribution because of dif-
ferential fertility, so that the actual situation is one in which there are even more
middle-class occupations in the father’s generation, and even fewer working-class
occupations. So the full extent of the difference is under-estimated. The Glass
mobility table appears to refer to a society at a time when the middle class has con-
tracted and the working class expanded, against the thesis of occupational transition.

However, it can be calculated from census data that for at least the last thirty
years of the period covered by Table 2 there was a 16 per cent expansion of the
middle class (standardizing for population size®) and there is no reason to assume
that for the carlier part of the period (going back because of the older fathers to,
say, the middle of the nineteenth century) there was no growth whatsoever of the
middle classes. Thus it can be concluded that on the one hand there is census
evidence of an expansion of at least 16 per cent, while on the other the Glass data
show a contraction of around 17 per cent.* Even if the exact magnitude of these per-
centages is in doubt, it therefore seems reasonable to raise questions about the
validity of the sample data.

It should be recognized that Glass himself is aware of these problems and
attempts to deal with them, although with only partial success. Indeed, his explana-
tions may have unwittingly contributed to later misinterpretations of his position,
because he stresses the stability of the occupational structure, and suggests that
differential fertility is a phenomenon the impact of which is minimized by falling
mainly in the recent past. Neither of these lines of argument can be accepted
without further review of the census figures for the relevant years.

Taking differential fertility first, the central question appears to be at what
historical point did it become a significant factor? In view of the little attention
that it received from later commentators, Glass’s discussion of this appears to have
been taken as implying that the class fertility differential is not too important,
because of the late appearance of the differential, and the countervailing effect of
mortality: as he says,

Mortality is correlated negatively with social status, but so is fertility, so that the two factors will tend to
counteract one another. It is unlikely, however, that they will completely cancel each other. Having
regard for the historical development of social status differences in fertility, it is more probable that,

relatively, the bias towards the representation of ‘manual’ fathers will be greater on the more recent than
the earlier cohorts. (Glass, 1954:191)

But as Glass has since pointed out, fertility differentials rosc from the marriages
of the 1870s (when the ratio of manual to non-manual fertility was around 1-25)

This content downloaded from 176.235.136.130 on Thu, 19 Dec 2019 13:56:14 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



294 G. PAYNE, G. FORD AND C. ROBERTSON

to those in the inter-war years (when at its peak the ratio was around 1-40); and
adjustment for mortality only very partially counteracts the differential (scc Glass,
1969: 44, and Rollet and Jones, 1972). It follows that the differences in fertility
effect between the early and late cohorts covers more of the sample than some later
commentators have taken Glass to mean. It certainly can be traced back to the
1870s, as various writers have shown (Banks, 1954; Hawthorn, 1970; Thompson,
1970).

Glass also recognizes the occupational basis of the discrepant father/son pattern,
but while accepting that it appears unusual, he goes on to argue that it represents a
genuine change in the social structure of Britain. He writes that the data

suggest a slight decline in the opportunities for high status over time, a decline which appears in the data
for the subjects’ fathers as well as for the subjects themselves . . . the most likely conclusion is that there
was no important change between 1911 and 1941 in the proportion of ‘non-manual’ employment for
the [fathers] concerned ... the increase in the proportions of ‘manual’ occupations—and therefore of
occupations of relatively low rank in the prestige hierarchy—as the more recent decades of birth are
approached, is genuine. (Glass, 1954: 190, 192-4)

Thus Glass accepts his data as being valid, even if ‘somewhat unexpected’ and
requiring some justification. He argues that his finding of a contraction of middle-
class opportunity is not necessarily

in conflict with the known fact that certain specific types of white collar occupations have greatly
expanded over the past fifty years. It would mean, however, that other occupations of comparable status
have contracted to an even greater extent. And also that the expanded opportunities in certain white
collar occupations have been taken over by women. (Glass, 1954: 190)

But he doces not claborate on which specific occupations he has in mind, and he
does not relate his findings to the thesis of occupational transition—although of
course the state of such theorics in the 1950s was less advanced than the present day.
Instead, he uscs the 1951 census data as a comparison—or as Ridge has noted in the
context of discussing peculiarities of brother/subject/ father differences, the original
investigators ‘scem to have been somewhat surprised, and attempted by manipula-
tions of census statistics to show that the same trend can be observed on a status
scalc other than that of Hall and Jones” (Ridge, 1974 :91). Glass and his colleagues
present two tables of comparison with the 1951 census, onc for the fathers and one
for the subjects. Since the argument is essentially the same for both, we shall deal
mainly with the latter, because the data on the fathers arc a poor estimate of truc
occupational distribution owing to the diffcrential fertility factor.

Glass claims that the occupational structure has led to an increasc in categorics 4
to 7 inclusive (‘manual’) in his sample, from 78-7 per cent for the oldest ten-year
cohort, to 89 per cent for the youngest cohort, with a consistent trend for each
cohort in between. He compares this with 1951 data from the census showing that
the R-G's social classes 3 to s inclusive (again, ‘manual’) have similar scores of 78-4
per cent to 877 per cent for the same cohorts. This is shown in Table 3.
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A REAPPRAISAL OF SOCIAL MOBILITY IN BRITAIN 295§

Table 3
Proportions of ‘manual’ respondents in four cohorts as reported in Social Mobility in Britain
Source: adapted from Glass, 1954, Tables 1 and 12: 181 and 194.

Glass sample 1951 Census
Percentage Pcrcentage
Cohort bornin  Total ‘manual’ (Cats. 4-7) ‘manual’ (R-G 3-5)
1890-1899 540 787 784
1900-1909 751 797 792
1910-1919 772 831 81°5
1920-1929 755 890 877
Over all 3,497 830 81-3*%

* Not given in Glass, but calculated from Census 1951, Occupational Tables, No. 17 and 18,
for proportion of civilian population aged 20-59 in 1951 who were in classes 3 to § inclusive.

It is Glass’s argument that the smaller representation of older men in the ‘manual’
sector indicates a shift in the underlying occupational structure, towards the
manual sector. In other words, the older men entered occupations when there were
more ‘non-manual’ ones available—so fewer arc in ‘manual’ occupations now—
whereas the younger men were competing for a contracted supply of ‘non-manual’
jobs, and so were forced to appear in greater numbers as ‘manual’ cmployees.

A re-examination of the Census data, this time including 1921, 1931, and 1951,
has been carried out as part of the Scottish Mobility Study, and this can be adapted
to show approximately the same categorization scheme (Paync ef al., 1975). The
general level of the dichotomy is confirmed but its pattern over time for cconomi-
cally active males does not uphold Glass’s position.

Table 4

Changes in proportions of ‘manual’ and ‘non-manual’ economically active men
aged 20—64 in Scotland, England, and Wales, 1921, 1931, and 1951

Source: see Table 1.

‘Manual’ ‘Non-manual’ Totals
(SEG’s 6-12, 15) (SEG’s 1-5, 13, 14) (excluding armed forces, etc.)
L e 8 B 8 B
=i = =] g = ] = g = =2 =
5B 3 e B s E i3 5 2
22 f £z & s 23 g g
M & 1%} Q ST %] Q SIS 1%} ]
1921 868 862 867 132 13-8 133 11,744,964 1,480,834 13,225,798
1931 881 877 881 119 123 119 13,247,333 1,542,253 14,789,586
1951 848 851 848 152 149 152 13,419,178 1,540,784 14,959,962

These figures, taken direct from the censuses for three different time points,
indicate that the ‘manual’ sector fell by 2z per cent between 1921 and 1951, despite
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206 G. PAYNE, G. FORD AND C. ROBERTSON

the important fluctuation in 1931 due to the Depression, whereas Glass’s figures,
based on the cohorts of a single census, give the impression of a monotonic 9-3 per
cent increase over all and 8:5 per cent for the three youngest cohorts. The use of
three time points and censuses is more reliable than an estimate based on cohorts a
single time point. The findings from the three censuses match those of Bain et al.
who, using a slightly different categorization scheme on the occupational popula-
tion of Britain, also report that 1921 has a lower proportion of manual occupations
than in 1931, but higher by around 2 per cent than in 1951. In addition, 1911 shows
an cven higher figure than for 1921, albeit by less than 1 per cent (Bain et al., 1972:
113). Bendix, again using a different categorization, finds the same pattern and
extends the trend of a declining ‘manual’ sector back to 1907 (Bendix, 1969: 248).
Other writers on cvidence of varying reliability have also supported the view that
the long-term trend has been for a contraction of the manual sector, not the
cxpansion Glass has claimed (see Payne, 1977).

This interpretation is supported by the distribution of a sample of Scots born
between 1910 and 1929. These men are the contemporaries of Glass’s two youngest,
1910-19, and 1920-9 cohorts. While perfect correspondence is not to be expected
(sampling crror, national difference, coding compatibility) the direction of the
difference between the two sets of figures, taken for caution’s sake at a crude level,
suggests that very similar men may be proportionately less ‘manual’ at a later stage
in their carcers. 16:9 per cent of the Glass 1910 cohort were in non-manual jobs
(categorics 1-3, Glass, 1954: 186): interviewed in 1975 the Scottish 1910 cohort
reported 23+6 per cent currently in non-manual jobs. Glass’s (younger) 1920 cohort
werc only 11°0 per cent non-manual in 1949: 27+5 per cent of their Scottish con-
temporaries by 1975 were holding non-manual jobs. If onc accepts for a moment
that both the Glass and the Scottish data on respondents themselves are reliable,
then we are left with a carcer cffect which helps to explain the difference between
the reported levels of non-manual cmployment. It is not unrcasonable to suggest
that age and hence intra-generational ‘carcer’ mobility takes sufficient men out of
the manual sector through promotions to produce the cohort illusion which Glass
takes for the real occupational structure. In other words, each successively younger
cohort is morc manual because the men are younger, and not because the occupa-
tional structure has changed.

Indeed Glass himself presents conflicting cvidence. In a footnote discussing
Bowley’s work and updating it, he shows a small increase in ‘non-manual’ male
occupations which he does not cxplain beyond reference to ‘important elements of
non-comparability’ (Glass, 1954: 193). And while Glass also claims to find an
expansion of the ‘manual’ sector for three groups cach aged 45-54 in the 1911 to
1931 Census (Glass, 1954: 191-2), this evidence is not only bedevilled by compari-
son problems, but confuses age equivalence with functional career cquivalence.

That is to say, entry to an occupational sector (such as foreman or manager) is
not always at an identical age for all men at all historical periods, even if entry into
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the ‘non-manual’ sector always on average increases with age for any onc cohort
over time. This is because of institutional changes, such as educational reforms and
the growth of credentialism, and historical events such as wars which affect men of
different ages in different ways (for some, carecr prospects may be improved by the
death of rivals or seniors, but in turn that accelerated group constitute a greater
block to promotion for the next youngest cohort). The occupational situation of
any cohort is the product of three major factors:

(a) its unique historic location, which no other cohort can cver share;

(b) its stage of carcer cycle, that is to say, its scniority, which other younger

cohorts will in turn occupy; and

(c) the changing occupational structurc (with its cxpansion of non-manual

opportunitics) which applics to all cohorts, albeit more to the youngest

cohort in the process of training and recruitment as this group is the most

“flexible’.
The inter-play of thesc factors is complex, but Glass has interpreted the data on the
three 45-54-ycar-old cohorts, and the data in Table 3, solely in terms of the last of
these factors. He has mistaken what may be changes in access to certain jobs at
different career stages for changes in the overall structure. By the same token, the
evidence for the Scottish labour force quoted above must be regarded with caution
because the increase in the non-manual proportion is not only duc to seniority, as
we implied but is also duc in part to changes of occupational structure.?

Because of these obscrvations about changes in the occupational structure, age-
cffects, and differential fertility, Glass’s interpretation of the problems apparent in
his data cannot be accepted as a solution. The problems persist. Because gross
mobility rates arc necessarily dependent on the marginal distributions, Social
Mobility in Britain provides an unrcliable cstimate of intergencrational occupational
mobility, which in turn will require the revision of those of our theorics of class
relations in Britain which derive from the 1949 study.

If this is accepted, it is still an open question as to what went wrong with the
LSE inquiry. The sample design is not obviously faulty, the response rate of 9,296
out of 12,204 (759 per cent) is respectable and the age/marital status comparison
with the Registrar-General’s estimates suggests that the achieved interviews pro-
vided an adequate representation of the population. Glass says that while there s
some small bias in the age and marriage composition, it is doubtful if this is scrious
cnough to affect the analysis, in part because of the use of cohorts climinates the
over-weighting of some age groups: The other variables—

fertility and attainment of secondary education—do not appear to have been affected to any considerable
extent. . . . In sum, therefore, though the sample is by no means perfect, the bias involved is not likely to
be crucial and is to a substantial extent counteracted by the method of analysis. (Glass, 1954: 92)

Indeed, as indicated below, the occupational representativencess of the respondents
is not what is in question, since again, though not perfect, the bias is not great and
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298 G. PAYNE, G. FORD AND C. ROBERTSON

it docs not provide an explanation for the deviant fathers’ distribution. By the same
token, an over-representation of older age groups and married men does not
explain the fathers” pattern. It would be an unfortunate chance if a sample which is
uncxceptional on five variables should be widely deviant on a sixth which in turn
we might expect to be related to at least some of thosc five.

A sccond possibility is a class differential in attrition rates: if migration and war
casualtics sclected disproportionately for the sons of working-class fathers, then the
residual population would appear to have an excess of middle-class fathers, because
only the sons of the middle class would remain to be sampled. If this were a major
cffect, it would impinge most on the young men who fought the 1914-18 war,
and who later participated in the great emigration of the late 1920s; that is to say,
men born between 1890 and 1899. This cohort is only 75 per cent of the size of the
other complete cohorts (Glass, 1954: 90), and so if there arc significant differential
attrition ratcs, this cohort should demonstrate them, assuming that some general
process of adjustment has not since intervened.

In the first place, cohort 18909 does not show a marked excess of non-manual
respondents, a necessary condition if its working-class population has suffered
differential attrition. Its proportion is 21+3 per cent, only 0°9 per cent more than the
next youngest generation. When allowance is made for some career affect, this
docs not support the idea of excessive working-class casualtics. Secondly, although
the cohort docs have a higher proportion of non-manual fathers (206 per cent in
categorics 1, 2, and 3, while the others score 16:3, 17°4, and 146 per cent in
descending order of age: however, the pre-1890 age group also shows an excess at
21+6 per cent) its net contribution of fathers is small becausc it is a smaller cohort and
the excess of non-manual fathers cannot be attributed to any excess of non-manual
sons. Thirdly, the marginal totals for the study mcan that some downward mobility
was incvitable—but within the differential attrition model, there is no immediate
cxplanation of why the working-class sons of middle-class fathers were not equally
at risk as working-class sons of working-class fathers—so sharply reducing the
chances of the downward mobile of getting into Glass’s sample. We are still left
with the lack of fit between the fathers” and sons’ distribution in a sample which
adequately represents the population from which the respondents were drawn.
Furthermore, another study only two years later reports 26:6 per cent non-manual
fathers and 34°3 per cent non-manual sons (Benjamin, 1958: 266).

We would therefore wish to suggest that there is something seriously wrong
with Glass’s data, most probably in the fathers’ occupations. The source of error
may be somcthing to do with the respondents’ accuracy or veracity; it may lie in
the interviewing technique; it may be a coding problem, or a combination of any
of these. There is now no way to tell, although the discussion below reviews some
further possibilities. But in the absence of some explanation which can also restore
confidence in the data, it must be strongly urged that conclusions based on the
mobility rates reported by Glass be held in abeyance.
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This sceptical approach to the Glass data is not the position adopted by others
writing since the father/son peculiarity became known. Perhaps it is the very
recognition of the fact that the fathers’ distribution does not represent a population
in the normal sensc that has discouraged them giving the matter further considera-
tion. The international comparative sociologists (Bendix and Lipset, 1959; Miller,
1960; Svalastoga, 1965; Fox and Miller, 1966; Cutright, 1968; ectc.) have all
accepted Glass without question—as one would expect, given their general orienta-
tion towards grand comparative exercises and their lack of interest in cultural and
historical variations (Payne, 1973). Bibby remarks on the similarity of the two
generations, but uscs the data as the cornerstone for his discussion of mobility
measures (Bibby, 1975: 125). Duncan-Jones notes that ‘it is well known that this
table has rather a regular pattern’ (Duncan-Joncs, 1972: 195): again, he uscs the
data in his exposition (both Bibby and Duncan-Jones employ the Miller version of
the Table 2 data (Miller, 1960)). It is slightly ironic that the development of the
various cocfficients and methods of analysis have used concrete examples drawn
from a table that is so untypical of mobility tables generally.

Noble is onc of the few commentators who has criticized the LSE Study; how-
ever, despite doubts about the sample, he does not argue for the rejection of Glass’s
findings (Noble, 1972, 1975). He suggests that the 1949 study, ‘which is correctly
indicating little change in occupational structure, but, simultancously, over-
representing non-manual workers among the respondents, may also scriously
over-estimate the non-manual clement in the generation their fathers represent’
(Noble: 1972, 428). In other words, he attributes the excess of non-manual fathers
to an excess of non-manual sons in the sample. However, this involves a number
of misinterpretations. Firstly, Noble’s statement is predicated on the assumption
that Glass correctly indicates little occupational change, whereas the actual change,
as indicated above, is very different from the picture Glass presents. Secondly, to
what extent does Glass over-represent the non-manual sons? Noble gives four
different figures for the non-manual proportion in 1951: 264, 384, 32, and 37 per
cent. The first is for all males, the second is for houschold heads (both taken from
the 1951 Census of Great Britain), the third is from Benjamin’s study (Benjamin,
1958), and the fourth is Miller’s classes 1 to 3a, taken from Miller’s account (which,
despite Miller’s claim, refers to England and Wales only). Noble uses the difference
between the first and last of these figures as an indication that Glass’s sample is
unsatisfactory.

However, the correct comparison with the 37 per cent is the age-adjusted
English and Welsh civilian population figurc for R-G’s 1957 classes 1, 2, and 3, less
the skilled workers, SEG 10: this gives 35°5 per cent as the census estimate, or an
error of 15 per cent (Census 1951, Occupation Tables, 148-9, Nos. 17 and 18).
The earlier discussion of ‘non-manual’ by Glass gave the sample as 17 per cent ‘non-
manual’, as against the census estimate of 181 per cent (Table 2). So that while the
sample is not perfect, its small error lics mainly in its shortage of upper middle
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class, and its excess of lower-middle-class representation. But the extent of the
over-representation is not as great as Noble implies, and the larger part of it
appears in the classes which are most open to imprecisions of coding.®

Even if there is an over-representation of non-manual sons, along the general
lines of Noble’s argument, this only relates to an excess of non-manual fathers
provided that one accepts that there are high self-recruitment rates. But beliefs about
these rates are of course largely based on Glass’s work, so that an element of
tautology creeps in. If we accept the figure of 1+5 per cent excess of non-manuals,
this appears to be equivalent to saying that about fifty-four cases in categories 1-5a
should really be manual workers. But none of these could be removed from cate-
gories T to 3, because these are already in deficit (by about 1°1 per cent in the
under-60s” part of the sample) and indeed require an addition of, say, around sixty
more non-manuals. The net effect is that the upper three non-manual categories
(1 to 3) have 594 cases and should have 654, while the lower two non-manual
categories 4 and sa, have 701 and should be $87, for an over-all non-manual total
of 1,341. But if we assume that adjustment to non-manual sons changes the number
of non-manual fathers by one for every son (i.c. assuming perfect self-recruitment at
this dichotomous level), then while categories 4 and sa would contribute fewer
middle-class fathers, categories 1, 2, 3 would contribute more; the fifty-four cases
which are moved would ‘take with them’ their fathers, so that we would still have
cxactly the same excess of fathers, proportionate to the number of sons. If one
assumes, more realistically, a moderate degree of self-recruitment then the excess
of non-manual fathers in class 1, 2, and 3 increases absolutely although not relatively,
while the excess in 4 and sa becomes relatively greater (since removing one son
removes less than one father). Converscly the new replacement manual sons add
less than their own number to the manual fathers, which worsens the shortage of
manual fathers because the sons’ total is increased more than the fathers’. This effect
will be limited by the fact that there is less downward than upward mobility in
industrial socicety, so that adding manual sors adds mainly to the manual fathers
whereas any adjustment to the non-manual sons has some effect on manual fathers.
Again, the impact of adjustment in one category depends on its size and pattern of
recruitment. We are therefore unable to accept Noble’s explanation of the discre-
pancies in the fathers’ and sons’ distributions.

Noble’s original comments about errors in the sample develop from his view of
age and career cffects. He argues that household-heads have a higher social-class
rating than ‘all males’ (26:4 and 384 per cent non-manual in 1951), and because
men with sons are more likely to be household-heads, than ‘all sons’, there should
be more fathers in the non-manual category than sons (Noble, 1972: 427). It is for
this reason that he is less worried by the over-representation of non-manual fathers.
However, since Glass is talking about men aged twenty or over, ‘all sons’ are closer
to marriage age and household-headship than ‘all males’, the latter including males
15-19. So if Noble is correct, ‘all sons’ should occupy the middle ground between
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household-heads and ‘all males’. It has already been shown that on the categories
1-sa definition, 355 per cent of ‘sons’ over twenty years old are non-manual; this
compares with 36:0 per cent for all males and 37-0 per cent for houschold-heads
(Marsh, 1965: 200). (37-0 per cent is chosen in preference to Noble’s 38:4 per cent
in order that all three sets of figures are calculated in an identical way). Thus, firstly,
the difference between houschold-heads and males is not as great as Noble suggests
(1+5 or at most 29 per cent on Noble’s figure) and secondly, the ‘all males” are more
‘non-manual’ than their older ‘all sons’, so suggesting that the age/houschold-head
effect is more complicated than it initially appears. Furthermore, an age effect on
this scale would show up if the occupational structure was nearly stable, which
contrary to Noble’s view, it was not. Certainly in subsequent studies the age effect
disappears, due to structural change and differential fertility—which he does not
discuss. So although he is aware of the peculiarities of the 1949 data, his assumption
about structural continuity and career effects prevent him from recognizing the
importance of the fathers’ over-representation.

Similarly, while in a 1972 paper Ridge and Macdonald have commented on the
way that the pre-dating fathers” distribution resembles the later sons’ distribution
(Ridge and Macdonald, 1972: 142), they continue to use the 1949 data in a search
for mobility trends (and Ridge has carried out further analysis more recently; see
below). As they say, their tables for 1949, 1951 (Benjamin, 1958), 1962 (Runciman,
1966), and 1963 (Butler and Stokes, 1969) show no clear patterns, and they hesitate
to draw conclusions about trends from the evidence of those four tables. Having
considered the lack of comparability due to different time-points for the fathers’
jobs, due to non-response, and the option of ‘concocting a tale’ to fit the discre-
pancies and finding in none of these solutions a satisfactory answer, they raise the
possibility of eliminating one table. But because the criteria for selecting ‘a table to
discard are unclear’ (Ridge and Macdonald, 1972: 142) they leave the question open.
The implication of their elimination idea is that the Glass data is the odd-man-out:
without it the sons’ non-manual proportions would be 343, 356, and 375 per
cent for 1951, 1962, and 1963 respectively. The fathers’ non-manual proportions
would be 266, 256, and 29'5 per cent {although this latter comparison is only
approximate—sec Ridge and Macdonald, 1972: 142 and 146-7). These figures arc
closer to a consistent pattern and the three ‘retained’ time-points all clearly show
the excess of non-manual sons over non-manual fathers. Thus whereas Ridge and
Macdonald hesitate to discard the 1949 table for want of criticria, the present
authors would suggest that this paper provides sufficient grounds for the climina-
tion of the LSE data to be made.

In the course of reconsidering the Glass data, both Keith Hope and John Ridge
have also discovered certain peculiarities for which they attempt to producc ad hoc
explanations. In his paper “Trends in the openness of British Society in the Present
Century’ Hope examines the evidence of changes in the mobility processes in
Britain by comparing the 1949 LSE findings with thosc of the 1972 Oxford inquiry.

This content downloaded from 176.235.136.130 on Thu, 19 Dec 2019 13:56:14 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



302 A REAPPRAISAL OF SOCIAL MOBILITY IN BRITAIN

As he remarks, ‘Before drawing any conclusions from a comparison between two
studies about the respects in which they differ it is necessary to ensurc that they do
not differ in respects in which they should be the same’ (Hope, 1975 : 10). To this
end he compares the overlapping parts of the two samples, or as he terms it the
‘splice’. Setting aside the problem of attrition, the younger ‘Glass’ men and the
older ‘Oxford’ men are both samples from the same population. By taking the job
in the Oxford inquiry which falls nearest in time to the 1949 inquiry (job ten ycars
after entering the labour force) Hope is able to replicate, within limits set by the
passage of time, part of the Glass study. Rather surprisingly he discovers that the
product moment correlation for the father’s last job to son’s job in the 1949 study
is 0'47, while the comparable figure for the Oxford inquiry is only 0-36. The
marginals of the two tables diverge fairly substantially (see Table 5) which may be
attributed to a combination of class-differential attrition, failure to replicate the
Hall-Jones scale accurately and normal sample variation. In fact these marginals do
not cxplain the different correlations.

Table s

Distribution of respondents by Hall-Jones occupational class in the 1949 and 1972 samples,
and the 1951 census*

Source: K. Hope, Trends in the openness of British Society, Part II, Table 1, and Census 1951
England and Wales Occuption Tables, Tables 17 and 18 (by interpolation).

Census 1951
Hall-Jones classes 1972 1949 Men aged 22-41

I 49) 27)

2 43 p 157 3'4}13-7 17
3 6s) 76

4 95 111 18
5 389 482 408
6 308 15°9 16
7 52 112 83

* The census is partitioned in keeping with Glass et al., Social Mobility in Britain, p. 191, and
D. C. Marsh, The Changing Social Structure of England and Wales 1871-1961, pp. 199-201,
s0 as to approximate to the Hall-Jones categorics.

Using a technique developed by Goodman and others (Goodman, 1969), Hope
is able to show that there arc ‘significant differences between the two inquiries in
the naturc of the relations between fathers’ and sons’ occupational levels, even after
differences in the marginal distributions have been taken into account’ (Hope, 1975:
13). He also constructs a table which illustrates the extent to which the values of
the various cells of the two tables would have to be modified to bring their exchange
mobility into line. From this it is clear that Glass has an excess of self-recruited respon-
dents in all categories of the scale when compared with the Oxford data. What sort
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of explanation can we find for these differences? Hope concentrates his attention on
the respects in which the attempt to replicate might have failed. He suggests the
following possibilities:

(a) Differential effects of mortality and migration

(b) Failure to replicate the Hall-Jones coding successfully

(c) Unreliable recall of occupations at a considerable remove of time by the
Oxford sample

(d) The fact that the job reported by the Oxford men was not actually in 1949
but spread about that time

The last possibility is easiest to dismiss, because Hope is able to demonstrate
conclusively that the explanation does not rest there. None of the remaining
explanations seem plausible, because although they might explain differences, they
do not explain why self-recruitment should be higher in the 1949 inquiry. So that on
point (a) it is a little difficult to imagine what sort of social process could lead to a
disproportionate survival of self-recruiters at all socio-economic levels, although
the association between self-recruitment, traditional occupations (and proprictor-
ship), and propensity to migrate might repay further attention. Again, even if one
were to assume that the Oxford team were singularly inept in attempting to
reproduce the Hall-Jones scale there is no immediately apparent reason why this
should exaggerate the extent of social mobility (the self-recruitment effect extends
throughout the scale and cannot therefore be due to the simple mis-location of
some particularly crucial group). In fact John Ridge provides evidence of an
infelicity in the original Glass coding which ought to work in the opposite direction
and dilute the intergenerational association for the Glass study relative to the later
Oxford work. (Ridge, 1974: 92.) Similarly, until Hope’s study of the reliability of
survey data becomes available there seems to be no way of settling conclusively
the effect of recall problems on occupational reporting.”

In the meantime ‘the two studies remain stubbornly divergent however one tries
to bring them into line’ (Hope, 1975:49). As attempts to explore possible sources of
inaccuracy in the Oxford retrospective data have failed to cast light on the prob-
lem, Hope concludes that ‘it seems reasonable to place greater reliance on the
results of the later inquiry rather on those of the eatlier study’ (Hope, 1975: 38).
The clear implication of this is that in some as yet unidentified way Glass over-
estimated the degree of occupational inheritance, in additien to his over-estimate
of non-manual fathers as established above.

The point of departure for John Ridge is somewhat different. He is examining
the total patterns of inheritance of status within the family in the Glass sample by
considering those cases where the respondent had two or more brothers. Given
that the respondent is in each case a randomly selected ‘brother” himself, one would
intuitively expect that the correlations between the respondent and each brother
(arranged by birth order) would be roughly equal, and would be in line with the
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correlations among the other brothers. The correlation between respondent and his
father, and the brothers with their fathers should also be roughly equal. As displayed
in Table 6, the results observed depart from this expectation.

Table 6

Married men in England and Wales with two or more married brothers for whom occupations were
reported in the Social Mobility in Britain survey

Source: Mobility in Britain Reconsidered (]. Ridge, 1976: 96).

N = 483: Mean No. of brothers = 3-30

Means Brother 1 Brother 2 Respondent
Year of birth 1896-0 1900°3 1901°2 (1)
Hall-Jones code 485 487 77 (2)
Children born alive 232 200 210 (3)
Correlations
Hall-Jones:

Brother 2 0°443 (4)

Respondent 0279 0265 (s)

Father 0324 0333 0439 (6)
Year of birth by

number of children —0-282 —0-264 —0°346 ?)

The correlations between respondent and his brothers are substantially lower
than those amongst the brothers. The correlation between respondent and father
is considerably higher than that between brothers and father. At the same time,
the average status of fathers is 4-73, similar to the respondent’s and higher than the
brother’s. Why should the respondent show more occupational inheritance than
his brothers and be more successful at maintaining his status? The answer of course,
is that he should not; and there are two possibilities to consider. The first is that the
1949 sample was peculiar in a number of respects; that sampling fluctuations
explain the patterns observed. This however seems unlikely as an explanation as it
involves arguing that a sample of respondents which has above been taken as a
reasonable one in terms of age and occupational spread, appears to contain a high
over-representation of middle-class fathers, too high a level of self-recruitment,
and a conspiracy of downwardly mobile brothers. This would indeed be an odd
and unfortunate sample.®

The second and more reasonable position to adopt is to assume that the Glass
data was flawed either in the collecting or coding, and hence to seek evidence about
the nature of this postulated flaw. Following Ridge’s argument, it might be sug-
gested that the brothers are less salient to the respondent than his father and that
the information is therefore inaccurate. The trouble with this explanation is that it
would also give rise to low ‘inter-brother’ correlations. Ridge also reports that the
variances for brother’s status scores are consistently lower than those of respondent.
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Neither, it seems, is the result due to the fact that a substantial number of the
brothers were in fact dead, and therefore arrested at an earlier career point than the
respondents. Indirect evidence on the size of the brothers’ families suggests that
they are mainly alive and breeding. A second finding which would in any case
preempt this explanation is the initially startling fact that there is nil correlation
between status and age in the Glass sample of respondents (presumably the Hall-
Jones scale is too gross, and career development is contained within its categories,
but see note 5 below). In the area of coding error, an interesting suggestion is made:
The brothers’ jobs were recorded with less detail. Perhaps for those jobs which
may or may not involve skill (i.e. manual jobs for the most part) the less-detailed
replies about brothers failed to indicate the level of skill, so that they were conse-
quently down-graded. Unfortunately, this would apply equally to the coding of
fathers and is therefore not a satisfactory explanation.

Both Hope and Ridge have been unsuccessful in locating the source of their
troubles in either some general area of inaccuracy such as passage of time, fallible
memory, sample attenuation (mortality, etc.), ‘spread’ in the time-points used, or
in a data-processing error. Ridge has one further hypothesis to offer, dangerously
subversive to the canons of survey research. Perhaps Glass accurately processed and
reported the information he received. Perhaps the unlikely pattern of findings
occur because the respondents systematically biased their answers. Specifically he
suggests that some of the respondents may have deliberately down-graded their
brothers as a result of ‘sibling rivalry’. The problem here is that once we admit the
possibility (indeed, even likelihood on the available evidence) that this group of
respondents were so status conscious as to lie, then we are forced to admit the
existence of many groups with various potential axes to grind, and the task of
survey analysis becomes doubly difficult.

For example, suppose that upwardly mobile men tend to obscure their origins
by ‘inviting’ their fathers to join in their success; what effect would this have? It is
fairly easy to show that this would at the same time strengthen the degree of the
father/son association at all levels in the scale while increasing the proportion of
fathers in jobs in the higher classes, and since it might be argued that it would
strengthen the father/son correlation while attenuating relationship of the father to
his other sons, it might appear that we had gone a long way towards providing a
uniform explanation for all the puzzling aspects of the Glass results. We must be
cautious however in presenting this speculation as an explanation since there are
several features of the data which it does not immediately explain. Firstly we would
expect to find that the Oxford ‘correct’ data would contain relatively fewer non-
manual fathers than the Glass data. In fact a cursory inspection of the overlapping
parts of the sample suggests that there is a slightly higher representation of non-
manual fathers in those cohorts of the 1972 study.® This however, is not decisive.
In both cases we are contrasting respondents at a fairly early stage in their careers
with their fathers at a mature stage of career development, and if we are prepared
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to assumc a fairly strong carcer affect (together with some occupational transition
effect on the fathers’ ‘last or current job’ in the later Oxford study), then these
figures may well be correct. Of course we would then be committed to argue that
the distortion in the Glass data applicd primarily to his older cohorts but this seems
to make good sense as we arc supposing that it is upwardly mobile men who intro-
duce the crror, and they might require time to achieve their own mobility. Being
older, they might also be more likely to have an ‘old-fashioned’ concern with
status. A second problem ariscs concerning the family pattern; we cannot by the
above rcasoning cxplain why the corrclation between the status of the respondent
and his brothers is substantially lower than that between the brothers. Here it seems
we would require to introduce additional hypothescs such as Ridge’s suggestion of
sibling rivalry.

The central point to be made is this; there are a set of factual inaccuracies and
logical improbabilitics in the original 1949 LSE study which cry out for explana-
tion. As yct, no rcasonablc parsimonious cxplanation exists. There are grounds for
doubting whether a satisfactory explanation can be based on a simple artefact of
the data collection, coding, or analysis; both because of carlier failure to reveal any
such cffects and becausc it is hard to cnvisage what sort of distortion could act to
sclect individuals on the basis of their mobility experience in a fairly uniform way
throughout the sample. If this is accepted, then it scems that we must either accept
a multiple explanation for multiple crrors or move into the dangerous terrain
mapped by John Ridge. It is clcar that we could probably construct an explanation
based on systcmatic distortion on the part of the respondents along the lines
indicated above; the problem here is that it stands or falls on the imputation of
complex motive and bchaviour patterns which however superficially plausible,
are unamenable to cvidence. Furthermore, cven if we are happy to take this course,
we are left with one major question: exactly what was it about the Glass study that
led to the respondents’ falsifications, where other studies seem to show less evidence
of such peculiarities. The present authors do not have an answer, and indeed, the
intention of this paper is not to explain why Glass arrived at his results, but only to
show that those results arc suspect.

Even if the data were accepted uncritically, three features of the Glass sample
would still produce a result untypical of other studies. Firstly, Glass’s respondents
were aged 18 and over, so that although he discards the under-20s, his over-60s
number 679 cases, or 194 per cent of his sample. This compares with under 12 per
cent for studies of men aged 20-64, the model established by Blau and Duncan for
subsequent studies. Not only does the Glass sample contain more older men, it
compares their current or last occupations with their fathers’ current or last occupa-
tions, unlike the more recent preference for the father’s job when the respondent
was 14. These two factors are not self-cancelling, and are compounded by a third,
the early date of the LSE work in 1949: historically the Glass data is referring to a
very much earlier period, compared with the American or latest British Studies.
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Towards the upper limits, such as a respondent aged 70 in 1949, Glass was dealing
with somcone whose birth year was 1879, and whose father’s birth year was 1845
(taking Glass’s estimate of father’s mid-child birth at age 34) (Glass, 1954: 191).
Such a father would reach the equivalent of retirement age in 1910, still in the era
of horse-drawn transport and well before the start of the First World War! His son
could casily have worked for over twenty years before the First War, and would
be reaching retirement age during World War Two. Of course, at the other
end of the age scale the 20-year-old born to a 34-year-old father had worked only
since the end of that war, but his father’s work-experience would nevertheless start
before the previous war—1909: with successively older respondents, the father’s
work experience (particularly his entry into the labour force) becomes increasingly
characterized by the inter-war years, and the nineteenth century.

Glass’s approach to social mobility is explicitly concerned with both the ability
of the middle-class father to pass on his advantaged position, and also the chances
of the able working-class child to escape his background and enter a higher-status
job (Kreckel, 1972). Thus the implicit causal focus of his study is the father’s
occupational position (or alternatively, that position’s influence on the social con-
text in which the son is born). Since so much of the father’s work experience ranges
through the second half of the nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries, the
mobility Glass reports is strongly bound up in occupational and social processes
that had little direct relevance in 1949—let alone 1969. Over two-thirds of Glass’s
sample have their mobility defined by the occupations of fathers who reached
retirement age before the end of the Second War.

Now normal practice would make sociologists hesitant in attributing to the
social conditions of the 1960s and 1970s the results of surveys carried out only four
years after the end of the last war. But all mobility studies are by nature retrospec-
tive and historical, and the LSE study is now more historical than most. It follows
that there can be very little justification in uncritically regarding the present
mobility processes of Britain (or ‘advanced industrial society’) as being those
reported by Glass. Unfortunately, this is precisely what is still happening, as in for
example the work of Raynor (1969: 33-5), Frankel (1969: 161), Goldthorpe (1974:
145-6), Westergaard (1975: 297-302), etc. As Hope has remarked, interpretations
of Glass’s findings have

contributed materially to the theoretical debate on British stratification. Indeed, theories of British
occupational mobility, so far from being derived from some broad body of speculative sociology, have
tended to ground themselves in an agreed reading of the findings of the 1949 inquiry, differing from one
another only in the supposed mechanisms and processes which they postulate to explain those findings.
(Hope, 1974: 1-2)

While there may have been no alternative study available, continued use of
Glass’s Social Mobility in Britain in anything except a purely historical context is
indefensible. Indeed, the relevance of the study is now for the history of sociological
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ideas, not for the ‘sociology of modern Britain’, or for stratification analysis, and
all the more so in the light of the erroneous numbers of fathers and sons, and the
major historical changes in social and occupational structure since 1951.10

Notes

1. This paper is based on Working Paper No. s, Scottish Mobility Study, University of
Aberdeen. The Study is financed by SSRC Grant No. HR/2173/1. The authors are grateful
for the helpful comments of colleagues, most notably David Glass, Trevor Noble, Robert
Moore, and Alan Anderson.

2. For a discussion of this dependence of theory on Glass, see the authors’ ‘Changes in Occupa~-
tional Mobility in Scotland’, Scottish_Journal of Sociology, Vol. 1, No. 1, 1976.

3. As Table 1 shows, the relevant population expanded from 13,227,827 in 1921 to 14,960,122
in 1951. Had the middle classes made up 347 per cent (the proportion in 1951) of the
smaller figure, this would have been 4,590,056, an expansion of 650,711 on 3,939,345 (the
number in 1921) or 16-5 per cent.

4. 1,142 sons said their fathers were middle class (Table 2): this figure is weighted by a class
fertility factor of 0-9, giving a total of 1,269 middle-class niches in the actual occupational
structure of the previous generation. These niches have contracted to 1,051 in the son’s
generation, as we know directly from the random sample of sons. Hence the contraction
of 218, or 17-2 per cent as the upper estimate.

s. Although cohorts generally display little differences between their average status levels,
this does not necessarily mean there is no career effect. It may be that older cohorts have
benefited from career mobility, but that younger cohorts have benefited disproportionately
more from the expansion of the non-manual sector—i.e. structural mobility. This kind of
pattern therefore appears as the dominant one in current mobility studies which reflect the
expansion of industrial society throughout this century, but see Hauser (1975b: 588—90)
for a difference of emphasis.

6. The concentration of over-representation in categories 4 and sa is important, because they
have particular mobility characteristics which ramify throughout the mobility matrix. In
general, lower-grade supervisory staff (e.g. foremen) and routine grades of non-manual
work (e.g. clerks and shop assistants) are among those categories more likely to be recruited
from a wide range of backgrounds (Goldthorpe, 1975: 9-10). In the Scottish Mobility
Study, the coding of supervisors and inspectors proved technically difficult and despite
detailed checks and recodings, the eventual sample showed about 8 per cent foremen,
compared with the 1971 census figure of s per cent (although these figures are not for
strictly compatible populations and the census figure should be marginally lower). Presum-
ably this is a self-inflation effect, and it may be that part of the problem with the Glass data
arises from a similar phenomenon.

Among other very helpful comments on an earlier draft of this paper, Trevor Noble has
pointed out the difficulty of allocating SEG 8 (service workers) who should really be split
between Hall-Jones categories Va and VI. If SEG 8 is reclassified as manual as Noble has
done, then the Glass/Census comparison becomes 37/31°3 per cent, which is more in line
with his criticism of the sample.

7. Speculating widely, the very limited occupational ‘repertoire’ on which most people draw
might tend to result in an over-reporting of occupational inheritance where actual clear
knowledge was missing.

8. Keith Hope is also able to show that the differences between the mobility rates are con-
sistent throughout the cohorts of both samples, which leads him to argue that they are
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different but ‘functionally equivalent’, and that the difference must therefore lie in some
artefact of the survey methods employed rather than in sample differences (which would
be unlikely to apply systematically throughout the four cohorts).

9. If we take the comparable parts of the two samples as laid out by Hope (Hope, 1975, Part 2,
Table 1) and control for sample differences by reducing the respondents’ distribution for
the 1972 sample to that of the 1949 study, we find that the 1949 fathers are 16-2 per cent
non-manual while the 1972 fathers are 20 per cent non-manual (defined as Hall-Jones
Class 1, 2, and 3).

10. It should be emphasized that these criticisms do not necessarily apply to all aspects of
Social Mobility in Britain. The present authors are only concerned with the mobility
findings per se, and since the sample of respondents appears to be sound, it may well be
that other findings (such as Jean Floud’s ch. s on education) are perfectly valid. We are
grateful to one of the editorial readers of Sociology for pointing out the need for this clarifica-
tion.

References

ArLaN, B. and BytHEwaAY, W. 1973. ‘The Effects of Differential Fertility on Sampling in
Studies of Intergenerational Social Mobility’, Sociology, Vol. 7, No. 2, p. 273.

Bain, G. S., BacoN, R., and PIMLOTT, J. 1972. ‘The Labour Force’, in Halsey, A. H., (ed) Trends
in British Society Since 1900. London: Macmillan.

BANKS, J. A. 1954. Prosperity and Parenthood. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Benpix, R. 1969. ‘Indexes (sic) of Bureaucratization’, in Faunce, W. and Form, W., (eds)
Comparative Perspectives on Industrial Society. Boston: Little, Brown.

—— and Lipset, S. 1959. Social Mobility and Industrial Society. Los Angeles: University of
California Press.

BenjaMIN, B. 1958. ‘Inter-Generation Differences in Occupation’, Population Studies, Vol. XI,
p- 262.

BiBBY, J. 1975. ‘Methods of Measuring Mobility’, Quality and Quantity, Vol. 9, No. 2, p. 107.

Biau, P. and Duncan, O. D. 1967. The American Occupational Structure. New York: Wiley.

CARR-SAUNDERS, A. M., Jongs, D. C., and MOSER, C. A. 1958. A Survey of Social Conditions in
England and Wales as Illustrated by Statistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

CUTRIGHT, P. 1968. ‘Occupational Inheritance: A Cross-national Analysis’, 4.].S., Vol. 73,
p. 400.

DuNCAN-JONEs, P. 1972. ‘Social Mobility, Canonical Scoring and Occupational Classification’,
in Hope, K., (ed) The Analysis of Social Mobility. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Fox, T. and MILLER, S. 1965. ‘Economic, Political and Social Determinants of Mobility’, Acta
Sociologica, Vol. 9, p. 76.

FrRANKEL, H. 1969. Capitalist Society and Modern Sociology. London: Lawrence and Wishart.

Grass, D. (ed). 1954. Social Mobility in Britain. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

—— 1969. ‘Fertility Trends in Europe Since the Second World War’, in Behrman, S., Corsa,
L., and Freedman, R., (eds) Fertility and Family Planning. Ann Arbor: University of
Michegan Press.

GOLDTHORPE, J. E. 1974. An Introduction to Sociology (2nd edn). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

—— 1975. Occupational Mobility and Class Structure, paper read at the SSRC International
Seminar on Occupational Mobility, University of Aberdeen, September 1975 (mimeo).

GoopmaN, L. 1969. ‘On Partitioning X2 and Detecting Partial Association in Three-Way
Contingency Tables’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Vol. B 31, p. 486.

This content downloaded from 176.235.136.130 on Thu, 19 Dec 2019 13:56:14 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



310 G. PAYNE, G. FORD AND C. ROBERTSON

Hauser, R. ef al. 1975a. ‘“Temporal Change in Occupational Mobility: Evidence for Men in
the United States’, ASR, Vol. 40 (June), p. 279.

—— 1975b. ‘Structural Changes in Occupational Mobility Among Men in the United States’,
ASR, Vol. 40 (Oct.), p. 58s.

HAwWTHORN, G. 1970. The Sociology of Fertility. London: Collier-Macmillan.

Hoek, K. 1975. Trends in the Openness of British Society in the Present Century, paper circulated
at the SSRC International Seminar on Occupational Mobility, University of Aberdeen,
September 1975 (mimeo).

KRrECKEL, R. 1972. ‘Towards a theoretical re-orientation of the Sociological analysis of vertical
mobility’, Social Science Information, Vol. 11, No. s, p. 153.

MarsH, D. 1965. The Changing Social Structure of England and Wales, 1871-1961 (2nd edn).
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

MILLER, S. M. 1960. ‘Comparative Social Mobility’, Current Sociology, Vol. 9, p. 1.

Ministry of Health. 1965. Matters of Life and Death, pt. ii, 1955. London: GRO.

Nosig, T. 1972. ‘Social Mobility and Class Relations in Britain’, British J. Sociology, Vol.
23, p. 422.

—— 1975. Modern Britain: Structure and Change, London: Batsford.

PARKER, J., ROLLETT, C., and JonEs, K. 1972. ‘Health’, in Halsey, A. (ed), Trends in British
Society Since 1900. London: Macmillan.

PayYNE, G. 1973. ‘Comparative Sociology: some problems of theory and method’, BJS, Vol.
24, No. 1, p. 13.

——, Forp, G., and PerRIE, C. 1975. Occupational Mobility in the Scottish Context, paper read at
the SSRC International Seminar on Social Mobility, University of Aberdeen, September
1975 (mimeo).

_— , and RoBERTSON, C. 1976. ‘Changes in Occupational Mobility in Scotland’, Scottish
Journal of Sociology, Vol. 1, No. 1, November (forthcoming).

—— 1977. ‘Occupational Transition in Advanced Industrial Societies’, Sociological Review
(forthcoming).

RAYNOR, J. 1969. The Middle Class. London: Longmans.

RIDGE, J. 1974. ‘Sibling Rivalry’, in Ridge, J., (ed) Mobility in Britain Reconsidered. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

—— and MacponaLp, K. 1972. ‘Social Mobility’, in A. Halsey, (ed) Trends in British Society
Since 1900. London: Macmillan.

SVALASTOGA, K. 1965. ‘Social Mobility, The Western European Model’, Acta Sociologica, Vol.
9, p. 175.

THOMPEON, J. 1970. ‘The Growth Phenomenon’, in Taylor, L., (ed) The Optimum Population
for Britain. London: Academic Press.

WESTERGAARD, J. and RESLER, H. 1975. Class in a Capitalist Society. London: Heinemann.

Biographical notes: GEOFF PAYNE graduated from Manchester University in 1965 and was a
post-graduate at McMaster and Durham Universities before becoming a Lecturer (and sub-
sequently Senior Lecturer) in Sociology at Newcastle Polytechnic. He has been Director of the
Scottish Mobility Study at the University of Aberdeen since the Study started in 1973.
GRrAEME Forp graduated from Edinburgh University in 1970, where he was also a post-
graduate student before lecturing in Sociology at the University of Iceland for two years. He
has been a Research Assistant with the SMS since 1973.

CATHERINE ROBERTSON holds a degree in Computer Science from Heriot-Watt University
(1973) and was formerly a Research Assistant (Programming) with the SMS: she is now a
Technical Programmer with B.P. Ltd in Aberdeen.

This content downloaded from 176.235.136.130 on Thu, 19 Dec 2019 13:56:14 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



	Contents
	p. [289]
	p. 290
	p. 291
	p. 292
	p. 293
	p. 294
	p. 295
	p. 296
	p. 297
	p. 298
	p. 299
	p. 300
	p. 301
	p. 302
	p. 303
	p. 304
	p. 305
	p. 306
	p. 307
	p. 308
	p. 309
	p. 310

	Issue Table of Contents
	Sociology, Vol. 11, No. 2 (May 1977) pp. 233-410
	Front Matter
	ALIBIS AND ALIASES: SOME NOTES ON THE 'MOTIVES' OF FIDDLING BREAD SALESMEN [pp. 233-255]
	CLASS MOBILITY IN MODERN BRITAIN: THREE THESES EXAMINED [pp. 257-287]
	A REAPPRAISAL OF SOCIAL MOBILITY IN BRITAIN [pp. 289-310]
	THE CONSTITUTIONAL STATE OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY: AN ELEMENTARY CONCEPTUAL PORTRAIT [pp. 311-332]
	SHARING: SOME NOTES ON THE ORGANIZATION OF TALK IN A THERAPEUTIC COMMUNITY [pp. 333-350]
	CRITICAL NOTE
	LANGUAGE AND THE LEGITIMATION PROBLEM [pp. 351-358]

	REVIEW ARTICLES
	EXPERIENCE AND TRUST IN SOCIOLOGICAL WORK [pp. 359-368]
	GIDDENS' RULES [pp. 369-373]

	BOOK REVIEWS
	Review: untitled [pp. 375-376]
	Review: untitled [pp. 377-378]
	Review: untitled [pp. 378-380]
	Review: untitled [pp. 380-382]
	Review: untitled [pp. 383-385]
	Review: untitled [pp. 385-387]

	SHORTER NOTICES
	Review: untitled [pp. 389-389]
	Review: untitled [pp. 389-391]
	Review: untitled [pp. 391-392]
	Review: untitled [pp. 392-393]
	Review: untitled [pp. 393-394]
	Review: untitled [pp. 394-395]
	Review: untitled [pp. 395-396]
	Review: untitled [pp. 396-397]
	Review: untitled [pp. 397-398]
	Review: untitled [pp. 398-400]
	Review: untitled [pp. 400-401]
	Review: untitled [pp. 401-402]

	BOOKS RECEIVED [pp. 403-410]
	Back Matter



