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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

Social Class as a Moving Average

Social class — a classification of occupations & vgell-known concept. It is widely used by
social analysts to measure the degree of inequalgpciety. This works in two ways. First,
mobility analysts can compare the class of par@ppscally fathers) to that of their children.
Is society becoming more open? Second, it is usedl ‘gold standard’ against which other
measures can be compared. For instance, has altb bé manual classes risen relative to
that of non-manual classes?

Many social scientists, primarily economists, hagdnterest in class at all, preferring
measures of income as a basis for understandirggatiey. Many sociologists are critical
too. These critics have a wide variety of reasamscbncern, but in the main these are that
society is too complex to be reduced to a few sgralipings. Other factors such as gender,
ethnicity, but also consumption and lifestyle arrenimportant. Even those who believe that
class is useful wrangle over whether particulassifecations are up to the job.

The analysis in this paper is based on the ideddlasses are useful but are more
mixed and fragmented than sociological theory aflowEach class contains such a wide
range in terms of earnings that a significant propo of one class might earn less than the
average for a class below or more than the avdmgea class above. To test this, artificial
groupings are created based on the two highestedgbigher managers and professionals on
the one hand and lower manager and professionalherther) where each of these is
divided into three pay bands. Looking at two dgdore indicators — gender and education —
it is found that their distribution is describedtramnly by class but by pay within class.
Looking at various outcomes — social mobility, ngti feelings of economic wellbeing, and
what class people themselves think they belongtt®-same happens.

Overall, the picture is not of a clear class ddton but of groups defined by both
class and pay. For instance, in some cases a Ipgidygroup in the lower of the two classes
has characteristics closer to the highly paid imgher class than to the low paid in their own
class. However, this still means that class isedulixoncept, as pay alone fails to describe
people’s situations. The occupation they are inesak big difference, for instance, even to
their feelings of economic wellbeing, and regarslles their pay. Further, father’s class is
also an important predictor of some outcomes régssdf own class or pay. Class tells us a
lot, but not enough.

What is going on socially and economically to proel these results? Is it that life is
simply too complex to be summarised by class, at the occupations are changing too
rapidly for class to remain a consistent measurefffarent argument is put forward based
on the idea that change to the class structuredslyy rather than economically driven. It
seems likely that at least one cause of chandgeeigtowth of education. It is argued that,
contrary to human capital theory within economit® supply of education has outstripped
demand. Some indication of this is given in theguaghrough showing that the value of
having a degree has declined and that wages gtdlgliower the higher the proportion of
graduates in an occupation. It seems probableftreréhat some occupations within social
classes are effectively being ‘downgraded’, prodgcd greater spread of pay within them
than before. There are good jobs and bad jobs mwitldsses, which are paid accordingly.
Class is not dead but is more complex than it tsdxb.



SOCIAL CLASS AS A MOVING AVERAGE

Malcolm Brynin

Abstract

Are social (occupational) classes coherent, distntities? While they reflect an underlying

reality, they are more fragmented than theory ssiggelt is hypothesised that skill

mismatches mean that each class includes a subktaoiportion of poorly paid people who

could be in the class below and highly paid peoyte could be in the class above, or in a
class alone. This is tested for the service clagsigy the British Labour Force Survey. It is
then shown using the British Household Panel Sthdy people within the service classes
have differing class backgrounds, different classcg@ptions, and different political views

depending on their hourly pay.
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Introduction
Is class dying or merely changing? Is the diffigwliith class analysis the result of the
complexity of the subject (society) or merely adlojgroblem within sociology?

If class is changing, the cause is generally heeldetrive in part from increased
demand for skills, involving new or re-ordered quational groupings (Esping-
Andersen 1993), and ultimately affecting socialdabur, for instance reducing the
dependence of vote on social backgrolitfdclass is dead this is because it is not so
much the economy as society that has changed.sltbheaome more complex and
multilayered. People can no longer be easily atemtdo the boxes that analysts
assign to them. There are perhaps social fabriestibtructures — a smaller warp and
weft than large-scale surveys, or what Crompton98)9calls the ‘employment
aggregate approach’ — can elicit. It has been ardghat surveys lead to a ‘severe
underestimation of the rich complexity and diversit the social world (Stones 1996:
1). The flux that postmodernists or others oppdséthodernism’ see is reflected in a
fluidity of association across class boundarieetam education, modes of thought
(eg feminism), or competing affiliations such anat identities (Beck 1992), while
growing affluence has allowed people to ‘buy theleseout’ of the class positions to
which analysts allocate them. In the view of somé&cs of ‘modernism’ we then
arrive at the idea that class is a lifestyle, deddiy how people choose to appear not
by what they are (Featherstone 1991 ; Pakulski 200&agner 1994). People count,
not positions.

While that is true, the distinction between posisicand people is different
from the problem of statistical analysis. In regpet the latter, large-scale social
surveys are of course surveys of people but abouials averages rather than
individuals. If people share characteristics itrseestrange that we should ignore this
fact, whatever individual-level variation occurseovand above this. That working-
class children are on average shorter than middkscchildren is not a lifestyle
choice, whatever the differences in the lifestytdésindividual children (Marshall
1997: 16-17). In respect of people against postiggost-modernists ignore the fact
that people compete for positions. While their eagx on the individual and on
choice has a paradoxical affinity with economias,eaonomist would point out that
one person’s choice has to contend against ofheusther, consumption cannot be

considered in isolation. It is possible that pragtscof culture and fashion can be
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considered a middle-class ‘fraction’ on the badisheir lifestyle (Bourdieu 1984 ;
Featherstone 1991 ; Lury 1996), but as produceng llave to make a profit. To look
at this from another angle, private health carenm@nhance consumer choice less
than the professional power of the providers (Baidfi.992).

Nevertheless, even if we can say that de-indusstaitabn rather than the post-
industrial society has altered the balance of theses (Rose 1988: 14), this does not
mean that people simply fill positions. Whatevee tonstraints, peopldo choose
occupations. There has to be an element of agdimeyproblem that ‘choosers’ have
is simply that choice is constrained and competitior instance, they cannot be sure
that the skills they acquire will meet demand.

The concern of this paper is what happens to #esdtructure when demand
and supply do not match: that is, when choicescanstrained. The argument is that
classes in this case become more fragmented onb#ses of a number of
characteristics but especially of earnings. Classéslivide and overlap. Each class is
then merely a sort of central tendency or, as PHI®6) charmingly describes it, a
‘lump’, with indefinable and mobile edges.

The analysis below, using the British Labour Fostevey (LFS) 1993-2008
and the British Household Panel Study (BHPS)1991720as three main aims: first,
to see how far variation in pay within classes oscand is associated with other
characteristics such as education; second, tathesinter-generational basis of pay
inequalities within classes; and third, to see Wwhetwe can see these ‘class-pay

groups’ as being socially as well as economicakamngful.

Class and pay

One of the difficulties of the various class schenstheir reliance on occupational
codes which give only partial information aboubh.jTo this is added information on
management status (Goldthorpe) or skills (WrigHbut not pay. Even though the
exchange economy was central to the class formoulati Weber, consideration of the
role of pay is left almost entirely to economistégages reflect productivity, have clear
welfare implications, provide a simple metric (whidass does not), and also mediate
demand and supply. Sociologists tend to assumeslidisg and pay correlate well, and
therefore to a view of pay as subsidiary to cldssarguing that class position is

linked ‘to differential rewards and differential wards to outcomes’ Breen and



Rottman (1995: 52) see rewards as an intermediepel®tween class and outcomes
such as health or vote.

To some extent this neglect of pay is a healthyentive to over-reliance on
this by economists. Class analysts generally hitle interest in thecausal analysis
of income, partly because as a continuum incomeatadistinguish qualitatively
between social groups. More fundamentally, whaotlaeemain actors in stratification?
Employment economists see the individual and then*f Firms select and pay
workers on the basis of their skills, people sefents. But this lacks a critical stage
in the causal process. People choose an occupagione a firm, and occupations
(rarely of interest to economists) are the buildaarks of classes.

Even in their own terms economists are wrong inrtteEk of attention to
occupation. If someone wants to become a doctor hibgpital or practice is
secondary. After making this occupational choit&t tperson then aims at the best
pay possible, not first at a doctor’'s pay and baogna doctor in order to earn it.
When making their critical educational decisionsngng@eople probably have only
vague career intentions, which means they chooskillalevel before a job. This
further means that the supply and demand for skillsoften not meet. Indeed, it
seems reasonable that supply will mostly exceedadenbecause education is a
cultural good in its own right. This is not mereédentialism’ or ‘signalling’ as the
signal is as much social as econofhic.

But if economists are wrong to ignore occupatiartaices, class analysts pay
too little attention to pay, which has to come itlte equation, not because supply and
demand must match but precisely because they dtiarot. The result of this is that
pay is sometimes either compressed or stretchddnwsbcial classes. Pay is one of
the indicators of heterogeneity within classes.e€fig to the labour market the
education they choose, only partially related te tieeds of the labour market,
workers polarise pay within classes, producingscfesgmentation.

The most influential concept of class, the EGP s&heis based entirely on
employment relations, in which pay figures impliciand indirectly. At its heart is
the existence, or otherwise, of a ‘service relaiop’, a mutually dependent
relationship between employers and workers dictatguhrt by the skills of the latter.
In the face of problems dealing with ‘specialisetbwledge and expertise’ (Erikson
and Goldthorpe 1992: 42) ‘employing organisationshcede work autonomy to

acquire and retain commitment to the organisatitirt. this reduces the relationship
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precisely to the ‘firm-employee’ form which econ@tsi espouse. Where does
occupation come into this? If skills, seen as ‘aspecific’, are in fact occupation
rather than job-specific then the term ‘employingyamisation’ is ambiguous. A
doctor can switch hospitals comparatively eashpugh not sectors. The doctor can
acquire a ‘service-type’ relationship whoever theptoyer. The factors that influence
marketability of skills might therefore be harder predict than the concept of
employment relations allows (Tahlin 2007). In parar, if moral commitment
cannot be obtained by contract it has to be bouggthaps in terms of so-called
‘efficiency wages’, or in more specific cases whdog example, firms hoard skills
through a wage premium to limit innovation by comitpes (DiPrete 1990). Supply
also makes a difference. As a result of rising atlan, the off-the-peg skills this
provides relate increasingly poorly to jobs and Eygrs can no longer easily
discriminate on the basis of skills. They discriatg by performance instead and pay
accordingly. We might therefore expect considerglalg variation within classes and

even within occupations.

Class fragmentation

Many people, and from a variety of perspectivesghasserted that classes are far less
homogeneous than class theory often seems to asBacleargues that as a result of
cross-cutting social forms ‘new hierarchies anded#ntiations develop which are
internal to social classes’ (1992: 97). That isamimversial, but are we, as Beck also
argues, an ‘individualized society of employeesiPeB/ occupations are important to
stratification. Nevertheless, occupational groupiegn be big or small, and this is a
problem. Seeking a mid-point between traditionalssés, ‘big classes’, and status,
which can be viewed as a continuum, Jonsgoal (2009) argue that we should
fragment classes into their constituent occupatiam® ‘micro-classes’. There are
practical problems with this id&ayet it is important as it shows that classes are
fragmented to the extent that the level of aggiegawithin classification systems is
possibly arbitrary. After all, whats an occupation? In coding terms is it one, two,
three, or four digits? For the class analyst thealmer of levels is a matter of choice
(Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992: 44-46; Goldthorpeakt1987), and so we could
choose if we wished to isolate elites within ocdigres (Goldthorpe 1987: 46-7).
There is also overlap between classes, for instaiceugh convergence of

employment relations between lower non-manual aadual workers (Gallie 1996).
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Giddens’ ‘structuration’ clearly fragments clasouwpings (1981: 110). For Scott
unlimited ‘class situations’ underpin class forrmag and class boundaries move.
‘Systems of social stratification ... are complexustures characterized by fissures,
folds, faults and intrusions’ (Morris and Scott §9%4). If we do not have class
dissolution we do have greater class complexity. W& must draw a line somewhere
and so there is little point in analysing extremagimentation. As Jonssaat al
(2009) themselves say, it makes no difference vemndtiere is much or little mobility
between occupations which are functionally equivaland this equivalence is the

point of class analysis.

One factor in class fragmentation is within-claggiation in pay. Wright
(1979) finds considerable pay variation within thenagerial classes. His work is
therefore a study not only of class but of hetenegg within classes. It has also been
argued that rising inequality in the UK is assaaiatwith increasingly skewed
incomes in the middle classes (Westergaard 1996188). Savaget al show much
the same, with a very considerable ‘spike’ for no@nagers (1992: 77-78). As already
indicated, this sort of change can also lead torlapebetween classes. Changing
incomes might have led to convergence of some grofgr instance relatively
affluent manufacturing workers and proletarianiskedical workers (Goldthorpe 1969
et al; Lockwood 1958).

It is perhaps in the service class where thisastrapparent, however. Indeed,
there seems to have been a shift in attention fh@rdeclining working classes to the
growing middle-classes. Goldthorpe’s emphasis om$oof contract which define the
service class (the main component of the middlesels) acknowledges the shift;
mobility studies mostly test the chances of entty the service class. As a result ‘the
problematic of the new service class has replabatl af the new working class’
(Lockwood 1995: 2-3), the ‘problematic’ being theuegtion of class unity.
Goldthorpe (1995) sees the service class, bothehigimd lower managers and
professionals, as one loose groupir@thers (eg Crompton 1992 ; Savage 1992 et al)
see fragmentation. Common distinctions are dividggrskills (Wright 1997: 22-25),
cultural capital (Bourdieu 1984 ; Savage 1992),sconption (Featherstone 1991 ;
Lury 1996) or tasks (Guveli et al. 2007), thouglesth forms of distinction can

overlap’



Such distinctions tell us little about causali@®ne process of fragmentation
hypothesised above is the mismatch between thdysappnd demand for education.
In particular, a rising proportion of potential j@mtrants are seeking a service-class
job. If this at times leads to excess supply, doptethen change their occupational
choice or instead accept a poorer version of theumation they want? Almost
certainly both things happen. In the latter cassydver, pay has to adjust. It could
directly go down but this creates differentialsvie#n new entrants and the less
recently recruited doing the same job. Employerghtiinstead create more
professional jobs rather than lose available skilsemoglu 2001). However, rather
than upgrading, as Acemoglu argues, this produwesdverse. If people are coming
to employers with degrees, whether or not thesmeeded, employers might weaken
rather than enrich the content of the jobs on offer compensate, they adjust pay
downwards. Thus more professional jobs are crelabedvith lower returns and we
have greater polarisation of pay within classeopRe near the edges of classes

become peripheral and could be considered as ptr¢ @djacent class.

One avowed aim of the Goldthorpe or EGP schema imedke comparative
analysis possible, especially of social mobilitydaroting. As a result, in Breen’s
words “relatively little attention is now paid tssues of demographic class formation
and their consequences” (2005: 50). Scott (1998esmahe same point, forcefully
arguing that we cannot understand class withoutmaation of demographic
causation. Pahl (1996) goes further. Lee and Tusoggest that the widespread
reliance on Weber gives rise to a ‘reluctance taceptualise classes as having
independent causal force’ and therefore to ‘exptayafailure’ (1996: 17). But as
Crompton (1998) points out, class schemas havé &ojoo and none will be perfect
or perfectly consistent. One might even say thassgs do not need to have causal
force. They are simply a convenient analytical nsefor examining other causal
forces at work (Savage 1995: 25). And work is ofaee where this happens. Who
gets what job, how, and with what effect, are thasal connections that determine
life chances for most of us. But classes deschied processes only poorly. People
pull and tug at the structure available to themilumpiartly as a result of their
individual efforts, it evolve8. Classes exist but are apt, like tectonic plategreak
up, combine, or collide and overlap. Information pay tells us when this is

happening.



Methods

The term ‘moving average’ in the title of this pap@aplies that class boundaries are
arbitrary. This is tested here by ‘inventing’ ocatipnal groups (which are indeed
arbitrary) within the service class and seeing whay tell us. Goldthorpe expects
that ‘Class Il positions guarantee income levetd thnk directly below that of Class
I’ (1987: 41). How far is this the case? One woaltdeast not expect people in one
class to be paid less than the average for the tager down, or higher than for the
class above. The two service classes, as creatbdive NSSEC (Rose et al. 2005)

are therefore divided on this basis, as showngurei 1.

Figure 1: Service class groups defined by relativeay

Upper Service Class Lower Service Class
1. Above USC mean 4. Above USC mean
2. Below USC but above LSC mean 5. Below USC bovalh SC mean
3. Below LSC mean 6. Below LSC mean

If class overrides pay then we should see 1-3 aBdad two groups in terms of
characteristics and behaviour. If pay is more ingodrthan class then we will see
three groups defined by 1/4, 2/5, 3/6.

The data are the Labour Force Survey (LFS) 199B28nd the British
Household Panel Study (BHPS) waves 1-17 (1991-200079 analysis is obviously
restricted to those in work, excluding the self-&mgpd, with some further
restrictions to exclude extreme pay values, bumdgtudes both men and women as
well as part-time workers who work 10 hours a weekmore. As the NSSEC is
implemented in the LFS from 2001 using SOC200G; tims created for 1993-2000
for this analysis using a standard algorithm base@®&OC90. The change in coding
scheme seems not to create a break in the vanendst associated with the class
schema and so the sequence is treated as a umdyage hourly pay (deflated) was
then calculated within these classes for each smdrquarter. Figures for graduate
density and percentage women in occupations aredbas two-digit occupations,
again by year and quarter, thus creating small sieks in some cases, though in

practice some is averaged over a year anyway.



ANALYSIS

The relationship between class and wages
The first results use the format in Figure 1 butdlb six classes. Table 1 reveals large
overlaps in income, especially in the intermediatel the routine classes, where
nearly two thirds earn less per hour than the @eefar the class numerically below.
This doesnot mean the NSSEC (based on the EGP classificatm®nsa, which is
not hierarchical, is wrong. Indeed, some nominalyivalent classes have similar
average hourly wages: classes 3 (average £9.4) §@19) and classes 6 and 7 (both
average £7.5). Gender is also obviously an issub, far instance over 70% of class
3 and less than 30% of class 5 being female, thoegtiicting the analysis to men
still produces sizeable overlaps in proportionati® if less in absolute terms.

Taking men and women together, 24% of the LSC hewer pay than the
intermediate class average, while another 22% hagleer pay than the USC average
(although the LSC is over 50% female compared &3 lkan 30% of the USC).

Nearly 50% of the LSC are paid above or below thexages for the adjacent classes.

Table 1: % of each class where pay is higher or loav than average for adjacent

class

Whole sample Class. | 1 2 3 5 6 7
% higher than average for class above 222.4|43.1| 20.0| 41.2
% lower than average for class below 23231.3| 65.2| 33.5| 60.1

Men only

% higher than average for class above 222.8|39.6| 24.5| 39.0
% lower than average for class below 2b3D.2| 53.5| 34.4| 53.5

Note: 1=Upper Service, 2=Lower Service, 3=Intermediate, 4=Lower supervisory,
5=Semi-routine, 6=Routine

The analysis is now solely of the service classe TU8SC grew between 1993 and
2008 from 11.8% to 15.8% of employed people while LSC grew from 27.9% to

30.7%, so in 2008 over two out of every five empley were in the service class.



Both classes are likely to be more heterogeneaas ith the past, and will therefore
exhibit greater pay inequality. Table 2 shows tzesof these groups as a percentage
of the entire service class as well as the avetamely pay of each group, the
percentage of graduates and the percentage of wamssth 1993 and 2008.The
most significant result is that groups 1 and 4 haeen growindg® Although the table
does not show this directly, group 4 grows from 1i8%28% of the LSC while group
6 falls from only 57% to 52%, so the gap is widenin

The second pair of columns shows the pay relatipss While constructed by
the schema they reveal large absolute differenGesups 1 and 4 earn more than
twice the hourly rate of 3 and 6. The third paircofumns shows the percentage of
graduates in each group. Within each class theehigaid are more likely to be doing
graduate work, but there is also a class dividéh wi both years the percentages in
the LSC uniformly lower than those in the USC athepay level. However, the
largest growth in graduate employment is belowttipegroup. Finally, group 4 (LSC
but highly paid) is more graduate than 3 (USC amatly paid). Although this tells us
nothing about demand and supply, it is possibléhenlight of the earlier argument
that increased supply of highly educated people factor in polarising pay within
classes. The biggest increases in education aregainthe most poorly paid within

the two classes (who also receive the lowest atesake in hourly pay).

Table 2: Occupational groups within the servicelass defined by pay (LFS)

Group Size (%) Hourly pay (£) % graduates % womer
1993 | 2008 | 1993 | 2008 | 1993 | 2008 | 1993 | 2008
1 13.0 20.1 15.8 21.3 65.3 66.0 146 296
2 8.7 6.5 10.0 15.2 49.7 57.3 214 36}1
3 8.1 7.4 6.6 10.5 32.7 43.4 351 4314
4 12.7 18.4 14.9 20.5 46.5 53.7 37.4 428
5 17.4 13.3 9.9 15.0 32.3 41.9 490 55/6
6 40.2 34.3 6.0 9.7 12.9 23.4 59.3 625

Note: Nin 1993=10,077  Nin 2008=18,997

The final pair of columns shows the percentage omen in each group. In both
classes women predominate in the lower paid grotjmsvever, there is also a



ranking by class and this is not just a matter om&n predominating in the LSC.
Where pay is equal, for instance in groups 1 andodnen are far more likely to be in
the lower class. Similarly for 2 and 5 and 3 agathsHowever, 3 and 4 are very
close; on this basis at least the class boundarggse.

Some of the above pay dispersion within classeshimige the result of
measurement error in occupation or pay or problevits the classification. For
instance, it is odd that nursery nurses are clads#s LSC or technical and wholesale
sales rep’s as USC. However, the result has littlelo with how occupations are
grouped. For instance restricting the above to lgeiopjobs with a minimum 50% of
graduates in their occupation in 1993 changes ityggptions in the groups (from 1 to
6 respectively) to 19, 12, 12, 24, 17 and 15, ssillggesting considerable
fragmentation. To pick on the most prominent octiopa, using Soc90, 27% of
class-pay group 1 comprises ‘specialist manageoshpared to 14% of group 3 (and
8% of group 4). 30% of group 4 are ‘teaching prei@sals’ against 18% of group 5,
then much smaller percentages. This suggests soou@ational class fragmentation.
However, most pay variation occurs despite thiswdf look at the percentage of
‘specialist managers’ falling into each class-pagu@, then the percentages are 38,
13, 10, 10, 9, 20 across the six groups (from@)to

Overall it would appear that much pay variatioihi classes is the result of
education and gender. Those who are paid poddyive to others in their class are
likely to be women or less likely to have a degré&m the basis of these distinctions,
the third pair of columns in Table 2 suggests tilWwing groups: 1, 2/4, 3/5, 6. This
is what can almost be called a ‘slipped ratchdeatfwhereby people are ranked by
class but pay differences upset the ranking toymed -4-2-5-3-6. In Table 2 we see
considerable polarisation between the extremeswitlt a middle mass which
straddles the class divide. The final two colureuggests three simple pairings: 1/2,
3/4, 5/6. A class classification based solely ooupation obscures not merely more
refined distinctions, which is inevitable, but urlgimg currents which pull in quite a
different direction from class as traditionally ihefd.

A ranking based solely on pay need not be anyeb#étbugh. Despite wage
variation within classes, the latter carry impottariormation. For instance, returning
to the third pair of columns, each second halhef ¢lass-pay pairs 1-4, 2-5, 3-6 has a
much lower typical education than the first, despéceiving the same pay. Further,

the flattening of the class distribution of graduatmployment when comparing 2008
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to 1993 in Table 2 suggests a declining relatign&@tween education and pay. To
demonstrate this further, the first pair of colunim&able 3 presents the results of a
regression analysis of the log of hourly wagest fluge coefficients out of the full
regressions controlling also for age, gender andrege are shown. These are having a
degree, being in the USC and being in the LSC.

Wage equations within economics would not includeupation (here, social
class) because the aim is generally to test ieceffithout intermediate steps. For a
sociologist this intermediate step, entry into @aupation, is criticaf, so has to be
included (as in Wright 1979). In the first pairaflumns we see a decline in the effect
of having a degree over time (though in absolutmge that is, without the use of
logs, there is a slight increase). The second @lagcolumns looks at the effects of
education in the USC only and now the decline isnegreater. Although this is not
shown in the table, this decline occurs too inltB€*? In the final two columns the
dependent variable is working in the USC and hbaee dffect of having a degree
actually declines. This applies also to jobs ia ESC (not shown). Just as the third
pair of columns in Table 2 had perhaps indicatethesgaturation of education
amongst relatively highly paid workers in the USKable 3 suggests that having a
degree does not guarantee as big a pay premiuninwite USC, or service class

generally, as before. Nor does it distinguish wiarthe USC as clearly as before.

Table 3: Relationship between class, education aneages (LFS)

Log of hourly wage's USC occupatioh
Whole sample USC only Whole sample
1993 2008 1993 2008 1993 200§
Degree 0.32 0.27 0.34 0.21 16.83 11.6
USC 0.56 0.56
LSC 0.41 0.39
(Pseudo) Rsquared | .49 46 28 14 23 18
N 23885 38297 2910 5096 24100 40702

Notes: 1 OLSregression 2 Logistic regression

p < 0.001inall cases

11



The relationship between education and hourly wageeds to be unpacked a
little further, especially in the light of the earl argument that increasing education is
creating a mismatch between supply and demandinigad a downgrading of the
returns to education, and within classes to patds and fragmentation. In the
following analysis, as in the above table, houidy 5 regressed on education as well
as the other variables included above but now misluding the graduate density
measure, that is, the proportion of workers in ecupation who are graduates. This it
is assumed is a measure of competition betweerugtasl It could of course be an
indicator of productivity in the occupation, butthie coefficient is negative this is
unlikely. Table 4 shows the results of this forrfgears in order to give an idea of
trends, and in both the service classes. Finallisih includes an interaction term with
having a degree to see how far the effect of graddansity, whether negative or
positive, affects graduates relative to non-gragkiathe form of regression is OLS

and again the dependent variable is the log oflheuages.

Table 4: The effect of graduate density on wages the service classes (LFS)

Upper Service Class Lower Service Class

1993 1998 2003 2008 1993 1998 2003 2008

Degree| 0337 | 0227 | 0247 | 0.26° | 0.387 | 0.36 | 0.34" | 0.31"

Density| -0.15 |-0.14" | -0.00 | 0.02 065 | 0527 | 049" | 0.447

D*D 0.06 0.06 -0.07 | -0.09 -0.32" |-0.297 |-0.19" |-0.17

R .28 21 A5 14 .33 .30 .29 24

N 2910 6087 5507 5096 6828 14289 | 14085 | 11782

Note: D*D = interaction term between having a degree and graduate density

The first row of the table shows that the retuma tdegree decline in both the USC
and LSC though they make a slight come-back inlater period in the USC. It
should be noted that this is the percentage rakizar absolute returns and that these
end up higher in the LSC than in the USC. The eftéograduate density on non-
graduates is shown in the second row. This hasggative effect in the USC in the
earlier period which fades away later, implyingiarproved position. The effect is
very different in the LSC — always large and pwsitiif declining. Thus graduate

density seems to indicate a productivity effectower managerial and professional
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occupations for non-graduates. The total effecgfaduates is the sum of the second
and third rows, and this is broadly unchanging. B negative coefficient in LSC
jobs means that graduates gain less from workirigghly graduate occupations than
do non-graduates. Thus, in both classes a degreec@ming of less value in itself,
while in the LSC at least non-graduates gain maren foeing in graduate jobs than do
graduates, implying some sort of crowding effectgaduates.

These results imply though do not prove that irdirgaeducation has led to a
stretching of pay within occupational classes sinett, as will be argued below, we

should view these classes as consisting of vefgrdifit groups of people.

Occupational mobility
It was suggested above that as a result of inecrgasimpetitive pressure for good
jobs within classes, parental and in particularepatl class provides a competitive
edge, so that pay polarisation within classes hadass origin. The necessary data are
available in the BHP& Table 5 shows the relationship between the clagsgpoups
as described in Figure 1 and father’s class (ctimgdor age, as the effect is likely to
change over the career). Results are shown fotyusage groups (26-35 and 36-45),
and for the two service classes, as well as com@am earlier period (1991-94) to a
later period (2004-07).

The following results are of particular interest) (vithin the service classes
USC fathers influence both class and pay far mbea tdo LSC fathers, whether
looking at the younger or older group; (2) earlyhe career the class effect is strong:
USC fathers are especially important to entry thieosUSC (first row), though there is
also an effect on pay within both classes; (3)rlatehe career the effect is on pay
more than on class, producing greater pay polasatithin classes (third row); (4)
the combined effect of paternal class (USC plus L8f class and pay declines
during the career, suggesting that merit and pexdoce become the predominant
factors; (5) there is an increase in the polarigfigct of paternal USC over time (last
two rows) with the gap widening between groups d @nbut also slightly between 1

and 3 on the one hand and, more so, between 4 andh& other.

13



Table 5: % of class-pay groups with USC or LSC parnal background (BHPS)

1 2 3 4 5 6
Age 26-35
Father USC 52.7 44.8 43.5 37.4 39.9 25.¢
Father LSC 10.9 17.3 16.3 16.4 19.9 14.1
Age 36-45
Father USC 40.2 30.5 23.3 34.7 25.2 18.¢
Father LSC 19.1 21.1 20.3 15.0 14.7 13.(
Father USC
Waves 1-4 37.2 27.4 29.4 30.1 27.1 23.%
Waves 14-17 37.8 32.9 28.2 34.7 27.4 19.

Weighted N for younger group=5823, older group=6525, waves 1-4=5208, waves 14-

17=4410"

Overall, whatever the mechaniShelass background is important to entry into

career but its impact declines over private if oger public time. The effect of

paternal class does in fact seem to be increagiglg. It is possible that rising entry

into professional and managerial jobs is indicab¥egrowing competition for such

jobs, to which father’s class might have becomeenoot less important. There is an

increasingly powerful ‘class on class’ effect whi¢hough, is also associated with

growing pay polarisation.

Table 6 combines the above elements into threessmpn models. Similarly

to Table 3, one model features pay as the dependeable, one pay within the USC

only, while in the last having a job in the USCthe dependent variable. How far

does father’s class influence these outcomes?dlrir$t two columns it is clear that

although own class and education play by far thenger role in determining pay,

some role is played by father’s class, the relatiweact of which also increases over

time 1®
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Table 6: Effects of education, class and fatherdass on career (BHPS)

Pay Pay in USC Job in USC
Waves 1-4 14-17 1-4 14-17 1-4 14-17
usc 0.54 0.64~
LSC 0.36° 0.437
Degree 0.24 0.27" 0.15 017 | 9.40° 8.55
Father USC|  0.06 | 0.09™ 0.08 015 | 2637 | 221
Father LSC| 0.06 | 0.08" -0.02 0.10 2047 | 1.90°
(Pseudo) R 43 A7 15 14 21 18
N 9562 6927 1269 1093 14294 | 10272

This finding of an increased effect of paternalsslapplies even more if we restrict
the analysis to pay within the USC where in therlgieriod this is nearly as important
as the effect of education. Being in the USC s associated with father’'s class
(which applies even restricting the analysis toaingbs, ie closer to the start of a
career — not shown). The effect of education onrftpa job in the USC is much the
same as in the LFS results, that is, it decliness timne, but the effect on pay within
the USC, which here shows a slight increase rathan a fall, is not (though
restricting the analysis to those near the stae career does show a slight fall over
time). Overall, it seems likely that the effectemfucation on wages has not increased
in the USC in this period, certainly not relatieethe effect of class background.

Class solidarity

We would expect class to be denoted by some satilgkective cohesion. Here three
dimensions are examined: what social class peogetisemselves in (a variable
available only in some waves), how well-off theye dbeir households, and which
political party they support.

Using the BHPS, 60% of USC people see themselvesiddle-class, falling
to 50% of the LSC (and ultimately 24% of the lek#led). The gradient is strong,
and some apparent misfit is because some peopleotbelieve in class, see all
people as workers, or as middle-class, and so eweftheless, there is a lot of clear-
cut self-misclassification. For instance, 25% dof thSC see themselves as working-

class and about the same proportion of the leiedlas middle-class. Some apparent
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mismatch seems related to variation in pay. Fomgte, the hourly pay of USC
people viewing themselves as middle-class is £1faléng to £10.4 where these
perceptions are working class. For those in the W#© see themselves as middle-
class pay is £9.1, otherwise £7.7. Objective ctasstions do count, as USC people
who say they are working-class (not even LSC) aid more than those in the LSC
who see themselves as middle-class. Nevertheldgseweople are middle-class but
paid less than others they are more likely to beenselves as working-class. Pay is
influencing their self-perceptions.

The average perceptions in class-pay groups akersim Table 7. Again there
is a ‘slipped ratchet’ effect. If class were prediaamt the order would be 1-3, 4-6,

while ordering on pay would produce 1/4, 2/5, & see a mixture of both.

Table 7: The percentage of class-pay groups thates¢hemselves as middle-class

1 2 3 4 5 6
68.5 56.0 49.6 60.4 54.1 40.9
N=1180 551 528 1558 1139 2416

In Table 8 middle-class perceptions are regressasiohd logistic regression, where
people with self-perceptions as classless are d&dlin the second column) on the
class-pay groups along with additional controlsstaiwn (age, gender, education and
family). The class-pay groups have a clear effeatgared to being in group 6. Again
there is a ‘slipped ratchet’ effect, with both dasd pay being important; but it is of
note that when the contrast is of middle againstkimg-class feelings, group 4 are
more likely to see themselves as middle-class #margroup 3 (a difference which is
in fact statistically significant). It is also obte that father’s class is more powerful.

People’s feelings on belonging to a class areslgngherited.
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Table 8: Effect of father’s class and own class-payroups on feeling middle-class

Including no class Excluding no class

Father USC 3.89%** 5.29%**
Father LSC 2.74%* 3.49%**
Father intermediate 2.05%** 2.26™**
Father skilled 1.35** 1.40**
Class-pay group 1 2.35%** 3.60***
Class-pay group 2 1.41* 1.53*
Class-pay group 3 1.17 1.16
Class-pay group 4 1.71%* 1.77%*
Class-pay group 5 1.35** 1.40**

Pseudo R° 10 15

N 4952 4300

Turning to perceptions of well-being, Table 9 shdines results for the regression of
these perceptions as a five-point scale. The additicontrols are the same as in

Table 8 but now the results — not powerful givem ihw R — are split by gender.

Table 9: Effect of class-pay groups on feelings @ihancial well-being
(ordered probit)

Men Women
Class-pay group 1 0.61*** 0.67***
Class-pay group 2 0.36** 0.59%**
Class-pay group 3 0.06(*) 0.11**
Class-pay group 4 0.39%** 0.21%**
Class-pay group 5 0.23*** 0.26***
R .03 .03
N 14872 12704

Compared to the reference category, group 6, bath and women in the other
groups feel better off. There is also a clear aidfiect, with group 1 being higher than
4 and 2 higher than 5, despite having similar Bay.within the USC there is a strong
pay effect for both men and women. It seems reddertaat men in group 1 or 2
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might feel closer to men in group 4 than in groupn8eed, at least for men we could
propose a classification either as 1, 2/4, 5, 3adggin almost a slipped ratchet
structure, or alternatively 1, 2/4/5, 3/6.

In respect of party identification, pooling the wea (therefore discounting
time) around 29% of the USC supports the Consemstivhile exactly the same
percentage supports Labour; the correspondingdgyfor the LSC are 25% and 30%.
Clearly class tells us little here, though the gein to Labour is zero in the USC
growing to over 20 percentage points in the routitzss. Overall there is a strong
class gradient but the service class, especialyu8C, is highly divided. When we
look at the class-pay groups there is greater réiffigation than the above suggests.
The net lead for Labour over the Conservative§ 9 i group 1, 6% in group 2, 8%
in 3,zeroin4,6% in5and 9% in 6. 34% of grdusupports the Tories compared to
22% of group 6. Political affiliation thereforeminds on pay as well as class. This is
demonstrated in Table 10 which shows Conservateatification in contrast with
Labour (not presenting controls for age, genderethttation). Here we see that pay
is a clear predictor of party identification, tetkbxtent that we could view groups 1
and 4 as one class, groups 2 and 5, as anothepeanaps 3 and 6 as a third.

Table 10: Odds of identifying with the ConservativeParty by class-pay groups

1 2 3 4 5
1.97% 1.42% 1.13 1.80%* 1.36
(0.19) (0.14) (0.10) (0.14) (0.10)

N=31,286; pseudo R°=.04; standard errorsin brackets

‘Class solidarity’ (admittedly an inflated term fahat is discussed here) is the result
of a complex mix of stratifications involving clabsickground, achieved class, and

pay. Achieved class plays only a limited role.

Conclusions

Interest in the causal analysis of class strucha® waned in favour of its use as a
measure of inequality. However, class is not arcaue. Income, consumption,
health are outcomes. So why the roundabout wayalfysing inequality through an

additional concept? The reason is that there resmaivestige of theoretical thinking
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in the idea that life chances are distributed fostrpeople through occupation, and as
certain occupations are roughly similar, these loarusefully grouped into classes.
But how? They can be grouped by employment relafitypical skills, or average
pay, or some mix of these. They can also be grougedany number of levels. Yet it
seems probable that these groups, however defvikkélways remain heterogeneous
— federations rather than states, and secessawagys likely to occur in time.

Why are social classes heterogeneous? The prabl#émeoretical rather than
empirical. One reason might be that class analgsis at only one side of the class
equation — demand. Employers know what they waely tffer a range of positions,
and people fill these unequally, whether at theranlevel through the operation of
favouritism or at the macro level when on the bas$igheir background a cumulative
process of disadvantage excludes some rather tharsdrom better jobs.

The other side of the equation is agency, in¢hge supply. People want good
jobs, they educate themselves to raise their clsaacel many find that good jobs are
in short supply. But there is no unchanging sqtasitions, so new types of job arise
— the less demanding managerial job, or the exmegity demanding managerial job.
This means that classes become coalitions of &irghiirray of position; they are
fluid and dynamic. Wright (1989) recognises this respect of career. Class is
fulfilled over the life course. Whether or not teare ‘contradictory class locations’
there are what Wright calls ‘objectively ambigudasations’. Because supply and
demand never match, the typical skills and typpaa} of classes vary, stretching in
the case of high demand until the class in quediezomes less and less a tenable
collection of jobs. The class structure changesibee employers have to adapt to the
supply of skills and this is partly socially driveBlass is malleable.

None of the above analysis proves this partiamechanism of agency against
structure, though the analysis of the decliningdfiof higher education and of the
growing negative effect of graduate competitionhwtthe service classes, as well as
some other outcomes, certainly conform with thiscdn be argued in return that
classes have always been known to be broad chungtesis, while empirically true,
is not an explanation. The various impacts of gencheer, regional variation and so
on no doubt also contribute, though are by no méahexplanations either. In terms
of the supply and demand issues discussed abaeelld also be that demand is the
sole factor. Perhaps employers differentiate betwaifferent types of jobs which

appear occupationally distinct on the basis ofabtial skills required in these, and
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pay accordingly. In this case, though, class rewllpf little analytical use. But it
appears to be. It has been shown above that abesseakplain a lot of other things —
simply not enough.

One analytical solution to the problem of pay Vi@oia within classes would
be to subdivide the class structure. They are gestaand indeed, insofar as the
boundaries can be relocated, moving averages. fidlgsés above suggests that on a
purely empirical basis highly paid USC people cancbnsidered as a group apart,
though sometimes they sit well with USC people warage pay, sometimes with
highly paid LSC workers. At the other extreme, ppqraid people in the LSC do
seem to be a group apart. If class is to be reldimen some means of relocating this
group would better reflect their real circumstand@st this can become a bit of a
board game, like the Marxists of old pushing arocdlads fractions between classes to
ensure they win the endgame. Better would be tootnynderstand how and why the
class structure is changing. There is after altead empirical problem. As most class
analysis is in fact of social mobility, whateveethature of the collectivities, you are
mostly comparing like with like: a child of a fathea a professional or managerial job
has a certain chance of getting a similar job. &kect nature of that job is a problem
but not critical — we are dealing with probabilistassessments. The problem is
theoretical. Class is not just social mobility. Weed to understand how the class
structure evolves in terms of its occupational cehee. The facts underpinning the
basic concept of employment relations as evolve&bldthorpe over a long period

are changing. No class schema can be a gold sthndar
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! The evidence for this is unclear, with some argutimat there has been class-dealignment in many
countries while others (Evans 1999) see no cleadtr

2 It does not help, therefore, that people fromfewint discipline can talk about the ‘bizarre matwf

the premises imputed to the economics of consumgtiller 1995: 13), as if an entire discipline can
be disregarded. One should perhaps smile wryly Withl. Auden as quoted in Goldthorpe’s famous
1980 book on mobility: ‘Lovers of small numbers lgenignly potty... carry pentagrams... Lovers of
big numbers go horribly mad... They empty bars, spaities...’

% Some have argued that required skills should bepthmary indicator (eg Tahlin 2007), but survey
information on skills mostly relate to the persant the job, and there is often considerable mismat
between required and actual skills (Hartog 2000).

* Even if educational acquisition is rational, agud by Breen and Goldthorpe (1997), this does not
mean it is related to pay. For instance, those faohngher class invest more in education to avie&d t
risk of going down socially.

® First, occupational coding is notoriously unrel@fiLynn and Sala 2006). In a study of career wiaere
change in occupational code is checked againstiqgneson job change Longhi and Brynin (2009) find
that most apparent changes are errors. Testing-gamerational mobility by change in stated
occupation is risky while this raises questionsnefeg intra-generational mobility. However, the hég

the level of aggregation the lower the risk. Secoaden if the log odds of within-occupation
immobility are high, absolute mobility of peopletkithe same job as their fathers is small and
therefore unimportant numerically. Third, substeglif speaking it seems reasonable that people can
maintain social position more easily the fewerdtass levels (Lin 1990).

® In research on voting in the service class Golgitchimself finds that the two service classes are
equally likely to vote in line with their predictguarty (Conservative) but that the lower, unlike th
upper, are not negative towards Labour (Goldthd§g9: 71).

" Though the same distinction between economic artlral interests exists within the working
classes (Rupp 1997).

8 Ultimately such an idea can be considered Webgrtart Weberian ideas are themselves
bewilderingly varied, producing traditional classedass fragmentation, income classes, and
individualist or consumption-based accounts (Pekul996: 63-64).

° These are the start and end points of straightfaiwrends with little very little fluctuation.

19 \Wages are skewed. Most of the results in this pepange little if the class-pay groups are defined
on the basis of the median, though this would chabgt also fix over time, the relative sizes of th
groups.

™ Unsurprisingly, the effects of education on wages much larger if class is excluded from the
models, and the same the other way round.

12t is possible that the new occupational codemf&d01 explain the apparent decline of the efféct o
having a degree within the USC. This does not apfmehe the case. There is in fact a sharper declin
than shown in the table before 2001 and theresadtete recovery.

13 The average pay within the class-pay groups withénBHPS is derived from the LFS and is similar
to Table 2, with though a slightly larger gap bedwegroup 1 (E17.8 averaged over all waves) and
group 4 (£16.6).

% The number of observations is slightly misleadirsgthe observations are person-waves, meaning
people appear more than once; while their jobs tibghnge, their fathers’ jobs will not.

13|t is not only father’s occupation doing the wdmikt his education. But this is available in onlyeon
wave and within this small sample only the fathein a graduate makes a difference. For instance,
18% of group class-pay 1 have fathers with a deg@mpared to 13% of group 2 and 10% of group 3.
'8t is also possible that the pay effects vary ageer, as suggested by Table 5. While these remglts
not shown in the table the effects of father’'s USCpay are larger for the over 40s than for theeund
40s (nearly three times as large in the first gkand twice as large in the second).

|t is possible to use both class and pay as eapay variables with an interaction term between th
two. This turns out to be less helpful that the hodtof dividing class by pay. Even though the class
pay groupings are arbitrary, they are still grogpginor ‘lumps’, that seem to be important. However,
the use of interaction terms suggest that the ggeanpact of pay is in the classes below the USC.
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