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their colleagues to overcome their hostility to subjective data (see, e.g., Man
ski, 1993; Dominitz and Manski, 1999). At the same time, though, thes
economists remain unimpressed by what sociologists have achieved in th
way of producing such data. The looseness of the conceptualisation and th
coarseness of the measurement involved mean that data on preferences and
especially, expectations, deriving either from surveys or from the ‘intensive
interviews of qualitative studies, tend to be of limited use in the context o
more formal theoretical models.

These criticisms are, I believe, ones that sociologists need to take se

riously, and still more worthy of note are the attempts that Manski and.
others are now making, in more positive vein, to develop new techniques:

for the collection of subjective data, in particular, through the use in both
surveys and laboratory experiments of questions that elicit respondents’ ex

pectations in probabilistic form. Promising results have in fact already been'
achieved in regard to expected earnings returns from education and also in:
regard to questions of job security and household income prospects (for a._"
review, see Manlksi, 2004). At the same time, some advances are also being -
made within sociology, as was earlier noted (vol. I, ch. 4: p. 82), in treating: .
issues of the reliability and validity of subjective survey data on far more -
sophisticated lines than hitherto, which economists following Manski’s fead

might well adapt to their own purposes.

There is then at least the possibility, given a continuing interdisciplinary
‘permeability’ (cf. Steuer, 2002), that the middle ground between economics |
and sociology, within which the BG and several other theories of educational

choice and inequality have of late been developed, could become an area for
progress not only in theory construction but further in work aimed at aver
coming a rather fundamental methodological problem in the social sciences
at large,

CHAITER FIVE

Social Class and the Differentiation
- of Employment Contracts

My concern in this chapter is with the theory of social class: I aim to con-
tribute to the ultimate goal of explaining why social classes exise. However,
I start out from a way of conceptualising class, and in turn of making ‘class’
operational in empirical research, that I have developed, along with a num-
ber of colleagues, over the last 30 years. The fundamental idea that has been
pursued is that class positions can be understood—in a way to be explained
more fully below—as positions defined by employment relations. A class
schema has been progressively elaborated thart differentiates class categories
by reference to such relations, and_that can be implemented in research

——

through information ogi';employment status Euig\ﬂ\ibccupation‘ ‘\

This programme of worl was Tndertaken d§7tli& Basis for scudies of
social mobility envisaged within a class structural context (Goldthorpe and
Llewellyn, 1977; Goldthorpe, 1987; Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero,
1979; Erikson and Goldthorpe, 1992). However, the class schema, in one or
other of its several versions,' has subsequently become used in many other
areas of research and, more recently, has been adopted in Britain as the basis
of the National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC), which
from the time of the Census of 2001 replaced the Registrar General’s Social
Classes in all official statistics {see further Rose and O’Reilly eds.,1997,
Rose and O’Reilly, 1998; Rose and Pevalin eds., 2003; Rose, Pevalin, and

(’Reilly, 2005).2
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Gallie, Dan Krymkowski, and Aage Sorensen for commenes on an carlier drafr, and to
Tony Atkinson, Geoff Evans, Abigail McKnight, Colin Mills, Meg Meyer, Karen O'Reilly,
and David Rose for useful advice and information.
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In consequence of its widespread use, evidence of the cosstriect valid:
ity of thg schema has steadily accumulated: that is, evidence of its capacity.
to display variation in other, dependent variables on thearetically expected.
lines: for example, in patterns of voting (Heath et al., 1991; Evans, Heath,

and Payne, 1991, 1996; Evans, 1999), in differentials in educational attain-
ment (Jonsson, 1993; Miiller and Haun, 1994; Jonsson, Mills, and Miiller.

1996, Jackson et al.,, 2005), or in health (Bartley et al., 1996; Kunst, 199¢;:
Sacker et al., 2000). One line of further research that is then prompted—bat’,
that is not here my concern—is that aimed ar clucidating exactly how class,
as conceptualised in terms of employment relations, exerrs its influence on -
such variables. What are the actual causal processes involved? For example, :
just how does the incumbency of different class positions operate so as to

produce the empirical regularities that are apparent in the association be
tween class and party suppore (cf. Evans, 1993; Weakliem and Heath, 1994;

Andersen and Heath, 2002) or in that berween class and educational choice

{ct. chs. 24, this volume) or class and morbidity and mortality??
At the same time, though, the wider use of the schema and especially its
adoption in official statistics has encouraged interest in its eriterion validity:

that is, in the extent to which, as operationalised through occupation and
employment status, it does in fact capture those differences in employment -

relations that it is, conceptually, supposed to capture.’ The findings so far -

reporte& on this issue, based largely on British data, indicate thar the schema
does in fact perform quite well (see Evans, 1992, 1996; Evans and Mills,
1998, 2000; Rose and O’Reilly, eds., 1997; Rose and OReilly, 1998; and
also specifically on NS-SEC, Rose and Pevalin, eds., 2003).7 In particular, for

individuals of employee status, dccupation can, it appears, for the most part

+ serve as an adequate Bi'fbxy for those features of their employment relations

that the schema rakes asﬂisfi‘ﬁguishing class positions.

In this way, then, another line of further investigation is suggested and
one that I shall here seek to pursue: namely, that directed to the question of
why it should be that different occupations do rend to be associated with
differences in the employment relations of
that [ would in turn see as implying different class positions. Insofar as this
question can be answered—insofar as the empirical regularity that is here
involved can be given a satisfactory explanation—the class schema will be
provided with a fuller and more explicit theoretical rationale.

Social Class and the Differentiation of Employment Contracts 103

In the conceptualisation of class that underlies the schema (see further
Erikson and Goldchorpe, 1992: 35—47), basic distinctions are made among
employers, the self-employed, and employees: that is, among those \"Vl‘l() buy
the [abour of others, those do not buy the labour of others but neither éeii
their own, and those who do sell their labour to an employer or em_plo?flng
organisation. Why these three categories should exist is not its-elf especially
problematic, or at least not in the context of any form of society that sus-
rains the institutions of private property and a labour market. However, in
such societies in the modern world the third category, that of employees, is
numerically quite preponderant, usually accounting for some 85-90 percent
of the active population. ¢ Thus, what is crucial to the class schema is the
further level of distinctior;‘ﬂthat.,'ks\introduced, applying specifically to Fhe
employment relations of employees; This focuses on the form of regulatlo-n
of their employment or, one might alternatively say, on the nature of their
employment contracts, explicic and implicic.

In this regard, the main contrast that is set up is that between, on the
one hand, the ‘labour contract’, supposed typically to operate in the case of
manual and lower-grade nonmanual workers, and, on the other hand, the
‘service relationship’ as expressed in the kind of contract taken as typical
for the professional and managerial staffs of organisational bureaucracies,

public and private.

Employment relationships regulated by a labour contract entail a relatively
shore-term and specific exchange of money for effort. Employees supply
mare or less discrete amaunts of labour, under cthe supervision of the em-
ployer or of the employer’s agents, in recurn for wages thar are caicr:xialted
on a ‘piece’ or ‘time” basis. In contrast, employment relationships within a
bureaucratic context involve a longer-term and generally more diffuse ex-
change. Employces render service to their employing organization in return
for ‘compensation’, which takes the form not only of reward for work done,
through a salary and various perquisites, but also comprises im‘pormnt pro-
spective elements—for example, salary increments on an estabilshcc_l scale,
assurances of security both in employment and, through pensions rights, after
retiremnent, and, above all, well-defined career opportunities. {Erikson and
Goldthorpe, 1992: 41)

It is recognised that these two basic forms of the regulation of employ-
ment may exist with degrees of modification and, further, that ‘mixed’ forms
also occur, typically associated with positions intermediate between bureau-
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TasLE 5.1
Categorigs of the Class Schera and Supposed Form of Regulation of Emplovaie;

Form of regulation
Class® af cmployment

I Professionals and managers, higher grade Service relationship

IF Professionals and managers, lower grade; technicians, Service relationship
higher grade {modified)

[la Routine nonmanual employees, higher grade Mixed

b Routine nonmanual employees, lower grade Labour contract

{modified)
Vahc"  Small proprietors and employers and self-employed
worlers

v Technicians, lower-grade supervisors of manual Mixed
workers '
Vi Skitled manual workers Labour contract
{modificd}
Vila Nonskilled manual workers {ocher than in agriculture)  Labour contract
Vi Agricultaral workers Labour contract

“The class deseriptions given should he understand as labels only, In any implementation of the schema
the detailed occupational groupings to be allocared to cach class are to be fully specified. For example, for
Britain, see Goldthorpe and Flearh (1992).

FIVabe is included only for completeness here, and ne regulation of employment is involved.

cratic structures and rank-and-file workforces: for example, those of clerica
or sales personnel or of fower-grade technicians and first-line supervisors..
Table 5.1 summarises the argument in relation to the categories of che class
schema. .

The main significance, for present purposes, of the enquiries into the.
criterion validity of the class schema, referred to above, is then the follow-:
ing. They reveal that the regulation of employment of different occupational
groupings of employees does in fact tend to follow the pattern indicated in
Table 5.1. More specifically, when indicators of various relevant features of
employment relations are considered for samples of the economically active:

population—concerning form of payment, perquisites, control of working

time, job security, opportunities for promotion, and so on—then occupations

as differentiated in terms of these indicators are found to map onto the class
categories distinguished by the schema in ways broadly consistent with its

conceptual basis.” The central issue thar arises is therefore that of how this
empirical regularity actually comes about. Why should there be such a ten-
dency for individuals engaged in different kinds of work to have their employ-
ment regulated via different contractual arrangements and understandings?

In previous work {Goldthorpe, 1982, cf. also 1993), I have made some
attempt at an answer to this question, with particular reference to the idea
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“of the formation of a service class or salariat, but only in a brief and rather
~ad hoc fashion. Here, I aim at a more systematic and theoretically informed
“rreatment. | draw, as in previous chapters, on rational action theory and in
particular on such theory as deployed in recent organisational and person-

nel economics (see, e.g., Milgrom and Roberts, 1992; Lazear, 1995), and in

‘the new institutional, especially transaction-cost, economics (see, e.g., Wil-
liamsomn, 1985, 1996). I would not regard this cross-disciplinary borrowing
'.as in any way implying the abandonment of a sociological perspective, as
is suggested, for example, by Pfeffer (1997: ch. 9). What is in fact striking

about the economics literature referred to is how much of it can be read as
a more rigorous development—from the standpoint of a particular theory
of action—of observations and insights already to be found in the induserial
sociology of the later 1940s and 1950s.* Moreover, the version of RAT that
is chiefly in use, at least in transaction-cost economics, is not the utility
theory of neoclassical orthodoxy but a version in which the idea of ratio-
nality as objective and infinite gives way to that of rationality as subjective
and bounded: or, in the words of Simon (1961; cf. Williamson, 1983: ch. 2},
actors are seen as being ‘intendedly rational bur only limitedly so’. As earlier
argued (vol. 1, chs. 6-8), this modification produces an obvious convergence
with approaches to the theory of action that are central to the classic so-
ciological tradition; and all the more so to the extent that rationality is
seen as being restricted not only by psychological, cognitive constraines on
information processing but further by social constraints on the availability
of information, or knowledge, itself.

Such efforts as sociologists have previously made to account for varia-
tion in the form of employment contracts (see, ¢.g., Edwards, 1979; Wright,
l985:i9 89, 1997: chl)derweﬁrgefv from Marxist political economy (cf.
Marglin, 1974; Stone, 1974; Bowles and Gintis, 1976) and are in turn char-
acterised by an almost exclusive emphasis on considerations of power and
control. The basic assumption is that, under capitalism, the prime concern
of emplovers will be to maximise the ‘exploitation’ of their workers: that is,
to maxintise the extraction of actual labour from employees’ working time.
Employers will thus in general aim to establish forms of contract that are to
their greatest advantage in this regard in that they effectively ‘commodify’
labour. To the extent that variation in contracts does occur, it is then to be
explained in terms of employers seeking to privilege their managerial and
supervisory staffs as a means of buying their loyalty in the process of exploi-
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tation or to create conflicts of interest among employees as part of a larg;
strategy bf ‘divide and rule’. Organisational and transaction-cost economist
have, however, been critical of such Marxist interpretations on both theg
retical and empirical grounds. The main counter-claim that they have ad
vanced is that, rather than being seen as expressions of power and means of
exploitation, most features of employment contracts are better understoo
in terms of efficiency: that is, as serving not only to ensure the viability of
the enterprise within a competitive market context but further to increas
the total value of the contract, to the benefit of all parties involved (se
e.g., Milgrom and Roberts, 1992: ch. 10; Williamson, 1985: 206-11, 1994

In what follows T aim to take up an intermediate position that avoids
what I would see as ideologically induced weaknesses in the more extrem
versions of both the ‘exploitation’ and the ‘efficiency’ arguments.® T treat emi
ployment contracts primarily from the standpoint of employers, with whom
the initiative in their design and implementation does at all events lie. I first.
set out what would appear to be certain general problems of the employ-
ment contract as such, and I then try to show how the different forms that
this contract may take can be understood primarily as employers’ responses
to the more particular ways in which these problems arise in the case of em-.
ployees involved in different kinds of work. I make the assumption that in
this regard the central rendency is for employers to act as rationally as they--
are able towards the goal of maintaining the viability and success of their:
organisations within the context of whatever constraints they may face. This’
may then lead them, depending on the specific circumstances that obtain, to.
view their contractual relations with employees in either zero-sum or positive-
sum terms—ijust as employces may take a similarly varying view of their’
contractual relations with employers. In other words, I see no reason to treat
the interests of employers and employees as being ‘fundamentally’ either in
harmony or in conflict, !

GENERAL PROBLEMS OF THE EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT

It is has for long been recognised by economists and sociologists alike that
the employment contract has distinctive features {see, e.g., Commons, 1924;
Simon, 1951; Baldamus, 1961). These stem basically from the fact that the
labour that is bought by emplovers on the labour market cannot be physically
separated from the individual persons who sell it. What is in effect bought
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“and sold through the employment contract is not a commodity, or at least
‘qot in the sense of some definite, objective thing, but rather a social relation-

ship. Employment contracts are contracts through which employees agree, in
return for remuneration, to place themselves under the authority of the em-
ployer or of the employer’s agents.!! Further, though, employment contracts
are in varying, but often substantial, degree implicit or in fact incomplete,
and especially in regard to what employers may demand of employees and

“what in turn the obligations of employees are. Employers buy the right to
tell employvees what to do while at work, and minimum requirements may

be formally laid down concerning, say, hours of waork, working methods and
procedures, and so on. But contracts rarely if ever seek to specify just how
hard employees should work—whart intensity of effort they should make—
let alone what degree of responsibility, adaptability, or initiative they should
be ready to show in their employer’s interest. Such matters would indeed
seem largely to defy formulation in explicit contractual terms.

From the employer’s point of view, therefare, a major objective must be
that not merely of enforcing the compliance of employees with the authority
that they have in principle accepted but, further, that of inducing their maxi-
mum effort and cooperation in the performance of the worl allocated to
them. Another way of putting the matter would be to say that within the em-
ployment contract employees will always have some non-negligible amount
of discretion; and that it will then be of obvious importance to employers and
their agents to ensure that this discretion is as far as possible used in ways
that support rather then subvert the purposes of the employing organisation.

In the industrial sociology of the immediate postwar years (see, e.g.,
Miller and Form, 1951}, which had a strongly managerialist orientation, the
problems arising in this regard were treated in terms of the degree of con-
especially,

gruence prevailing between ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ organisation
that is, between employers’ work rules and work-group values and norms.
The greater the congruence that could be achieved, the higher, it was sup-
posed, would be levels of employee motivation and morale. This goal was
then to be pursued through ‘human relations’ policies, implemented by firse-
line managers and supervisors at the level of the work group—or, as critics
would have it, through social-psychological manipulation.

In the economics literature previously referred to, essentially the same
issues are addressed, also in fact largely from the employer’s standpoint, but
in a different idiom. The key issue is taken to be that of how the employ-
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the degree to which productive value would be lost if these assets were to be
rransferred to some other employment.

ment contract may be most efficiently elaborated, not only in its explicit e
ante design, ro which limitarions cleatly apply, but, more important perhaps
in its ex’post, : i ite implicir, i ation an | day - . . -
s ex pOSt, and po.ssd?ly quite nn-phcn:,. mt'erpretltio and acFua day In pursuing the explanatory task in hand, T shall cherefore find it helpful to
to-day execution: that is, in the way in which it serves as the basis for th : |
refer to the two-dimensional space described in Figure 5.1,
“ Work that falls into the lower-lefr quadrant of Figure 5.1 is that which
may be expected to give rise to fewest hazards for employers as regards the

employment contract. The absence of serious work monitoring problems

continuing regulation of employment relations over time."* At a minimum
the employer must be given protection against employee shirking or opp
runism, but it is a further requirement that employee interests should as faf
as possible be aligned with those of the employer or, in other words, tha
appropriate incentive structures should be set in place. And at the same timg

means that some kind of ‘variable pay’ system can operate or, in other words,

“‘employees can be remunerated in direct relation to their productivity. And

transaction costs have to be taken into account: thar is, the arrangement:
’ & E “the absence of serious asset specificity problems means that no understand-

and procedures involved in actually implementing the contract must be cos

. . . . ~ ings need be entered into about the long-term continuation of the contract,
effective as compared with available alternatives. :

The rational action theory that informs this latter approach does, I be
lieve, endow it with greater intellectual coherence than that achieved b
early industrial sociology (cf. ch. 4, this volume, pp. 83—4 and n. 14). How
ever, for my present purposes its most immediate attraction is that it lead

No such understandings are required in order to provide employees with an
= incentive to acquire skills of specific value in their present employment and
~ then to remain in this employment. Under these conditions, the employment
* contract can simply provide for discrete, short-term exchanges of money for

. ) _ “effort, in the way characreristic of the labour contract as earlier described,
naturally to recognition of the fact that employment contracts will need to

take on different forms in relation to the different kinds of work-task and SPECIFICITY OF

HUMAN ASSETS

work-role that employees are engaged to perform,. o,
g

DIFFERENTIATION OF THE EMPLOYMENT
CONTRACT AND TYP_ES OF WORK

What is to be e\plamed here is, to repeat, the association berween dlfferen
) v

ine
indicated in Table 5.1. To this end it is necessary to consider types of work DIFFIC():;LTY fow High
analytically, and in a more abstract yet focused way than could be achieved MONITORING

by reliance on occupational designations themselves. The organisational and

transaction-cost economics on which T draw would suggest two main dimen
sions in terms of which potential problems—or sources of ‘contracrual haz-
ard™—{romthe employer’s point of view can beidentified (cf. Weakliem, 1989)

t. The degree of diffculty involved in monitoring the work performed by
employees: that is, the degree of difficulty involved both in measuring its quan
tity and also in observing and controlling its quality; and

2. the degree of specificity of the human assets or human capital—skills,
expertise, knowledge—used by employees in performing their work: that is,

Low

Figure 5.1.  Dimensions of worlk as sources of contractual hazard
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and thus come in fact as close as is possible to a simple spot contract—albe;

perhapg of a recurrent kind—for the - purchase of a quantity of a commodity

{cf. Kayg, 1993: ch. 4).

However, the question does then at once arise of why it is that, despit
the evident advantages of the labour contract to employers, the occupationa
range of its application would appear, as is indicated in Table 5.1, to by
rather restricted: that is, in its pure form to nonskilled manual occupation;
and, somewhat modified, to skilled manual and lower-grade nonmanual ¢
cupations. What will here be argued is thar this limitation is to be explalne
in terms of various concomitant features of the kind of work in regard to
which a labour contract proves viable.

The Occupational Restriction of the Labour Contract

Difficulties in measuring the quantity of work done by employees will be
least, and a variable pay system will ehus be most easily implemented, where
measurement can be based on actual output. In this case, a direct link be:
tween work and pay can be established through piece rates of some kind.
However, work that can be thus measured and remunerated is likely to have
various other characteristics. To begin with, the measurement of work by
output implies outpur that is of a specific, well-defined kind, and efficient
payment by output implies-a production process that is relatively simple:
first, so that output can be clearly attributed to particular individuals or at
most to small work groups and, second, so that the employer—as well as
employees—can have reliable knowledge of how quickly the work can be
done and can therefore set an appropriate rate of pay.'t Moreover, because
piece rates give an inducement to workers to concentrare on quantity of
work at the expense of quality, it is important, from the employer’s point of
view, that the quality of the product as well as its quantity is easy to moni-
tor—that is, to observe and assess—and likewise such other aspects of worlk
quality as the use of tools, equipment, and raw materials (cf. Milgrom and
Roberts, 1992: 394--35). It could then be said that the kind of work with
which piece rates are most likely to be associated is work in which work-
ers, acting individually or in small groups, undertake physical (rather than
mental) operations that lead in a fairly transparent way to discrete material
(rather than symbolic) results. Typical piece-rate workers are in fact fruit
and vegetable pickers, various kinds of loaders, fillers, and packers, and
machinists in batch-production manufacturing industry.

* of checkout operators, ticket sellers, or counter staff. Otherwise, it will be

important that worker effort should be easily observable, and thus open to
* control through supervision, and this would then again tend to imply work
© activity with a clear physical component, even if not necessarily of a kind
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It may also be possible for work to be more or less adequately measured

by inpit in the sense of time spent at work, and thus for a variable pay sys-
tem to operate through time rates, calculared, say, on an hourly or daily ba-
s}s Orce more, though, for this to be the case—in effect, for time worked to
he informative about output—restrictions would seem to apply to the nature
of the work involved. If under piece rates the employer’s main monitoring
prob]em is that of quality, under time rates it becomes that of assessing and
“haintaining the level of worker effort. This problem will be least severe, and
rime rates thus most attractive to employers, where waorkers have in fact
only limited autonomy in regard to their pace of work: wl.1ere, for exlamplc,
this is largely determined by technology, as in assembly line or continuous

ocess production, or by the flow of customers or clients, as in the case, say,

conventionally classified as ‘manual’ (cf. Fama, 1991).

The payment of employees in return for discrete amounts of work done,
whether by piece or time, is one defining element of the labour contract. T?ae
other is that the exchange is of a short-term nature in the sense that, while
it may in fact be many times repeated, there is nothing in th? contract itself,
explicit or implicit, that is aimed at securing the relationship between em-
ployer and employee on a long-term basis. As earlier suggested, an en'.lployf?r
is able to operate with such a contract where there is little to be gam.ed in
encouraging workers to invest in the acquisition of human assets specific to
their present employment, and in turn lictle to be lost if emplcwe.es should
leave this employment—that is, the costs of labour turnover are slight. Hc‘:re
too, though, the argument may be made that where such a situation prevails,
thefe are likely to be further implications for the type of work thatis involved.

Thus, while in principle a workforce with which no problems of hur.nan
asset specificity arose could still be a skilled workforce—that is, one reliant
simply on general purpose skills—it would seem empirically to be the case
that where general purpose skills are brought to particular employrflents., it
tends to be both possible and advantageous for further, more specific skills,
expertise, and knowledge to be developed around them.™ Conseql.mn.:ly,.a
situation in which employers need take no account of asset specificity in
regard to their employees can be reckoned as most probably one in which
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employers are able to recruit the workers they require from a fairly hom

geneousfpool of labour, the individual members of which are substitutable

for each other without serious loss of productive value on the basis simp
of their physical capacities plus, perhaps, minimal liceracy and numeracy.:

In the light of the foregoing, then, whar underlies the restricrion of th
occupational range of the labour contract should be more apparent. It.i
work with features that locate it in the lower-left quadrant of Figure 5.
that allows employers to resort to this form of regulation of employmen
But work that is easily measured and otherwise monitored anzd that in itse
offers little potential for the development of specific human capital will hay

other characteristics too. Its archetype can in fact be regarded as manu

work of a nonskilled kind, or what might be thought of as labour in its mo

basic sense. It is, then, with such work that the labour contract can operate,

in its purest form or, in other words, that employers can take the commod
fication of labour to its furthest possible point. Correspondingly, any exten
sion of the labour contract beyond such work is likely to entail some de
parture from the pure form in one direction or another. For example, wher
the monitoring of work is not entirely straightforward, as regards eithe
quantity or quality, the strict principle of pay in return for discrete amount
of work done will need to be modified in some degree. Thus, a weekly wage
with, perhaps, provision for overtime pay or time off ‘in liew’ for work i

excess of a given number of hours is a fairly common arrangement amorig’

more skilled manual and lower-grade nonmanual employees. And likewis
such workers may be given certain privileges of seniority—such as pay gua

antees or a “first-in, last-out” understanding in the case of redundancies—in
circumstances where employers are compelled to recognise some need for:
the development and retention of human assets of an organisation-specific

kind (cf. Doeringer and Piore, 1971; Weakliem, 1989).

The full significance of these latter points can, however, only be fully.
brought out by changing perspective somewhat. Having begun by asking
what accounts for the empirically observed restriction of the labour contract
to manual and lower-grade nonmanual occupations, I shall next ask why it:
should be that in the case of professional and managerial occupations, this
form of regulation of employment would appear to be effectively preciuded
and is typically replaced by what has been called the service relationship.
Again, | shall seek to give an answer in terms of employers’ responses to the

Y
rowards the upper right.

-
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< otential contractual hazards that are mapped out ia Figure 5.1 and, more

ccifically, as these intensify as one moves from the lower-left quadrant

The Rationale of the Service Relationship

The general problems of the employment contract, as outlined in the previ-
ous section, are sometimes represented (e.g., Pract and Zeckhauser, 1984;
Eggertsson, 1990) as ones of a ‘principal-agent’ relationship: that is, of a rela-

rionship in which a principal (the employer) engages an agent (the employee)

to act in the principal’s interest in circumstances in which the principal can-
not observe the agent’s actions, nor share in all of the information guiding
" those actions. This sepresentation may seemn somewhat strained where it is

possible for labour to be more or less commodified and some approximation
to a spot contract is thus viable. However, it takes on special force where

~ employees act in a professional or managerial capacity." Professionals are
* engaged to exercise specialised knowledge and expertise that they have ob-
tained from a lengthy training; while managers are engaged to exercise the

delegated authority of the employer. In both cases alike, therefore, the nature
of the worlk-tasks and work-roles that are performed imply some asymmetry

. of information as between employer and employee and thus, for the latrer,

a significant area of autonomy and discretion into which monitoring by the
employer cannot feasibly extend. Indeed, effective monitoring would here
entail some kind of infinite regress. It would itself require precisely the kind
of use of specialised knowledge and expertise and of delegated authority
that creates the agency problem in the first place (c¢f. Simon, 1991}

Where such difficulty in monitoring work arises, it then becomes es-
pecially important for the employer to gain the commitment of employees,
which in turn implies designing and implementing a form of contract that
can as far as possible ensure that their interests are, and remain, aligned wich
the goals of the organisation as the employer would define them. In the case
of profit-making organisations, one evident recourse is to link employee
compensation to the economic success of the enterprise as, for example,
through stock awards or stock options or profit-related bonuses or other
profit-sharing schemes. However, while these kinds of remuneration may
often play a major parr in the compensation of chief executive officers and
other very senior personnel, they are difficult to extend at a similar level of
importance throughour the staff hierarchy, and they would appear to have
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no very etfective analogues in the case of employees in public sector or non
profit-m#king bodies. ' i

Moreover, further circumstances may well obtain in which serious dif
ficulties for any kind of performance-related pay system are created: tha
is, where employees are required—~as professionals and managers typically '
are—to carry out tasks, or roles, of a very diverse character. In such a sita
ation, payment can scarcely be related equally to every aspect of the work
that is undertaken. It will, rather, have to be linked to just one, or at most.
one or two, aspects—those for which performance indicators can most eas
ily be devised being most likely to be chosen. But such arrangements hol
dangers for employers. For the incentives offered will in this case serve not:
simply to induce greater effort on the part of employees but further to in
fluence their distribution of effort, and of time and attention, anong thei
different responsibilities, That is to say, those aspects of their work to which’
pay is in fact related will tend to be favoured at the expense of others, an
to a degree that need not be optimal from the employer’s point of view (cf.
Holstrom and Milgrom, 1991). Employers may ‘get what they pay for’ in’
an all too literal sense {cf. Gibbons, 1997). Moreover, given that work-tasks .
are diverse, monitoring that is then specifically aimed at preventing such un-
intended consequences, or ‘perverse effects’, may well not be cost effective
even if practical at all.

Since, therefore, in the employment of professionals and managers gen
eral principal-agent problems may often be compounded by the further one
posed by multitask agents, forms of employment contract in which eithe
direct work moniroring or specific performance indicators provide the basi
for pay would seem unlikely, in the main, to answer to employers’ require
ments. The alternative and generally more appropriate strategy will be for

employers to seek to gain the commitment of their professional and manage
rial personnel, or in Simon’s apt phrase (1991: 32) to shape their ‘decision -
premises’, through a form of contract with a quite different rationale. That -
15, one which relies on performance appraisal of only a broad and long-term, -

though perhaps comparative, kind and that then sets up, conditional on such
appraisal, the possibility of a steadily rising level of compensation through-

out the course of the employee’s working life. In this regard, the contracr;.
provides for compensation primarily through an annual salary that may .
be expected to increase both in accordance with an established scale and
further, and more substantially, as the result of the employee’s advancement
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. through a career structure. Given the prospect of such an ‘upward-sloping
- experience-earnings profile’, as Lazear (1995: 39) has termed it, both effec-
rive incentives for employees and effective sanctions for the employer are
- created—and especially so if, as Lazear would argue {cf. also 1981), what is
typically entailed is paying employees less than they are worth, in terms of
- ¢their productivity, when they are young or at all events in the lower levels
" of the hierarchy and more than they are worth when they are older or in

 higher-level positions.

On the one hand, the better employees perform (or at least are perceived
to perform) in the pursuic of organisational goals, the further, and more
rapidly, they will be promoted out of the levels at which they are underpaid
and into those at which they are overpaid. On the other hand, because for
most employees higher rewards will still lie ahead, and ones that they have
already in part earned through their previous underpayment, ‘hasty quits’
are discouraged and the threat of dismissal, as, say, in the case of manifest
shirking or incompetence or of malfeasance, becomes a more potent one.
Furthermore, appropriately constructed pensions schemes can also be seen
as an integral part of such ‘deferred payment’ contracts, encouraging em-
ployees to stay with their organisations up to the peak of the expected pres-
ent value of benefits but then discouraging them from staying on too long
(in the absence of a mandatory retiring age) in the phase when, relative to
their productivity, they are being overpaid (Lazear, 1995: 42-45).""

In other words, the solution to the problem of agency, as it arises with
professional and managerial employees, is sought essentially in the service
relationship as this was earlier described. In place of any attempr at the im-
mediate linking of performance and pay, the employment contract envisages,
even if implicitly as much as explicitly, a quite diffuse exchange of service
to the organisation in return for compensation in which the prospective ele-
mest is crucial; and, by the same token, the contract is understood as hav-
ing a long-term rather than a short-term basis. The key connection that the
contract aims to establish is that between employees’ commitment to, and
effective pursuit of, organisational goals and their career success and lifetime
material well-being."®

So far in this subsection, I have concentrated on employers’ contractual
problems associated with work located towards the right of the horizontal
dimension of Figure 5.1: that is, those of monitoring. However, problems
associated with work located towards the top of the verrical dimension are
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also relevant: that is, those of human asset specificity. I earlier suggested tly
these prpblems would be least demanding where employers could opera
satisfactorily with workers who possessed no more than commonly avai
able physical or cognitive capacities. Insofar as a higher quality Workforc
is called for, the probability increases that there will be advantage to the em
ployer in ensuring that any general purpose skills that employees bring wit

them are, as Williamson has put it (1985: 242), ‘decpened and specialized?

in the particular organisational contexts in which they are to be applie

And, where this is 5o, a form of contract that does nothing to help secure the.

employment relationship on a long-term basis will obviously be deficient:
will fail to provide incentives for employers to engage in the training, or fo
employees in the learning, from which both parties could alike benefit.

Problems of human asset specificity are not confined to professional and
managerial employees—as was earlier indicated and as will be seen further

below. However, such problems may be thought to take on an importanc
in the case of these employees that is proportional to that of the organisa
tional roles that they perform. That is to say, failure to provide for either th

development or the retention of organisation-specific skills, expertise, and

knowledge on the part of professionals and managers is likely to be espe
cially damaging. Here again, then, the rationale of the service relationship
with its implication of continuing employment, is apparent. Through such ;
relationship, in contrast to one in which renewal is entirely contingent, em
ployers can more securely embark on costly training and planned-experienc

programmes aimed at increasing employees’ organisation-specific abilities;
and employees can in turn more securely devote the time and effort neces-
sary to acquire such abilities, In other words, it becomes possible for both .
the costs of and the returns to investments of this kind to be shared berween
employers and employees {Milgrom and Roberts, 1992: 363; Lazear, 1995:"
74). The advantage of the long-term character of the service relationship as*
the basis of a solution to agency problems—that is, via the rising worklife’
compensation curve—is therefore reinforced in that at the same time the.

basis for a solution to asset specificity problems is also provided. !

Mixed Forms

Finally in this section some explanation should be attempted of the prevalence |
within certain occupational groupings—as indicated in Table 5.1—of mixed
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‘forms of the employment contract: that is, of forms that, in various ways,
"wmbme elements of both the labour contract and the service relationship.

Referring back once more to Figure 5.1, a tendency may be supposed, in

‘the light of the discussion so far, for empirical instances to be concentrated
on the lower-left to upper-right diagonal: o, in other words, for there to be
.nge correlation berween the severity of the monitoring problems and of
‘the human asset specificity problems to which different kinds of work give
“rise. Nonetheless, instances lying off this diagonal can certainly be envis-
_"g';ged, and the suggestion 1 would advance is that it is in terms of work thus
‘tocated that the occupational distribution of mixed forms of the employ-
‘ment contract is to be explained. Work falling in the lower-right quadrant

of Figure 5.1, that is, work that confronts employers with real difficulties of

‘monitoring but not of asset specificity, could be expected to lead to a form
‘of contract in which features entailing some departure from the exchange of
discrete amounts of money and effort characteristic of the labour contract

would be more apparent than ones directed towards furthering a long-term

© relationship. And, conversely, work falling in the upper-left quadrant, where

asset specificity problems are serious but not monitoring problems, could be

. expected to lead o a form of contract in which a fairly specific money-for-

effort exchange is preserved but some understanding of the long-term nature
of the contract is at least implied.

Some empirical support for this argument can in fact be provided, and
indeed for a rather more precise version of it: namely, one which would as-
sociate the first of the two situations outlined above primarily with routine
nonmanual occupations in administration and commerce that exist, so to
speak, on the fringes of bureaucratic structures, and the second situation
with manual supervisory and lower-grade technical occupations.” Thus,
routine nonmanual employees—clerical workers, secretaries, and so on—
would ﬁppear to enjoy fixed salaries and also relatively relaxed or flexible
time-keeping arrangements almost to the same extent as the professionals
and managers with whom they typically work in ancillary roles, although
for the most part deploying only rather standardised skills (cf. Fama, 1991).
However, they are not to the same extent involved in career strucrures within
their employing organisations that would hold our the prospect of steadily
increasing rewards over the entire course of their working lives.?' Conversely,
supervisors of manual workers and lower-grade technicians tend to have a
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cially as a result of overtime pay, or
1any of the rank-and-file employe
control. But their distinctive val

rand as a summary of the explanation that is here offered of how they are
in fact generated and sustained through employers’ responses to the prob-
lems of contractual regulation that arise from the engagement of workers to
sgnised through agreements or undertake differing kinds of work.
: security and also perhaps through
that are based primarily on senior
y the institutions of the classic fir
iore, 1971; Osterman, 1987).2

those previously advanced in this
to give an overall representation of

NEW EMPLOYER STRATEGIES AND THE FUTURE
oF THE SERVICE RELATIONSHIP

" One objection that might be raised against the foregoing analysis is that it
seeks to explain in very general theoretical terms a pattern of differentia-
3.1 are seen to relate to the empir ' rion in employment contracts that could well prove specific to a particular
it is, regularities in the association historical era. Several authors have indeed already broached the question of
s of employees and the form of reg- the continuing viability of the service relationship under conditions of rapid
2 in Figure 5.2. On the understand-
> be regarded as only probabilisti

ainly be found, this latter figure can

change in technological and market conditions and of intensifying global
competition that impose ever greater requirements of organisational flex-
ibility (see, e.g., Halford and Savage, 1995); and others have gone further in
maintaining that, under chese conditions, the service relationship is actually
CIFICITY OF being eroded, and in the public as well as the private sector, as competitive

1AN ASSETS

tendering and other forms of market discipline are increasingly imposed
High

(see, e.g., Brown, 1995 and also the glebalisation theorists discussed in vol.
1, ch. 5). There is constant pressure, it is argued, to ‘downsize’ or *de-layer’
management structures, to buy in professional services rather than to pro-
vide them in-house, to engage staff on fixed-term contracts, and to intro-
duce performance-related pay systems at all levels of employment. From this
point of view, then, the service relationship appears not as a form of contract
with a rather sophisticated underlying rationale but as an expression merely
of a conventional starus distincrion that could be sustained as an aspect of

- High
; ‘organisational slack’ during the long boom of the postwar years bur that is
now being swept aside in a far more demanding economic environment.
Insofar as attempts are under way radically to reshape the form of regu-
lation of employment of professional and managerial personnel, a valuable
lla opportunity is then afforded for the empirical testing of the account I have
offered of the logic of the differentiation of employment contracts. Some of

the relevant evidence, pertaining, for example, to risks of job loss and unem-

Low ployment and to the persistence of career structures, I have already reviewed

-es of contracenal bazard, forms in my critique of globalisation theorists in Volume I; and in the following

‘mployee classes of the schema chapter I return to the main empirical questions that arise in the larger con-
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farger variable element in their pay, especially as a result of overtime pay, o :5:stand as a summary of the explanation that is here offered of how they are
shift premia, in much the same way as many of the rank-and-file employees.

over whom they exercise direction and control. Bue their distinctive valy

in fact generated and sustained through employers’ responses to the prob-
“lems of contractual regulation that arise from the engagement of workers to
to their organisations is more often recognised through agreements or un
derstandings on employment and income security and also perhaps throngh
opportunities to progress up job ladders that are based primarily on senio;
ity=—that is, in the manner provided for by the institutions of the classic firm
internal labour market (Doeringer and Piore, 1971; Osterman, 1987).2 :

Taking this argument together with those previously advanced in this
section of the chapter, it is then possible to give an overall representation of
how the analytical dimensions of Figure 5.1 are seen to relate to the empir
cal regularities implied in Table 5.1: that is, regularities in the association.
between different occupational groupings of employees and the form of reg
ulation of their employment. This is done in Figure 5.2. On the understand-
ing that the regularities in question are to be regarded as only probabilistic
and that exceptions to themn will thus certainly be found, this latter figure ca

" undertake differing kinds of work.

NEW EMPLOYER STRATEGIES AND THE FUTURE
OF THE SERVICE RELATIONSHIP

One objection that might be raised against the foregoing analysis is that it
"secks to explain in very general theoretical terms a pattern of differentia-
tion in employment contracts thatr could well prove specific to a particular
" historical era. Several authors have indeed already broached the question of
the continuing viability of the service relationship under conditions of rapid
change in technological and market conditions and of intensifying global
competition that impose ever greater requirements of organisational flex-
ibility (see, e.g., Halford and Savage, 1995); and others have gone further in
maintaining that, under these conditions, the service relationship is actually
SPECIFICITY OF being eroded, and in the public as well as the private sector, as competitive

HUMAN ASSETS
High

tendering and other forms of market discipline are increasingly imposed
(sce, e.g., Brown, 1995 and also the globalisation theorists discussed in vol.
I, ch. 5). There is constant pressure, it is argued, to ‘downsize’ or ‘de-layer’
management structures, to buy in professional services rather than to pro-
vide them in-house, to engage staff on fixed-term contracts, and to intro-
duce performance-related pay systems at all levels of employment. From this
point of view, then, the service relationship appears nor as a form of contract
with a rather sophisticated underlying rationale but as an expression merely

DIFFICULTY _ o ,
of a conventional status distinction that could be sustained as an aspect of

OF Low High
MONITORING

‘organisational slack’ during the long boom of the postwar years but that is
now being swept aside in a far more demanding economic environment.
Insofar as attempts are under way radically to reshape the form of regu-
lation of employment of professional and managerial personnel, a valuable
opportunity is then afforded for the empirical testing of the account I have
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offered of the logic of the differentiation of employment contracts. Some of

the relevant evidence, pertaining, for example, to risks of job loss and unem-

Low ployment and to the persistence of career structures, [ have already reviewed

Figure 5.2, Dimerisions of work as sources of conteactual hazard, forms in my critique of globalisation theorists in Volume I; and in che following

of employment contract, and location of employee classes of the schema chapter I return to the main empirical questions that arise in the larger con-
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text of current debates in class analysis. Here, though, it may serve as a use.
ful preligtinary and at the same time help further to clarify the thearetic
arguments [ have advanced if I attefri?t to spell out just what, from the poine
of view of their evaluation, has to be regarded as centrally at issue.

To begin with, it is entirely consistent with the general position th:
I have taken that employers should try to exploit any changes in laboy
market or other economic conditions that might enable them to modif
contracts of employment, explicitly or implicitly, in ways that would be t
their advantage or, more specifically, that would reduce their contractua
hazard. And it is further consistent that such modifications should then, a
else equal, be ones leading away from the service relationship and towards
the discrete and short-term exchange of the labour contract; or, in othe
words, away from forms of the regulation of employment that presuppos
a diffuse and continuing exchange and towards ones in which labour is t
a greater degree commodified. As Breen (1997a) has observed, one can i
this respect think of employers as seeking to transfer risk from themselve
to their employees: that is, to free themselves from the inflexibility enraile
by the *quasi-generalised reciprocity’ of the service relationship and to secure
instead an ‘asymmetric commitment’ or in effect an option on the supply o
labour, which they can then decline, if necessary, in order to avoid ‘down.
side” risk while preserving the possibility of profiting from ‘upside’ risk. Evi
dence simply of employers being alert to the possibility of revising forms o
contract in ways they would see as being in their interesss is not therefore
in itself, of any great consequence. What matters is how far employers are
thus led actually to abandon the service relationship in cases where it had
previously applied.

In this connection, it has also to be recognised that some of the strategies
that employers may pursue in search of greater flexibility need have lictle-
or no impact on the service relationship per se, and indeed may even help
to make this relationship nzore viable. Thus, by downsizing and delayering *
management structtres and also by buying in professional expertise, employ-
ers may reduce the proportion of their total workforce to whom the service
relationship is extended, and in turn the degree to which they are involved
in quasi-generalised reciprocity, but without abandoning this relationship
for the professional and managerial staff that they retain.”? Likewise, by
creating greater flexibility in the employment of other grades of worker—as,
say, by modifying features of internal labour markets for skilled manual

s€
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workers (cf. Capeilli, 1995)—employers may be better able to sustain the

rvice relationship in the case of those employees for whom they would see

it as specifically appropriate. In some influential models of the ‘flexible firm

(e.g., Atkinson, 1985), the emphasis is in fact on the divergence between the
e

employment relations that apply with the ‘core’ and with the ‘peripheral

*workforce.

What, therefore, emerges as the key question is that of how far in pre-

' yailing economic circumstances, and on what basis, employers do come to
| regard the service relationship itself as expressing a form of contract that
* they should aim in general to terminate rather than to preserve. And insofar

as this relationship is in fact undermined in the case of professional and
managerial staff, as, say, through the introduction of short-term c.?ontracts
or performance-related pay, it will in turn be important o k-nm\.f just how
employers then seek to handle those problems of work monitoring and of
human asset specificity out of which, I have mainrained, the rationale of the
service relationship and of its occupational range initially arise.

Breen, for example, has pointed out {1997a) that, despite employers’
concern to off-load risk within the employment contract onto their employ-
ees, there are still good grounds for supposing that the service relationship
will prove durable since there is no other obvious solution to t.he agency
problem deriving primarily from asymmetric information, Professionals and
managers are employees in regard to whom it is generally less important that
the employment contract should provide for flexibility (from the employe‘r’s
point of view) than that it should ensure that the employee has strong in-
centives to show commitment to organisational goals (see also Gallie et al.
1998: 312-13}. And to this | would add that even if improved techniques of
monitoring may in some instances be capable of reducing agency problems
(Halford and Savage, 1995: 129), attempts at basing pay on performance
will still threaten to give rise to perverse effects in the way earlier noted
where employees are engaged in work-tasks of a multifacered kind.>* In _‘:his
respect, the requirements of contractual flexibility would seem to come into
direct conflict with those of ‘functional’ fexibility (Atkinson, 1985), which
in fact lead to demands on employees to be ready to take on an ever-wider
range of tasks and responsibilities.

What is perhaps more plausible than the idea of the general abandon-
ment of the service relationship is the suggestion that, at least with some
employee groupings, the ‘deal’ that it comprises may be reformulated: in
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particular, so that whart the employee is offered, in return for commitmen

and a yeadiness to develop organisation-specific assets, is an understanding
not on continuity of employment but rather on continuity of employabil.
ity Tn this case, it falls to the employer to provide employees with training

and experience that, as well as enhancing their organisation-specific skillg
expertise, and knowledge, will also equip th
ston in the external labour marker. Howeve

investment is m

divided between the employees and their subsequent employers. Again, then,

the force of the original rationale of the service relationship is brought out.
In sum, for a compelling argument to be advanced that the service re-:
fationship is in general decline, two things would seem to be required: Arst,

direct evidence thar employme

indeed being discontinued across the range of employee groupings for which

they were previously typical; and, second, evidence that such a change is:
to be regarded as permanent—rather than being, say, a response merely to
short-term economic exigencies or to the current v
consultants—pe

OBUE armong management:
cause the rationale that previously underlay the service re-

lationship has now ceased to apply or has in some way been transcended.? ¢

The analysis that I have earlier presented obviously leads me to the view that
evidence of the latter kind at least will not be readily forthcoming.

In this ch

emerged from attempts to assess the criterion validity of the class schema
that colleagues and I have developed as a research instrument. At least for the
British case, a pattern of association has been est

ablished, among employees,
between their broad occupational grouping an

d the form of regulation of
their employment. T have then suggested, drawing chiefly on theoretical ideas

developed in both more and less orthodox branches of modern economics, .

how this regularity might be explained at the level of social action: that is,
in terms of employers’ rationally intelligible responses to the problems that
they face in devising and implementing employment contracts for workers
engaged in different types of work—in particular, problems of work moni-

em for future career progres:
5, 1t is still far from clear that
even this modification of the service relationship would necessarily be to the 2
employer’s advantage. The evident risk that the employer incurs is that if
ade in the development of human assets that are 7ot organis
sation specific and if the employees who bencfir from this investment are not
then retained, the returns on the investment will largely be lost: they will he

nt contracts expressing this relationship are

apter 1 have started from an empirical regularity that has

i
ol

Social Class and the Differentiation of Employment Coutracts 1

ot and of human asset specificity. I have also indicated how I believe
'”tormgttem ts at testing the explanation offered, within the contemporary
: ﬂ;z;;)lmic :ontext, might best be focused. To (’:ﬂd with, T make two obs&:‘tvz;
. :ions concerning what is and what is not im}?hed by the cen.t;al ;?rgun;em()d_
the chapter for the more general understanding of the strati catlf)sanSicaHy
ern societies—on the assumption, of course, that the argumetnt 11 call
sound. Since this assumption is, for the present at least, Db;'IOHS y oiions
challenge, the remarks will be brief, although they relate to large ques .

)‘ i V i i 5 W L de n
First if thﬂ aﬂﬂi 515 I ha\‘e p[ ESCnted 15 Eliid, 1C Must [:0110 thﬂt mo T
1

T y retai icalist market e ies of some
societies, at least insofar as they retain capiralist market economies :
I v ¥ 2 : ir concomi-
kind, will have a relatively complex class structure as one of thei

A >

tant and abiding features. In addition to theliliféerentliatiog ocfhef?;iz:;;z,;}:i
_emploved, and employees, the latter will themse V.BS e
i:lrineslrgpf tlfe e’mployment relations in which they ZAII‘C mvccl)l\ied asl ltlhlilr:sliliz
of a highly generalised ‘situational logic” that applies, an{ t;at v:frln l;mtion
effects, across a wide range of societal contexts. The u1it u.ar‘ ti;{)m i‘n o
then is that although national societies may well sh(.)w'muc h varia onin the
historical evolution of their class structures-.—that 18, }n the ra'1te::, 0 1gr v
or decline of different classes and thus in their proportlon:aFe su:::s—r 1eyn o
at the same time be characterised by class-rfalated u‘ae,'qu—fﬂlt‘le:sit at lunn(; o
more comparable lines. The form of these‘ inequalities 1f;~111ixehy rt(?:l :iva e
complex than the structure of class relatlc?lls .frorn whu‘_1 t e.} e] fasiﬁon
therefore not open to adequate representation in a 0ne—d1nlen51f)na i q
Nonetheless, it may still be said that insofar as employees. are m.vo vftie mln,
service relationship rather than a labour contrace, t‘hey w1i'l :)E s;gml(:f iﬂ}-
advantaged not only in that they will tenc_:i to receive a hig 1elr EYE o
come from their employment but, further, in thart their incomes wll e e
subject to interruption through job loss_and unemploymm;t or to s;to;f e
fluctuation and will tend to follow a rising ?urve over the ar%er pa Fof thelr
working lives. It is in the case of intermediate classesztﬁhat the pro 5
any one-dimensional ordering become most aPparent. T
Second, though, it is important to recognise that the ana ysm.: dvz e
carries no particular implications for the overall degree of {i:clonor.rlllmblnefgu;d
ity, including inequality in incomes from employment, :c;ait Wlloted found
among members of different classes. Indeed, what 5110[1;1. he 1 ored in this
regard is thar substantial change in the extent of suc _mS-CJELfl? y.'. ;i{m -
cur over time while essentially the same pattern of class ditferentia
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CHAPTER S§SIX

Class Analysis

New Versions and Their Problems®

Of late, sociologists have engaged in animated debate over the question of
the continuing relevance of class analysis in contemporary, postindustrial, or
postmodern societies (see, e.g., Lee and Turner, eds., 1996; Marshall, 1997;
Evans, ed., 1999; Clark and Lipset, eds., 2001). For those who believe that
in such societies class, as a social phenomenon, is in steady and inevitable
decline, class analysis is merely a relic of the sociology of the nineteenth and
rwentieth centuries that must now give way to ‘new paradigms’. But for
those who would reject the idea of the decline of class, class analysis remains
central to the sociology of contemporary societies, even though needing—as
ever previously—to adapt its focus to changes in the forms of class structures
and in the modalities of class refations.

In the present essay my concern is not with this debate, which has, I sus-
pect, by now been pursued to the point of diminishing returns. I have, I hope,
made my own position clear enough elsewhere: in short, that class and class
analysis are of abiding importance (Goldthorpe and Marshall, 1992; Gold-
thorpe, 2001; and cf. also vol. I, ch. 5}. Here, 1 seek to move on to a range
of issues that have arisen among sociologists who would broadly share my

view that class analysis retains its relevance but who would differ from me,
and from each other, in the ways in which they would understand the nature
and objectives of class analysis and wish to see it develop. I concentrate on

*This cssay draws ar various points on papers that appeared in the American fonrual
of Sociology, 105 (2000} and in Acta Sociologica, 45 (2002a}. Tam indebted to Tony Ar-
kinson, Richard Breen, Robert Erikson, David Grusky, Stephen Morgan, Aage Sorenscn,
Kim Weeden, and Herman Van de Werfhorse for helpful conversations, information, criti-
cism, and advice,
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maintained, For example, in Britain over the last quarter of the rwentieth.
century ¢fass inequalities in income from employment widened sharply but.
with little effect on class differences in security and stability of income and:

in lifetime income prospects (Goldthorpe and McKnight, 2006). Moreover
a cross-national perspective might be expected to reveal an analogous situ
ation: that is, that variation in the degree more than in the pattern of class
inequality may be produced as the same situational logic of class relations
works itself out in national societies with differing political economies, in
dustrial relations systems and social welfare regimes.?’

Esping-Andersen (1993: 2, 8) has complained that class theory, from:
Marx and Weber down to the present day, tends to assume that “classes

emerge out of unfettered exchange relations, be it in the market or at the

“point of production™, and is thus ‘nested in an institutionally “naked”

world’. Regardless of how far such a characterisation is in fact correct, it is,

[ believe, still a mistake to see it as pointing to a deficiency. Rather, it would
seem important that any theory of social class should aim to be as general -
as possible—to require only minimal assumptions about the institutional
forms of labour markets and production units—precisely so that the impact :
of wider institutional variation, and likewise of underlying political and cul-
tural factors, can then be assessed.¥ And the further question can of course -

in turn be raised of how far this variation, and also that in the differing
shapes of national class structures previously referred to, are in fact them-

selves open to general theoretical explanation or have rather to be accounted

for in more specific historical terms.

CHAPTER SIX

Class Analysis

New Versions and Their Problems®

Of late, sociologists have engaged in animated debate over the question of
the continuing relevance of class analysis in contemporary, postindustrial, or
postmodern societies (see, e.g., Lee and Turner, eds., 1996; Marshall, 1997;
Evans, ed., 1999; Clark and Lipset, eds., 2001). For those who believe that
in such societies class, as a social phenomenon, is in steady and inevitable
decline, class analysis is merely a relic of the sociology of the ninetcenth and
twentieth centuries that must now give way to ‘new paradigms’. But for
those who would reject the idea of the decline of class, class analysis remains

centr
ever previously—to adapt its focus to changes in the forms of class structures
and in the modalities of class relations.

In the present essay my concern is not with this debate, which has, T sus-
pect, by now been pursued to the point of diminishing returns. I have, [ hope,
made my own position clear enough elsewhere: in short, that class and class
analysis are of abiding importance (Goldthorpe and Marshall, 1992; Gold-
thorpe, 2001; and cf. also vol. I, ch. 5). Here, I seek to move on to a range
of issues that have arisen among sociologists who would broadly share my
view that class analysis retains its relevance but who would differ from me,
and from each other, in the ways in which they would understand the nature

and objectives of class analysis and wish to see it develop. I concentrate on

*This essay draws ar various paints on papers that appeared in the Anterican Jourmal
of Sociology, 105 (2000) and in Acta Sociologica, 45 (2002a). | am indebred 1o Tony At-
kinson, Richard Breen, Robert Erikson, avid Grusky, Stephen Morgan, Aage sorcnSfﬂ?,
Kim Weeden, and Herman Van de Werfhorst for helpful conversagions, information, criti-
cism, and advice.




